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Chapter 1 1 

Introduction 2 

The Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation (Southport) Project draft environmental 3 
impact statement/environmental impact report (Draft EIS/EIR) was circulated for public review in 4 
November 2013 for a public comment period of 60 days, between November 8, 2013 and January 6, 5 
2014. To initiate the public comment period, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the West 6 
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (WSAFCA) circulated a Notice of Availability (NOA) to 7 
Responsible and Trustee Agencies as defined under the California Environmental Quality Act 8 
(CEQA), involved Federal agencies, and parties previously requesting information on the proposed 9 
project. The NOA was provided to the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) and the 10 
County Clerks of Sacramento and Yolo Counties on November 8, 2013. It was also published in the 11 
Federal Register in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) on November 20, 12 
2013. 13 

To expand public involvement, WSAFCA mailed approximately 2,000 abbreviated, one-page 14 
summaries of the NOA to stakeholders, namely affected landowners and residents, between 15 
November 15 and 18, 2013 to make them aware of the availability of the document for review in 16 
both hard copy and online and to encourage attendance at public meetings to be held on December 17 
11 and 18, 2013. This was sent to residences within 500 feet of construction activities and 100 feet 18 
of a haul route, in addition to anyone who had previously expressed interest in the project by 19 
attended a scoping meeting, commented on scoping, or otherwise inquired about the project. 20 

In addition, leaflets publicizing the document’s availability and public meeting schedule were 21 
included in more than 15, 500 utility bills delivered to residences throughout the city of West 22 
Sacramento between November 18 and December 8, 2013. Legal notice was also published in the 23 
Sacramento Bee, describing the document’s availability and the schedule and location of the planned 24 
meetings. 25 

In response to this outreach effort, 42 comment letters were submitted on the Draft EIS/EIR, 26 
including those from the following commenters. 27 

• Three Federal agencies. 28 

• Four state agencies. 29 

• Three regional agencies. 30 

• Three local agencies. 31 

• Twelve non-governmental entities. 32 

• Seventeen individuals (written comments and audible oral comments recorded at one public 33 
meeting). 34 

The majority of comments received related to the following topic areas. 35 

• Disclosure and legality of mitigation banking in the offset area. 36 

• Potential effects to wildlife resources, including Swainson’s hawk, from construction and 37 
compliance with USACE levee vegetation policy. 38 
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• Nature and extent of proposed habitat restoration efforts between the existing and setback 1 
levee under Alternatives 2, 4, and 5. 2 

• Adequacy of the range of project alternatives analyzed in detail. 3 

• Potential for land use and zoning changes and private property acquisition. 4 

• Potential for traffic effects, specifically relating to hours of construction, dust created by 5 
construction, and proximity to haul routes. 6 

• Potential for public levee access, boating and marina access, and other recreation effects. 7 

• Potential for effects on and adequacy of mitigation for agricultural lands. 8 

• Concerns related to realignment of South River Road. 9 

• Adequacy of consideration of public input during development of the Applicant Preferred 10 
Alternative (APA). 11 

The comment letters are subdivided by level of government and each agency has been assigned a 12 
unique code. Each comment within the letter has also been assigned a unique code, noted on the left 13 
margin. For example, the code “2–4” indicates the fourth distinct comment (indicated by the “4”) in 14 
the letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which was the second letter (indicated by the “2”) 15 
recorded. The chapter is organized in four sections: 16 

 Chapter 2, Federal and State Agency Comments and Responses 17 

 Chapter 3, Regional and Local Agency Comments and Reponses 18 

 Chapter 4, Non-Governmental Entity Comments and Responses 19 

 Chapter 5, Individual Comments and Responses 20 

The sections are organized by presentation of each comment letter immediately followed by the 21 
responses to that letter. Table 1-1 summarizes the commenting party, comment letter signatory, and 22 
date of the comment letter. 23 

Table 1-1. List of Comment Letters 24 

Letter # Commenter Organization Type 
Chapter 2, Federal and State Agency Comments and Responses 
1 Gregor Blackburn, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region IX Federal 
2 Daniel Welsh, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Federal 
41 Connell Dunning, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Federal 
3 Tracey Frost, California Department of Transportation, District 3 State 
4 Scott Wilson, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bay Delta Region State 
5 Cy Oggins, California State Lands Commission State 
42 Cindy Messer, Delta Stewardship Council State 
Chapter 3, Regional and Local Agency Comments and Reponses 
6 Matthew Jones, Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District Regional 
7 Erik Vink, Delta Protection Commission Regional 
8 Rob Ferrera, Sacramento Municipal Utility District Regional 
9 Robb Armstrong, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District Local 
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Letter # Commenter Organization Type 
10 Karen Huss, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Local 
11 David Morrison, County of Yolo Local 
Chapter 4, Non-Governmental Entity Comments and Responses 
12 Jim Pachl and Judith Lamare, Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk Non-Profit 
13 Chad Roberts, Yolo Audubon Society Non-Profit 
14 Marty Swingle, Capital West Realty, Inc. Business 
15 Meredith Williams, Pacific Gas & Electric Business 
16 Dan Ramos, Ramco Enterprises Business 
17 Denice Seals, West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce Business 
18 Gary Albertson, Project Management Applications, Inc. Business 
19 Kent Baker, Baker-Williams Engineering Business 
20 Michael Smith, Sun M Capital, LLC Business 
21 Jeff Savage, Sacramento River Cats Business 
22 Victoria Yokoyama, Yokoyama Farm Business 
23 Jeanne Pavao, Miller Starr & Regalia, on behalf of Seecon Financial & 

Construction 
Business 

Chapter 5, Individual Comments and Responses 
24 Carmen Wright Individual 
25 Carolyn Rech Individual 
26 Sonny Chahal Individual 
27 Kim McDonald Individual 
28 Paul Chavez Individual 
29 Cindy Tuttle Individual 
30 Carolyn Rech Individual 
31 Nicole Avila Individual 
32 Cruz and Darlene Charles Individual 
33 Cruz and Darlene Charles Individual 
34 Karen Kubo, c/o Richard and Anne Kubo Individual 
35 Karen Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock Elkin, LLP on behalf of Albert & Judy 

Rodgers, Madeline M. Rodgers Trust Estate (c/o Albert Rodgers), Terry 
Annesley and Brett Culbreth, and Chris and Thami Lacomb. 

Individual 

36 Albert Rodgers Individual 
37 Charles Tobia Individual 
38 Karl Machschefes Individual 
39 Kim McDonald Individual 
40 Carolyn Rech Individual 
 1 

Each comment in the following chapters has been considered and responded to individually. If a 2 
comment resulted in a change to the text of Volume I of the Final EIR, it is noted within the 3 
comment’s response. WSAFCA coordinated with USACE to prepare responses to comments 4 
associated with the NEPA process and other specific issues related to USACE’s authorities. 5 
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This Final EIR was initiated as a joint document with USACE involvement pursuant to its authority under 1 
33 U.S.C. Section 408 and as the lead agency under NEPA. The Draft EIS/EIR was written with joint NEPA 2 
and CEQA language to characterize the cooperation of the two agencies on the Southport project. While 3 
the NEPA process will be finalized under separate cover, comment responses contained in the Final EIR 4 
address issues of relevance to both lead agencies. 5 
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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 on the left margin. For example, the code “2–4” indicates the 5 
fourth distinct comment (indicated by the “4”) in the letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 6 
which was the second letter (indicated by the “2”) recorded. The chapter presents each comment 7 
letter immediately followed by the responses to that letter. Table 2-1 summarizes the commenting 8 
party and comment letter signatory. 9 

Table 2-1. List of Comment Letters from Federal and State Agencies 10 

Letter # Commenter 
1 Gregor Blackburn, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region IX 
2 Daniel Welsh, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
41 Connell Dunning, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
3 Tracey Frost, California Department of Transportation, District 3 
4 Scott Wilson, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bay Delta Region 
5 Cy Oggins, California State Lands Commission 
42 Cindy Messer, Delta Stewardship Council 
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2.1 Letter 1—Gregor Blackburn, Federal Emergency 1 

Management Agency, Region IX 2 

 3 
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 1 

 2 
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Federal and State Agency Comments and Responses 
 

2.1.1 Responses to Letter 1 1 

1-1 2 

The City of West Sacramento has lead responsibility for floodplain management in the project area. 3 
The City’s Floodplain Management Ordinance, Title 18 of the City’s Municipal Code, meets or 4 
exceeds FEMA’s current floodplain management requirements. The project would not construct 5 
buildings in a riverine floodplain (i.e., Flood Zones A, A0, AH, AE, and A1 through A30). 6 

1-2 7 

The area of construction is not located in a regulatory floodway. 8 

1-3 9 

Upon completion of construction, WSAFCA will submit appropriate hydrologic and hydraulic data to 10 
the City of West Sacramento to support its floodplain management program and assist the City as 11 
needed in providing the requested notice. 12 
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2.2 Letter 2—Daniel Welsh, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 1 

Service 2 

3 
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2.2.1 Responses to Letter 2 1 

2-1 2 

As the project description states, the project’s action alternatives do not include removal of any 3 
vegetation from existing levees solely for the purpose of compliance with Engineering Technical 4 
Letter (ETL) 1110-2-571. Any vegetation removal described as part of the action alternatives was 5 
included in the project description because such removal was determined to be necessary to 6 
facilitate project construction, such as the placement of rock slope protection. 7 

While seeking a variance from the ETL would not reduce the amount of vegetation removal analyzed 8 
in Volume I, WSAFCA will continue to refine the project design in order to reduce construction-9 
related vegetation removal. 10 

2-2 11 

Upon construction of the setback levee, the remnants of the existing levee located in the offset areas 12 
in Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would no longer be Federal flood control levees and would not be subject 13 
to the vegetation criteria used for Federal flood control levees. Vegetation on the remnant levee 14 
would be planned to support habitat creation and erosion reduction in the offset floodplain area to 15 
the extent feasible without impairing the channel capacity or otherwise impairing the usefulness of 16 
the Federal project. 17 

See Section 2.2.5.1, Offset Floodplain Area, for a description of the target habitat types that would be 18 
cultivated in the offset areas of the setback alternatives.  19 

2-3 20 

Under all alternatives, an operations and maintenance plan for the project would be developed in 21 
cooperation with USFWS, NMFS, and other resource agencies. Under Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, the 22 
plan would include operation and maintenance of the offset area. 23 

2-4 24 

Borrow sources considered for use in constructing flood risk-reduction measures are shown in Plate 25 
1-5. Methods of transport, as well as likely haul routes, are described in Section 3.4, Transportation 26 
and Navigation, as well as in Section 3.5, Air Quality. 27 

While other professionals may be qualified to conduct the required work, in this case WSAFCA has 28 
retained a landscape architect to guide development of plans for vegetation of the offset areas, 29 
including evaluation of the existing soils and any new soils or soil amendments needed for 30 
establishment of plantings. 31 

2-5 32 

Ditch and emergent wetland were mapped separately on the delineation map verified by USACE 33 
because the ditch type does not support vegetation and the emergent wetland type does. Hydrology 34 
also differs between these two types. The primary reason for retaining the distinction between ditch 35 
and emergent wetland is to allow the setting descriptions in Volume I to be traced to the supporting 36 
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technical reports, i.e., the delineation of waters of the United States. Retaining this distinction does 1 
not affect the mitigation, because there are no effects on emergent wetland, as the comment notes. 2 
Retaining the distinction also maintains a clear connection with the data used to support the 3 
preparation of the Final EIR. 4 

2-6 5 

USFWS and NMFS have been added to Chapter 8 “List of Recipients,”, as requested.  6 
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2.3 Letter 41—Connell Dunning, U.S. Environmental 1 

Protection Agency 2 

3 
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1 
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2.3.1 Responses to Letter 41 1 

41-1 2 

Acknowledged. The Final EIR includes, to the extent feasible, the additional information requested 3 
by EPA, as will the Final EIS. Please see responses to comments 41-2, 41-3, 41-4, 41-5, 41-6, 41-7, 4 
41-8, and 41-9. 5 

41-2 6 

USACE makes all reasonable efforts to ensure the NEPA alternatives analysis is thorough and robust 7 
enough to provide the information needed for the evaluation of alternatives under the Section 8 
404(b)(1) Guidelines (“Guidelines”) and the public interest review. The goal of integrating the NEPA 9 
alternatives analysis and the Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis is to gain efficiencies, facilitate 10 
agency decision-making and avoid unnecessary duplication. If USACE determines that the 11 
integration did not occur, then USACE may supplement the NEPA document with additional 12 
information to separately demonstrate compliance with the Guidelines. 13 

41-3 14 

The June 4, 2009 NMFS Biological Opinion on Salmonids, Green Sturgeon, and Killer Whales for the 15 
Long-term Operations of the CVP and SWP calls for restoration of 17,000 acres of habitat for winter-16 
run and spring-run Chinook salmon in the lower Sacramento River basin. Migrating salmon are 17 
dependent on floodplain habitat for food and refugia, and the proposed riparian and floodplain 18 
habitats at the Southport project site will provide these functions and values during the winter and 19 
spring on a segment of the Sacramento River that is highly channelized and largely devoid of 20 
habitats that benefit aquatic species. 21 

The proposed BDCP has significant natural community and species restoration goals for the first 22 
several years of plan implementation, including goals for winter- and spring-run Chinook salmon as 23 
well as riparian, floodplain, and channel margin habitats. The Southport project site is located within 24 
the BDCP Plan Area and will likely have a surplus of restored habitat that could be credited towards 25 
several of the Plan’s restoration targets. 26 

41-4 27 

The language in the in Section 4.1.2.2, Environmental Setting, has been clarified to explain that, 28 
while there are no flood management barriers to growth in West Sacramento, as it is not in a “a 29 
special flood hazard area” in current FEMA maps, the General Plan update is expected to consider 30 
whether long-term development within the city could be hampered if flood risk within the city is not 31 
reduced. The nature or timing of such possible future restrictions, if any, are unknown; the 32 
statement serves only to acknowledge the City’s goal of reducing West Sacramento’s flood risk over 33 
the next 20 years. While the project would be an incremental part of a larger program with a goal of 34 
achieving a level of performance sufficient to withstand a 200-year flood event for West Sacramento 35 
and, therefore, would facilitate future growth, that facilitation is not linked to or associated with 36 
particular planned developments. Project-level analysis of those developments’ effects is therefore 37 
not included in the Southport Final EIR. Project-level effects of planned development with the 38 
Southport project are disclosed both in the General Plan EIR, various specific plan documents, and 39 
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individual development EIRs, as cited in Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture, and Chapter 4, 1 
Growth –Inducing and Cumulative Effects. 2 

41-5 3 

Alternative 5 has been selected by WSAFCA as its APA. The Final EIR includes a General Conformity 4 
Determination based on implementation of the APA, which will be updated for inclusion in the Final 5 
EIS. Currently, no contracts have been executed with relevant Air Quality Management Districts for 6 
this project. 7 

41-6 8 

The amount of riprap needed will be minimized as development of the project design progresses. It 9 
is WSAFCA’s goal to maximize the use of alternative bank stabilization methods while still meeting 10 
USACE requirements. Design refinement is ongoing, and riprap will be avoided wherever 11 
practicable. 12 

41-7 13 

The Department of Water Resources (DWR) provides an annual notice of flood risk to every 14 
property owner in a Levee Flood Protection Zone. This annual notice includes an explanation of 15 
residual risk. As the entire city of West Sacramento is in a Levee Flood Protection Zone, all owners of 16 
property in the city of West Sacramento receive an annual notice of flood risk from DWR. 17 

The City of West Sacramento is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The 18 
City’s Floodplain Management Ordinance, Title 18 of the City’s Municipal Code, meets or exceeds 19 
FEMA’s current floodplain management requirements. The City also provides information to the 20 
public regarding residual flood risk. As part of that information, the City strongly recommends that 21 
all property owners have flood insurance regardless of the condition of the levees. 22 

Information regarding what to do in the event of a flood emergency, including the City’s evacuation 23 
map, is available at http://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/city/flood/ 24 
emergency_preparedness.asp. 25 

Information regarding possible water depths in the event of a levee break during a high-water event 26 
is available on Page 5-3 of the Final Engineer’s Report, West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 27 
Assessment District (http://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/civica/filebank/ 28 
blobdload.asp?BlobID=3166). 29 

The City’s Emergency Operations Plan, which includes the City’s slow-rise flood response plan, is 30 
located at http://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=5339. 31 

41-8 32 

Expected effects on the Sacramento region from climate change, described in Section 3.6.1.2, 33 
Environmental Setting, include increased average temperatures and declining annual precipitation, 34 
while decreased snowpack may lead to an increased risk of flooding. The Final EIR expands the 35 
effects discussion to address the climate change resiliency that can be expected from each 36 
alternative, including the No Action Alternative. This analysis can be found in Section 3.6.3.7, 37 
Climate Change Effects on the Project Alternatives, and has been considered in selection of the APA. 38 
In summary, because of the increased volume of woody vegetation expected under Alternatives 2 39 
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and 5 due to the inclusion of an increased offset habitat restoration area, these alternatives 1 
represent the greatest level of climate change resiliency. 2 

41-9 3 

USACE has incorporated comments from the Tribal Governments (Tribes) into the Draft 4 
Programmatic Agreement (PA), as appropriate, and the Tribes have reviewed and approved the 5 
resulting changes. The Draft PA, with incorporated comments, has been reviewed and accepted by 6 
WSAFCA and is pending final State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) approval and signature. 7 
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2.4 Letter 3—Tracey Frost, California Department of 1 

Transportation, District 3 2 

 3 
4 
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2.4.1 Responses to Letter 3 1 

3-1 2 

No work or traffic control is anticipated in state right-of-way. However, if work within state right-of-3 
way became necessary, a Caltrans Encroachment Permit would be acquired for the affected work. 4 

3-2 5 

Movement of material to and from the project site is expected to have an impact on operations of 6 
facilities of the state or other jurisdictions. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared in 7 
accordance with the Caltrans Manual of Uniform Control Device and circulated to Caltrans and all 8 
potentially affected jurisdictions as requested. Environmental Commitment (EC) 2.4.6, Traffic 9 
Control and Road Maintenance Plan, has been edited to clarify that WSAFCA’s traffic control plan 10 
will meet the requested standards. Please see Section 2.4.6, Traffic Control and Road Maintenance 11 
Plan, for revisions. 12 
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2.5 Letter 4—Scott Wilson, California Department of 1 

Fish and Wildlife, Bay Delta Region 2 
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2.5.1 Responses to Letter 4 1 

4-1 2 

Nearby foraging habitat will be maintained along the project area during the construction period, as 3 
the comment requests. The acreages of disturbance cited in the comment reflect the total area of 4 
ground disturbance expected to occur along the entire 5.6-mile project area. Because a detailed 5 
project construction schedule would not be prepared until after project approval, WSAFCA is unable 6 
to precisely calculate what fraction of the total habitat disturbance area would be expected to be 7 
disturbed as construction progresses through the project area. However, WSAFCA is committed to 8 
restoring temporarily disturbed areas and returning them to usable habitat conditions as quickly as 9 
possible throughout the construction process. 10 

Specifically, the analysis presented in the Volume I has been expanded to clarify that WSAFCA would 11 
return disturbed areas to baseline conditions by reseeding them with native grasses immediately 12 
upon completion of ground-disturbing activities at the end of each construction season and prior to 13 
the start of the wet season, as described in Section 3.10, Wildlife, under Alternative 1, Effect WILD-4. 14 
Although construction of the Southport project would temporarily disturb areas of Swainson’s hawk 15 
foraging habitat throughout the project area, WSAFCA would conduct construction incrementally 16 
along the 5.6-mile project, thereby minimizing how much habitat is disturbed at any given time. 17 
Once active ground-disturbing construction activities within a particular work area (including 18 
borrow sites) are complete, rodents would be expected to return to inhabit these areas, providing 19 
foraging opportunities for Swainson’s hawk and other raptors relatively quickly after ground 20 
disturbance ends. 21 

Table 3.10-4 provides the acreage of potential Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat that could be 22 
temporarily affected within borrow sites but states that actual effects would be substantially less 23 
(Footnote 5). These effects have now been quantified for each alternative under Effect WILD-4 in the 24 
Final EIR. Based on preliminary borrow use data (HDR 2014), none of the alternatives would result 25 
in more than a 25% reduction in available Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat within each 26 
construction year. This temporary loss of habitat would not be expected to occur all at once, but 27 
rather over the entire construction season. As construction progresses, different borrow sites will be 28 
used. Therefore, the project is expected to retain sufficient foraging habitat to maintain existing nest 29 
sites in and near the project area. WSAFCA will avoid potential project effects described in the 30 
comment, such as nest abandonment, by implementing Environmental Commitment 2.4.1, Nesting 31 
or Roosting Raptors Survey, and WILD-MM-8, Avoid Disturbance of Tree-, Shrub-, and Ground-32 
Nesting Special-Status and Non-Special-Status Migratory Birds and Raptors and Conduct 33 
Preconstruction Nesting Bird Surveys. Protocol-level surveys will be conducted prior to 34 
construction, as directed by WILD-MM-8, to identify where there are active nests to be avoided 35 
during construction, and avoidance buffers will be established in cooperation with the California 36 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 37 

Continued refinement of the APA and the final project will result in further reductions in total 38 
temporary effects on avian foraging habitat. 39 
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4-2 1 

In keeping with the early stage of alternative design and development typical in a draft EIS/EIR, 2 
expected effects on trees were measured in acres in Section 3.8, Vegetation and Wetlands, allowing 3 
the public to compare the relative impacts of the project alternatives. Effects on Swainson’s hawk 4 
nesting habitat are also identified by alternative in Table 3.10-4 and expressed as acreage of 5 
woodland habitat loss. Not all heritage trees within each alternative would be removed, making 6 
acreage-based calculations more appropriate based on the information known about likely effects 7 
on trees. 8 

WSAFCA is continuing its efforts to reduce impacts on existing trees, including heritage trees, as 9 
project development continues. WSAFCA’a applications to the CDFW in support of compliance with 10 
the California Fish and Game Code sections described in Section 5.3.7, California Fish and Game 11 
Code, will describe affected trees with greater specificity. 12 

4-3 13 

The expected impacts on wildlife from other projects are described in the section cited in the 14 
comment. Specifically, Section 4.2.4.9, Wildlife, describes the types of impacts on wildlife other 15 
existing and reasonably foreseeable projects in the county may have, stating they have, “the 16 
potential to result in the loss of wildlife habitat for special-status and non-special-status species.” 17 

4-4 18 

Section 4.2, Cumulative Effects, has been expanded to identify the potential cumulative effects of the 19 
APA and its alternatives in light of the construction of the City of West Sacramento’s Michael 20 
McGowan Bridge (formerly named Pioneer Bluff Bridge) project over the Barge Canal. Please see 21 
Section 4.2.4.9, Wildlife. Impacts on Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat associated with the Michael 22 
McGowan Bridge project (permanent loss of 0.96 acre) were mitigated by purchasing 2.9 acres (3:1 23 
ratio] of CDFW-approved riparian habitat credits from the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank in 24 
June 2013; the City determined that this mitigation reduced the project’s effects to a less-than-25 
significant level (California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2013). 26 

While the proposed project’s incremental loss of foraging and nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk 27 
could be considered cumulatively considerable in combination with past, present, and future 28 
projects within the Southport area, implementation of mitigation measures VEG-MM-1 (Compensate 29 
for Loss of Woody Riparian Habitat), VEG-MM-6 (Compensate for Loss of Protected Trees), and 30 
WILD-MM-9 (Compensate for Permanent Removal of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat) would 31 
reduce WSAFCA’s contribution to this significant cumulative impact to a less than cumulatively 32 
considerable level. 33 
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2.6 Letter 5—Cy Oggins, California State Lands 1 

Commission 2 

 3 
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2.6.1 Responses to Letter 5 1 

5-1 2 

The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) has been moved from the list of Trustee Agencies to 3 
the list of Responsible Agencies. As with other Responsible Agencies, CSLC received notice of the 4 
availability of the Draft EIS/EIR, as well as a copy of the document for review. Please see Table 1-3 in 5 
Section 1.6.2.2, Responsible and Trustee Agencies. 6 

5-2 7 

Section 2.4.1, Nesting or Roosting Raptors Survey, describes an EC to conduct preconstruction 8 
surveys near areas of staging or construction and to work with CDFW to identify measures to avoid 9 
adverse effects if nesting raptors are found. Through the commitment, WSAFCA agrees to seek 10 
determination by CDFW of “suitable buffer widths,” rather than commit solely to a static buffer 11 
width. This approach ensures any buffers employed would be adequate to prevent adverse effects, 12 
by taking into account nest proximity to the disturbances or protective features mentioned in the 13 
comment.  14 

The potential effects on these species, and mitigation measures proposed to reduce those effects, are 15 
described in Section 3.10, Wildlife, specifically Effect WILD-4 and WILD-6 and Mitigation Measures 16 
VEG-MM-1, VEG-MM-3, WILD-MM-8, and WILD-MM-9. The mitigation identified has been developed 17 
based on CDFW input on appropriate construction buffers for avoidance of impacts to the species of 18 
concern. The significance of each alternative’s effects determinations are based upon these 19 
mitigation measures and do not rely upon Section 2.4.1, Nesting or Roosting Raptors Survey, to 20 
reduce or support the document’s significance conclusions. 21 

5-3 22 

Where property access made sensitive plant surveys possible, the baseline biological data requested 23 
in the comment was gathered and reported in Volume I. Specifically, see Section 3.8.1.2, 24 
Environmental Setting under Special-Status Plant Surveys, which states, “Special-status plant 25 
surveys have not yet been conducted in all parts of the project area, although many parts were 26 
covered during the vegetation mapping and delineation surveys. Not all parcels in the project area 27 
were granted access permission, which limited the areas available for the survey. A list of plant 28 
species observed during all surveys is provided in Appendix F.1.” 29 

Mitigation Measure VEG-MM-7: Retain Qualified Botanists to Conduct Floristic Surveys for Special-30 
Status Plants during Appropriate Identification Periods, in combination with Mitigation Measure 31 
VEG-MM-8: Avoid or Compensate for Substantial Effects on Special-Status Plants, provides direction 32 
for focused sensitive plant surveys and appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate effects 33 
if special-status plants are found during the survey and would be affected by the project. Because 34 
onsite mitigation is not expected to be feasible for the project, the proposed mitigation includes 35 
offsite preservation of an existing population of the affected species or the purchase of credits at a 36 
mitigation bank.  37 
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5-4 1 

Sections 3.9, Fish and Aquatic Resources and Section 3.10, Wildlife, analyze the potential impacts on 2 
special status species that could result from removal of riparian vegetation. These sections include 3 
discussions of the potential effects on various special status avian and aquatic species, including 4 
Swainson’s hawk, delta smelt, and native salmonid species. 5 

5-5 6 

Species of concern related to the operation of barges and other equipment in the lower Sacramento 7 
River include invasive mussels (e.g., quagga mussels [Dreissena bugensis] and zebra mussels 8 
[Dreissena polymorpha]) and aquatic plants (e.g., Brazilian waterweed [Egeria densa] and hydrilla 9 
[Hydrilla verticillata]). An EC addressing aquatic invasive species (AIS) was added to Chapter 2 10 
(Section 2.4.22, Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention). 11 

Analysis of this potential effect was conducted and added to Section 3.9, Fish and Aquatic Resources; 12 
specific analysis for Alternatives 1 through 5 is in Section 3.9.3, Effects and Mitigation Measures. The 13 
project was determined to have a less-than-significant effect on AIS proliferation. 14 

5-6 15 

WSAFCA selected Alternative 5 as the APA, which is one of the two alternatives that would provide 16 
the greatest length of setback levee and the greatest aquatic habitat protection. 17 
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2.7 Letter 42—Cindy Messer, Delta Stewardship 1 

Council 2 

3 
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2.7.1 Responses to Letter 42 1 

42-1 2 

The regulatory elements of the project’s environmental setting are discussed in Chapter 5, 3 
“Regulatory Framework and Compliance.” A detailed discussion of the Delta Plan has been added to 4 
the Final EIR; please see Section 5.4, State and Regional Plan Consistency. 5 

42-2 6 

Currently, there are no foreseen inconsistencies between the Southport project and the Delta Plan. 7 
Expected consistencies are discussed below, in summary, and in detail in Section 5.4.3, Delta Plan. 8 

42-3 9 

The APA is consistent with Delta Plan Policy DP P2 as it minimizes conflict with existing land uses to 10 
the extent feasible, taking into account WSAFCA’s project objective to provide ecosystem and habitat 11 
restoration, as well as preserving and enhancing riparian and other native habitats. 12 

42-4 13 

The APA is consistent with Delta Plan Policies ER P2 and ER P4 as it restores habitats at appropriate 14 
elevations while utilizing a setback levee approach. Further detail is contained in Section 5.4.3, Delta 15 
Plan, and will be submitted to DSC as part of the required Certificate of Consistency. 16 

42-5 17 

The information identified as out-of-date has been updated as suggested; please see Section 4.2.3.3, 18 
Relevant Land Use Plans. 19 

42-6 20 

As described above, the Final EIR has been updated to include information supporting certification 21 
of the project as consistent with the Delta Plan. A written Certification of Consistency will be 22 
prepared and submitted online prior to project implementation as required by the Delta Reform Act. 23 

42-7 24 

As directed by Delta Plan’s Policy GP1, applicable feasible mitigation measures identified in the Delta 25 
Plan’s Programmatic EIR Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Plan have been reviewed and found to 26 
be consistent with mitigation proposed in the Final EIR. 27 
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Regional and Local Agency Comments and Responses 2 

This chapter contains the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR from regional and local 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 on the left margin. For example, the code “7–2” indicates the 5 
second distinct comment (indicated by the “2”) in the letter from the Delta Protection Commission, 6 
which was the seventh letter recorded (indicated by the “7”). The chapter presents each comment 7 
letter immediately followed by the responses to that letter. Table 3-1 summarizes the commenting 8 
party and comment letter signatory. 9 

Table 3-1. List of Comment Letters Regional and Local Agencies 10 

Letter # Commenter 
6 Matthew Jones, Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District 
7 Erik Vink, Delta Protection Commission 
8 Rob Ferrera, Sacramento Municipal Utility District 
9 Robb Armstrong, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District 
10 Karen Huss, Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 
11 David Morrison, County of Yolo 
 11 
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3.1 Letter 6—Matthew Jones, Yolo-Solano Air Quality 1 

Management District 2 

3 
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3.1.1 Responses to Letter 6 1 

6-1 2 

WSAFCA is committed to minimizing project interference with the public’s ability to walk or bicycle. 3 
Section 2.4.6, Traffic Control and Road Maintenance Plan, has been edited to include the additional 4 
detail requested. 5 

6-2 6 

In the Draft EIS/EIR, mitigation was developed consistent with Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management 7 
District (YSAQMD) 2007 CEQA Guidelines, Section 6.2. The third bullet in the mitigation requires 8 
engines to meet the 1996 or “newer” certification standards. As the comment suggests, the text has 9 
been revised to require at least Tier 2 engines. This mitigation would apply to all offroad equipment 10 
used for project construction. A new bullet has also been added to require that the fleet average of 11 
active on-road diesel haul trucks over 14,000 gross vehicle weight rating be equipped with either a 12 
California Air Resources Board (ARB)-verified Level 3 particulate filter or an engine that meets the 13 
2007 model year ARB emission standard or cleaner. Mitigation for off-road haul trucks has been 14 
added to ensure the fleet complies with state regulations and to encourage use of newer engines. 15 
Idling restrictions of 5 minutes or less are currently identified in the first mitigation bullet. 16 
Application of these revised mitigation measures would further reduce the air quality effects 17 
described in the Draft EIS/EIR for all alternatives. Because the revised mitigation measures changes 18 
fleet composition only, implementation of the revised mitigation would not change the method of 19 
implementation of the project alternatives. The revised mitigation measure is not expected to result 20 
in any new, significant environmental effects. Please see revisions to Mitigation Measure AIR-MM-1 21 
in Section 3.5.3.2, Alternative 1. 22 

6-3 23 

The mitigation was developed consistent with YSAQMD 2007 CEQA Guidelines, Section 6.2. As the 24 
comment directs, the eighth bullet in the mitigation referring to reformulated and emulsified diesel 25 
fuels has been removed from Mitigation Measure AIR-MM-1 in Section 3.5.3.2, Alternative 1.  26 

6-4 27 

As suggested in the comment, Mitigation Measure AIR-MM-4 in Section 3.5.3.2, Alternative 1, has 28 
been revised to further describe the contracting process. The mitigation measure now specifies that 29 
NOX emissions generated in Yolo County will be offset through contributions to YSAQMD’s Incentive 30 
Programs. Remaining emissions (if any) would be offset through Sacramento Metropolitan Air 31 
Quality Management District’s (SMAQMD’s) Heavy-Duty Low Emission Vehicle Incentive Program. 32 
Reference to air district administrative fees has also been added to the mitigation. Early 33 
coordination with the air districts is currently recommended under the first bullet regarding 34 
WSAFCA responsibilities. Text regarding the influence of other large development projects on the 35 
availability of offset projects has been added to the last paragraph of the mitigation. Pursuant to a 36 
conversation with district staff (Matthew Jones, February 25, 2014 telephone call with Laura Yoon), 37 
sufficient projects should be available to offset NOX emissions (based on expected applications and 38 
known development projects that will be seeking offsets in the near future).  39 
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6-5 1 

Appendix E was in error. Section E.1.13.1, General Conformity Determination, has been updated to 2 
state that USACE will announce the availability of the general conformity determination in 3 
conjunction with the public noticing of the Final EIS and NEPA Record of Decision. Minimally, such 4 
notice will be published in the Federal Register.  5 

6-6 6 

The title of Table E.1-4 in Section E.1.4.4 of Appendix E has been revised, and a footnote has been 7 
added regarding YSAQMD’s reclassification status. 8 

6-7 9 

Applicable air district rules have been added to Section 3.5.1.1, Regulatory Framework.  10 
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3.2 Letter 7—Erik Vink, Delta Protection Commission 1 

 2 
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3.2.1 Responses to Letter 7 1 

7-1 2 

Under all project alternatives, access to the marinas would be maintained during construction, as 3 
described in Environmental Commitment 2.4.10, Preserve Marina Access. To implement Section 4 
2.4.10, WSAFCA would require any selected contractor to provide a construction plan that included 5 
maintaining access to the marinas. 6 

7-2 7 

While there are no recreational trails planned as part of the proposed project, the project 8 
alternatives were designed to avoid interfering with current and future recreational uses of the 9 
project area. WSAFCA and Reclamation District 900 (RD 900) will coordinate with the Delta Trail 10 
planning efforts and city staff in developing future recreational access to the project area. 11 
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3.3.1 Responses to Letter 8 1 

8-1 2 

As suggested, WSAFCA would take care to implement UTL-MM-3: Verify Utility Locations, 3 
Coordinate with Utility Providers, Prepare a Response Plan, and Conduct Worker Training, to 4 
mitigate potential impacts on Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) facilities.  5 

8-2 6 

In Section, 3.15.1.2, Environmental Setting, SMUD has been added as the electrical utility provider 7 
for the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) sewer interceptor pump station 8 
located south of the South Cross Levee.  9 
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3.4.1 Responses to Letter 9 1 

9-1 2 

WSAFCA and SRCSD are aware of the other’s need for borrow material and are coordinating to meet 3 
project needs. 4 

9-2 5 

WSAFCA is coordinating with SRCSD to include measures to adjust and/or protect SRCSD facilities 6 
for the construction of Village Parkway. SRCSD facilities are not known to be within the proposed 7 
levee construction footprint. WSAFCA will coordinate with SRCSD to implement avoidance, 8 
minimization, and mitigation measures required where haul routes cross SRCSD facilities, as 9 
described in Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-1: Coordinate and Implement Pipeline Avoidance and 10 
Protection Measures, located in Section 3.16, Public Health and Environmental Hazards. 11 

9-3 12 

WSAFCA will coordinate with SRCSD in developing plans and specifications to maintain continued 13 
existing levels of access to SRCSD facilities. 14 

9-4 15 

While construction-related activities are expected to occur within SRCSD easements, no conflict with 16 
any SRCSD easement would result from project implementation. Should the issue arise, WSAFCA 17 
would coordinate with SRCSD to avoid or resolve conflicts that may affect SCRSD’s intended use of 18 
such easements.  19 

9-5 20 

SRCSD operates the 120-inch Southport Gravity Sewer wastewater interceptor pipeline that runs 21 
through portions of the potential borrow areas, haul routes, and adjacent to Segment A. Avoidance 22 
of this pipeline is discussed further in Section 3.16, Public Health and Environmental Hazards. 23 
SRCSD facilities are not known to be within the proposed levee construction footprint. SRCSD has 24 
reviewed the plans for the proposed Village Parkway alignment and all comments are being 25 
incorporated into the continuing project design efforts. WSAFCA will continue to coordinate with 26 
SRCSD in developing the plans and specifications for the proposed project. 27 

9-6 28 

It is not expected that such use of SRCSD easements would be part of the project alternatives. 29 
Staging areas and stockpiles would not encroach on existing SRCSD easements without specific 30 
written permission from SRCSD. 31 

9-7 32 

As discussed in response to Comment 9-5 above, SRCSD facilities are in proximity to project haul 33 
routes. WSAFCA will coordinate with SRCSD to protect SRCSD facilities where haul routes may cross 34 
such facilities. 35 

 
Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project 
Final EIR 3-15 August 2014 

ICF 00071.11 
 



West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 
 

Regional and Local Agency Comments and Responses 
 

9-8 1 

As discussed in response to Comment 9-5 above, SRCSD facilities are close to project borrow sites. 2 
WSAFCA will coordinate with SRCSD to protect SRCSD facilities in conjunction with borrow 3 
activities, should they occur in the vicinity of SRCSD pipelines. Borrow sites being considered in the 4 
vicinity of the SRCSD facilities are also sites considered by SRCSD for its proposed South River Pump 5 
Station Flood Protection Project. WSAFCA staff is working cooperatively with SRCSD staff in 6 
recognition of each other’s borrow needs and sources. 7 

9-9 8 

WSAFCA will coordinate with SRCSD to reduce the possible effects of concurrent construction 9 
activities, as discussed in Section 4, Growth-Inducing and Cumulative Effects. 10 

9-10 11 

In the event the use of borrow sites adjacent to an existing or proposed levee is negotiated with 12 
property owners, geotechnical analysis, including seepage and slope stability analysis, would be 13 
performed to establish the appropriate grading and proximity to the flood protection system for 14 
borrow extraction activities to avoid an increased risk of underseepage.  15 

Borrow activities would then be set back a safe distance, as determined by the results of the 16 
analysis, from the landside toe of existing levees to avoid impact on the integrity of the levee. Site-17 
specific seepage and slope stability analysis would be conducted, as applicable, in accordance with 18 
Federal and state levee design criteria enumerated and discussed in Section 3.1, Flood Risk 19 
Management and Geomorphic Conditions.  20 
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3.5.1 Responses to Letter 10 1 

10-1 2 

Please see response to Comment 6-4. 3 

10-2 4 

Table 3.5-1 in Section 3.5.1, Affected Environment, has been revised. SMAQMD is identified as a 5 
maintenance area (pursuant to the EPA’s Greenbook) to account for the redesignation period and 6 
applicable general conformity requirements. 7 

10-3 8 

Calculation information is available as part of the administrative record upon request. Copies of the 9 
air quality calculations have been provided to Ms. Huss. 10 

10-4 11 

Applicable air district rules have been added to Section 3.5.1.1, Regulatory Framework. 12 
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3.6.1 Responses to Letter 11 1 

11-1 2 

WSAFCA will comply with all appropriate Yolo County requirements and permits, and will 3 
coordinate with Yolo County regarding necessary Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) 4 
permits once borrow site locations have been finalized. Pursuant to its SMARA application, WSAFCA 5 
will develop a reclamation plan for the borrow areas that is consistent with SMARA regulations, as 6 
described under Mitigation Measure GEO-MM-1 in Section 3.3, Geology, Seismicity, Soils and Mineral 7 
Resources. 8 

11-2 9 

The effects of the South River Pump Station Flood Protection Project are considered cumulatively 10 
with the effects of the Southport project in Chapter 4, Growth-Inducing and Cumulative Impacts. 11 
WSAFCA is actively working in coordination with SRCSD regarding the borrow material at the 12 
Watermark site. 13 

11-3 14 

As discussed in Section 3.4, Transportation and Navigation, use of county roads for construction 15 
activities would be limited to possible transportation of borrow material only. Should use of county 16 
roads for project construction be necessary, WSAFCA will seek a Yolo County Public Works 17 
encroachment permit as discussed in Section 2.4.6, Traffic Control and Road Maintenance Plan. 18 

 
Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project 
Final EIR 3-23 August 2014 

ICF 00071.11 
 





Chapter 4 1 

Non-Governmental Entity Comments and Responses 2 

This chapter contains the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR from non-governmental entities. 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 on the left margin. For example, the code “13–4” indicates the 5 
fourth distinct comment (indicated by the “4”) in the letter from the Yolo Audubon Society, which 6 
was the thirteenth letter (indicated by the “13”) recorded. The chapter presents each comment 7 
letter immediately followed by the responses to that letter. Table 4-1 summarizes the commenting 8 
party and comment letter signatory. 9 

Table 4-1. List of Comment Letters from Non-Governmental Organizations 10 

Letter # Commenter 
12 Jim Pachl and Judith Lamare, Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk 
13 Chad Roberts, Yolo Audubon Society 
14 Marty Swingle, Capital West Realty, Inc. 
15 Meredith Williams, Pacific Gas & Electric 
16 Dan Ramos, Ramco Enterprises 
17 Denice Seals, West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce 
18 Gary Albertson, Project Management Applications, Inc. 
19 Kent Baker, Baker-Williams Engineering 
20 Michael Smith, Sun M Capital, LLC 
21 Jeff Savage, Sacramento River Cats 
22 Victoria Yokoyama, Yokoyama Farm 
23 Jeanne Pavao, Miller Starr & Regalia, on behalf of Seecon Financial & Construction 
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4.1 Letter 12—Jim Pachl and Judith Lamare, Friends 1 

of the Swainson’s Hawk 2 

 3 
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4.1.1 Responses to Letter 12 1 

12-1 2 

The possible adverse environmental effects of project implementation presently known to the lead 3 
agencies have been accurately and completely disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR. Consistent with 4 
common NEPA and CEQA practice, the Draft EIS/EIR discloses the potential environmental effects of 5 
the APA and its alternatives at a preconstruction level of design. While project design refinements 6 
and planning have advanced during development of the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed project area, 7 
construction methodology, and other environmental effects triggers have remained substantially 8 
unchanged, as described in Chapter 6, “Revisions to the Applicant Preferred Alternative” of Volume 9 
II. Such refinements have not resulted in any increased or undisclosed environmental effects, nor 10 
deprived the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 11 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a 12 
feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement. Therefore, 13 
the lead agencies find the Draft EIS/EIR to be adequate and recirculation of the Draft EIS/EIR 14 
unnecessary. 15 

Information concerning the possible future uses of the offset area is provided in Chapter 2, 16 
“Alternatives,” beginning at Section 2.2.5, Alternative 2—Setback Levee.  17 

12-2 18 

Comment considered. The Draft EIS/EIR and the Final EIS and Final EIR have been developed with 19 
careful consideration of the technical requirements of NEPA and CEQA.  20 

12-3 21 

As described in Section 3.9, Wildlife, under Effect WILD-4, project implementation has the potential 22 
to result in significant effects on nesting Swainson’s hawk and their developing young. Section 23 
3.10.3, Effects and Mitigation Measures, describes these effects and the mitigation that has been 24 
identified to reduce these effects to a less-than-significant level. 25 

The comment notes correctly that the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) is not a 26 
comprehensive list of special-status species that could occur in a particular area. The CNDDB was 27 
one of many resources used to develop a list of potentially occurring special-status wildlife species 28 
in the project area (Table 3.10-1). The discussion of effects on Swainson’s hawk under Alternative 1 29 
(Effect WILD-4) and Plate 3.10-1 (revised), identifying the locations of Swainson’s hawk nests and 30 
nest territories, have been updated with the most current information presently available to the 31 
public from the Yolo Natural Heritage Program, as suggested in the comment. This information 32 
provides information on nesting habitat use within the project area but is not an indicator of the 33 
number of active nests that are likely to be present in a given year.  34 

Based on existing survey data for the project area, there is sufficient information on the location and 35 
presence of nests and nesting habitat to inform the degree of project impacts on Swainson’s hawk 36 
without project-focused surveys. Protocol-level surveys would be conducted prior to construction as 37 
directed by WILD-MM-8 to identify where there are active nests to be avoided during construction. 38 
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12-4 1 

The effects on Swainson’s hawk as part of other development plans in the area will be assessed 2 
during environmental review for those projects.  3 

Table 3.10-4 and Effect WILD-4 for each alternative provide a maximum acreage of loss of 4 
Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat, which is defined as riparian woodlands, valley oak woodlands, and 5 
walnut woodlands. Impacts on these habitats are depicted on Plates 3.8-2 through 3.8-6. As a 6 
grading plan is not yet available, specific tree loss is not known at this time. As indicated in Volume 7 
II, Chapter 2, “Federal and State Agency Comments and Responses,” under response to Comment 4-8 
2, WSAFCA is continuing its efforts to reduce impacts on existing trees, including known and 9 
potential Swainson’s hawk nest trees, as project development continues. The overall acreage of loss 10 
provides sufficient information to assess the significance of this impact on Swainson’s hawks and 11 
was used in the document following consultation with and concurrence by CDFW personnel. 12 
Specifically, during a May 23, 2013 site visit with CDFW for the project, Crystal Spurr and Phillip 13 
Poirier stated that compensation for nesting habitat loss could be provided on an acre per acre, 14 
linear feet, or inch per inch basis, depending on what is appropriate for the restoration plan. CDFW 15 
requested that a tree removal assessment (showing the precise location of trees, species of trees, 16 
and size or acreages of tree loss) be provided for the California Endangered Species Act Incidental 17 
Take Permit application and Streambed Alterations Agreement request, which will be submitted to 18 
CDFW for its consideration.  19 

The combination of VEG-MM-1 for riparian habitat and VEG-MM-6 for protected trees would 20 
adequately mitigate for loss of Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat by preserving or restoring acreage 21 
at a minimum 2:1 ratio for riparian and inch to inch replacement for protected trees, which will 22 
result in significant tree plantings and long-term habitat improvement. The planted trees will not 23 
initially provide nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk due to their size; however, once established, 24 
the overall acreage and number of trees will greatly surpass the actual number of trees removed, 25 
resulting in an overall habitat gain. 26 

VEG-MM-1 states that If WSAFCA identifies onsite areas that are outside the USACE vegetation-free 27 
zone and chooses to compensate onsite or in the project vicinity, a revegetation plan will be 28 
prepared. Due to the large quantity of trees needed for project mitigation, WSAFCA will designate 29 
land specifically for this mitigation within the offset area and surrounding project footprint. Please 30 
see Volume II, Appendix A, “Draft Mitigation Monitoring Plan” (Draft MMP), for more information on 31 
WSAFCA’s mitigation planting plan. Thus, mitigation will not be distant from the area of impact. 32 
VEG-MM-1 also states that WSAFCA will monitor and maintain the plantings as necessary for 5 33 
years.  34 

Alternative 5, the APA, has the least effect on Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat (38 acres). The 35 
grading plan under current development will aim to further minimize removal of native trees, 36 
particularly heritage trees that have a higher likelihood of supporting nesting Swainson’s hawk. 37 

Regarding disturbance of borrow areas, Section 3.10.2.2, Determination of Effects, states, 38 
“excavation in borrow areas is assumed to avoid sensitive habitats wherever feasible, including 39 
riparian woodlands, valley oak and walnut woodlands, emergent wetlands, ditches, ponds, and 40 
perennial drainages. Protected trees located outside of woodland habitats would also be avoided or 41 
such loss mitigated in accordance with the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance.” Because WSAFCA 42 
would not extract material from all of the borrow areas identified in the analysis, avoidance of 43 
sensitive resources, including nesting trees, would be feasible. In addition, removing trees to acquire 44 
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borrow would not be economically preferable, as the cost to mitigate for tree removal would make 1 
the borrow more expensive than trucking it from offsite locations. 2 

12-5 3 

Please see response to Comment 4-1 in Volume II, Chapter 2, “Federal and State Agency Comments 4 
and Responses.” 5 

The Draft EIS/EIR identified multiple large areas for potential use as borrow sites, which will be 6 
narrowed as WSAFCA continues to develop the project and determine where borrow pits would be 7 
located. This approach discloses possible effects of borrow extraction, and provides WSAFCA with 8 
the ability to feasibly avoid environmental impacts such as those on waters of the United States or 9 
disturbance of special-status species or their habitat. This flexibility would be an overall benefit to 10 
Swainson’s hawk in that it allows the project to avoid removing or disturbing nesting habitat or 11 
active nests.  12 

Borrow site analysis conducted to date by WSAFCA does not provide any evidence that a final 13 
condition 3 feet below present grade would result in groundwater inundation of the borrow areas, 14 
as the comment asserts. Regardless, because areas where a high water table exists would be costly 15 
and impractical for use as borrow, these areas would generally be avoided. If seasonal wetland 16 
habitat were to be created where borrow pits come close to the water table, these areas would 17 
typically be dry in the summer season and provide habitat for small rodents (prey) at a time when 18 
nesting Swainson’s hawks would be foraging.  19 

Temporary loss of foraging habitat during project construction and during borrow excavation would 20 
be incremental, with only small areas being disturbed at any given time, as described in response to 21 
Comment 4-1. Based on the availability of foraging habitat (grassland and non-orchard agriculture) 22 
close to historic nests within and adjacent to the project area, also described in response to 23 
Comment 4-1, the temporary loss of foraging habitat from incremental use of borrow areas is not 24 
considered a significant temporal loss. This information has been added to the effects discussion 25 
under Effect WILD-4 for each alternative. Please see Section 3-10.3, Effects and Mitigation Measures.  26 

WSAFCA has performed extensive engineering and financial assessments of the alternatives, 27 
including the APA, and determined the APA to be technically and economically feasible as it would 28 
meet the project’s objectives of reducing flood risk within the funding capabilities of WSAFCA and its 29 
funding partners. While WSAFCA has weighed the costs of all analyzed alternatives, including 30 
expected costs of creation, operation, monitoring, and maintenance of the offset area, such costs 31 
have not been analyzed in depth in the EIS/EIR, as cost is not a specific subject of NEPA and CEQA 32 
review. Long-term delays in setback levee construction are not anticipated, and creation of a 33 
restored floodplain area would provide extensive long-term benefits to many species, as described 34 
in the EIS/EIR. 35 

Temporary effects on foraging habitat are defined in Volume I as effects not exceeding 1 year. WILD-36 
MM-9 acknowledges CDFW’s recommendation that foraging habitat be mitigated close to the 37 
affected nests. WSAFCA will conduct onsite mitigation as described in response to comment 4-01. 38 

As described in Section 3.10.1.1, Regulatory Framework, WSAFCA is aware of the need to coordinate 39 
with the JPA for projects resulting in more than 40 acres of foraging habitat loss and understands 40 
that the JPA would likely require WSAFCA to locate and negotiate a conservation easement on an 41 
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appropriate property in Yolo County. Mitigation Measure WILD-MM-9 was expanded to include this 1 
condition. 2 

12-6 3 

The comment’s assertion that the project proposes to comply with ETL 1110-2-571 is incorrect. The 4 
action alternatives do not include removal of any vegetation from existing levees solely for the 5 
purpose of complying with ETL 1110-2-571. Any vegetation removal described as part of the action 6 
alternatives was included in the project description because such removal was determined to be 7 
necessary to facilitate project construction, such as the placement of rock slope protection.  8 

While seeking a variance from the ETL would not reduce the amount of vegetation removal analyzed 9 
in the Draft EIS/EIR, WSAFCA will continue to refine the project design in order to reduce 10 
construction-related vegetation removal. 11 

Sections 3.9, Fish and Aquatic Resources, and 3.10, Wildlife, address the potential impacts on special 12 
status species that could result from removal of vegetation. These sections include discussions of the 13 
potential effects on various special-status avian and aquatic species, including Swainson’s hawk, 14 
delta smelt, and native salmonid species. 15 

As discussed in responses to Comment 2-2 (Volume II, Chapter 2, “Federal and State Agency 16 
Comments and Responses”), upon construction of the setback levee, the remnants of the existing 17 
levee located in the offset areas in Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would no longer be Federal flood control 18 
levees and would not be subject to the vegetation criteria used for Federal flood control levees. 19 
However, as stated above, none of the five analyzed alternatives includes vegetation removal for the 20 
purpose of complying with ETL 1110-2-571. 21 

12-7 22 

WSAFCA performed extensive biological research on the project area for use in preparing the 23 
analysis. Methods used to identify vegetation and wetland resources in the project area included 24 
prefield investigations of available data, reconnaissance-level site visits, mapping of the current 25 
vegetation cover types, and a delineation of waters of the United States. Detailed descriptions of 26 
these methods are described in Sections 3.8, Vegetation and Wetlands; 3.9, Fish and Aquatic 27 
Resources; and 3.10, Wildlife. The location riparian habitat and waters of the United States within 28 
the project area are depicted on Plate 3.8-1. Giant garter snake aquatic habitat in the project area is 29 
shown on Plate 3.10-1(revised) and potential effects on suitable giant garter snake habitat is 30 
described in Section 3.10, Wildlife, under Effect WILD-3. 31 

Regarding potential effects on riparian and aquatic habitats within borrow areas, see response to 32 
Comment 12-4, above. Section 3.8.3, Effects and Mitigation Measures, describes effects on riparian 33 
habitat and waters of the United States in under Effect VEG-1 and Effect VEG-2, respectively. 34 
Mitigation Measures VEG-MM-1 and VEG-MM-5 provide compensation for the permanent loss of 35 
these habitats, while VEG-MM-2, VEG-MM-3, and VEG-MM-4 describe measures to avoid and 36 
minimize effects on riparian and aquatic habitats adjacent to but outside of the project footprint. 37 

12-8 38 

No habitat mitigation credit is proposed for Bees Lakes under any project alternative.  39 
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4.2 Letter 13—Chad Roberts, Yolo Audubon Society 1 
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4.2.1 Responses to Letter 13 1 

13-1 2 

WSAFCA is committed to implementing all identified feasible mitigation as required by CEQA. While 3 
Mitigation Measure VEG-MM-1 provides adequate information regarding the concepts of the 4 
revegetation plan and the success criteria for a CEQA analysis, WSAFCA is presently developing 5 
additional detail to include in its applications for necessary project authorizations from USACE, 6 
USFWS, NMFS, CDFW, CSLC, Central Valley Water Board, and Central Valley Flood Protection Board, 7 
among others. Please see the Draft MMP in Volume II, Appendix A for more information, including 8 
the planting details that have been presented in the environmental stakeholder workshops 9 
mentioned in the comment. 10 

13-2 11 

As described in response to comment 13-01 above, WSAFCA is committed to implementing all 12 
feasible mitigation identified in Volume I, as required by CEQA. In order to keep the document at a 13 
publicly accessible length and reduce its level of complexity, the lead agencies sought to avoid 14 
repeating information in multiple document sections. Accordingly, throughout Section 3.10, Wildlife, 15 
readers are directed to pertinent previous sections of Section 3.8, Vegetation and Wetlands, to 16 
facilitate their review of applicable information in that section. As described in Volume I, WSAFCA 17 
will implement VEG-MM-1 in order to avoid effects on vegetation and wildlife. 18 

13-3 19 

As WSAFCA has demonstrated through its implementation of previous Early Implementation Project 20 
(EIP) efforts, it is committed to implementing the proposed mitigation measures and environmental 21 
commitments found in Volume I as required by CEQA. Specifically, WSAFCA will include in its 22 
construction specifications all construction-related mitigation measures relied upon in Volume I to 23 
reduce a significant effect to a less-than-significant level, as well as all permit requirements imposed 24 
by the regulatory agencies charged with protecting the species present onsite and their habitat. Any 25 
project adopted by WSAFCA will include a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, allowing for 26 
public review and oversight of WSAFCA’s mitigation commitments. 27 

28 
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4.3 Letter 14—Marty Swingle, Capital West Realty, 1 
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4.3.1 Responses to Letter 14 1 

14-1 2 

The comments provided have been noted and considered by the lead agencies.  3 
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4.4.1 Responses to Letter 15 1 

15-1 2 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) has been added to the list of Other Interested Parties in Chapter 8, “List 3 
of Recipients,” as requested. 4 

15-2 5 

The APA and its alternatives each include necessary utility relocations; WSAFCA will coordinate 6 
with PG&E and other affected utilities to provide coverage for regulated activities under the 7 
Southport project permits. 8 

15-3 9 

WSAFCA will coordinate with PG&E to provide the requested mitigation measures for reference by 10 
PG&E. 11 
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4.5.1 Responses to Letter 16 1 

16-1 2 

The comments provided have been noted and considered by the lead agencies.  3 
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4.6.1 Responses to Letter 17 1 

17-1 2 

The comments provided have been noted and considered by the lead agencies.  3 
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4.7 Letter 18—Gary Albertson, Project Management 1 
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4.7.1 Responses to Letter 18 1 

18-1 2 

Because the project site is approximately 5.6 miles in length, round-trip distances from various 3 
borrow sites to the project site were determined based on an average distance.  4 

18-2 5 

As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” the Watermark property is being evaluated as a potential 6 
source of borrow material. 7 

18-3 8 

Comment noted. 9 

18-4 10 

Allowing use of South River Road in Segment A as a haul route is being considered. Use of South 11 
River Road would be subject to approval of the City of West Sacramento and issuance of appropriate 12 
permits to the contractor.  13 

18-5 14 

Permitting of heavy loads would be at the discretion of the appropriate agency, either Yolo County 15 
or the City of West Sacramento. However, WSAFCA is not currently considering the use of oversize 16 
loads on public streets because of potential harm to public safety and possible damage to streets due 17 
to increased weight. 18 

18-6 19 

As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” the Watermark property is being evaluated as a potential 20 
source of borrow material. 21 

18-7 22 

As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” the Watermark property is being evaluated as a potential 23 
source of borrow material. 24 

18-8 25 

As stated in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” the Watermark property is being evaluated as a potential 26 
source of borrow material. 27 

18-9 28 

Comment noted. 29 
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18-10 1 

Comment noted. 2 
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4.8 Letter 19—Kent Baker, Baker-Williams 1 

Engineering 2 
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4.8.1 Responses to Letter 19 1 

19-1 2 

Based on geomorphic analyses conducted to date, WSAFCA does not anticipate a change in the 3 
amount of sediment deposition at the Sacramento Yacht Club marina as a result of the project. In 4 
general, shear stresses through the project reach would be slightly reduced with no significant 5 
direct effect on main channel erosion or deposition expected. Geomorphic analyses are ongoing and 6 
will be finalized for the 90% designs. Please see Section 3.1, Flood Risk Management and 7 
Geomorphic Conditions, and Appendix C (Volume I). 8 

19-2 9 

Because any hydraulic connection of the Sacramento River with Bees Lakes would be a surface 10 
water connection, and occur only during seasonal flow events as stated in Section 3.2, Water Quality 11 
and Groundwater Resources, no related effects on adjacent wells would be expected to result from 12 
implementation of Alternative 2.  13 

19-3 14 

Under all five alternatives, a minimum of 3 feet of freeboard above the 200-year water surface 15 
elevation would be provided that would allow installation of future public utilities to serve the Yacht 16 
Club, subject to local, state and Federal restrictions. 17 
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4.9.1 Responses to Letter 20 1 

20-1 2 

Comment is noted and has been considered by the lead agencies. While increased recreational 3 
access is not planned as part of the proposed project alternatives, the project alternatives were 4 
designed to avoid interfering with current and future recreational uses of the project area. 5 
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4.10.1 Responses to Letter 21 1 

21-1 2 

The comments provided have been noted and considered by the lead agencies.  3 

 
Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project 
Final EIR 4-36 August 2014 

ICF 00071.11 
 



 
West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

 
Non-Governmental Entity Comments and Responses 

 

4.11 Letter 22—Victoria Yokoyama, Yokoyama Farm 1 
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4.11.1 Responses to Letter 22 1 

22-1 2 

While construction of Village Parkway is not “mandatory” as the comment states, it was analyzed as 3 
part of Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, and was originally envisioned in 1994 as part of the City’s Southport 4 
Framework Plan, discussed in Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture. Construction of Village 5 
Parkway was analyzed as a part of the setback alternatives, Alternatives 2, 4 and 5, due to the partial 6 
removal of South River Road under these alternatives. 7 

As is typical for a project of this nature, WSAFCA has initiated the appraisal process to facilitate the 8 
proposed project construction schedule. However, no project alternative has been selected, and no 9 
offers for real estate would be made until after the Final EIR is approved by the WSAFCA Board. 10 

22-2 11 

WSAFCA has considered and evaluated three alternatives that utilize an adjacent levee in Segment F 12 
(Alternatives 1, 3, and 4), as suggested in the comment. Each of these is similar in impact and 13 
footprint within Segment F to the alternative described in the comment. However, as explained 14 
below, while no single alternative has yet been adopted as a project, these three alternatives have 15 
been considered, along with others. The results of WSAFCA’s screening process, which included 16 
consideration of the factors suggested in the comment, indicate that Alternative 5 presents the most 17 
favorable combination of project measures.  18 

WSAFCA evaluated different approaches to mitigate for underseepage for two different levee 19 
alignments. The study also evaluated different mitigation measures, one of which included a 20 
partially penetrating slurry cutoff wall that extended through the levee embankment and a portion 21 
of the levee foundation, but did not finish into a low-permeability layer, in combination with a 22 
seepage berm. The results of the analysis, however, demonstrated that the partially penetrating 23 
slurry cutoff walls did not reduce the seepage gradient to a sufficient level to eliminate or even 24 
reduce the extent of seepage berms.  25 

Relief wells were found to be technically not feasible due to the inconsistencies of the shallow clay 26 
layer and the presence of crevasse splay deposits. Soil borings indicate that the low-permeability 27 
layer required to terminate the wall in segment F is deeper than 90 feet. 28 

Based on current state and Federal cost-sharing policies with secured local funding sources, the 29 
increase in costs associated with implementing slurry cutoff walls beyond 90 feet deep would 30 
jeopardize WSAFCA’s ability to meet local cost-share requirements on the remainder of the project. 31 
Without state and Federal cost-share, implementation of the entire Southport EIP and the West 32 
Sacramento Area Levee Improvement Program (WSLIP) would be economically infeasible and 33 
impractical. 34 

Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” provides a detailed description of the alternative screening criteria 35 
applied by WSAFCA. Among the seven criteria are consideration of cost; avoidance, minimization, 36 
and mitigation of environmental effects; and land use compatibility, including minimization of 37 
property acquisition and other effects on private property (criteria 7, 6, and 5, respectively). While 38 
no single alternative has yet been adopted as a project, WSAFCA has identified Alternative 5 as the 39 
APA. In balancing the multiple considerations represented by the criteria, the screening process, 40 
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including consideration of the three factors suggested in the comment, indicates that Alternative 5 1 
presents the most favorable combination of project measures. Section 3.11, Land Use and 2 
Agriculture, analyzes the alternatives’ effects on private property. Analyses of the alternatives 3 
relative to other environmental resources are under similar topical headings; cost is not a specific 4 
subject of NEPA and CEQA review. 5 

22-3 6 

Construction of Village Parkway is consistent with the Southport Framework Plan, as discussed in 7 
Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture. The loss of South River Road’s scenic value under 8 
Alternative 2, 4, and 5 is significant and unavoidable, as discussed in Effect VIS-2, Section 3.13, 9 
Visual Resources. Village Parkway would provide an alternative evacuation route for the area that 10 
does not conflict with maintenance activities and potential flood fight operations. Emergency and 11 
maintenance access to the setback levee structure would be provided by planned operation and 12 
maintenance (O&M) corridors shown on revised Plates 2-3b, 2-5b, and 2-6b. 13 

22-4 14 

The June 2011 memorandum referenced in the comment, prepared by MBK Engineers (MBK), 15 
supported the interim preliminary design phase. Subsequently, MBK performed more detailed 16 
analyses, as presented in Appendix C (Volume I), resulting in a different conclusion. The existing 17 
levee does not meet current engineering standards. The setback levee has been designed to 18 
withstand a 200-year flood event, meaning the levee would not overtop or breach during a 200-year 19 
event. The setback levee has been designed to meet both state and Federal standards. 20 

22-5 21 

The effects on planned or existing land uses in the project area are analyzed in Section 3.11, Land 22 
Use and Agriculture; the effects of all five alternatives on planned or existing land uses were found 23 
to be significant and unavoidable. Specifically, construction of a setback levee in Segment F would 24 
interfere with planned land uses between the present levee and the proposed setback levee. 25 
However, changing the planned land uses in that area is feasible, as is construction of a setback levee 26 
in Segment F. 27 

The use of a setback levee would not compromise flood protection and, in fact, would reduce flood 28 
risk. WSAFCA has conducted a geomorphic analysis of the setback alternatives, as described in 29 
Section 3.1, Flood Risk Management and Geomorphic Conditions, and concluded these alternatives 30 
would not result in significant adverse effects on water surface elevations or sediment transport in 31 
the project area. A setback levee would have no significant adverse impacts on flood risk and would 32 
in fact have beneficial impacts by reducing flood risk in the floodplain. 33 

22-6 34 

Potential borrow sites identified in Volume I include locations with preferred soil material needed 35 
for levee construction. The area on the Yokoyama Farm identified on the landside of the levee as a 36 
possible source of borrow material has been removed from consideration; WSAFCA has a policy to 37 
only enter into agreements for borrow material from willing property owners.  38 

In the event the use of borrow sites adjacent to an existing or proposed levee are negotiated with 39 
property owners, geotechnical analysis, including seepage and slope stability analysis, would be 40 
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performed to establish the appropriate grading and proximity to the flood protection system for 1 
borrow extraction activities to occur without creating an increased risk of underseepage.  2 

Borrow activities would then be set back a safe distance, as determined by the results of the 3 
analysis, from the landside toe of existing levees to avoid impact on the integrity of the levee. Site-4 
specific seepage and slope stability analysis would be conducted, as applicable, in accordance with 5 
Federal and state levee design criteria enumerated and discussed in Section 3.1, Flood Risk 6 
Management and Geomorphic Conditions.  7 

The offset areas (inter-levee area) would be constructed to have positive drainage to the proposed 8 
swales and the river. The interconnection of the offset areas to the river at the inlet/outlets would 9 
allow equalization of the water level on either side of the remnant levee, thereby eliminating the 10 
hydraulic grade difference that drives underseepage. The excavation of the offset area is considered 11 
in the seepage risk analysis of the flood risk-reduction system, contained in Section 3.1, Flood Risk 12 
Management and Geomorphic Conditions. 13 

22-7 14 

Under Alternatives 2, 4 and 5, mitigation and restoration efforts along the Sacramento River would 15 
be conducted in accordance with the Operations and Maintenance Manual developed for the 16 
maintaining agency, a requirement of any USACE Regulatory permit as part of an approved 17 
mitigation and monitoring plan. The manual would be developed in accordance with resource 18 
agency requirements to address the maintenance and operations of the entire project, including any 19 
areas of the project designated as mitigation areas. The habitat is being carefully designed to be self-20 
sustaining, but it is anticipated that some management and maintenance would be required. The 21 
Draft MMP (Volume II, Appendix A), includes information on offset area management and 22 
maintenance. 23 

WSAFCA has notified the West Sacramento Police Department of the project to ensure the project 24 
area would continue to be patrolled and that there would be no drop in service or appreciable 25 
increase in public safety hazards. Any changes in the present condition expected as a result of 26 
project implementation are discussed and analyzed in Section 3.16, Public Health and Hazards. 27 

22-8 28 

A sustainability report for the setback area was prepared by the Southport EIP ecological design 29 
team and extensively peer-reviewed by the natural resource agency staff working on the project, as 30 
well as by the project’s environmental stakeholder advisory team in order to ensure the proposed 31 
design elements would meet the proposed habitat goals and objectives. The proposed offset/inter-32 
levee area would restore natural floodplain processes that existed onsite prior to channelization of 33 
the Sacramento River. Channelization of the floodplain habitat is not proposed. Topographic 34 
diversity within the setback area would result in a mosaic of terrestrial and aquatic habitats, 35 
providing ecological functions and values year-round in conjunction with the prevailing hydrology. 36 
The setback area would naturally de-water each summer as river levels drop, minimizing warm, 37 
standing water, a condition that favors nonnative aquatic species. 38 

22-9 39 

WSAFCA has performed extensive engineering and financial assessments of the alternatives, 40 
including the APA, and determined the APA to be technically and economically feasible as it would 41 
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meet the project’s objectives of reducing flood risk within the funding capabilities of WSAFCA and its 1 
funding partners. While WSAFCA has weighed the costs of all analyzed alternatives, including 2 
expected costs of creation, operation, monitoring, and maintenance of the offset area, such costs 3 
have not been analyzed in depth in the EIS/EIR, as cost is not a specific subject of NEPA and CEQA 4 
review. 5 

Long-term delays in setback levee construction are not anticipated, and creation of a restored 6 
floodplain area would provide extensive long-term benefits to many species, as described in the 7 
EIS/EIR. Further, construction of a setback levee would reduce the amount of existing vegetation 8 
identified for removal. 9 

22-10 10 

To clarify, WSAFCA does not propose the establishment of a mitigation bank as a component of the 11 
Southport project. Rather, Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 include an opportunity for ecosystem restoration 12 
by means of an expanded floodplain facilitated by constructing a setback levee and subsequently 13 
degrading and breaching the old remnant levee.  14 

Such restoration provides the ability to mitigate onsite for vegetation and habitat impacts resulting 15 
from the Southport project, and will be required under necessary approvals to comply with local, 16 
state, and Federal laws. Since the mitigation requirements have not been finalized by the regulating 17 
agencies, the amount of area in the expanded floodplain needed for mitigation is not yet known.  18 

If there is opportunity for additional restoration beyond the mitigation needs of the project, it could 19 
potentially be used to mitigate for future projects implemented by WSAFCA, its partners under a 20 
Regional Flood Management Plan, or other partnerships (listed in likely order of priority for use). As 21 
an example of one such partnership, WSAFCA and the State of California (through DWR’s FloodSAFE 22 
Environmental Stewardship and Statewide Resources Office) are exploring application of possible 23 
surplus restoration toward the conservation strategy associated with the Central Valley Flood 24 
Protection Plan, pursuant to which the Southport project is advancing. No agreement has been 25 
executed for this potential future use, and such agreement would be subject to approval from the 26 
state and Federal fish and wildlife agencies. It may also be possible that WSAFCA could partner with 27 
an entity for long-term management of the restored habitat, which may include organizations with 28 
experience in mitigation banking, but, again, there is no intent to create a banking enterprise from 29 
which mitigation credits would be commercially available and the project is not intended to mitigate 30 
for development projects. WSAFCA is not designing the setback area for the purpose of selling 31 
credits to developers for profit. As noted above, any purchase of private land (not confiscation) is to 32 
achieve the project purposes previously described. 33 

22-11 34 

While there are some low levels of pollutants in the Sacramento River, the river water is relatively 35 
clean and a good source of drinking water and agricultural water. Surface water quality in the 36 
Sacramento River is discussed in Section 3.2, Water Quality and Groundwater Resources. As occurs 37 
with other floodplains and river bypasses along the Sacramento River, this water will bring life to 38 
the inter-levee floodplain without causing any pollution-related die backs. In addition, the inter-39 
levee floodplain, or offset area, has been designed to drain flood waters back to the river instead of 40 
allowing the waters to evaporate in place. 41 

 
Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project 
Final EIR 4-56 August 2014 

ICF 00071.11 
 



 
West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

 
Non-Governmental Entity Comments and Responses 

 

22-12 1 

This portion of the Sacramento River does not support habitat for endangered shrimp and 2 
amphibians, or spawning habitat for salmon and steelhead. Suitable gravel/cobble substrates occur 3 
upstream in the higher gradient reaches of the Sacramento River and its tributaries. The dominant 4 
substrate of floodplains in this portion of the river are fine sediments, which support the vegetation 5 
types and prey resources important to rearing juvenile salmon and other fishes. The proposed 6 
floodplain swale is designed to promote habitat diversity on the floodplain (wetland/riparian 7 
habitat) and facilitate drainage and connectivity of the floodplain to the river. 8 

22-13 9 

Implementation of any of the project alternatives described in Volume I would result in the loss of 10 
grasslands and agricultural lands used for foraging by birds of prey, including Swainson’s hawk. 11 
Effect WILD-4 describes these project effects on Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, as well as 12 
proposed mitigation (WILD-MM-9) to offset this permanent impact. Specifically, Plate 3.8-6 depicts 13 
the creation of the offset area as a permanent impact on foraging habitat, an impact that was 14 
included in the overall acreage of foraging habitat loss for Swainson’s hawk caused by the setback 15 
levee alternatives. Although the proposed project would result in a net loss of foraging habitat 16 
within the offset area, restoration proposed within this area would include extensive revegetation 17 
that, upon maturity, would provide potential nesting opportunities for Swainson’s hawk, and 18 
therefore would contribute to the long-term conservation of the species. (Also see response to 19 
Comment 12-04.) 20 

22-14 21 

Coyotes are already common within the Southport area, and proposed restoration within this area is 22 
not likely to attract additional coyotes. Coyotes use open habitats supporting grasses and low-23 
growing agriculture where prey (small rodents) is abundant. Riparian and wetland habitats that are 24 
proposed within the offset area are not preferred foraging areas for coyotes. 25 

Mountain lions are rare in the Sacramento area, and although they may occasionally pass through 26 
the Southport area (levee and adjacent riparian habitat may provide a potential movement 27 
corridor), there is not enough open habitat and prey to support a lion’s home range (25–200 square 28 
miles) within the Southport area. Creation of the proposed offset area would not result in additional 29 
open habitat and thus would not be expected to attract additional mountain lions to the area.  30 

22-15 31 

The river corridor and Bees Lakes provide existing habitat for raccoons, opossums, skunks, and bats. 32 
The establishment of the setback area could provide some additional habitat for these species, 33 
potentially resulting in a small increase in local populations, while also drawing existing populations 34 
away from residential areas. Since these animals will generally stay close to foraging, refuge, and 35 
breeding areas, the setback area’s distance from existing residential developments would likely 36 
result in no or minimal increases in nuisances from wild animals. 37 

Setback areas would not be open to the public for off-leash pet use, and interactions with wild 38 
animals would not be expected to increase as a result of domestic animals entering the offset area. 39 

 
Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project 
Final EIR 4-57 August 2014 

ICF 00071.11 
 



 
West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

 
Non-Governmental Entity Comments and Responses 

 

22-16 1 

Proposed restoration within the offset area would convert grassland and agricultural areas to 2 
wetland/riparian habitat, which may change the composition of wildlife (i.e., more raccoons, 3 
opossums, and squirrels versus mice, skunks, and coyotes) but would not result in higher densities 4 
than what the habitat would naturally be able to support. The Ditchokk et al. 2006 paper refers to 5 
increased transmission of disease in urban wildlife as a factor of higher population densities 6 
resulting from the greater availability of food (i.e., garbage, road kill, human and pet foot sources). 7 
Because the proposed project is not expected to introduce new urban food sources, wildlife 8 
densities are not expected to increase beyond the carrying capacity of the existing habitat and would 9 
not lead to increased disease transmission within desired wildlife that the proposed project intends 10 
to attract (i.e., Swainson’s hawk). 11 

22-17 12 

The potential risks to human health associated with each alternative are analyzed in Section 3.16, 13 
Public Health and Environmental Hazards. Specifically, health risks associated with mosquitoes 14 
were analyzed, and were determined to be beneficial (Alternative 2) and less than significant 15 
(Alternatives 4 and 5). Mosquito control methods are included for every setback alternative, 16 
including Alternative 5. The lead agencies’ findings of significance were made in consultation with 17 
Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District. 18 

22-18 19 

As the comment correctly notes, maintenance of levee structures requires addressing risks 20 
associated with burrowing animals, primarily rodents such as squirrels. As discussed in Section 21 
2.2.3.3, Common Elements and Assumptions, RD 900 presently maintains bait station application for 22 
rodent control, which is conducted under county permit by experts licensed by the state for pest and 23 
rodent control. The present maintenance activity would continue under each project alternative. 24 

22-19 25 

Under Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, mitigation and restoration efforts along the Sacramento River would 26 
be conducted in accordance with the Maintenance and Operations Manual developed for the 27 
maintaining agency. The manual would be developed in accordance with resource agency 28 
requirements to address the maintenance and operations of the entire project, including any areas 29 
of the project designated as mitigation areas. The habitat is being carefully designed to be self-30 
sustaining, but it is anticipated that some management and maintenance would be required. The 31 
Draft MMP (Volume II, Appendix A), includes information on offset area management and 32 
maintenance. Fishing along the project area presently occurs as part of the baseline condition. 33 
Because such activity in the offset area would be discouraged in accordance with the O&M Manual, it 34 
would not be expected to increase erosion, particularly not to such an extent over present use as to 35 
imperil either the levee itself or endangered fish species. Further, the offset area, which would 36 
contain water only during high flow events, would not present suitable conditions for fishing. It is 37 
being designed to increase spawning habitat for juvenile fish and discourage occupancy by mature 38 
predator species most often sought by fishermen. 39 
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4.12.1 Responses to Letter 23 1 

23-1 2 

Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” provides a detailed description of the alternative screening criteria 3 
applied by WSAFCA. Among the seven criteria were consideration of cost; land use compatibility 4 
(including minimization of property acquisition and other effects on private property); and 5 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of environmental effects (criteria 7, 5, and 6, respectively). 6 
While no single alternative has yet been adopted as a project (i.e., selected), WSAFCA has identified 7 
Alternative 5 as the APA to facilitate the review process with the numerous Federal and state 8 
agencies with approval authority for the Southport project. In balancing the multiple considerations 9 
represented by the criteria, Alternative 5 presents the most favorable combination of project 10 
measures as a result of the screening process, including consideration of the three factors suggested 11 
in the comment. For detailed effect discussions, the alternatives’ impacts on private property are 12 
analyzed primarily in Section 3-11, Land Use and Agriculture; analyses of the alternatives relative to 13 
other environmental resources are under similar topical headings. 14 

23-2 15 

The lead agencies have carefully reviewed and considered the public comments received throughout 16 
the CEQA and NEPA public noticing processes. The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR are responsive to 17 
these concerns and are considered adequate by the lead agency. 18 

23-3 19 

Section 3.7, Noise, thoroughly analyzes the construction- and operations-related noise effects of 20 
each alternative, including identification of all potentially affected sensitive receptors on Plate 3.7-1. 21 
Table 3.7-10 summarizes construction equipment noise assumptions, and each alternative analysis 22 
discloses construction noise levels associated with each construction activity along each levee 23 
segment during each year of construction. 24 

23-4 25 

Section 2.2.3.3, Common Elements and Assumptions, explains what steps would be taken to ensure 26 
that the performance of the levee system is not compromised during project construction. 27 
Specifically, all project construction would be performed in accordance with the seasonal 28 
requirements of WSAFCA’s Central Valley Flood Protection Board encroachment permit and at the 29 
direction of USACE. At the end of each primary construction season, the levee would be restored, at a 30 
minimum, to the level of performance existing at the project outset. During the flood season, 31 
maintenance of the levee would continue to be performed by the maintaining agency, RD 900. 32 

23-5 33 

Potential borrow sites identified in Volume I include locations with preferred soil material needed 34 
for levee construction. WSAFCA has a policy to only enter into agreements to purchase borrow 35 
material from willing property owners; costs associated with achieving the property owners’ 36 
desired post-excavation condition would be a factor considered by WSAFCA when entering into 37 
agreements for borrow material.  38 
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In the event the use of borrow sites adjacent to an existing or proposed levee are negotiated with 1 
property owners, geotechnical analysis, including seepage and slope stability analysis, would be 2 
performed to establish the appropriate grading and proximity to the flood protection system for 3 
borrow extraction activities to occur without creating an increased risk of underseepage. Such 4 
evaluation would include consideration of depth to groundwater, presence of adjacent surface 5 
water, and previous instances of subsidence. 6 

Borrow activities would then be set back a safe distance, as determined by the results of the 7 
analysis, from the landside toe of existing levees to avoid impact on the integrity of the levee. Site-8 
specific seepage and slope stability analysis would be conducted, as applicable, in accordance with 9 
Federal and state levee design criteria enumerated and discussed in Section 3.1, Flood Risk 10 
Management and Geomorphic Conditions.  11 

23-6 12 

The effects on planned or existing land uses and conflicts with existing land use policies in the 13 
project area are analyzed in Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture; the effects of all five alternatives 14 
on planned or existing land uses were found to be significant and unavoidable. Additionally, 15 
WSAFCA has been coordinating with the City’s planning division as the City is preparing its General 16 
Plan update. 17 

23-7 18 

Preparation of Section 3.17, Cultural Resources, was based upon multiple field surveys, record 19 
searches, and extensive consultation with Native American groups. Potential effects on known and 20 
unknown resources are analyzed. Appropriate mitigation is proposed in Volume I and in the Draft 21 
Programmatic Agreement currently being prepared pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 22 
Preservation Act, and attached to Volume I as Appendix I. 23 

23-8 24 

Section 2.2.2, Alternatives Screening Process, describes the alternatives screening criteria employed 25 
by the lead agencies in order to develop this analysis. Each alternative represents a different 26 
approach to accomplishing the project objectives; therefore, environmental effects will vary 27 
amongst alternatives. Section 2.2.3, Actions Alternatives Overview, describes how Alternative 5 was 28 
selected by WSAFCA as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 29 

23-9 30 

The determination of effect significance is made for each alternative for the purpose of disclosing 31 
likely environmental effects that would result from implementation of the project alternative 32 
described. A significant and unavoidable effect is one that cannot be avoided or mitigated to a less-33 
than-significant level if the project alternative is implemented.  34 

Often, as is the case with the Southport alternatives, implementation of a construction method or 35 
flood risk-reduction measure that lessens one effect results in worsened effects on another resource. 36 
Therefore, in NEPA and CEQA analysis, analysis of measures to reduce the severity of environmental 37 
effects is limited to those that could be accomplished if the alternative analyzed was adopted. To 38 
conduct the analysis as the comment suggests, each alternative would mitigate for the other in 39 
various ways, leaving the public without a reasonable range of alternatives upon which to comment. 40 
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23-10 1 

Rationale for WSAFCA’s selection of the APA is described in Section 2.2.3.2, Overview of Alternatives 2 
Carried Forward. 3 

23-11 4 

While all five Southport alternatives are designed to reduce flood risk, and thereby protect human 5 
health and safety and prevent adverse effects on property and the economy of West Sacramento, 6 
Section 1.3, Project Purpose, Objectives, and Need, describes WSAFCA’s project purpose and 7 
objectives. Section 2.2.2, Alternatives Screening Process, further describes the alternatives screening 8 
criteria employed by the lead agencies in order to develop this analysis. Each alternative represents 9 
a different approach to accomplishing the project objectives; therefore, environmental effects will 10 
vary among alternatives. Section 2.2.3, Action Alternatives Overview, describes how Alternative 5 11 
was selected by WSAFCA as the Environmentally Superior Alternative because it minimizes effects 12 
on potentially jurisdictional waters and balances emissions, real estate acquisition and land use 13 
change, environmental benefits, habitat effects, and construction-related disturbances. 14 

23-12 15 

Neither WSAFCA nor its consultants ignored requests from interested parties, but, instead, engaged 16 
with the community in numerous ways in an effort to ensure that stakeholders were informed and 17 
involved. An overview of the outreach efforts is provided in Section 1.6.1, Community Outreach. 18 

As a point of clarification, the comment may be interpreted to suggest that an alternative has been 19 
adopted. No project has yet been adopted. Rather, an APA has been identified to facilitate the review 20 
process with the numerous Federal and state agencies with approval authority for the Southport 21 
project. As described in Section 2.2.2, Alternatives Screening Process, WSAFCA considered a number 22 
of criteria in identifying the APA, including land use compatibility. WSAFCA and its consultant team 23 
applied supporting principles for this criterion to minimize needs for property acquisition and other 24 
effects on private property as strong guiding directives in planning and designing the project. 25 
However, this criterion is one of seven criteria considered in combination to identify the APA. In 26 
balancing the multiple considerations represented by the criteria, Alternative 5 presents the most 27 
favorable combination of project measures as a result of the screening process. Section 3-11, Land 28 
Use and Agriculture, provides a detailed discussion and analysis of the alternatives’ impacts on 29 
private property. 30 

As another point of clarification, the comment assumes that private property will be acquired 31 
through eminent domain (i.e., condemnation). WSAFCA intends to make every reasonable effort to 32 
acquire property by negotiation as contemplated by Government Code, Section 7267.1(a). 33 

23-13 34 

Comments from the public on a wide variety of topics have been read, considered, and weighed by 35 
the lead agencies, as described at length in the Scoping Report, Appendix B of Volume I. As a point of 36 
clarification, the comment may be interpreted to suggest that an alternative has been adopted. No 37 
project has yet been adopted. Rather, an APA has been identified to facilitate the review process 38 
with the numerous Federal and state agencies with approval authority for the Southport project. 39 
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23-14 1 

The issues of known controversy summarized in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” accurately summarize 2 
the key issues raised by the public during scoping. Specifically, the referenced concern about 3 
condemnation of private property is identified as an issue of known controversy in Section 1.6.3.1, 4 
Property Acquisition. The effects of the project alternatives on private property are analyzed in 5 
Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture. Such items are explained in greater detail in Volume I, 6 
Appendix B, Scoping Report. 7 

23-15 8 

The comment misquotes the Draft EIS/EIR’s alternative screening criteria, contained in Section 9 
2.2.2, Alternatives Screening Process. The criteria identify the potential for setback levees in general 10 
to cause measureable water surface elevation rise. If an alternative did cause such a rise, it would be 11 
excluded from consideration. Section 3.1, Flood Risk Management and Geomorphic Conditions, 12 
analyzed Effect FR-1, Change in Flood Risk Associated with Water Surface Elevation. Each 13 
alternative was determined to result in no effect or a less-than-significant effect. The hydraulic 14 
modeling done to support these findings can be found in Volume I, Appendix C, Flood Management 15 
and Geomorphic Conditions Technical Appendix. 16 

23-16 17 

Conflicts with existing land uses and designations are analyzed as Effect LU-2 under each alternative 18 
in Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture. The analysis discusses the degree of impact under each 19 
alternative relative to the remaining alternatives.  20 

Neither WSAFCA nor its consultants ignored requests from interested parties to analyze a non-21 
setback alternative in Segment F, as is shown in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4. WSAFCA has engaged with 22 
the community in numerous ways in an effort to ensure that stakeholders were informed and 23 
involved. 24 

23-17 25 

Each alternative represents a different approach to accomplishing the project objectives; therefore, 26 
environmental effects will vary among alternatives. Section 2.2.3, Action Alternatives Overview, 27 
describes how Alternative 5 was selected by WSAFCA as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 28 

Volume I presents proposed mitigation measures that would reduce effects on Swainson’s hawk 29 
habitat and air quality under all alternatives.  30 

23-18 31 

Cost was one of many factors considered by WSAFCA in identification of Alternative 5 as the APA. 32 
The cost implications of the Southport EIP were reported to the WSAFCA Board at the March, May, 33 
and September 2012 Board meetings. The Central Valley Flood Protection Plan, adopted by the 34 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board in July 2012, proposes an investment approach for 35 
sustainable and integrated flood management. A key element of the CVFPP is leveraging flood 36 
system improvements to create habitat through levee setbacks. Because the state provides 37 
additional funding for projects consistent this approach, construction of Alternative 5 would reduce 38 
the total investment required by WSAFCA to complete the Southport EIP. 39 
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Long-term maintenance costs are not expected to increase as a result of vector and mosquito 1 
control, because mosquito breeding conditions would be unlikely to occur, as described in Section 2 
3.16, Public Health and Environmental Hazards. Should standing water result in possible vector 3 
issues, WSAFCA would coordinate with Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District to 4 
address the concern.  5 

Operation and maintenance activities under all alternatives would be similar to those presently 6 
performed by RD 900, as described in Section 2.2.3.3, Common Elements and Assumptions, under 7 
Postconstruction Operation and Maintenance. West Sacramento Police Department and West 8 
Sacramento Fire Department have been consulted and expressed no concerns that any of the project 9 
alternatives may create a greater burden on law enforcement and fire suppression efforts than 10 
existing waterfront usages.  11 

23-19 12 

Section 2.2.2, Alternatives Screening Process, describes the alternatives screening criteria employed 13 
by the lead agencies in order to develop this analysis. Each alternative represents a different 14 
approach to accomplishing the project objectives; therefore, environmental effects will vary among 15 
alternatives. Section 2.2.3, Action Alternatives Overview, describes how Alternative 5 was selected 16 
by WSAFCA as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 17 

23-20 18 

Volume I analyzes several approaches to implementation of flood risk-reduction measures in each 19 
segment of the project area, including Segment F, and the analysis represents a reasonable range of 20 
project alternatives in each segment. 21 

One of the measures considered in Volume I to address underseepage is a shallow slurry cutoff wall 22 
that extends through the levee embankment and a portion of the levee foundation but does not 23 
finish into a low-permeability layer. Because the slurry wall does not tie into a low-permeability 24 
layer, a seepage berm is combined with this measure in Alternatives 2 and 5 to reduce the 25 
underseepage gradient to meet the USACE and State Urban Levee Design Criteria. However, the 26 
results of the analysis showed that the shallow slurry cutoff wall would not reduce the seepage 27 
gradient to a level that would significantly reduce the width of the seepage berm.  28 

Compared to the setback levee alignment, subsurface conditions along the existing levee alignment 29 
in Segment F are equally prone to, or more prone to, underseepage. Therefore, a berm equal to the 30 
one applied in Alternatives 2 and 5 would reasonably be expected in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4, even 31 
with the installation of a shallow slurry cutoff wall. As a result, the use of a slurry wall in these 32 
alternatives would not reduce the size of the needed seepage berm to such an extent as to 33 
significantly reduce the magnitude of these alternatives’ already reduced effects on residences and 34 
land use. 35 

As project development continues to advance, WSAFCA is currently recommending the combined 36 
use of shallow slurry cutoff walls along with the minimum width berm necessary to mitigate 37 
underseepage along most of the Southport EIP, including Segment F, where conventional slurry 38 
cutoff walls are not feasible because the depth to the impermeable layer is greater than 90 feet. The 39 
recommended berm widths are described in Volume II, Chapter 6, “Revisions to the Applicant 40 
Preferred Alternative.” 41 
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23-21 1 

Equipment exhaust and fugitive dust emissions from the onsite excavation for the offset area are 2 
evaluated for all alternatives under the “Soil Borrow Extraction/Levee Placement” phase. Daily 3 
earthwork rates (cubic yards per day) required for excavation are identified in Appendix E of 4 
Volume I. 5 

23-22 6 

To clarify, WSAFCA does not propose the establishment of a mitigation bank enterprise as a 7 
component of the Southport project. Rather, Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 include a component of 8 
ecosystem restoration that would be made possible in the expanded floodplain created by 9 
constructing a segment of new levee landward of the existing levee and subsequently degrading and 10 
breaching the old remnant levee. Such restoration provides the ability to mitigate vegetation and 11 
habitat impacts resulting from the Southport project, and will be required under necessary 12 
approvals to comply with local, state, and Federal laws. The mitigation requirements have not been 13 
finalized by the regulating agencies, so it is not yet known if there could be habitat created beyond 14 
the needs of the project. The size and configuration of the expanded floodplain is driven by the levee 15 
alignment for optimum flood-risk reduction, not by mitigation needs. 16 

If there is opportunity for additional restoration beyond the mitigation needs of the project, it could 17 
be used to mitigate for future projects implemented by WSAFCA, its partners under a Regional Flood 18 
Management Plan, or other partnerships, listed in likely order of priority. As an example of one such 19 
partnership, WSAFCA and the State of California (through DWR) are exploring application of 20 
possible surplus restoration toward the conservation strategy associated with the Central Valley 21 
Flood Protection Plan, pursuant to which the Southport project is advancing. No agreement has been 22 
executed for this potential future use, and such agreement would be subject to approval from the 23 
state and Federal fish and wildlife agencies. It may also be possible that WSAFCA could partner with 24 
an entity for long-term management of the restored habitat, which may include organizations with 25 
experience in mitigation banking, but, again, there is no intent to create a banking enterprise from 26 
which mitigation credits would be commercially available.  27 

It should be noted that the ecosystem restoration component, in addition to representing a low-cost 28 
method to achieve required project mitigation, provides a more favorable cost-share with the State 29 
of California based on the state’s funding criteria, thereby allowing WSAFCA to more cost-effectively 30 
meet the project goals for flood-risk reduction and 200-year protection.  31 

23-23 32 

WSAFCA evaluated different approaches to mitigate underseepage for each project segment. For 33 
Segment F, one of the measures considered to address underseepage was a shallow slurry cutoff 34 
wall that extended through the levee embankment and a portion of the levee foundation, but did not 35 
finish into a low-permeability layer. Because the slurry wall did not tie into a low-permeability layer, 36 
a seepage berm was combined with this measure to reduce the underseepage gradient to meet the 37 
USACE and State Urban Levee Design Criteria. The results of the analysis showed that the partially 38 
penetrating slurry cutoff wall would not reduce the seepage gradient to a level that would 39 
significantly reduce the width of the seepage berm. 40 

As project development continues to advance, WSAFCA is currently recommending the use of the 41 
minimum suitable berm width needed to sufficiently reduce the seepage gradient, coupled with 42 
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shallow slurry cutoff walls, to mitigate underseepage along most of the Southport EIP; this includes 1 
Segment F, where conventional slurry cutoff walls are not feasible because the depth to the 2 
impermeable layer is more than 90 feet. 3 

23-24 4 

Please see the response to comment 23-23 above. 5 

23-25 6 

Table ES-10 provides a summary of effects and mitigation measures for the Southport project, which 7 
are fully analyzed and discussed in Chapter 3, “Affected Environment and Environmental 8 
Consequences.” Such discussion includes detailed information explaining the relative severity of the 9 
effect described in relation to the other alternatives.  10 

23-26 11 

The requested comparison of each alternative’s air quality effects is already contained in the 12 
analysis. Please see Section 3.5, Air Quality, for a quantified comparison of each alternative’s air 13 
quality effects. 14 

23-27 15 

The requested comparison of each alternative’s air quality effects is already contained in the 16 
analysis. Please see Section 3.5, Air Quality, for a quantified comparison of each alternative’s air 17 
quality effects. 18 

23-28 19 

The assertion that Alternatives 1 and 3 result in a smaller loss of riparian land cover types than 20 
Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 is based on construction impacts alone. The assertion does not take into 21 
account that the setback alternatives are expected to result in a long-term beneficial effect, likely 22 
doubling the area of riparian land cover types in the project area. In addition, Alternatives 1 and 3 23 
would likely require offsite mitigation for riparian losses. 24 

23-29 25 

See FISH-MM-4 in Section 3.9, Fish and Aquatic Resources. Potential stranding will be minimized by 26 
grading the new floodplain to promote complete and unimpeded drainage to the river and minimal 27 
ponding as floodwaters recede. The Draft MMP (Volume II, Appendix A), will be implemented to 28 
evaluate the effectiveness of these measures and the need for remediation measures should the 29 
grading and drainage features fail to meet established performance standards.  30 

23-30 31 

The comment’s assertion that Alternatives 1 and 3 result in a smaller loss of riparian land cover 32 
types than Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 is based on construction impacts alone. The assertion does not 33 
take into account that the setback alternatives are expected to result in a long-term beneficial effect, 34 
likely doubling the area of riparian land cover types in the project area. In addition, Alternatives 1 35 
and 3 would likely require offsite mitigation for riparian losses.  36 
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23-31 1 

The APA and its alternatives will conflict with existing and planned land uses. Conflicts with existing 2 
land uses and designations are analyzed as Effect LU-2 under each alternative in Section 3.11, Land 3 
Use and Agriculture. The analysis discusses the degree of impact under each alternative relative to 4 
the remaining alternatives. 5 

The comment asserts that use of a shallow cutoff wall in Segment F could reduce or eliminate the 6 
need for a seepage berm in that segment, and that this approach was not considered or analyzed as a 7 
method of reducing land use conflicts. These assertions are incorrect. Volume I analyzes several 8 
approaches to implementation of flood risk-reduction measures in each segment of the project area, 9 
including Segment F, and the analysis represents a reasonable range of project alternatives in each 10 
segment. 11 

One of the measures considered in Volume I to address underseepage is a shallow slurry cutoff wall 12 
that extends through the levee embankment and a portion of the levee foundation but does not 13 
finish into a low-permeability layer. Because the slurry wall does not tie into a low-permeability 14 
layer, a seepage berm is combined with this measure in Alternatives 2 and 5 to reduce the 15 
underseepage gradient to meet the USACE and State Urban Levee Design Criteria. However, the 16 
results of the analysis showed that the shallow slurry cutoff wall would not reduce the seepage 17 
gradient to a level that would significantly reduce the width of the seepage berm. 18 

Compared to the setback levee alignment, subsurface conditions along the existing levee alignment 19 
in Segment F are equally prone to, or more prone to, underseepage. Therefore, a berm equal to the 20 
one applied in Alternatives 2 and 5 would reasonably be expected in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4, even 21 
with the installation of a shallow slurry cutoff wall. As a result, the use of a slurry wall in these 22 
alternatives would not reduce the size of the needed seepage berm to such an extent as to 23 
significantly reduce the magnitude of these alternatives’ already reduced effects on residences and 24 
land use. 25 

As project development continues to advance, WSAFCA is currently recommending the combined 26 
use of shallow slurry cutoff walls along with the minimum width berm necessary to mitigate 27 
underseepage along most of the Southport EIP, including Segment F, where conventional slurry 28 
cutoff walls are not feasible because the depth to the impermeable layer is greater than 90 feet. The 29 
recommended berm widths are described in Volume II, Chapter 6, “Revisions to the Applicant 30 
Preferred Alternative.”  31 

23-32 32 

The effects analyses suggested in the comment were conducted as part of the Draft EIS/EIR. 33 
Economic and social effects of the project alternatives are analyzed in Section 3.12, Environmental 34 
Justice, Socioeconomic, and Community Effects. Section 3.16, Public Health and Environmental 35 
Hazards, discusses health effects of the project alternatives. Conflicts with existing land uses and 36 
designations are analyzed as Effect LU-2 under each alternative in Section 3.11, Land Use and 37 
Agriculture. Section 3.5, Air Quality, analyzes and discloses the potential health effects of air quality 38 
contaminants associated with each alternative. 39 
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23-33 1 

Conflicts with existing land uses and designations are analyzed as Effect LU-2 under each alternative 2 
in Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture. As the comment recommends, the analysis clearly 3 
discloses the degree of impact under each alternative relative to the remaining alternatives. 4 

23-34 5 

Volume I analyzes, discloses, and differentiates the various relative environmental effects of each 6 
alternative in Chapter 3, “Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences.” 7 

23-35 8 

The issues of known controversy summarized in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” accurately summarize 9 
the key issues raised by the public during scoping. Such items are explained in greater detail in 10 
Appendix B, Scoping Report. 11 

The comment that the previously provided comments have been ignored is incorrect; the lead 12 
agencies have carefully reviewed, considered, and responded to the letters referenced in the 13 
comment in correspondence dated September 6, 2012, October 4, 2012, and March 26, 2013.  14 

23-36 15 

See response to comment 23-21. 16 

23-37 17 

The potential risks to human health associated with each alternative are analyzed in Section 3.16, 18 
Public Health and Environmental Hazards. Specifically, health risks associated with mosquitoes 19 
were analyzed, and determined to be beneficial (Alternative 2) and less than significant 20 
(Alternatives 4 and 5). These findings were made in consultation with Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito 21 
and Vector Control District.  22 

The analysis also determined that Bees Lakes, located in Segment E, is currently a large breeding 23 
ground for area vectors. This condition would remain unchanged in all alternatives, except 24 
Alternative 2. 25 

23-38 26 

Section 3.1, Flood Risk Management and Geomorphic Conditions, disclosed and analyzed Effect FR-1, 27 
Change in Flood Risk Associated with Water Surface Elevation. Effects on the local and regional 28 
levees were considered, including effects on the levees on the east side of the Sacramento River, and 29 
each alternative was determined to result in no effect or a less-than-significant change in water 30 
surface elevations above, at, and below the project area. The hydraulic modeling done to support 31 
these findings can be found in Volume I, Appendix C, Flood Management and Geomorphic Conditions 32 
Technical Appendix. 33 
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23-39 1 

The requested comparison of each alternative’s air quality effects is already contained in the 2 
analysis. Please see Section 3.5, Air Quality, for a quantified comparison of each alternative’s air 3 
quality effects. 4 

The comment’s assertion that “excavation for the Offset Area has been omitted from the Executive 5 
Summary” is incorrect; excavation of the offset area is discussed in the Executive Summary, Section 6 
ES.6.4.1, Alternative 2 Flood Risk–Reduction Measures: “The offset floodplain area refers to the 7 
expanded floodway waterside of the proposed setback levee that is created when portions of the 8 
existing levee are breached and material excavated and graded to allow Sacramento River water to 9 
flow into the offset area.” 10 

23-40 11 

Conflicts with existing land uses and designations are analyzed as Effect LU-2 under each alternative 12 
in Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture. The analysis discusses the degree of impact under each 13 
alternative relative to the remaining alternatives. 14 

23-41 15 

The determination of effect significance is made for each alternative for the purpose of disclosing 16 
likely environmental effects that would result from implementation of the project alternative 17 
described. A significant and unavoidable effect is one that cannot be avoided or mitigated to a less-18 
than-significant level if the project alternative is implemented.  19 

Often, as is the case with the Southport alternatives, implementation of a construction method or 20 
flood risk-reduction measure that lessens one effect results in worsened effects on another resource. 21 
Therefore, in NEPA and CEQA analysis, analysis of measures to reduce the severity of environmental 22 
effects is limited to those that could be accomplished if the alternative analyzed was adopted. To 23 
conduct the analysis as the comment suggests, each alternative would mitigate for the other in 24 
various ways, leaving the public without a reasonable range of alternatives upon which to comment. 25 

23-42 26 

The determination of effect significance is made for each alternative for the purpose of disclosing 27 
likely environmental effects that would result from implementation of the project alternative 28 
described. A significant and unavoidable effect is one that cannot be avoided or mitigated to a less-29 
than-significant level if the project alternative is implemented.  30 

Often, as is the case with the Southport alternatives, implementation of a construction method or 31 
flood risk-reduction measure that lessens one effect results in worsened effects on another resource. 32 
Therefore, in NEPA and CEQA analysis, analysis of measures to reduce the severity of environmental 33 
effects is limited to those that could be accomplished if the alternative analyzed was adopted. To 34 
conduct the analysis as the comment suggests, each alternative would mitigate for the other in 35 
various ways, leaving the public without a reasonable range of alternatives upon which to comment. 36 

One of the measures considered in Volume I to address underseepage is a shallow slurry cutoff wall 37 
that extends through the levee embankment and a portion of the levee foundation but does not 38 
finish into a low-permeability layer. Because the slurry wall does not tie into a low-permeability 39 
layer, a seepage berm is combined with this measure in Alternatives 2 and 5 to reduce the 40 
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underseepage gradient to meet the USACE and State Urban Levee Design Criteria. However, the 1 
results of the analysis showed that the shallow slurry cutoff wall would not reduce the seepage 2 
gradient to a level that would significantly reduce the width of the seepage berm. 3 

Compared to the setback levee alignment, subsurface conditions along the existing levee alignment 4 
in Segment F are equally prone to, or more prone to, underseepage. Therefore, a berm equal to the 5 
one applied in Alternatives 2 and 5 would reasonably be expected in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4, even 6 
with the installation of a shallow slurry cutoff wall. As a result, the use of a slurry wall in these 7 
alternatives would not reduce the size of the needed seepage berm to such an extent as to 8 
significantly reduce the magnitude of these alternatives’ already reduced effects on residences and 9 
land use. 10 

As project development continues to advance, WSAFCA is currently recommending the combined 11 
use of shallow slurry cutoff walls along with the minimum width berm necessary to mitigate 12 
underseepage along most of the Southport EIP, including Segment F, where conventional slurry 13 
cutoff walls are not feasible because the depth to the impermeable layer is greater than 90 feet. The 14 
recommended berm widths are described in Volume II, Chapter 6, “Revisions to the Applicant 15 
Preferred Alternative.”  16 

23-43 17 

The determination of effect significance is made for each alternative for the purpose of disclosing 18 
likely environmental effects that would result from implementation of the project alternative 19 
described. A significant and unavoidable effect is one that cannot be avoided or mitigated to a less-20 
than-significant level if the project alternative is implemented.  21 

Often, as is the case with the Southport alternatives, implementation of a construction method or 22 
flood risk-reduction measure that lessens one effect results in worsened effects on another resource. 23 
Therefore, in NEPA and CEQA analysis, analysis of measures to reduce the severity of environmental 24 
effects is limited to those that could be accomplished if the alternative analyzed was adopted. To 25 
conduct the analysis as the comment suggests, each alternative would mitigate for the other in 26 
various ways, leaving the public without a reasonable range of alternatives upon which to comment. 27 

One of the measures considered in Volume I to address underseepage is a shallow slurry cutoff wall 28 
that extends through the levee embankment and a portion of the levee foundation but does not 29 
finish into a low-permeability layer. Because the slurry wall does not tie into a low-permeability 30 
layer, a seepage berm is combined with this measure in Alternatives 2 and 5 to reduce the 31 
underseepage gradient to meet the USACE and State Urban Levee Design Criteria. However, the 32 
results of the analysis showed that the shallow slurry cutoff wall would not reduce the seepage 33 
gradient to a level that would significantly reduce the width of the seepage berm. 34 

Compared to the setback levee alignment, subsurface conditions along the existing levee alignment 35 
in Segment F are equally prone to, or more prone to, underseepage. Therefore, a berm equal to the 36 
one applied in Alternatives 2 and 5 would reasonably be expected in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4, even 37 
with the installation of a shallow slurry cutoff wall. As a result, the use of a slurry wall in these 38 
alternatives would not reduce the size of the needed seepage berm to such an extent as to 39 
significantly reduce the magnitude of these alternatives’ already reduced effects on residences and 40 
land use. 41 

 
Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project 
Final EIR 4-195 August 2014 

ICF 00071.11 
 



 
West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

 
Non-Governmental Entity Comments and Responses 

 

As project development continues to advance, WSAFCA is currently recommending the combined 1 
use of shallow slurry cutoff walls along with the minimum width berm necessary to mitigate 2 
underseepage along most of the Southport EIP, including Segment F, where conventional slurry 3 
cutoff walls are not feasible because the depth to the impermeable layer is greater than 90 feet. The 4 
recommended berm widths are described in Volume II, Chapter 6, “Revisions to the Applicant 5 
Preferred Alternative.”  6 

23-44 7 

The determination of effect significance is made for each alternative for the purpose of disclosing 8 
likely environmental effects that would result from implementation of the project alternative 9 
described. A significant and unavoidable effect is one that cannot be avoided or mitigated to a less-10 
than-significant level if the project alternative is implemented.  11 

Often, as is the case with the Southport alternatives, implementation of a construction method or 12 
flood risk-reduction measure that lessens one effect results in worsened effects on another resource. 13 
Therefore, in NEPA and CEQA analysis, analysis of measures to reduce the severity of environmental 14 
effects is limited to those that could be accomplished if the alternative analyzed was adopted. To 15 
conduct the analysis as the comment suggests, each alternative would mitigate for the other in 16 
various ways, leaving the public without a reasonable range of alternatives upon which to comment. 17 

One of the measures considered in Volume I to address underseepage is a shallow slurry cutoff wall 18 
that extends through the levee embankment and a portion of the levee foundation but does not 19 
finish into a low-permeability layer. Because the slurry wall does not tie into a low-permeability 20 
layer, a seepage berm is combined with this measure in Alternatives 2 and 5 to reduce the 21 
underseepage gradient to meet the USACE and State Urban Levee Design Criteria. However, the 22 
results of the analysis showed that the shallow slurry cutoff wall would not reduce the seepage 23 
gradient to a level that would significantly reduce the width of the seepage berm.  24 

Compared to the setback levee alignment, subsurface conditions along the existing levee alignment 25 
in Segment F are equally prone to, or more prone to, underseepage. Therefore, a berm equal to the 26 
one applied in Alternatives 2 and 5 would reasonably be expected in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4, even 27 
with the installation of a shallow slurry cutoff wall. As a result, the use of a slurry wall in these 28 
alternatives would not reduce the size of the needed seepage berm to such an extent as to 29 
significantly reduce the magnitude of these alternatives’ already reduced effects on residences and 30 
land use. 31 

As project development continues to advance, WSAFCA is currently recommending the combined 32 
use of shallow slurry cutoff walls along with the minimum width berm necessary to mitigate 33 
underseepage along most of the Southport EIP, including Segment F, where conventional slurry 34 
cutoff walls are not feasible because the depth to the impermeable layer is greater than 90 feet. The 35 
recommended berm widths are described in Volume II, Chapter 6, “Revisions to the Applicant 36 
Preferred Alternative.” 37 

23-45 38 

Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” provides a detailed description of the alternative screening criteria 39 
applied by WSAFCA. Among the seven criteria were consideration of cost; avoidance, minimization, 40 
and mitigation of environmental effects; and land use compatibility, including minimization of 41 
property acquisition and other effects on private property (criteria 7, 6, and 5, respectively). While 42 
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no single alternative has yet been adopted as a project, WSAFCA has identified Alternative 5 as the 1 
APA to facilitate the review process with the numerous Federal and state agencies with approval 2 
authority for the Southport project. In balancing the multiple considerations represented by the 3 
criteria, Alternative 5 presents the most favorable combination of project measures as a result of the 4 
screening process, including consideration of the three factors suggested in the comment. Section 5 
3.11, Land Use and Agriculture, provides a detailed discussion and analysis of the alternatives’ 6 
impacts on private property. Analyses of the alternatives relative to other environmental resources 7 
are under similar topical headings. Cost is not a specific subject of NEPA and CEQA review and thus 8 
is not subject to review as a resource area. 9 

23-46 10 

While the setback alternatives result in areas of land use conflicts exceeding those of Alternatives 1 11 
and 3, as described in Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture, implementation of a setback 12 
alternative would allow WSAFCA to reduce flood risk to a greater amount of private property due to 13 
its consistency with the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan. The Central Valley Flood Protection 14 
Plan, adopted by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board in July 2012, proposes an investment 15 
approach for sustainable and integrated flood management. A key element of the CVFPP is 16 
leveraging flood system improvements to create habitat through levee setbacks. Because the State 17 
provides additional funding for projects consistent this approach, construction of Alternative 5 18 
would reduce the total investment required by WSAFCA to complete the Southport EIP, allowing it 19 
to continue to pursue additional flood risk-reduction efforts.  20 

As a point of clarification, the comment assumes that private property will be acquired through 21 
eminent domain (i.e., condemnation). WSAFCA intends to make every reasonable effort to acquire 22 
property by negotiation as contemplated by Government Code, Section 7267.1(a). 23 

23-47 24 

Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” provides a detailed description of the alternative screening criteria 25 
applied by WSAFCA. Among the seven criteria were consideration of cost; avoidance, minimization, 26 
and mitigation of environmental effects; and land use compatibility, including minimization of 27 
property acquisition and other effects on private property (criteria 7, 6, and 5, respectively). While 28 
no single alternative has yet been adopted as a project, WSAFCA has identified Alternative 5 as the 29 
APA to facilitate the review process with the numerous Federal and state agencies with approval 30 
authority for the Southport project. In balancing the multiple considerations represented by the 31 
criteria, Alternative 5 presents the most favorable combination of project measures as a result of the 32 
screening process, including consideration of the three factors suggested in the comment.  33 

Section 2.2.3, Action Alternatives Overview, describes how Alternative 5 was selected by WSAFCA as 34 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative, determined to have the greatest balance of 35 
environmental benefits. 36 
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Chapter 5 1 

Individual Comments and Responses 2 

This chapter contains the comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR from individuals. Each comment 3 
letter has been assigned a unique code, and each comment within the letter has also been assigned a 4 
unique code noted on the left margin. For example, the code “25-2” indicates the second distinct 5 
comment (indicated by the “2”) in the letter from Carolyn Rech, which was the twenty-fifth letter 6 
recorded (indicated by the “25”). The chapter presents each comment letter immediately followed 7 
by the responses to that letter. Table 5-1 summarizes the commenting party and comment letter 8 
signatory. 9 

Table 5-1. List of Comment Letters from Individuals 10 

Letter # Commenter 
24 Carmen Wright 
25 Carolyn Rech 
26 Sonny Chahal 
27 Kim McDonald 
28 Paul Chavez 
29 Cindy Tuttle 
30 Carolyn Rech 
31 Nicole Avila 
32 Cruz and Darlene Charles 
33 Cruz and Darlene Charles 
34 Karen Kubo, c/o Richard and Anne Kubo 
35 Karen Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock Elkin, LLP on behalf of Albert & Judy Rodgers, Madeline M. 

Rodgers Trust Estate (c/o Albert Rodgers), Terry Annesley and Brett Culbreth, and Chris and 
Thami Lacomb. 

36 Albert Rodgers 
37 Charles Tobia 
38 Karl Machschefes 
39 Kim McDonald 
40 Carolyn Rech 
 11 
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5.1 Letter 24—Carmen Wright 1 

 2 

3 

 4 

 5 
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5.1.1 Responses to Letter 24 1 

24-1 2 

As described in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” each alternative would require the use of large quantities 3 
of fill soil, or borrow. Using heavy equipment such as excavators, borrow material would be removed 4 
from some of the locations identified in Plate 1-5 and trucked to the project site for use in building 5 
the levee. Specifically, after subsurface conditions are verified, existing topsoil would be scraped and 6 
set aside and borrow material excavated from the site. Excavation depths would vary, depending on 7 
landowner agreement; however, wherever feasible, depths of excavation would not encroach upon 8 
the water table. Following material extraction, Southport-area borrow sites would be graded to a 9 
depth of no greater than 3 feet and returned to pre-project drainage and irrigation conditions. 10 
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5.2 Letter 25—Carolyn Rech 1 

 2 
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5.2.1 Responses to Letter 25 1 

25-1 2 

The plates showing the analyzed alternatives accurately reflect the roads within the project area, 3 
with the exception of the emergency access road from the proposed Village Parkway to Bevan Road 4 
and Antioch Avenue shown in Alternatives 4 and 5. The Bevan Road connection indicated was 5 
proposed to provide emergency access only, with access controlled through a gate. The gate, which 6 
would normally be locked, would prohibit/discourage through traffic. With the proposed extension 7 
of Village Parkway to Gregory Avenue, the connection to Bevan Road is no longer required for any of 8 
the levee alternatives and has been removed from the project, as shown in revised Plates 2-3a, 2-3b, 9 
2-5a, 2-5b, 2-6a, and 2-6b.  10 

25-2 11 

The Southport Framework Plan is discussed and considered in Section 3.11, Land Use and 12 
Agriculture, and in Chapter 4, “Growth-Inducing and Cumulative Impacts.” 13 

25-3 14 

The project’s CEQA and NEPA processes were widely noticed to the public. Details regarding public 15 
outreach and public noticing of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), Supplemental NOP, and Draft 16 
EIS/EIR can be found in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.6.1, Community Outreach; Appendix B 17 
of Volume I; and in Chapter 1 of the Final EIR, Volume II. 18 

Specifically, utility bill inserts providing a notice of preparation and notice of Draft EIS/EIR 19 
availability were sent to every residence that receives a utility bill in the City of West Sacramento. In 20 
addition, letter notices were sent to property owners whose property is within 500 feet of the 21 
proposed construction area, or within 100 feet of a proposed haul route. Letter notices were also 22 
sent to anyone who attended the project scoping meetings, commented on project scoping, or 23 
otherwise contacted the City about the proposed project. Lastly, notices of the circulation of both the 24 
NOP and NOA were published in the Legal Notices section of the Sacramento Bee.  25 

The connector road to Bevan Road has been removed from the proposed roadway construction 26 
alignment as shown in revised Plates 2-3a, 2-3b, 2-5a, 2-5b, 2-6a, and 2-6b. 27 

25-4 28 

Whether or not a structure can be physically moved is a function of the existing condition of the 29 
structure, the type of construction, and whether the remaining property is of adequate size to 30 
accommodate the structure and meet zoning and building requirements. Should the structure be 31 
suitable and relocation desired by the property owner, relocation could be considered, consistent 32 
with WSAFCA’s obligations related to property acquisition and relocation assistance.  33 

25-5 34 

The plates in the Draft EIS/EIR showing the analyzed alternatives accurately reflect the roads within 35 
the project area, with the exception of the emergency access road from the proposed Village 36 
Parkway to Bevan Road and Antioch Avenue shown in Alternatives 4 and 5. The Bevan connection 37 
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indicated was proposed to provide emergency access only, with access controlled through a gate. 1 
The gate, normally locked, would prohibit/discourage through traffic. With the proposed extension 2 
of Village Parkway to Gregory Avenue, the connection to Bevan Road is no longer required for any of 3 
the project alternatives and has been removed from the project, as shown in revised Plates 2-3a, 2-4 
3b, 2-5a, 2-5b, 2-6a, and 2-6b. 5 

25-6 6 

When developing the construction schedule for the Southport EIP, WSAFCA considered the time to 7 
construct the Rivers and California Highway Patrol (CHP) Academy EIPs, which WSAFCA recently 8 
constructed, as well as other similar levee projects recently constructed in the Central Valley. The 9 
projected 2- to 3-year construction schedule is a reasonable estimate based on the information 10 
gathered. Because most construction-related effects could be worsened by meeting a 2-year 11 
construction schedule, as opposed to a 3-year schedule, the potential environmental effects of a 2-12 
year construction schedule were analyzed, conservatively disclosing those effects to ensure the 13 
public was informed.  14 

As with any construction project, weather, permit conditions, and flood conditions could affect the 15 
actual construction time. The levee construction project mentioned in the comment is not a WSAFCA 16 
project; the reasons for its construction schedule do not relate to WSAFCA’s expected schedule for 17 
the Southport EIP. 18 

25-7 19 

To clarify, WSAFCA does not propose the establishment of a mitigation bank as a component of the 20 
Southport project. Rather, Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 include a component of ecosystem restoration 21 
that would be made possible in the expanded floodplain created by constructing a segment of new 22 
levee landward of the existing levee and subsequently degrading and breaching the old remnant 23 
levee. Such restoration provides the ability to mitigate vegetation and habitat impacts resulting from 24 
the Southport project, and will be required under necessary approvals to comply with local, state, 25 
and Federal laws. The mitigation requirements have not been finalized by the regulating agencies, so 26 
it is not yet known if there could be habitat created beyond the needs of the project. The size and 27 
configuration of the expanded floodplain are driven by the levee alignment for optimum flood-risk 28 
reduction, not by mitigation needs. 29 

If there is opportunity for additional restoration beyond the mitigation needs of the project, it could 30 
potentially be used to mitigate for future projects implemented by WSAFCA, WSAFCA’s partners 31 
under a Regional Flood Management Plan being developed beyond the Southport project, or other 32 
partnerships, listed in likely order of priority. As an example of one such partnership, WSAFCA and 33 
the State of California (through DWR) are exploring application of possible surplus restoration 34 
toward the conservation strategy associated with the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan, pursuant 35 
to which the Southport project is advancing. No agreement has been executed for this potential 36 
future use, and such agreement would be subject to approval from the state and Federal fish and 37 
wildlife agencies. It may also be possible that WSAFCA could partner with an entity for long-term 38 
management of the restored habitat, which may include organizations with experience in mitigation 39 
banking, but, again, there is no intent to create a banking enterprise from which mitigation credits 40 
would be commercially available and the project is not intended to mitigate for development 41 
projects.  42 
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With regard to USACE levee vegetation policy (Corps’ “tree removal program”), levee 1 
encroachments, including vegetation, are not the most limiting levee deficiency in the study reach, 2 
as described in Chapter 1, “Introduction.” Seepage, erosion, slope stability, and levee geometry are 3 
the primary deficiencies compromising the level of performance, causing the levee to not meet 4 
standards, and contributing to flood risk. The proposed improvements to address these deficiencies 5 
would be necessary even without considering the USACE levee vegetation policy. 6 

7 
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5.3 Letter 26—Sonny Chahal 1 

 2 

 3 
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5.3.1 Responses to Letter 26 1 

26-1 2 

If WSAFCA approves the project and appropriate permits are acquired, construction would occur 3 
over multiple years. Construction of levee features could begin in the summer/fall of 2015. 4 
Relocations for utilities and roadways associated with the project could begin as early as the spring 5 
of 2015.  6 
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5.4 Letter 27—Kim McDonald 1 

 2 
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5.4.1 Responses to Letter 27 1 

27-1 2 

As a point of clarification, it is not WSAFCA’s desire to take homes, whether for flood-risk reduction 3 
or any purpose, such as recreation, as asserted by the comment. As described in Chapter 2, 4 
“Alternatives,” under Section 2.2.2, Alternatives Screening Process, WSAFCA considered a number of 5 
criteria in identifying the APA, including land use compatibility. WSAFCA and its consultant team 6 
applied supporting principles for this criterion to minimize the need for property acquisition and 7 
other effects on private property as strong guiding directives in planning and designing the project. 8 
However, this criterion is one of seven criteria considered in combination to identify the APA. In 9 
balancing the multiple considerations represented by the criteria, Alternative 5 presents the most 10 
favorable combination of project measures as a result of the screening process. A detailed effects 11 
discussion analyzing the alternatives’ impacts on private property can be found primarily in Section 12 
3.11, Land Use. 13 

All alternatives result in the need for private property acquisition, not just Alternative 5. In pursuing 14 
acquisition, WSAFCA intends to make every reasonable effort to acquire property by negotiation, as 15 
contemplated by Government Code Section 7267.1(a), rather than through eminent domain (i.e., 16 
condemnation). 17 
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5.5 Letter 28—Paul Chavez 1 

 2 
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5.5.1 Responses to Letter 28 1 

28-1 2 

The plates showing the analyzed alternatives accurately reflect the roads within the project area, 3 
with the exception of the emergency access road from the proposed Village Parkway to Bevan Road 4 
and Antioch Avenue shown in Alternatives 4 and 5. The Bevan Road connection indicated was 5 
proposed to provide emergency access only, with access controlled through a gate. The gate, which 6 
would normally be locked, would prohibit/discourage through traffic. With the proposed extension 7 
of Village Parkway to Gregory Avenue, the connection to Bevan Road is no longer required for any of 8 
the levee alternatives.  9 

The connector road to Bevan Road has been removed from the proposed roadway construction 10 
alignment as shown in revised Plates 2-3a, 2-3b, 2-5a, 2-5b, 2-6a, and 2-6b. 11 
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5.6 Letter 29—Cindy Tuttle 1 

 2 
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5.6.1 Responses to Letter 29 1 

29-1 2 

The comments provided have been noted and considered by the lead agencies.  3 
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5.7 Letter 30—Carolyn Rech 1 

 2 

 3 
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5.7.1 Responses to Letter 30 1 

30-1 2 

Purpose of Draft EIS/EIR: An overall goal of NEPA is improved decisions on Federal actions. 3 
Similarly, CEQA seeks to inform and improve a lead agency’s decision making. Integral to this is 4 
seeking public and agency input and evaluating an array of alternatives.  5 

Public and Agency Input: Citizen participation in the NEPA and CEQA processes is important to 6 
ensure that decision makers have adequate information to make informed decisions about proposed 7 
projects and permits. Public and agency review of the Draft EIS/EIR is one point at which the public 8 
is specifically invited to review and provide comments on the alternatives, including the preferred 9 
alternative, and the environmental analysis performed. Public and agency comments are considered 10 
as each lead agency prepares its final document.  11 

The Draft EIS/EIR was circulated for public and agency review from November 8, 2013, through 12 
January 6, 2014.  13 

Alternatives – Range and Assessment: Under NEPA and CEQA, agencies are required to develop and 14 
evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives. NEPA requires that these alternatives be developed to a 15 
similar level of detail for the purposes of the impact assessment. 16 

For the Draft EIS/EIR, a range of alternatives was evaluated and potential impacts were described, 17 
along with measures that could mitigate/offset those impacts. The lead agencies have determined 18 
that the level of detail used in evaluating the alternatives was sufficient to adequately identify the 19 
potential impacts of each of the alternatives.  20 

APA: Since the point at which the range of alternatives was identified and developed for the NEPA 21 
and CEQA analyses, WSAFCA (the Applicant for USACE permits) has continued to refine designs for 22 
the APA. This is consistent with the usual process for applicants seeking a permit from USACE. This 23 
effort is proceeding outside of the NEPA process for evaluating and determining the preferred 24 
alternative for the purposes of the decisions USACE must make on permits. These ongoing design 25 
refinements may be what the commenter is referring to as inaccurate or incomplete information.  26 

Final EIS: USACE is responsible for preparation of the Final EIS, and WSAFCA for preparation of the 27 
Final EIR. The Final EIR provides updated information on WSAFCA’s preferred alternative, including 28 
changes in impact assessment since the Draft EIS/EIR was published, as well as any needed 29 
corrections or clarification brought to light by the public review process. In compliance with NEPA, 30 
the Final EIS will provide similar information when it is released to the public. 31 

30-2 32 

Neither NEPA nor CEQA require a Draft EIS/EIR be delayed until a specified level of design 33 
completion is reached. The level of design upon which the Draft EIS/EIR is based is sufficiently 34 
advanced to allow meaningful comparisons between alternatives, while accurately, but 35 
conservatively, disclosing likely environmental effects of the project. WSAFCA has continued to 36 
advance design of its preferred alternative during preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR, and has 37 
modified the project based on agency and public feedback gathered during that process. The Final 38 
EIR describes expected changes in the APA, and explains the relevance of the analysis of the Draft 39 
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EIS/EIR to that alternative. In compliance with NEPA, the Final EIS will provide similar information 1 
when it is released to the public. 2 

It is expected that the various necessary permit applications submitted by WSAFCA would be based 3 
on a further level of design. 4 

30-3 5 

Alternative 5 is the APA. Alternatives 1 through 4 are also analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR. At the 6 
public meeting on December 18, 2013, Mr. Fabun indicated in response to a question that 7 
Alternative 5 was one of the alternatives and that for the purposes of the question posed, its effects 8 
were of particular interest to the commenter. At no point was it stated or implied that a decision had 9 
been made as to which alternative would be selected and built. 10 

30-4 11 

Each alternative represents a different approach to accomplishing the project objectives; therefore, 12 
environmental effects will vary among alternatives. While Alternative 5 may affect some resources 13 
more significantly than another alternative, it is also beneficial in many ways. Section 2.2.3, Action 14 
Alternatives Overview, describes how Alternative 5 was selected by WSAFCA as the 15 
Environmentally Superior Alternative.  16 

30-5 17 

The project’s CEQA and NEPA processes were widely noticed to the public. Details regarding public 18 
outreach and public noticing of the NOP, Supplemental NOP, and Draft EIS/EIR can be found in 19 
Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.6.1, Community Outreach; Appendix B of Volume I; and in 20 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIR, Volume II. 21 

Specifically, utility bill inserts providing a notice of preparation and notice of Draft EIS/EIR 22 
availability were sent to every residence that receives a utility bill in the City of West Sacramento. In 23 
addition, letter notices were sent to property owners whose property is within 500 feet of the 24 
proposed construction area, or within 100 feet of a proposed haul route. Letter notices were also 25 
sent to anyone who attended the project scoping meetings, commented on project scoping, or 26 
otherwise contacted the City about the proposed project. Lastly, notices of circulation of both the 27 
NOP and NOA were published in the Legal Notices section of the Sacramento Bee.  28 

30-6 29 

Numerous project team members representing USACE and WSAFCA, as well as other regulatory 30 
agencies, were present at the public meetings. Please contact either agency directly for resolution of 31 
specific topics concerning the project. 32 

30-7 33 

The plates in the Draft EIS/EIR showing the analyzed alternatives accurately reflect the roads within 34 
the project area, with the exception of the emergency access road from the proposed Village 35 
Parkway to Bevan Road and Antioch Avenue shown in Alternatives 4 and 5. The Bevan Road 36 
connection indicated was proposed to provide emergency access only, with access controlled 37 
through a gate. The gate, which would normally be locked, would prohibit/discourage through 38 
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traffic. With the proposed extension of Village Parkway to Gregory Avenue, the connection to Bevan 1 
Road is no longer required for any of the levee alternatives.  2 

The connector road to Bevan Road has been removed from the proposed roadway construction 3 
alignment as shown in revised Plates 2-3a, 2-3b, 2-5a, 2-5b, 2-6a, and 2-6b. 4 

30-8 5 

Alternative 5 is the APA. Alternatives 1 through 4 are also analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR. At the 6 
public meeting on December 18, 2013, Mr. Fabun indicated in response to a question that 7 
Alternative 5 was one of the alternatives and that for the purposes of the question posed, its effects 8 
were of particular interest to the commenter. At no point was it stated or implied that a decision had 9 
been made as to which alternative would be selected and built. 10 

30-9 11 

The plates in the Draft EIS/EIR showing the analyzed alternatives accurately reflect the roads within 12 
the project area, with the exception of the emergency access road from the proposed Village 13 
Parkway to Bevan Road and Antioch Avenue shown in Alternatives 4 and 5. The Bevan Road 14 
connection indicated was proposed to provide emergency access only, with access controlled 15 
through a gate. The gate, which would normally be locked, would prohibit through traffic. With the 16 
proposed extension of Village Parkway to Gregory Avenue, the connection to Bevan Road would no 17 
longer be required for Alternatives 4 and 5, and has been removed from the project as shown in 18 
revised Plates 2-3a, 2-3b, 2-5a, 2-5b, 2-6a, and 2-6b. 19 

30-10 20 

In the Draft EIS/EIR, WSAFCA provided the public with an expansive view of possibly available 21 
borrow sites, as shown on Plate 1-5. However, WSAFCA is continuing to negotiate with landowners 22 
to identify willing sellers of borrow material, and the area of borrow presently under consideration 23 
is anticipated to be significantly reduced based on WSAFCA’s understanding of expected project 24 
borrow needs. 25 

The acreages of effect described in the Draft EIS/EIR were calculated using the borrow site map 26 
shown in Plate 1-5. The areas of affected acreage would be expected to be substantially reduced as 27 
WSAFCA continues to negotiate with landowners to identify willing sellers of borrow material and 28 
as project design continues to be refined. 29 

30-11 30 

Section 4.2.4.4, Transportation and Navigation, has been updated to discuss the cumulative effect of 31 
the Michael McGowan Bridge (formerly named Pioneer Bluff Bridge) on traffic operation of Village 32 
Parkway extension, based on the traffic impact study prepared for the bridge project. It is concluded 33 
that the cumulative effects would be less than significant. 34 

30-12 35 

The effects of each alternative on the park planned for placement in Oak Hall Bend were disclosed 36 
and analyzed in Section 3.14, Recreation, under Effect REC-5: Incompatibility with Planning 37 
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Documents. Each alternative was found to have no direct effect, and a less-than-significant indirect 1 
effect. 2 

The effects of each alternative to use of the Clarksburg Branch Line Trail are temporary, and were 3 
disclosed and analyzed in Section 3.14, Recreation, under Effect REC-1: Temporary Disruption of 4 
Recreation Opportunities during Construction. Each alternative was found to have a less-than-5 
significant direct effect, and no indirect effect.  6 

No permanent effects on the Clarksburg Branch Line Trail would be expected to result from 7 
implementation of any of the project alternatives. 8 

30-13 9 

To clarify, WSAFCA does not propose the establishment of a private mitigation bank as a component 10 
of the Southport project. Rather, Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 include a component of ecosystem 11 
restoration that would be made possible in the expanded floodplain created by constructing a 12 
segment of the new levee landward of the existing levee and subsequently degrading and breaching 13 
the old remnant levee. Such restoration would provide the ability to mitigate vegetation and habitat 14 
impacts resulting from the Southport project and be required as part of the necessary approvals to 15 
comply with local, state, and Federal laws. The mitigation requirements have not been finalized by 16 
the regulating agencies, so it is not yet known if there could be habitat created beyond the needs of 17 
the project. 18 

If there is opportunity for additional restoration beyond the mitigation needs of the project, it could 19 
be used to mitigate for future projects implemented by WSAFCA or WSAFCA’s partners under a 20 
Regional Flood Management Plan being developed beyond the Southport project, or other 21 
partnerships, listed in likely order of priority. As an example of one such partnership, WSAFCA and 22 
the State of California (through DWR) are exploring the application of possible surplus restoration 23 
toward the conservation strategy associated with the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan, pursuant 24 
to which the Southport project is advancing. No agreement has been executed for this potential 25 
future use, and such agreement would be subject to approval from the state and Federal fish and 26 
wildlife agencies. It may also be possible that WSAFCA could partner with an entity for long-term 27 
management of the restored habitat, which may include organizations with experience in mitigation 28 
banking, but again, there is no intent to create a private bank from which mitigation credits would 29 
be commercially available, the project is not intended to mitigate for development projects, and 30 
WSAFCA is not designing the setback area for the purpose of selling credits to developers for profit. 31 
As noted above, any purchase of private land (not confiscation) is to achieve the project purposes 32 
previously described.  33 

To the point of the comment regarding the impacts of creating habitat, it is true that there may be 34 
short-term effects on recreation, biological resources, and other resource areas, as described in the 35 
Draft EIS/EIR, but such impacts would be temporary, and there would be substantial long-term net 36 
benefits to recreation and biological resources. The habitat is being carefully designed to be self-37 
sustaining, but it is acknowledged that some management and maintenance would be required, as 38 
described in the Draft EIS/EIR. 39 

30-14 40 

As the project description states, the Draft EIS/EIR action alternatives do not include removal of any 41 
vegetation from existing levees solely for the purpose of compliance with Engineering Technical 42 
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Letter 1110-2-571, Guidelines for Landscape Planting and Vegetation Management at Levees, 1 
Floodwalls, Embankment Dams, and Appurtenant Structures (ETL 1110-2-571). Any vegetation 2 
removal described as part of the action alternatives was included in the project description because 3 
such removal was determined to be necessary to facilitate project construction, such as the 4 
placement of rock slope protection. 5 

Although seeking a variance from the ETL would not reduce the amount of vegetation removal 6 
analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR, WSAFCA will continue to refine the project design in order to reduce 7 
construction-related vegetation removal. 8 

30-15 9 

When developing the construction schedule for the Southport EIP, WSAFCA considered the time to 10 
construct the Rivers and CHP Academy EIPs, which WSAFCA recently constructed, as well as other 11 
similar levee projects recently constructed in the Central Valley. The projected 2- to 3-year 12 
construction schedule is a reasonable estimate based on the information gathered. Because most 13 
construction-related effects could be worsened by meeting a 2-year construction schedule, as 14 
opposed to a 3-year schedule, the potential environmental effects of a 2-year construction schedule 15 
were analyzed, conservatively disclosing those effects to ensure the public was informed.  16 

As with any construction project, weather, permit conditions, and flood conditions could affect the 17 
actual construction time. The levee construction project mentioned in the comment is not a WSAFCA 18 
project; the reasons for its construction schedule do not relate to WSAFCA’s expected schedule for 19 
the Southport EIP.  20 

30-16 21 

Effects of construction-related traffic on public services, including emergency response times, are 22 
described in Effect UTL-5 for each alternative in Section 3.15.3, Effects and Mitigation Measures. 23 
Analysis of these effects on response times determined that the likely effects would be less than 24 
significant for all alternatives. 25 

30-17 26 

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR, impacts on agricultural resources were considered significant 27 
where an alternative resulted in conversion of important farmland, defined as prime farmland, 28 
unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance. In the Draft EIS/EIR, acres of farmland 29 
calculated as affected by the setback alternatives, Alternatives 2, 4, and 5, excluded a portion of 30 
prime farmland that would be affected by the construction of the offset area in Segment D. Impacts 31 
on important farmland were recalculated to result in a 9-acre increase in permanent impacts on 32 
prime farmland under Alternative 2 and a 10-acre increase in permanent impacts on prime 33 
farmland under Alternatives 4 and 5. Inclusion of the excluded prime farmland acreage in the offset 34 
areas would result in a total permanent loss of approximately 35 acres of prime farmland under 35 
Alternative 2 and a total permanent loss of approximately 34 acres of prime farmland under 36 
Alternatives 4 and 5. Please see revised text in Section 3.11.3, Effects and Mitigation Measures, and 37 
revised Plates 3.11-4, 3.11-6, and 3.11-7. 38 

However, including this prime farmland impact does not result in any significant new information or 39 
trigger a recirculation of the Draft EIS/EIR, because the potential of all five alternatives to 40 
significantly and unavoidably affect important farmland is disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR. The 35% 41 
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increase in acreage of important farmland affected by Alternative 2 and the 42% increase in 1 
acreages of important farmland affected by Alternatives 4 and 5 do not result in a new significant 2 
environmental impact. 3 

30-18 4 

The comment notes correctly that the CNDDB is not a comprehensive list of special-status species 5 
that could occur in a particular area. The CNDDB was one of many resources used to develop a list of 6 
potentially occurring special-status wildlife species in the project area (Table 3.10-1) and special-7 
status plant species (Table 3.8-2). This list includes special-status species that are known to or could 8 
occur in the larger Sacramento Valley region. 9 

Protocol-level surveys are not needed to assess impacts on special-status species, nor are they 10 
common practice for that purpose. Rather, a habitat assessment to identify habitats that could 11 
support these species was conducted, and species was presumed present if habitat was identified 12 
within or near the project area.  13 

In Section 3.10, Wildlife, Effect WILD-3 describes direct and indirect effects on giant garter snake, 14 
including permanent and temporary loss of habitat. WILD-MM-5, WILD-MM-6, and WILD-MM-7 15 
provide mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, and compensate for effects on giant garter snake. 16 
Impact acreages for giant garter snake (Table 3.10-4) are more likely to be overestimated because 17 
they were calculated assuming that all ditches, emergent wetlands, and ponds within and adjacent 18 
to the project area were suitable aquatic habitat. However, some of these areas may not support 19 
summer water and/or prey populations required by giant garter snake.  20 

Regarding pond turtles, extensive preconstruction surveys described in WILD-MM-4 would be 21 
conducted to determine if pond turtles are present within a particular work area. This measure 22 
includes two separate surveys prior to construction (one 2 weeks prior and one within 48 hours), as 23 
well as an initial visit to identify areas where surveys should be focused. The survey parameters 24 
include time of day when turtles are most likely to be active and minimum observation times to 25 
increase the potential for detections if turtles are present. If turtles are present within an area, 26 
capture and relocation efforts would be employed and exclusion fencing installed to prevent 27 
reentry. Although the potential for pond turtles to be affected during construction is not entirely 28 
avoided, the project is not expected to result in large mortalities that would substantially reduce the 29 
local population.  30 

Surveys for special-status plant species were conducted in the areas for which access was granted in 31 
April and May 2011, June and August 2012, and May 2013. VEG-MM-7 and -8 include a requirement 32 
for blooming-period surveys. 33 
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5.8 Letter 31—Nicole Avila 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 
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5.8.1 Responses to Letter 31 1 

31-1 2 

Effects on private wells in the project area are described in effect UTL-2 for each alternative in 3 
Section 3.15., Effects and Mitigation Measures. No private wells would be expected to go dry as a 4 
result of implementation of the project alternatives.  5 

WSAFCA has hired a firm to conduct appraisals. Appraisers will contact affected property owners 6 
and arrange a meeting at the property owner’s residence to inspect the property and will discuss 7 
property owner concerns. Property owners will be presented with compensation offers for property 8 
acquisition, structural, and other improvement losses due to the project. 9 

31-2 10 

It is not currently known whether relocation of vehicles off South River Road would result in an 11 
appreciable increase in recreation-related parking in existing residential neighborhoods in the 12 
project vicinity. Determining appropriate parking restrictions, lighting, and signage for city streets is 13 
the responsibility of the City of West Sacramento Civil Works Department, Traffic/Transportation 14 
Section. The City has engaged the property owners in discussions regarding lighting and signage and 15 
will continue to monitor the need for additional measures as part of the City’s 16 
Traffic/Transportation Section’s existing responsibilities.  17 

31-3 18 

As discussed in response to Comment 31-1, property owners would be compensated for loss of 19 
structures that are impacted by the project, including outbuildings, decorative or recreational 20 
structures such as fire pits, trees, or other property improvements. 21 

31-4 22 

Please see response to Comment 31-3. 23 

31-5 24 

Please see response to Comment 31-3. 25 

31-6 26 

Please see response to Comment 31-3. 27 

31-7 28 

Property owners would be compensated for any damage to property caused by construction 29 
activities. Section 2.4.23, Construction-Related Damage Assessment Plan, has been added to describe 30 
the procedure WSAFCA follows to document construction-related damage claims.  31 
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31-8 1 

As described in Section 3.5, Air Quality, the contractor would be required to minimize the 2 
occurrence of construction related dust and debris through the implementation of a fugitive dust 3 
control plan, detailed in AIR-MM-2: Implement Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Such measures include 4 
posting a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact regarding dust 5 
complaints; watering active unpaved areas at all construction sites at least twice daily in dry 6 
conditions; and other measures. 7 

31-9 8 

One of the project requirements of a setback levee design would be an operations and maintenance 9 
road at the landside toe and crest of the levee, as shown in revised Plates 2-3b, 2-5b, and 2-6b. These 10 
O&M roads will be used by RD 900 and DWR for inspection, maintenance, and flood fighting 11 
purposes, and would be gated to prevent the public from driving on them. 12 

31-10 13 

Please see footnote discussion in Section 3.2, Water Quality and Groundwater Resources. While the 14 
project alternatives may result in varying degrees of seasonal groundwater elevation changes, all 15 
potential changes would be within the range of observed water levels present in the project area. 16 
Therefore, none of the alternatives is expected to affect swimming pools near the project area. 17 

31-11 18 

Section 3.1, Flood Risk Management and Geomorphic Conditions, describes possible effects from 19 
water runoff on levee slopes. While waterside runoff would be directed towards the river, potential 20 
significant effects of the project alternatives from landward side runoff is analyzed as described in 21 
Effect FR-3: Alteration of Existing Drainage Pattern of Site or Area. This effect states that project 22 
activities could cause surface runoff patterns and interference with drainage that could indirectly 23 
cause or exacerbate localized flooding. While the alternatives have the potential to interfere with 24 
existing drainage systems, such systems would be restored, and levee drainage directed to existing 25 
systems, by implementing Mitigation Measure FR-MM-1: Coordinate with Owners and Operators, 26 
Prepare Drainage Studies as Needed, and Remediate Effects through Project Design. Performance of 27 
FR-MM-1 would reduce the effect under all alternatives to less than significant.  28 

31-12 29 

No new recreation areas or parks are proposed as part of the Southport EIP alternatives. The only 30 
new recreation opportunity the project would provide is bicycle and pedestrian access along the 31 
levee-top O&M road required by Alternatives 2, 4, or 5, the setback levee alternatives. Such access 32 
would be similar to the recreation currently provided by the existing South River Road alignment, 33 
but with reduced vehicular traffic. 34 
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5.9.1 Responses to Letter 32 1 

32-1 2 

It is not currently known whether relocation of vehicles off South River Road would result in an 3 
appreciable increase in recreation-related parking in existing residential neighborhoods in the 4 
project vicinity. Determining appropriate parking restrictions, lighting, and signage for city streets is 5 
the responsibility of the City of West Sacramento Civil Works Department, Traffic/Transportation 6 
Section. The City has engaged the property owner in discussions regarding lighting and signage and 7 
will continue to monitor the need for additional measures as part of the City’s 8 
Traffic/Transportation Section’s existing responsibilities.  9 

Additionally, in response to concerns raised in this comment, additional analysis has been 10 
conducted and documented in Section 3.16, Public Health and Environmental Hazards. Specifically, 11 
Effect HAZ-7, Safety Hazards from Offset Area Operation, was added to discuss the potential for 12 
illegal use of the offset area to cause disturbances to local residents. The effect is less than 13 
significant, as adequate law enforcement oversight, as well as the relative remoteness of the offset 14 
area, make disturbances unlikely. As with the potential for traffic and parking effects discussed 15 
above, WSAFCA and the City of West Sacramento will continue to communicate with residents to 16 
determine if project implementation is resulting in unanticipated effects.  17 
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5.10.1 Responses to Letter 33 1 

33-1 2 

As is common practice, O&M corridors and roadways are restricted access roadways, and public 3 
vehicular use is prohibited. In Section 2.2.3.3, Common Elements and Assumptions, information was 4 
added describing the roadways as reduced access, and gates and signage are now included in the 5 
project description. 6 
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5.11 Letter 34—Karen Kubo, c/o Richard and Anne 1 

Kubo 2 

 3 
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5.11.1 Responses to Letter 34 1 

34-1 2 

As noted in response to Comment 32-1, it is not currently known whether relocation of vehicles off 3 
South River Road would result in an appreciable increase in recreation-related parking in existing 4 
residential neighborhoods in the project vicinity. Determining appropriate parking restrictions, 5 
lighting, and signage for city streets is the responsibility of the City of West Sacramento Civil Works 6 
Department, Traffic/Transportation Section, which will continue to monitor the need for additional 7 
measures as part of the City’s Traffic/Transportation Section’s existing responsibilities. 8 

Additionally, in response to concerns raised in this comment and others, additional analysis has 9 
been conducted and documented in Section 3.16, Public Health and Environmental Hazards. 10 
Specifically, Effect HAZ-7, Safety Hazards from Offset Area Operation, was added to discuss the 11 
potential for illegal use of the offset area to cause disturbances to local residents. The effect is less 12 
than significant, as adequate law enforcement oversight, as well as the relative remoteness of the 13 
offset area, make disturbances unlikely. As with the potential for traffic and parking effects 14 
discussed above, WSAFCA and the City of West Sacramento will continue to communicate with 15 
residents to determine if project implementation is resulting in unanticipated effects.  16 

Lastly, rodent control is an important part of levee maintenance, which is presently the 17 
responsibility of RD 900. Existing rodent control measures would continue following project 18 
implementation, as described in Section 2.2.3.3, Common Elements and Assumptions. 19 
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5.12 Letter 35—Karen Diepenbrock, Diepenbrock 1 

Elkin, LLP on behalf of Albert & Judy Rodgers, 2 

Madeline M. Rodgers Trust Estate (c/o Albert 3 

Rodgers), Terry Annesley and Brett Culbreth, and 4 

Chris and Thami Lacomb 5 

 6 
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5.12.1 Responses to Letter 35 1 

35-1 2 

It is presently expected that homes in Segment B relocated for construction of the project, and 3 
homes located in proximity to the project, could be occupied during construction, as access roads 4 
and utility service to homes would be in place. WSAFCA would address the need for temporary 5 
relocation of any specific homeowner or tenant directly with the affected residents or their 6 
representative. 7 

35-2 8 

Likely impacts to residents resulting from proximity to construction would be due to noise, dust, 9 
and increased or diverted traffic, as well as other construction-related nuisances described in 10 
Sections 3.4, Transportation and Navigation; 3.5, Air Quality; 3.7, Noise; and 3.13, Visual Resources. 11 
No need for relocation is expected for residents not directly displaced by construction activities. 12 
Should temporary relocation prove necessary, Environmental Commitment 2.4.5, Property 13 
Acquisition Compensation and Temporary Resident Relocation Plan, describes the process that 14 
would be followed. 15 

35-3 16 

WSAFCA is presently advancing the Southport EIP with state and local funding. WSAFCA is not 17 
anticipating or relying on Federal funding to complete the Southport EIP, including construction of 18 
Segments A and B, and has secured appropriations from the state to design and construct the 19 
project. WSAFCA secured a state appropriation of $37.1 million for fiscal year 2008–2009, an 20 
appropriation of $49.2 million for fiscal year 2009–2010, and an appropriation of $73.9 million for 21 
fiscal year 2011–2012; WSAFCA has secured a total of $160.2 million in state appropriations.  22 

On July 16, 2007, WSAFCA announced that 70% of the weighted ballots returned by property 23 
owners in the district approved the annual flood protection assessment to generate local funding to 24 
match Federal and state funds. Additional information associated with the Assessment can be found 25 
in the Engineer’s Report, West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency, Assessment District. An in-26 
lieu fee on new development was adopted by the City in November 2007 to generate additional 27 
matching funds to match Federal and state funds. In addition, two general sales tax measures within 28 
the City, Measures U & V, were approved by the citizens of West Sacramento on November 4, 2008. 29 
The City plans to allocate some of the sales tax revenue generated by Measure V to WSAFCA to fund 30 
flood risk-reduction efforts as a supplement to property assessments and in-lieu fees collected. 31 

35-4 32 

Likely impacts to residents due to noise, dust, and traffic, as well as other construction-related 33 
nuisances, are described in Sections 3.4, Transportation and Navigation; 3.5, Air Quality; 3.7, Noise; 34 
and 3.13, Visual Resources. 35 

As shown in Plate 6-1 in Volume II, project borrow locations have been reevaluated during project 36 
development. It is currently expected that the parcels proximate to most Segment B property 37 
owners would not be used as a source of borrow material, but some parcels near the eastern end of 38 
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Segment B would still be considered for borrow material. Expected haul routes to the project area 1 
are shown in Plate 3.4-1. Off-road haul routes have not yet been determined. 2 

35-5 3 

Plate 2-6a shows the construction activity likely under Alternative 5, the APA, which includes use of 4 
a setback levee. The setback levee, once constructed, would replace the flood risk-reduction function 5 
of the existing levee, and the portion of the existing levee that would remain in place in Segment B 6 
would be reinforced. Following construction of the new levee and reinforcement of the existing 7 
levee, degrade and/or breach of the remaining levee would not result in any increased risk to 8 
Segment B residents. Operation and maintenance procedures would be set in place to protect the 9 
new setback levee from erosion. 10 

35-6 11 

Section 3.1, Flood Risk Management and Geomorphic Conditions, describes possible effects from 12 
water runoff on levee slopes. While waterside runoff would be directed towards the river, potential 13 
significant effects of the project alternatives from landward side runoff is analyzed and described in 14 
Effect FR-3: Alteration of Existing Drainage Pattern of Site or Area. This effect states that project 15 
activities could cause surface runoff patterns and interference with drainage that could indirectly 16 
cause or exacerbate localized flooding. While the alternatives have the potential to interfere with 17 
existing drainage systems, such systems would be restored, and levee drainage directed to existing 18 
systems, by implementing Mitigation Measure FR-MM-1: Coordinate with Owners and Operators, 19 
Prepare Drainage Studies as Needed, and Remediate Effects through Project Design. Performance of 20 
FR-MM-1 would reduce the effect under all alternatives to less than significant. 21 

Under all project alternatives, existing drainage patterns in segment B are not significantly altered. 22 
Generally, drainage sheet flows away from the levee and drains overland to an existing ditch. With 23 
installation of a setback levee in the northern portion of Segment B, the existing pattern would be 24 
maintained. Where structures would remain close to the levee, drainage would be evaluated to 25 
maintain drainage away from structures and avoid ponding, as described in FR-MM-1. 26 
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5.13 Letter 36—Albert Rodgers 1 
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5.13.1 Responses to Letter 36 1 

36-1 2 

Each project alternative was designed with seepage avoidance as a primary goal. The potential for 3 
seepage along a newly-constructed setback levee would be addressed through proper project 4 
design, including such options as seepage berms and slurry cutoff walls. Section 2.2.3.3, Common 5 
Elements and Assumptions, describes the various flood risk-reduction measures proposed for the 6 
project. Subsequent sections describe the measures used for each alternative and levee segment.  7 
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5.14.1 Responses to Letter 37 1 

37-1 2 

Initial disturbance of borrow sites would likely disturb and displace a number of common wildlife 3 
species including mice, voles, rats, squirrels, snakes, and lizards. There is a potential for a short-term 4 
increase in encounters with these species for residents living close to active borrow areas. However, 5 
these animals will look for and find new areas that provide suitable open-field habitat conditions. 6 
Therefore, their occupancy on a residential area of land would be limited by the ability of that land 7 
to provide sufficient forage and little competition from resident animals. As residential areas offer 8 
insufficient forage and high competition from resident animals, these areas would not support the 9 
wildlife species mentioned on a long-term basis, resulting in a less-than-significant effect on 10 
residents.  11 

As described in Section 3.5, Air Quality, the contractor would be required to minimize the 12 
occurrence of construction-related dust and debris by implementing a fugitive dust control plan 13 
detailed in AIR-MM-2: Implement Fugitive Dust Control Plan. Such measures include posting a 14 
publicly visible sign with the contact information of the project point-of-contact regarding dust and 15 
other complaints; watering active unpaved areas at all construction sites at least twice daily in dry 16 
conditions; and other measures.  17 

Additionally, prior to the start of construction, point-of-contact information and related project 18 
information would be distributed directly to all property owners/occupants in the project area with 19 
instructions on how and who to contact. 20 
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5.15.1 Responses to Letter 38 1 

38-1 2 

While loss of “developable land” is not a specific resource area of focus in CEQA and NEPA analysis, 3 
the effects of implementation of the project or its alternatives on the current land use designations 4 
in the project area are described in Section 3.11, Land Use and Agriculture. Specifically, Effect LU-2: 5 
Change in Land Use Designations or Potential to Conflict with Local Land Use Designations as a 6 
Result of Construction, determined that while the alternatives affect current planned land uses to 7 
varying degrees, each results in a significant and unavoidable effect. This effect is further described 8 
in Section 4.1, Growth-Inducing Effects, which notes in Section 4.1.3.1, Effects and Mitigation 9 
Measures, that “…the project would reduce the developable footprint adjacent to the levee because 10 
that area would be occupied by the project features.” Areas proposed to be occupied by project 11 
features are shown on Plates 2-2a through 2-6b (Plates 2-3a, 2-3b, 2-5a, 2-5b, 2-6a, 2-6b are 12 
revised). 13 
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5.16 Letter 39—Kim McDonald 1 
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5.16.1 Responses to Letter 39 1 

39-1 2 

The West Sacramento Levee Improvements Program (WSLIP), and the projects implemented as part 3 
of this program, have multiple objectives where feasible, including operation and maintenance, 4 
habitat restoration, and enhancement of area recreation opportunities. However, none of the 5 
Southport project alternatives includes any designed recreation features, and no private property 6 
would be acquired for that purpose.  7 

The land on the waterside of the setback levee alternatives is intended for flowage, habitat 8 
restoration, and other compatible uses, not development. The proposed restoration features would 9 
provide vital habitat to threatened and endangered animals. That area would then be unavailable to 10 
future development, as the habitat would be protected by Federal and state law, and development 11 
on the waterside of levees is extremely limited under the oversight of the Central Valley Flood 12 
Protection Board. 13 

All alternatives result in the need for private property acquisition, not just the setback levee 14 
alternatives. Identification of Alternative 5 as WSAFCA’s preferred project alternative was based on 15 
a number of considerations including: 16 

 Engineering requirements and constraints (erosion and seismic vulnerability)  17 

 Project borrow needs  18 

 Habitat mitigation requirements  19 

 Impacts on adjacent property owners  20 

 Cost effectiveness  21 

 Fiscal impacts on the community. 22 
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5.17 Letter 40—Carolyn Rech 1 
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5.17.1 Responses to Letter 40 1 

40-1 2 

The lead agencies have collaboratively drafted and reviewed the Draft EIS/EIR, and consider it to be 3 
adequate and complete to fulfill their responsibilities under NEPA and CEQA. 4 

 
Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project 
Final EIR 5-52 August 2014 

ICF 00071.11 
 



Chapter 6 
Revisions to the Applicant Preferred Alternative 

6.1 Refined Project Description 
Design of the APA has been refined since the release of the Draft EIS/EIR, which has resulted in 
changes to various portions of the proposed project. The refinements are proposed based on the 
alternative’s effectiveness in addressing deficiencies, compatibility with land uses, minimization of 
real estate acquisition, avoidance of adverse effects, and cost. The refined project design (Refined 
APA) is discussed in the sections below, and is compared against Alternative 5 as it is described in 
Chapter 2, “Alternatives.” 

6.1.1 Common Elements and Assumptions 
The Common Elements and Assumptions described in Section 2.2.3.3 of Volume I would all apply to 
the Refined APA. However, refinements to borrow sites located on open land within the city or close 
to the city limits have been made, resulting in a significant reduction in parcels considered by 
WSAFCA for borrow extraction, and are shown on Plate 6-1 (Volume II). The borrow parcel on the 
west side of the Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel and the borrow parcel at the northern limit of 
the project area are sites where material has been previously stockpiled, and both sites are highly 
disturbed. No excavation would occur at either of these parcels.  

6.1.2 Refined Applicant Preferred Alternative 
The Refined APA includes a combination of setback levees, cutoff walls, and seepage berms. Table 6-
1 provides a comparison of flood risk–reduction measures between the Draft APA and the Refined 
APA. The measures described in Table 6-1 are shown in Plates 6-2a and 6-2b (Volume II). 
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Table 6-1. Flood Risk–Reduction Measure Changes 

Segment Draft EIS/EIR APA Measures Refined APA Measures 

A Waterside slope flattening, slurry cutoff wall, and rock 
slope protection Slurry cutoff wall  

B 

Adjacent levee, slurry cutoff wall, and rock slope protection Slurry cutoff wall 
Adjacent levee, slurry cutoff wall, landside seepage berm, 
and rock slope protection 

Slurry cutoff wall and landside 
seepage berm 

Setback levee, slurry cutoff wall, and landside seepage 
berm 

Setback levee, slurry cutoff wall, and 
landside seepage berm 

C Setback levee, slurry cutoff wall, and landside seepage 
berm 

Setback levee, slurry cutoff wall, and 
landside seepage berm 
Setback levee and slurry cutoff wall 

D Setback levee and slurry cutoff wall Setback levee and slurry cutoff wall 

E 
Setback levee and slurry cutoff wall Setback levee and slurry cutoff wall 
Setback levee, landside seepage berm, and slurry cutoff 
wall 

Setback levee, slurry cutoff wall, and 
landside seepage berm  

F Setback levee, slurry cutoff wall, and landside seepage 
berm 

Setback levee, slurry cutoff wall, and 
landside seepage berm 

G Adjacent levee, slurry cutoff wall, and rock slope protection Slurry cutoff wall 
 

Construction of the Refined APA would be similar to Alternative 5, but would involve importing less 
embankment fill material for the construction of project features. The Refined APA also includes 
changes in the relocation of South River Road, the construction of Village Parkway, and in erosion 
site repair design. 

6.1.2.1 Refined APA Flood Risk–Reduction Measure Changes 

Setback Levee 

Under the Refined APA, the setback levee would be built along the extent of Segments C, D, E, F, and 
the northern portion of Segment B, similar to Alternative 5. However, construction of the setback 
levee would occur over the first 2 years of construction. Whereas Alternative 5 would construct the 
Segment C, D, E, and F portions in their entirety in Year 1, and the Segment B portion in Year 2, 
under the Refined APA the foundation and working platform would be constructed during Year 1 for 
the whole length of the setback levee alignment, and the remaining buildup would be completed in 
Year 2. Setback levee construction would be completed as described in Section 2.2.9.7, Setback 
Levee. 

Slurry Cutoff Wall 

During design refinement, it was determined that a slurry cutoff wall by itself would be sufficient to 
provide 200-year level of performance in areas where slope flattening and adjacent levees had been 
previously proposed under Alternative 5. Therefore, there would be no slope flattening or adjacent 
levee construction as part of the Refined APA (Plate 6-2a) (Volume II). In Segment A, South River 
Road would not need to be relocated because construction of the slurry cutoff wall would occur 
entirely within the footprint of the existing levee. During Year 1 of construction, a 26- to 36-foot-
deep cutoff wall would be constructed along the setback levee alignment in Segments B through F, if 
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weather allows. Remaining portions of the setback levee cutoff wall would be constructed in Year 2. 
Also in Year 2, a 36-foot-deep cutoff wall would be constructed in Segment A and a 34.5- to 101.5-
foot-deep cutoff wall would be constructed in Segment G. Slurry cutoff wall construction would be 
completed as described in Section 2.2.9.2, Detailed Measure Descriptions. 

Seepage Berm 

Under the Refined APA, seepage berms would be constructed along the same areas as under 
Alternative 5, but the berm widths would be narrower (Plates 6-2a and 6-2b) (Volume II). Seepage 
berms for the Refined APA would vary from 50 to 100 feet wide, depending on seepage conditions 
along the area of identified levee deficiency. Seepage berm construction would be completed as 
described in Section 2.2.9.1, Seepage Berm. 

Rock Slope Protection 

Design refinements determined that, unlike the adjacent levee and waterside slope-flattening 
approaches utilized in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4, rock slope protection would not be necessary along 
areas where slope flattening and adjacent levees would be constructed under Alternative 5 (RD 900 
2014). Under the Refined APA, rock slope protection would only be placed as part of bank erosion 
site repairs and levee breach construction, which are described below in Section 6.1.2.2, 
Construction Details (Volume II). No additional rock slope protection would be placed other than at 
the erosion sites and levee breaches. 

6.1.2.2 Construction Details 

Structure and Road Demolition and Utility Relocation 

Structure and road removal and utility relocations would be performed as described under 
Section 2.2.3.3, Common Elements and Assumptions, and under Alternative 2. However, 
construction of the Refined APA would only require the demolition of nine residences in Segment B, 
one residence in Segment D, and two residences in Segment F. Also, in addition to removal along the 
levee crown in Segments B through F, South River Road would be removed in Segment G as well. 
However, South River Road on the landside of the levee in Segment A would not be removed. 

Cellular Tower Relocation 

An existing monopine cellular tower located at the corner of Linden Road and South River Road 
would be relocated approximately 620 feet west of its current location. The relocated tower would 
be located on private property and would be accessed from Linden Road. The relocated tower would 
be of a similar height, would have a similar number of cellular service carriers, and would use a 
similar amount of power as the present facility. The coverage area provided by the new tower would 
be equal to that of the existing one. Construction of the new tower would require the removal of six 
trees, which would be removed as part of construction of the flood risk–reduction measures. 

Vegetation Removal 

Vegetation removal would be performed as described under Section 2.2.3.3, Common Elements and 
Assumptions, and under Alternative 5. 
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Remnant Levee Degrade 

Design of the existing levee degrade in Segments B through F has also progressed since the Draft 
EIS/EIR. The objective, design and construction, and operations and maintenance of the remnant 
levee are described below. 

Objective 

Once the setback levee is completed, the existing levee in Segments B through F would no longer be 
part of the Federal project levee. Most of the remnant levee in these areas would be degraded in 
order to provide additional borrow material for constructing seepage berms or for reclamation of 
other borrow areas. The remnant levee in Segment E would remain as is in order to maintain access 
to Sherwood Harbor Marina and Sacramento Yacht Club. Also, the portion of Segment F south of 
breach N2 would have the roadway removed up to the Sacramento Yacht Club access road, but 
would not be degraded in order to help protect the marinas during high flow events (Plate 6-2a) 
(Volume II). 

Design and Construction 

Prior to excavation, the area to be degraded would be cleared, grubbed, and stripped. The remnant 
levee would be degraded to an elevation of +30 feet NAVD 88, with a crown width of 20 feet and a 
landside slope of 3:1. Front-end loaders would load haul trucks with the excavated material. Haul 
trucks would then transport the material to stockpile areas in the staging areas for later use for 
berms, or to borrow areas for use in site restoration. Material used for borrow area restoration 
would be spread evenly using motor graders and compactors. The waterside slope would not be 
excavated, with the exception of the area above elevation +30 feet NAVD 88. Disturbed areas would 
then be planted as part of the offset area restoration plantings, and an unpaved O&M corridor would 
be established at the landside toe of the remnant levee. 

Equipment and materials necessary to construct a setback levee are listed in Table 6-2. 

Table 6-2. Remnant Levee Excavation—Phases, Equipment, and Materials 

Phases of Construction Equipment Materials 

Site preparation (clearing, grubbing, and stripping) Scraper  
Bulldozer  

Embankment excavation 

Bulldozer 
Loader 
Haul truck 
Motor grader 
Scraper 

 

Site restoration and demobilization 

Haul truck 
Motor grader 
Sheepsfoot roller 
Water truck 

Topsoil 
Hydroseed 

 

Operations and Maintenance 

Postconstruction, there would be no continued maintenance of the remnant levee. However, the 
remnant levee would be monitored periodically to ensure that future erosion does not jeopardize 
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the flood risk–reduction measures. The landside toe O&M corridor would provide access for 
inspection and erosion repair, if needed. Plantings on the remnant levee would be maintained as 
described in the Draft MMP (Appendix A, Volume II). 

Bank Erosion Sites 

Whereas Alternative 5 involved repair of a total of eight erosion sites, the Refined APA would only 
have repairs at three sites. Design and construction methods have been advanced as part of the 
Refined APA and are described below. 

Objective 

Three bank erosion sites requiring repairs were identified in the project reaches along the 
Sacramento River; two sites are in Segment C and the third site is in Segment G (Plate 6-2a) (Volume 
II). The Segment C sites would not be subject to the USACE vegetation policy, as they would be on 
the remnant levee; however, the Segment G site would be located on the Federal project levee and 
would comply with the vegetation policy. Therefore, the design of the Segment C sites differs from 
that of the Segment G site, as described below. The repairs at all three sites are designed to protect 
against erosional forces that threaten levee stability, such as wind, waves, boat wake, and fluvial 
forces. 

Remnant Levee Sites 

The two erosion sites on the remnant levee are Sites C1 and C2, which are adjacent to each other. 
Once the setback levees for the project are complete, the existing levee in Segment C would no 
longer be part of the Federal project levee. Site C1 has a top length of 160 linear feet and tapers near 
the bottom of the slope. The proposed repairs at Site C1 would address a scour hole that has formed 
on the slope between elevations of -33 feet NAVD 88 and +11 feet NAVD 88, as well as slumping that 
has occurred at the base of the slope. Site C2 would include repairs along 547 linear feet of Segment 
C. Repairs at Site C2 would address general erosion problems that have been created by wave 
erosion.  

Design and Construction 

Erosion site repairs on the remnant levee would be designed both to control erosion and to maintain 
existing vegetation and instream woody material (IWM). This would be accomplished by 
incorporating rock benches that serve as buffers against erosion while providing space for planting 
riparian vegetation and creating a platform to support aquatic habitat features (Plates 6-3a and 6-
3b) (Volume II). Rock would be placed onto the levee slope from the waterside by means of barges; 
one barge would hold the stockpile of rock to be placed, and a second barge would hold the crane 
that would place the rock on the channel slopes. A backhoe would be used from the bank to shape 
the rock. Clean rock fill would be placed over existing riprap between elevations of -33 feet NAVD 88 
and +5 feet NAVD 88, and type C graded stone would be placed over the clean rock fill in a 2.5-foot 
thick layer with a 2:1 slope from the toe of the slope to an elevation of +7 feet NAVD 88. The clean 
rock fill and graded stone at the top of the erosion site would be placed to form a planting bench at 
an elevation of +7 feet NAVD 88 in order to match the average annual low-water surface elevation, 
and the bench would have an average width of approximately 10 feet. At Site C1, stone would be 
placed at the upstream and downstream ends of the site in thickened sections in order to address 
problems created by a scour hole along the site. These sections would extend up and down the bank 
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and would be approximately 5 feet thick and 12.5 feet wide, and would transition laterally to 2.5-
foot thickness at a 1:1 slope.  

Once the rock has been placed along the slope of the erosion sites, a 1-foot thick layer of 0.75-inch 
crushed clean rock would be placed at the upslope end of the stone bench to create a filter between 
the topsoil and the stone bench. Topsoil would then be placed above the newly constructed bench at 
a 3:1 slope to meet the existing bank, and coir fabric would be placed over the soil to keep it in place. 
Topsoil would be placed from a barge, similar to the process for placing the rock. Pole plantings 
would then be hand-placed in the planting bench between elevations of +7 feet NAVD 88 and +11.5 
feet NAVD 88. Beaver fencing would be installed at the upslope and downslope extents of the topsoil 
installation. IWM would be anchored along the remnant levee erosion sites to achieve at least 40% 
shoreline coverage, and would be placed between 1 and 3 feet below the elevation of the average 
annual low water surface. IWM would likely come from trees removed in other portions of the 
project area, and would be selected based on suitability for the site. Existing vegetation and riprap at 
the erosion site would be retained.  

The two erosion sites on the remnant levee are located on the outer bank of a bend in the river and 
are therefore subject to greater erosive forces. Given the location of these two erosion sites, rock 
would be placed along the toe of the bank (toe rock) at both sites, as well as upstream and 
downstream of the erosion sites to further protect the bank of the remnant levee. The toe rock 
would begin approximately 850 feet upstream of Site C1, would extend through both erosion sites, 
and would terminate approximately 300 feet downstream of Site C2. Portions of this area are 
currently riprapped, and the additional toe rock to be placed would be limited to areas where there 
is currently no rock below an elevation of +7 feet NAVD 88. 

Equipment and materials necessary for bank erosion site repairs along the remnant levee are listed 
in Table 6-3. 

Table 6-3. Remnant Levee Erosion Site Repair—Phases, Equipment, and Materials 

Phases of Construction Equipment Materials 

Rock placement 
Crane 
Barges 
Backhoe 

Rock 

Biotechnical element installation 
Crane 
Barge 
Hand tools 

Topsoil 
Coir fabric 
Pole cuttings 
Beaver fencing 

 

Operations and Maintenance 

Postconstruction, only the rock protection, native vegetation, and other biotechnical features would 
be permanent. Anticipated O&M actions include regular visual inspections of the site, vegetation 
maintenance and irrigation for up to 3 years, and periodic repairs, as needed, to prevent or repair 
localized scour along the bank and rock toe of the site. Plantings on the levee would be maintained 
as described in the Draft MMP (Appendix A, Volume II). 
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Active Levee Erosion Site 

Site G3 is located in Segment G and would be part of the Federal project levee. Site G3 would include 
410 linear feet of repairs to the top of the erosion scarp and the creation of a planting bench and 
vegetated slope to protect against boat wake and fluvial erosion. 

Design and Construction 

The design and construction equipment, methods, and materials for Site G3 would be similar to 
those described for Sites C1 and C2. However, Site G3 would require additional rock armoring and 
soil fill (up to elevation +25 feet NAVD 88) to repair the erosion scarp and meet Federal levee 
protection standards. The proposed design includes riprap toe protection, earth and rock fill to 
restore the levee prism between elevation -10 feet NAVD 88 and +25 feet NAVD 88, a soil-covered 
bench (10:1 slope) and bank (3:1 slope) planted with pole cuttings and large container plantings, 
and IWM anchored between 1 and 3 feet below the elevation of the average annual low water 
surface (Plate 6-3c) (Volume II).  

Operations and Maintenance 

Operation and maintenance for Erosion Site G3 would be similar to activities described above for 
Erosion Sites C1 and C2, but the site would also be monitored as part of the federal levee system.  

Levee Breaches 

Levee breach construction under the Refined APA would be similar to that of Alternative 5; 
however, design of the breaches has progressed and is described in detail below. 

Objective 

Portions of the existing levee would be breached to allow Sacramento River flows into two separate 
offset areas during high flow events (Plate 6-2a) (Volume II). The northern offset area breaches, 
from north to south, are N1 and N2 (both in Segment F), and the southern offset area breaches, from 
north to south, are S1 (Segment C), S2 (Segment C), and S3 (Segment B). Construction of the 
breaches would occur during the summer/fall period to take advantage of low flows in the 
Sacramento River, and to comply with CVFPB regulations. 

Design and Construction 

The proposed breaches would be constructed in phases, with breaches S3 and N1 being constructed 
first, and the remaining breaches likely being constructed 2 years later in order to allow offset area 
restoration areas to establish before being exposed to through flows. To construct the breaches, the 
existing levee would be degraded down to an elevation of +10 feet NAVD 88 using excavators. 
Existing revetment found to be in good condition would be retained up to an elevation of +10 NAVD 
88.  

Until breaches S1, S2, and N2 are constructed, culverts would be installed at their proposed 
locations in order to drain the offset area between the new Federal levee and the degraded remnant 
levee. These culverts would be used to equilibrate hydraulic pressure on both sides of the degraded 
levee (i.e., between the offset area and Sacramento River channel), as well as to provide drainage for 
the associated offset segment in order to minimize fish stranding and extended inundation of 
restored habitats. Each culvert would be 54 inches in diameter and approximately 140 feet long 
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(Plate 6-4) (Volume II). The culverts would be placed at approximately +7 NAVD in order to fully 
drain the offset area behind them. Each culvert would utilize existing riprap located at the mouth of 
each structure on the Sacramento River.  

The breach shoulders would be armored with rock from the top extent of the existing riprap at +10 
NAVD 88 on the waterside, up and over the degraded remnant levee crown, and down the landside 
slope (Plate 6-5a) (Volume II). Along the alignment of the remnant levee, rock would be placed from 
the base of the inlet shoulder in the breach to the top of the degraded remnant levee, and would 
extend an additional 100 feet from the top edge of the shoulder on each side of the breach. A 25-foot 
riprap apron would then extend out from the landside toe of the breach shoulder at an elevation of 
roughly +10 NAVD 88, as well as from the toe of the shoulder in the breach. All rock for the shoulder 
and apron armoring would be placed in a layer approximately 2.5 feet thick.  

The upstream shoulder of breach N1 and the downstream shoulder of breach S3 would have slightly 
different erosion control measures than the other breach shoulders, as both of these breaches would 
have transitions from the newly constructed setback levee to the existing levee (Plates 6-5b and 6-
5c) (Volume II). Rock armoring would be placed on the slope of the waterside berm of the setback 
levee. Rock placement on these transition shoulders would be contiguous with the apron zone and 
riverbank zone protection measures.  

On the waterside of the breaches, new riprap would be placed from the toe of the bank slope up to 
an elevation of +7 feet NAVD 88 in areas where the existing riprap is lacking. Coir fabric would be 
placed between elevations of +7 feet NAVD 88 and +10 feet NAVD 88, and this “riverbank zone” 
would be planted with species suitable for coppicing in order to create a vegetated bench. Coppicing 
is a method of woodland management in which young tree stems are repeatedly cut down to a 
predetermined height, which takes advantage of the fact that many trees make new growth from the 
remaining stumps. The vegetation in this area would be coppiced in order to maintain a region of 
nearly uniform hydraulic resistance and prevent erosion due to concentration of flows between 
clumps of trees. Coir fabric would also be placed in the “apron zone” between the edge of the +10 
feet NAVD 88 elevation and the centerline of the breach, with jute netting continuing landward of 
the termination of the coir fabric for 100 feet. This area would be planted with cuttings, rootstock, or 
container plants. The draft design of the breaches is included in the Draft MMP (Appendix A, Volume 
II). 

Rock would be placed onto the levee slope from atop the degraded levee, from the breach sill, from 
the waterside by means of barges, or by a combination of the three methods. Rock required within 
the channel, both below and slightly above the surface of the water at the time of placement, would 
be placed by a crane located on a barge and then spread by an excavator located on top of the levee 
or in the breach sill. Construction would require two barges—one barge to carry the crane and 
another to hold the stockpile of rock to be placed on the channel slopes—and one excavator located 
in the breach. Rock required on the upper portions of the slopes would be placed by an excavator 
located on top of the levee. Rock placement from atop the levee would require one excavator for 
each potential placement site. The loader would bring the rock from a permitted source within 
25 miles of the project area and dump it within 100 feet of the levee breach. The excavator would 
move the rock from the stockpile to the waterside of the levee. Equipment and materials necessary 
for constructing the breaches are listed below in Table 6-4. 
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Table 6-4. Levee Breach Construction—Phases, Equipment, and Materials 

Phases of Construction Equipment Materials 
Breach excavation Excavator  

Rock placement 
Crane 
Barges 
Excavator 

Rock 

Biotechnical element installation Hand tools 

Jute netting 
Coir fabric 
Pole cuttings 
Container stock 

 

Operations and Maintenance 

O&M access to the breaches would be provided by O&M corridor roads that cross the cellular berms 
described in under Offset Floodplain Area Restoration, below, and by the O&M corridor located 
along the landside toe of the remnant levee in the offset areas. Access to the N1 and S3 breaches 
would also be from where the setback levee transitions to the existing levee. 

Offset Floodplain Area Restoration 

Offset floodplain area restoration under the Refined APA would be similar to that of Alternative 5; 
however, the Refined APA includes construction of cellular berms within the offset areas. Permanent 
berms would be constructed between the setback levee and the remnant levee downstream of 
breaches N1, S1, and S2 to reduce erosive conditions during flood events in the offset area (Plate 6-
2a). Berms would have a top elevation of +20 feet, top width of 20 feet, and side slopes no steeper 
than 10:1; they would overtop once water levels reach +20.0 feet NAVD 88. Offset areas upstream 
and downstream of the berms would be graded with positive drainage away from the berms and to 
the closest existing levee breach location. 

Operations and Maintenance 

O&M access to the offset areas would be provided by O&M corridors at the waterside toe of the 
setback levee and by unpaved O&M roads that cross the cellular berms. Turnaround areas would be 
located at the breach shoulders. 

Backwater Interim Condition 

The backwater interim condition that would occur under the Refined APA would be the same as 
what would occur under Alternative 5, except the interim condition would begin after construction 
Year 3 instead of Year 1, and would remain until the remaining breaches are constructed in Year 5.  

Road Construction, Marina Access, and Bees Lakes 

Village Parkway would be constructed as described under Alternative 5; however, there would be 
no connection between the Village Parkway and South River Road in Segment F. The existing 
alignment of South River Road in Segment A would be retained under the Refined APA, as would the 
railroad abutments at the southern end of Segment A. However, a detour or permanent realignment 
of South River Road would be constructed at the south end of Segment A to maintain access on 
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South River Road south of the project area during and after construction. Access roads would be 
built in Segment B to connect residences to the new Village Parkway alignment. Year 1 would 
include the construction of this section of the future Village Parkway and the associated residential 
and marina access roads (Plate 6-2a). “No parking” signs would be installed at the new residential 
roads in Segment B. At the project’s northern extent, South River Road would be demolished. 
Where practicable, culverts would be constructed in ditches that are crossed by proposed roadways. 
Drainage ditches would be constructed along both sides of the new Village Parkway alignment, with 
an average width of 5 feet. 

In order to maintain access between Sherwood Harbor Marina and Sacramento Yacht Club, South 
River Road would continue in its current alignment on the existing levee at Segment E and a portion 
of Segment F. However, the existing levee structure would no longer serve a flood risk–reduction 
function. In order to maintain access to the marinas, two new roads would be constructed that 
would be routed over the levee crown, with embankment crests of +40 feet NAVD 88 and 3:1 side 
slopes. The first road would be constructed just north of the Bees Lake area, and the second would 
be constructed on the southern side of the Bees Lake area. The road embankments would link the 
setback levee and the existing levee. While these embankments would not be part of the flood risk–
reduction features, they would prevent hydraulic surface connectivity between Bees Lakes and the 
Sacramento River. Linden and Davis Roads would be connected to the new Village Parkway 
alignment to restore traffic circulation, and a cul-de-sac would be added at the end of Linden Road, 
past the intersection with Village Parkway. 

Access ramps would be constructed along the levee alignment to provide O&M and emergency 
access to the levee-top patrol road. There would be one ramp in Segment B where South River Road 
currently descends from the existing levee to meet Gregory Avenue; one ramp in Segment C; one 
ramp in Segment D at the terminus of Davis Road; one ramp In Segment F at the terminus of Linden 
Road; and one ramp in Segment G near the northern end of the project alignment. Access to the 
levee-top patrol road would also be provided where the Sherwood Harbor Marina and Sacramento 
Yacht Club access road embankments cross the proposed setback levee crown. Access ramps would 
be gated and would have “no parking” signs.  

6.1.2.3 Construction Schedule 
Construction of the project would occur in more than one annual construction season, with 
construction of flood risk–reduction measures beginning in April of 2015, and likely finishing in 
2017. Construction and restoration of the offset area would likely continue after 2017, with final 
remnant levee breaches constructed in 2020. A small portion of Village Parkway construction and 
utility relocations would possibly begin in fall of 2014, but most of the work for those portions of the 
project would be done in 2015. Under the Refined APA, all proposed haul routes would be available 
for use through Years 1 and 2. A description of construction activities by construction year is 
provided below. 

Year 1 
• Village Parkway construction and utility relocation would be completed. 

• The entire length of the setback levee would be started in Year 1, beginning with the foundation 
and working platform. Construction of the cutoff wall would follow if weather allows.  
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Year 2 
• The setback levee cutoff wall and remaining buildup of the setback levee would be constructed 

to a finished elevation of +40 feet NAVD 88. 

• South River Road detour at south end of Segment A. 

• Seepage berms would be constructed following completion of the setback levees. 

• Segment A and the southern portion of Segment B would be degraded to an elevation of +31 feet 
NAVD 88, and in Segment G the levee would be degraded to an elevation of +34.5 feet NAVD 88. 
Cutoff walls would then be constructed in these segments, tying into the setback levee cutoff 
walls in Segments B and F. The levee crown in Segment A and the southern portion of Segment B 
would then be built back up to a finished elevation of +39 feet NAVD 88, and the levee in 
Segment G would be built back up to a finished elevation of +40 feet NAVD 88. The slurry cutoff 
wall toe would be at an elevation of -5 feet NAVD 88 through Segments A, B, C, and D; at 0 feet 
NAVD 88 for Segments E, F, and the southern portion of G; and would be at -67 feet NAVD 88 for 
the remainder of Segment G. 

• The remnant levee in Segments B, C, D, and F would be degraded to an elevation of +30 feet 
NAVD 88, and would have a 20-foot-wide crown.  

• Offset area grading would begin. 

• Erosion site repairs at C1, C2, and G3 would be constructed late in the construction season once 
the remnant levee has been degraded. 

Year 3 
• Offset area grading would be completed, with the exception of the cellular berms. 

• Breaches N1 and S3 would be constructed. Culverts would be installed through the remnant 
levee at the other breach locations to allow water to flow into, and drain out of, the offset areas 
during the interim condition. 

• Offset area planting would begin and would continue through Year 6. 

Year 4 
• Offset area planting would continue. 

Year 5 
• The three remaining breaches and the offset area cellular berms would be constructed, and the 

southern offset area would be contoured. 

Year 6 
• Offset area planting would be completed. 

Flood risk–reduction measure construction activities would primarily occur during the typical 
construction season, April 15 to October 31, although extension of the CVFPB encroachment permit 
may be sought if weather conditions permit. All construction activities, including, but not limited to, 
structure and vegetation removal, roadway removal and replacement, revegetation, and utility 
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removal and replacement, that may occur outside the primary construction season would be subject 
to the conditions of environmental and encroachment permits and authorizations to be issued by 
CDFW, Regional Water Board, CVFPB, USACE, USFWS, NMFS, County of Yolo, City of West 
Sacramento, and others. 

At the end of each primary construction season, the levee system would be restored, at a minimum, 
to the level of flood risk–reduction performance existing at the project outset. During construction 
Years 1 and 2, “tie-ins” would be built connecting the existing levee up- and downstream to the 
segments constructed that season, as needed. These tie-ins would be achieved by benching the 
existing levee and installing compacted lifts to completely bond the new and existing levee 
materials. During the flood season, maintenance of the flood risk–reduction structures would be 
undertaken by the maintaining agency, RD 900. 

6.1.2.4 Construction Staging 
As opposed to the three staging areas that would be used under Alternative 5, the Refined APA 
would use five staging areas, which are depicted on Plate 6-2a. These staging areas would be located 
on the landside of the levee at Segments C, D, and E, and would occupy approximately 25.2 acres in 
total. These areas would be used for staging construction activities and to house construction 
equipment and materials before and during construction activities. Areas where seepage berms are 
proposed would also be used for staging until construction begins on the seepage berms. 

To facilitate project construction, temporary earthen ramps would be constructed to permit 
equipment access between the levee crown and the staging area(s). The earthen ramps would not 
affect any delineated water bodies and would be removed when construction is complete. 

6.1.2.5 Recreation Enhancements 
Similar to Alternative 5, an aggregate-base maintenance road would be built on top of the entire 
length of the proposed setback levee, as well as along the levee-top in Segments A and B. These 
maintenance roads would be opened to public use by bicyclists and pedestrians, with appurtenant 
access controls and safety signs. The Refined APA would also involve construction of bike lanes 
along Village Parkway, as described under Alternative 5. 

6.2 Refined APA Environmental Consequences 
The following discussion explains the environmental consequences of the refinements and revisions 
made to the Applicant Preferred Alternative since release of the Draft EIS/EIR, and compares those 
effects to the effects expected to result from implementation of the Draft EIS/EIR APA, Alternative 5. 
As discussed below, none of the changes to the Refined APA result in new or significant 
environmental effects not disclosed and analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR as part of Alternative 5. 
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6.2.1 Flood Risk Management and Geomorphic Conditions 
Effect FR-1: Change in Flood Risk Associated with Water Surface Elevation 

Local, Upstream, and Downstream Effects 

Local, upstream, and downstream direct and indirect effects associated with Effect FR-1 under the 
Refined APA are identical to those described for Effect FR-1 under Alternative 5. The Refined APA 
would have less-than-significant direct and indirect local effects on flood risk related to water 
surface elevation change, less-than-significant indirect effects on upstream reaches, and no indirect 
effect on downstream water surface elevations and resulting levels of flood risk. 

Effect FR-2: Decrease in Risk of Levee Failure as a Result of Erosion or Seepage 

Under the Refined APA, direct and indirect effects associated with Effect FR-2 would be similar to 
those described for Effect FR-2 under Alternative 5. The direct effect on the project levee would be 
beneficial, but to a lesser extent than with Alternative 5 because only a slurry cutoff wall would be 
used in Segments A and G, as opposed to slope flattening and an adjacent levee. There would be no 
indirect effect on upstream or downstream levees. 

Effect FR-3: Alteration of Existing Drainage Pattern of Site or Area 

Direct and indirect effects associated with Effect FR-3 under the Refined APA are identical to those 
described for Effect FR-3 under Alternative 5, and would be significant. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure FR-MM-1 would reduce these effects to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect FR-4: Increase in Channel Bed Incision and Bank Erosion Attributable to Heightened 
Levees 

Direct and indirect effects associated with Effect FR-4 under the Refined APA are identical to those 
described for Effect FR-4 under Alternative 5. 

Effect FR-5: Decrease in Levee Erosion through Rock Slope Protection 

Direct effects associated with Effect FR-5 under the Refined APA are similar to those described for 
Effect FR-5 under Alternative 5, but to a much lesser extent since placement of rock slope protection 
would be limited to three erosion sites and the five levee breaches. However, this would still have a 
beneficial effect on decreasing levee erosion in the project reach. There would be no effect on 
upstream or downstream levees. 

Effect FR-6: Decrease in Through- and Under-Seepage 

Direct effects associated with Effect FR-6 under the Refined APA are similar to those described for 
Effect FR-6 under Alternative 5. While there would be no adjacent levee construction in Segments B 
and G, and seepage berm widths would be reduced, the flood risk–reduction measures proposed 
under the Refined APA are designed to provide the same level of performance as under Alternative 
5. Implementation of the Refined APA would result in direct beneficial effects on flood conditions in 
the project reach. There would be no indirect effect on upstream or downstream levees. 
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Effect FR-7: Change in Stream Energy and Modification of Floodplain Scour/Deposition 

Direct and indirect effects associated with Effect FR-7 under the Refined APA are identical to those 
described for Effect FR-7 under Alternative 5 and would be significant. Mitigation Measure FR-MM-2 
would reduce these effects to a less-than-significant level. 

6.2.2 Water Quality and Groundwater Resources 
Effect WQ-1: Effects on Surface Water Quality from Excessive Turbidity or Total Suspended 
Solids 

The Refined APA involves construction activities, and effects on surface water quality from excessive 
turbidity or TSS would be similar to those that would occur under Alternative 5. The effects on 
surface water quality would be significant, but to a lesser extent due to the reduced amount of rock 
slope protection that would be placed under the Refined APA. Implementing the SWPPP and 
turbidity monitoring ECs described in Section 2.4, Environmental Commitments, would reduce 
potential direct and indirect effects to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect WQ-2: Release of Contaminants into Adjacent Surface Water Bodies from Construction-
Related Hazardous Materials 

The Refined APA involves construction activities, and construction-related contamination effects 
would be similar to those that would occur under Alternative 5. Implementing the SWPPP, SPCCP, 
BSSCP, and turbidity monitoring program ECs, described in Section 2.4, Environmental 
Commitments, would make potential direct and indirect effects less than significant. 

Effect WQ-3: Effects on Groundwater or Surface Water Quality Resulting from Contact with 
the Water Table 

The Refined APA involves construction activities, and effects associated with contacting the water 
table would be similar to those that would occur under Alternative 5. To contain construction-
related contaminants and prevent them from entering dewatered areas or groundwater wells, as 
described in Effect WQ-3 of Alternative 5, the contractor would adhere to the SWPPP, SPCCP, BSSCP, 
and Groundwater Well Protection Measures ECs. Implementing these ECs and Mitigation Measure 
WQ-MM-1 would reduce direct and indirect effects to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect WQ-4: Effects on Groundwater Levels and Quality from Construction of Slurry Cutoff 
Walls 

Slurry cutoff wall construction and effects under the Refined APA would be the same as under 
Alternative 5. Direct effects would therefore be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Effect WQ-5: Release of Contaminants into Adjacent Surface Water Bodies from Disturbance 
of Existing Ambient Contaminants 

The Refined APA involves construction activities, and effects of contact with contaminated substrate 
would be similar to those that would occur under Alternative 5. Implementation of the Soil Hazards 
Testing and Soil Disposal Plan EC described in Section 2.4, Environmental Commitments, would 
make potential direct and indirect effects less than significant. 
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6.2.3 Geology, Seismicity, Soils, and Mineral Resources 
Effect GEO-1: Negative Effects on Levee Stability 

Under the Refined APA, this direct effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5. This 
effect is considered beneficial. No mitigation is required. 

Effect GEO-2: Negative Effects on Streamflow Erosion of Levees 

Under the Refined APA, this direct effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5. This 
effect is considered beneficial. No mitigation is required. 

Effect GEO-3: Potential Earthquake Damage to Flood Management Structures 

Under the Refined APA, direct and indirect effects would be the same as described under Alternative 
5. This effect is considered less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Effect GEO-4: Accelerated Erosion and Sedimentation Resulting from Construction-Related 
Ground Disturbance 

Under the Refined APA, this direct effect would be similar to the effect described under Alternative 
5, but to a lesser extent due to reduced ground disturbance. This direct effect is considered less than 
significant with the EC requiring implementation of a SWPPP, described in Section 2.4, 
Environmental Commitments. No mitigation is required. 

Effect GEO-5: Potential Structural Damage from Encountering Expansive Soils 

Under the Refined APA, direct and indirect effects would be the same as described under Alternative 
5. This effect is considered less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Effect GEO-6: Decrease in Supply of Mineral Soil as a Result of Its Use for Levee Material 

Under the Refined APA, direct and indirect effects would be the same as described under Alternative 
5, and would be less than significant. 

Effect GEO-7: Potential Loss of Soil Productivity and Change in Site Usability of Borrow Areas 

Under the Refined APA, direct and indirect effects would be the same as described under Alternative 
5, and would be less than significant. 

6.2.4 Transportation and Navigation 
Effect TRA-1: Temporary Increase in Traffic Volumes from Construction-Generated Traffic 

Relative to Alternative 5, construction of the Refined APA would generate fewer average daily trips 
on proposed haul routes due to reduced need for borrow material. The availability of all haul routes 
for use during Years 1 and 2 would not increase the severity of the effect under the Refined APA, as 
Alternative 5 used the highest construction trips among the two years of construction to conduct the 
analysis and represents a worst-case scenario for project impacts. Although WSAFCA is committed 
to implementing the traffic control and road maintenance plan EC described in Chapter 2, 
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“Alternatives,” to reduce the effects of construction traffic on all haul routes, the direct construction 
traffic volumes effects would be temporarily significant and unavoidable. 

Effect TRA-2: Temporary Road Closures 

Temporary road closures required during construction of the Refined APA would be the same as 
those under Alternative 5, but to a slightly lesser degree because the reduced borrow needs of the 
Refined APA would result in fewer haul truck trips, which would reduce temporary road closures. 
The EC to develop and implement a traffic control and road maintenance plan, as described in 
Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” would reduce this direct effect to a less-than-significant level. No 
mitigation is required. 

Effect TRA-3: Increase in Safety Hazards Attributable to Construction-Generated Traffic 

The effects on increased safety hazards would be the same as under Alternative 5. Execution of the 
EC to develop and implement a traffic control and road maintenance plan, described in Section 2.4, 
Environmental Commitments, would minimize construction-related traffic hazards and reduce the 
intensity of this effect. This direct effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Effect TRA-4: Disruption of Alternative Transportation Modes as a Result of Temporary Road 
Closures 

Effects on bicycle travel from temporary road closures would be the same as those under 
Alternative 5. Implementation of the traffic control and road maintenance plan EC, described in 
Section 2.4, Environmental Commitments, would minimize construction-related traffic conflicts with 
bicycle travel. Therefore, this direct effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Effect TRA-5: Temporary Changes to Navigation 

Effects on navigation would be the same as those under Alternative 5. WSAFCA is committed to 
minimizing construction-related effects on navigation, as described in Section 2.4, Environmental 
Commitments. Therefore, this direct effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Effect TRA-6: Permanent Changes in Circulation Patterns 

Permanent changes to circulation patterns as a result of realigning South River Road would be the 
same as those under Alternative 5. This direct effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

6.2.5 Air Quality 
Effect AIR-1: Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of an Applicable Air Quality Plan 

Operation of the Refined APA would be similar to the operation of Alternative 5 and would not 
conflict with or obstruct the implementation of air quality plans. This direct effect would be less 
than significant. No mitigation is required. 
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Effect AIR-2: Violate Any Air Quality Standard or Substantial Contribution to Existing or 
Projected Air Quality Violation—CEQA 

The construction emissions for the Refined APA would be lower than those of Alternative 5, as the 
reduced project footprint would require fewer truck trips for hauling borrow material. However, 
construction of the Refined APA would still exceed SMAQMD’s and BAAQMD’s NOX thresholds, as 
well as YSAQMD’s NOX and PM10 thresholds. Therefore, construction of the Refined APA would 
result in a significant effect. Mitigation Measures AIR-MM-1 through AIR-MM-3 are available to 
reduce this effect. 

After mitigation, construction-related emissions still would exceed the YSAQMD’s emission 
thresholds for NOX and PM10, exceed the SMAQMD’s emission threshold for NOX, and exceed the 
BAAQMD’s emission threshold for NOX. Because NOX emissions would exceed SMAQMD’s threshold 
after the implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-MM-1 through AIR-MM-3, WSAFCA will be 
required to pay an offsite mitigation fee for NOX emissions within the SVAB (Mitigation Measure 
AIR-MM-4) and SFBAAB (Mitigation Measure AIR-MM-5). With the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures AIR-MM-4 and AIR-MM-5, NOX emission effects in the SVAB (both YSAQMD and SMAQMD) 
and SFBAAB would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

While AIR-MM-1 through AIR-MM-5 would reduce NOX emissions in the YSAQMD, BAAQMD, and 
SMAQMD to less than significant, PM10 emissions in YSAQMD would still exceed applicable air 
district thresholds. This would be a direct adverse effect. Consequently, Effect AIR-2 is significant 
and unavoidable within YSAQMD for daily PM10. 

Effect AIR-3: Violate Any Air Quality Standard or Substantial Contribution to Existing or 
Projected Air Quality Violation—NEPA 

Under the Refined APA, this direct effect would be similar to the effect described under Alternative 
5, but to a lesser extent since the reduced project footprint would require fewer truck trips for 
hauling borrow material. Construction-related NOX emissions would be fully offset to zero through 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-MM-4 after the implementation of feasible onsite 
mitigation as described in Mitigation Measure AIR-MM-1. Mitigation Measure AIR-MM-4 will ensure 
the requirements of the mitigation and offset program are implemented and conformity 
requirements are met. Therefore, this direct effect would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect AIR-4: Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Any Criteria Pollutant for 
Which the Project Region is a Nonattainment Area under NAAQS and CAAQS 

Cumulative air quality effects under the Refined APA would be similar to those under Alternative 5, 
but to a lesser extent since the reduced project footprint would require fewer truck trips for hauling 
borrow material. Implementation of AIR-MM-1 through AIR-MM-5 would reduce NOX emissions in 
the YSAQMD, BAAQMD, and SMAQMD to less than significant. However, PM10 emissions in YSAQMD 
would still exceed applicable air district thresholds even after implementation of AIR-MM-1 through 
AIR-MM-5. This would be a direct adverse effect. Consequently, construction of Alternative 5 would 
result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact in YSAQMD for daily PM10. 

Effect AIR-5: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Fugitive Dust Concentrations 

Construction of the Refined APA would result in slightly lower short-term dust emissions from 
grading and earth moving activities in the SVAB, relative to Alternative 5. However, the indirect 
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effect would still be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-MM-2 would reduce dust 
emissions during construction to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect AIR-6: Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Diesel Particulate Matter 
Concentrations 

Construction of the Refined APA would result in slightly lower short-term DPM emissions in the 
SVAB, relative to Alternative 5. Indirect health effects would be less than significant. In addition, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-MM-1, which is required under other air quality effects, 
would further reduce exhaust emissions during construction. 

Effect AIR-7: Create Objectionable Odors Affecting a Substantial Number of People 

Odors associated with diesel exhaust emissions from onsite construction equipment in the SVAB 
may be slightly lower than under Alternative 5. Therefore, this direct effect would be less than 
significant. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures AIR-MM-1 and AIR-MM-3, which are 
required under other air quality effects, would further reduce exhaust emissions and provide 
advance notification of construction activities. 

6.2.6 Climate Change 
Effect CC-1: Generate GHG Emissions That May Have a Significant Effect on the Environment 

The Refined APA would generate fewer GHG emissions, relative to Alternative 5, and emissions 
would be well below the BAAQMD’s GHG threshold. Construction-related GHG emissions are not 
anticipated to indirectly contribute to climate change; this effect is considered less than significant. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CC-MM-1 would further reduce this effect. 

Effect CC-2: Conflict with an Applicable Plan, Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing GHG 
Emissions 

Effect AIR-1 under the Refined APA would be the same as under Alternative 5. The Refined APA 
would not directly conflict with or obstruct the implementation of applicable GHG emission 
reduction plans. This indirect effect is less than significant. 

6.2.7 Noise 
Effect NOI-1: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Temporary Construction-Related Noise 

Under the Refined APA, this direct effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1 would reduce the effect, but it is not anticipated 
that feasible measures would be available in all situations to reduce noise to below the applicable 
noise ordinance limits. This direct effect therefore is considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

Effect NOI-2: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Temporary Construction-Related Vibration 

Effects under the Refined APA associated with exposure of sensitive receptors to construction-
related vibration are the same as those under Alternative 5. Implementation of mitigation measure 
NOI-MM-2 would reduce this effect; however, it is not anticipated that feasible measures would be 
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available in all situations to reduce vibration to below the applicable levels. This direct effect, 
therefore, would be significant and unavoidable. 

Effect NOI-3: Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Traffic Noise from the Extension of Village 
Parkway 

Under the Refined APA, direct and indirect effects would be the same as described under Alternative 
5. As described under Alternative 5, Mitigation Measure M.M. 4-8.1 in the Southport Framework 
Plan Draft EIR would reduce this effect to a less-than-significant level. 

6.2.8 Vegetation and Wetlands 
Effect VEG-1: Disturbance or Removal of Riparian Habitat as a Result of Project Construction 

Under the Refined APA, this effect would be similar to that described for Alternative 5 except that 
less riparian habitat would be permanently lost along the Sacramento River and along ditches due to 
the reduction in rock slope protection placement and reduced seepage berm widths. Segments A, B, 
and G would also have less permanent loss of landside vegetation because constructing only a slurry 
cutoff wall in these segments would reduce the construction footprint. 

Construction of the Refined APA would permanently remove a total of approximately 9.76 acres of 
cottonwood riparian woodland, 1.22 acres of valley oak riparian woodland, 2.17 acres of walnut 
riparian woodland, and 3.29 acres of riparian scrub (Table 6-5). Loss of riparian habitat would 
constitute a direct effect. 

As with Alternative 5, perennial open water and riparian habitat restoration would be created in 
parts of the breach locations in Segments B, C, and F. Also as described for Alternative 5, 
construction of the proposed setback levees would restore part of the historical Sacramento River 
floodplain in Segments B, C, D, and F, and riparian and oak woodland habitats would be restored. 

Indirect effects on riparian habitat adjacent to the construction area could occur because of changes 
in offsite drainage patterns caused by grading during construction. 

Permanent loss of riparian habitat as a result of constructing the Refined APA would occur within 
the parts of the breach locations that require revetment for erosion control. Implementation of the 
EC to comply with the City’s tree ordinance (Section 2.4.2, Protection of Regulated and Riparian 
Trees) and implementation of Mitigation Measures VEG-MM-1, VEG-MM-2, VEG-MM-3, and VEG-
MM-4 would reduce the level of permanent direct effects and would prevent temporary and indirect 
effects on riparian habitat. Due to the length of time required for newly planted trees to reach 
mature size, however, permanent effects on riparian habitat would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

The new riparian habitat that would be created within the expanded floodplain would compensate 
for the loss of riparian habitat at a ratio of at least 2:1 and would be considered a beneficial effect, as 
described below in Effect VEG-7. 

 
Southport Early Implementation Project 
Final EIR 6-19 August 2014 

ICF 00071.11 
 



 
West Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

 
Revisions to the Applicant Preferred Alternative 

 

Table 6-5. Temporary and Permanent Effect Acreages under the Refined APA 

Project Component 

Cottonwood 
Riparian 
Woodland 

Valley Oak 
Riparian 
Woodland 

Walnut 
Riparian 
Woodland 

Riparian 
Scrub 

Valley Oak 
Woodland 

Walnut 
Woodland 

Emergent 
Wetland1 Pond1 

Perennial 
Drainage1 Ditch1 

Project Footprint 
Temporary  0.03 0 0 0 0.20 0 0 0 0 0 
Permanent 9.76 1.22 2.17 3.29 13.78 0.71 0 0 10.31 2.21 
Total All Effects 9.79 1.22 2.17 3.29 13.98 0.71 0 0 10.31 2.21 
1 These types are under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, based on verification of the delineation of Waters of the United States. 
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Effect VEG-2: Loss of Waters of the United States as a Result of Project Construction 

Under the Refined APA, this effect would be similar to that described for Alternative 5. Construction 
of the Refined APA would result in the permanent loss of 10.31 acres of perennial drainage and 2.21 
acres of unvegetated ditches. These losses constitute a direct adverse effect. This extent of effect is 
based on the verified delineation of waters of the United States and waters of the State in the project 
area. Indirect effects on wetlands and other waters adjacent to the construction area could also 
occur because of changes in offsite drainage patterns caused by grading during construction. 

The Refined APA would have a substantial adverse effect on Federally protected waters of the 
United States through direct removal, filling, and hydrological interruption; therefore, this effect 
would be considered significant. Implementation of the EC to develop a SWPPP (Section 2.4.12, 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan) and Mitigation Measures VEG-MM-2, VEG-MM-3, VEG-MM-4, 
and VEG-MM-5 would reduce the level of permanent effects and would prevent temporary and 
indirect effects on wetlands and other waters. In addition, the project would have a beneficial effect 
due to the partial restoration of the Sacramento River and creation of open water and emergent 
wetland habitat in Segments B, C, D, and F. This created habitat would compensate for the loss of 
waters of the United States elsewhere in the project area at a ratio of at least 2:1. No additional 
mitigation is required to reduce permanent direct effects to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect VEG-3: Disturbance or Removal of Protected Trees as a Result of Project Construction 

Under the Refined APA, this effect would be similar to that described for Alternative 5, except that 
the effect would occur in a reduced footprint due to the narrowed berm widths and the use of just a 
slurry cutoff wall in Segments A and G, and the southern portion of Segment B. The removal or 
harming of heritage trees as a result of construction activities associated with the Refined APA and 
postconstruction conditions would conflict with the City’s tree ordinance, and this would be a 
significant effect. Implementing the EC to comply with the City’s tree ordinance (Section 2.4.2, 
Protection of Regulated and Riparian Trees) and Mitigation Measures VEG-MM-2, VEG-MM-3, VEG-
MM-4, and VEG-MM-6 would reduce direct and indirect effects to less-than-significant levels. 
Construction of slurry cutoff walls under the Refined APA would have no effect on vegetation, as 
described in Alternative 5. 

Effect VEG-4: Potential Loss of Special-Status Plant Populations Caused by Habitat Loss 
Resulting from Project Construction 

Under the Refined APA, this effect would be similar to that described for Alternative 5. Because the 
presence and extent of any special-status plants in the project construction area is unknown, this 
would be a potentially significant direct effect. Implementation of Mitigation Measures VEG-MM-2, 
VEG-MM-3, VEG-MM-4, VEG-MM-7, and VEG-MM-8 would reduce this effect to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Effect VEG-5: Introduction or Spread of Invasive Plants as a Result of Project Construction 

Under the Refined APA, this effect would be the same as described for Alternative 5. Direct and 
indirect effects are considered less than significant with the implementation of the EC to avoid or 
minimize the spread or introduction of invasive plant species (Section 2.4.3, Invasive Plant Species 
Prevention). No mitigation is required. 
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Effect VEG-6: Conflict with Provisions of an Adopted HCP/NCCP or other Approved Local, 
Regional or State Habitat Conservation Plan 

Under the Refined APA, this effect would be the same as described for Alternative 5. There would be 
no effect, and no mitigation is required. 

Effect VEG-7: Opportunity for Habitat Restoration in Enlarged Floodplain Following Project 
Construction 

Under the Refined APA, this effect would be similar to that described for Alternative 5, except there 
would be a 2-year backwater interim condition in the offset areas. This longer interim condition 
would allow restoration plantings more time to establish than under Alternative 5 and would 
increase the likelihood of long-term planting success. As described for Alternative 5, it is anticipated 
that wetland, riparian scrub, and cottonwood riparian woodland would be established and would 
transition to valley oak riparian habitat as the distance from the river increases. The size of the 
restoration area under the Refined APA would be similar to that under Alternative 5. This would be 
a beneficial effect. 

6.2.9 Fish and Aquatic Resources 
Effect FISH-1: Temporary Disturbance of Fish and Degradation of Habitat during 
Construction Activities 

Direct and indirect effects of the Refined APA on fish resources and aquatic habitat related to 
increases in suspended sediment and turbidity are expected to be similar to that of Alternative 5. 
Therefore, in-water construction activities during this period could have significant adverse direct 
and indirect effects on these special-status species. However, with implementation of the SWPPP EC 
to control erosion and sedimentation (Section 2.4.12, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan), 
turbidity compliance monitoring (Section 2.4.15, Turbidity Monitoring in Adjacent Water Bodies), 
and Mitigation Measure FISH-MM-1, these effects would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect FISH-2: Adverse Effects on Fish Health and Survival Associated with Potential 
Discharge of Contaminants during Construction Activities 

Based on similarities in project construction, design, and ECs, direct and indirect effects of the 
Refined APA on fish resources and aquatic habitat related to the potential release of contaminants 
are expected to be similar to that of Alternative 5. Therefore, implementation of spill prevention and 
control procedures as part of the project ECs (Section 2.4.14, Spill Prevention, Control, and 
Countermeasure Plan) are expected to make these potentially significant effects less than significant. 
No mitigation is necessary. 

Effect FISH-3: Loss or Degradation of Riparian and SRA Cover Associated with Levee 
Breaching 

Direct and indirect effects of the Refined APA on fish resources and aquatic habitat related to losses 
of riparian and SRA cover are expected to be similar to that of Alternative 5, but to a lesser extent 
due to the reduced amount of rock slope protection that would be placed. However, riparian and 
SRA cover losses are still expected to be substantial, resulting in significant adverse effects on fish 
resources and aquatic habitat. Implementation of Mitigation Measure FISH-MM-2 would reduce 
permanent effects on riparian and SRA cover and, over time, substantially reduce long-term deficits 
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in habitat values along the affected shoreline. Additional onsite compensation would likely be 
achieved through the creation and expansion of riparian and wetland habitat adjacent to the river 
within the levee breaches (Mitigation Measure FISH-MM-3). 

Effect FISH-4: Adverse Effects on Fish and Aquatic Resources from the Introduction of Aquatic 
Invasive Species 

Based on similarities in construction methods that could allow for the introduction of aquatic 
invasive species, direct and indirect effects of the Refined APA on fish and aquatic resources related 
to potential introductions of aquatic invasive species are expected to be similar to those of 
Alternative 5. Implementation of the Aquatic Invasive Species Prevention EC (Section 2.4.22, Aquatic 
Invasive Species Prevention) is expected to reduce these potentially significant effects to less-than-
significant levels. No mitigation is necessary. 

Effect FISH-5: Contamination of Aquatic Habitat Associated with Excavation and Exposure of 
Contaminated Borrow Material 

Based on similarities in setback levee construction, design, and assumptions, direct and indirect 
effects of the Refined APA on fish resources and aquatic habitat related to the potential release of 
soil contaminants are expected to be similar to that of Alternative 5. Implementation of the EC 
described in Section 2.4.18, Soil Hazards Testing and Soil Disposal Plan, would reduce these direct 
and indirect effect to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect FISH-6: Fish Stranding in Offset Area Associated with Floodplain Inundation 

Based on similarities in setback levee construction, design, and assumptions, direct effects of the 
Refined APA on fish resources and aquatic habitat related to potential stranding of fish on the 
restored floodplain are expected to be similar to that of Alternative 5. The potential magnitude of 
fish stranding would be considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure FISH-MM-4 
would reduce this significant effect to a less-than significant level. 

Effect FISH-7: Increases in Aquatic Habitat Associated with Offset Floodplain Area 

Based on similarities in setback levee construction, design, and assumptions, the direct beneficial 
effect of the Refined APA on fish resources and aquatic habitat related to reconnection and 
restoration of functional floodplain habitat are expected to be similar to that described for 
Alternative 5. This effect would be beneficial. 

6.2.10 Wildlife 
Effect WILD-1: Disturbance or Loss of VELBs and Their Habitat (Elderberry Shrub) 

Direct effects on VELBs and their habitat from implementation of the Refined APA are similar to 
those described for Alternative 5. Under the Refined APA, up to 18 elderberry shrubs would be 
removed or transplanted, and up to 23 elderberry shrubs would be affected by other construction 
activity. Implementation of Mitigation Measures VEG-MM-3, WILD-MM-1, WILD-MM-2, and WILD-
MM-3 for the Refined APA would reduce potential effects on VELBs to less than significant. 
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Effect WILD-2: Disturbance or Loss of Western Pond Turtles and Their Habitat 

The Refined APA would result in temporary and permanent direct and indirect effects on western 
pond turtles in agricultural ditches, as described for Alternative 5. Effects on western pond turtles 
would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures VEG-MM-3 and WILD-MM-4 for the 
Refined APA would reduce potential effects on western pond turtles to less than significant. 

Effect WILD-3: Disturbance or Loss of Giant Garter Snakes and Their Habitat during 
Construction 

The Refined APA would result in direct and indirect effects on giant garter snakes in agricultural 
ditches similar to those described for Alternative 5. The Refined APA would result in the permanent 
loss of approximately 2.24 acres of suitable upland habitat for giant garter snakes, but would have 
no loss of suitable aquatic habitat. The Refined APA would result in no temporary effects on aquatic 
habitat for giant garter snakes in the construction footprint, including staging areas. Fewer than 
155 acres of suitable upland are present in the borrow sites, of which only a portion would be 
temporarily affected during construction of the Refined APA. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures VEG-MM-3, WILD-MM-5, WILD-MM-6, and WILD-MM-7 for the Refined APA would reduce 
potential effects on giant garter snakes to less than significant. 

Effect WILD-4: Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging and Nesting Habitat 

The Refined APA would result in direct effects on Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat similar to those 
described for Alternative 5. Under the Refined APA, project implementation would result in the 
permanent loss of approximately 194 acres of suitable Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat and 
temporary loss (restored within 1 year) of approximately 80 acres of suitable foraging habitat. In 
addition to foraging habitat losses, Alternative 5 would result in permanent effects on 
approximately 38 acres of known and potential Swainson’s hawk nesting habitat. Disturbance of 
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat in borrow areas would be the same as described under 
Alternative 5. 

The loss of foraging and nesting habitat is considered a direct significant effect because it could 
result in a substantial decrease in the local population of Swainson’s hawks. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures VEG-MM-1 and VEG-MM-3 (described in Section 3.8, Vegetation and Wetlands), 
as well as WILD-MM-8 and WILD-MM-9, would avoid, minimize, and/or compensate for direct 
effects on Swainson’s hawks’ foraging and nesting habitat, thereby reducing the effect to a less-than-
significant level. 

Effect WILD-5: Disturbance or Loss of Western Burrowing Owls and Their Habitat 

The Refined APA would result in direct effects on burrowing owls similar to those described for 
Alternative 5. Conversion of the existing habitat associated with the Refined APA would result in the 
permanent loss of approximately 194 acres of potential burrowing owl nesting and foraging habitat. 
The Refined APA also would result in temporary effects on approximately 80 acres of potential 
burrowing owl nesting and foraging habitat from construction and up to 1,603 acres of potential 
habitat from borrow sites. This direct effect would be significant, but implementation of Mitigation 
Measures VEG-MM-3, WILD-MM-10, and WILD-MM-11 would avoid and minimize direct effects on 
burrowing owls, thereby reducing effects to a less-than-significant level and avoiding violation of the 
MBTA and CFGC. 
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Effect WILD-6: Loss or Disturbance of Tree-, Shrub-, and Ground-Nesting Special-Status and 
Non-Special-Status Migratory Birds and Raptors 

The Refined APA would result in direct and indirect effects on migratory bird and raptor nesting 
habitat as described for Alternative 5. These direct and indirect effects would be significant, but 
implementation of Mitigation Measures VEG-MM-1, VEG-MM-3, and WILD-MM-8 would avoid and 
minimize effects on nesting birds and raptors, thereby reducing effects to a less-than-significant 
level and avoiding violation of the MBTA and CFGC. 

Effect Wild-7: Loss or Disturbance of Bats and Bat Roosts 

The Refined APA would result in direct effects on roosting bats similar to those described for 
Alternative 5. These direct effects would be significant because the subsequent population decline 
could affect the viability of the local bat populations. Implementation of Mitigation Measures VEG-
MM-1, VEG-MM-3, and WILD-MM-12 would reduce this direct effect to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect WILD-8: Disturbance to or Loss of Common Wildlife Species’ Individuals and Their 
Habitats 

The Refined APA would result in direct and indirect effects on individuals of common wildlife 
species, as described for Alternative 5. No mitigation is required. 

Effect WILD-9: Disruption of Wildlife Movement Corridors 

The Refined APA would result in temporary direct and indirect effects on wildlife movements 
similar to those described for Alternative 5. Disruption of movement through the project area is 
considered a less-than-significant direct and indirect effect. No mitigation is required. 

Effect WILD-10: Conflict with Provisions of an Adopted HCP/NCCP or other Approved Local, 
Regional or State Habitat Conservation Plan 

As described for Alternative 5, there is no adopted HCP/NCCP applicable to the project area. 
Therefore, implementation of the Refined APA would not conflict with provisions of an adopted 
HCP/NCCP. There would be no direct or indirect effect. 

6.2.11 Land Use and Agriculture 
Effect LU-1: Temporary Changes in Land Uses to Accommodate Staging, Haul Routes, and 
Stockpiling of Soil Materials 

This direct effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5, except there would be five 
staging areas, which would occupy a total of 25.2 acres (Plate 2-6a) (revised). This effect is 
considered less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Effect LU-2: Change in Land Use Designations or Potential to Conflict with Local Land Use 
Designations as a Result of Construction 

This effect would be similar to that described under Alternative 5, but less extensive due to the 
reduced footprint of the flood risk–reduction measures. However, this effect would still be 
significant. As discussed under Alternative 5, no mitigation is feasible. Accordingly, this effect is 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Effect LU-3: Loss of Important Farmland and Agricultural Production Value 

This direct effect would be the same in type as described under Alternative 5, but the effect would 
be reduced because of the smaller footprint of the flood risk–reduction measures proposed under 
the Refined APA. However, implementing the Refined APA would result in the permanent loss of 
approximately 27 acres of prime farmland in the construction area, and up to 509 acres of prime 
farmland and 16 acres of farmland of statewide importance in potential borrow areas and staging 
areas could be temporarily affected. Implementation of the Refined APA would also result in the loss 
of agricultural production value as a result of permanent conversion of agricultural lands in the 
construction area, but to a lesser extent than under Alternative 5. This effect is significant and 
unavoidable because of the irretrievable conversion of 27 acres of prime farmland. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measures GEO-MM-1, discussed in Section 3.3, Geology, Seismicity, Soils, and Mineral 
Resources, LU-MM-1, and LU-MM-2 would help to offset and avoid the conversion of prime farmland 
in the county but would not reduce the project’s effects to a less-than-significant level. 

6.2.12 Environmental Justice, Socioeconomic, and Community 
Effects 

Effect EJSOC-1: Temporary Increase in Employment in the Region during Construction 

This effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5. This indirect effect on regional 
economic activity would be beneficial. 

Effect EJSOC-2: Temporary or Permanent Displacement of Residents due to Project 
Construction 

The Refined APA would require the demolition of nine residences in Segment B, one residence in 
Segment D, and two residences in Segment F. Seven fewer residences would be demolished under 
this alternative when compared to Alternative 5. Appropriate compensation would be provided to 
displaced landowners and tenants, and residents would be relocated to comparable replacement 
housing. These overall direct and indirect effects on residents and the community would be the 
same as those described under Alternative 5 and would be significant and unavoidable. 

6.2.13 Visual Resources 
Effect VIS-1: Result in Temporary Visual Effects from Construction 

Under the Refined APA, temporary visual effects from construction would be similar to those under 
Alternative 5, but to a greater degree. While the Refined APA would have a smaller surface area of 
new earthen surfaces due to the reduced construction footprint, construction activities associated 
with Refined APA would occur over 4 more years than under Alternative 5 and would extend the 
length of this temporary effect by preventing access to scenic vistas for a longer period of time. As 
under Alternative 5, the construction’s proximity to residential viewers who are highly sensitive and 
the displacement of residents would result in direct adverse effects. Effects would also be adverse 
because major construction is not a common visual element. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
VIS-MM-3 and the Property Acquisition Compensation and Temporary Resident Relocation Plan EC 
described in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” would help mitigate the effect of nighttime construction on 
residential viewers, but effects still would be adverse. This direct effect is significant and 
unavoidable. 
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Effect VIS-2: Adversely Affect a Scenic Vista 

Under the Refined APA, direct effects on scenic vistas would be similar to those under Alternative 5, 
but to a greater degree due to the longer amount of time scenic vistas would be inaccessible. This 
effect would be adverse, and there is no available mitigation. Accordingly, this effect is significant 
and unavoidable. Ongoing maintenance would be similar to existing levee maintenance and would 
not result in direct adverse effects. 

Effect VIS-3: Substantially Degrade the Existing Visual Character or Quality of the Site and Its 
Surroundings 

Under the Refined APA, direct effects on the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings would be similar to those under Alternative 5, and changes in views would be 
perceived by all viewer groups. Therefore, the proposed project would have an adverse effect on the 
existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings, and there is no available 
mitigation. Accordingly, this effect is significant and unavoidable. Ongoing maintenance would be 
similar to existing levee maintenance and would not result in direct adverse effects. 

Effect VIS-4: Create a New Source of Substantial Light or Glare That Would Adversely Affect 
Day or Nighttime Public Views 

This direct effect would be similar to that under Alternative 5. However, relative to Alternative 5, 
adverse effects would be reduced under this alternative because the displacement of agricultural 
fields, vegetation, and development occurs over a smaller area due to reduced seepage berm widths 
and the reduced construction footprint in Segments A, B, and G. However, this effect would still be 
adverse, and there is no available mitigation. Accordingly, this effect is significant and unavoidable. 
Ongoing maintenance would be similar to existing levee maintenance and would not result in direct 
adverse effects. 

6.2.14 Recreation 
Effect REC-1: Temporary Disruption of Recreation Opportunities during Construction 

Under the Refined APA, this direct effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5. This 
effect is less than significant with the EC requiring notification of construction area closure 
(described in Section 2.4.8, Construction Area Closure Notification). No mitigation is required. 

Effect REC-2: Temporary Obstruction of Access to Marina Facilities during Construction 

Under the Refined APA, this direct effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5. This 
effect is less than significant with the EC to preserve marina access (described in Section 2.4.10, 
Preserve Marina Access). No mitigation is required. 

Effect REC-3: Temporary Disruption of Recreational Boating Activities during Construction 

Under the Refined APA, this direct effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5, but to 
a lesser degree because of the reduction in rock slope protection placement. This effect is less than 
significant with the EC to reduce construction‐related effects on navigation (described in Section 
2.4.9, Minimize Construction-Related Effects on Navigation). No mitigation is required. 
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Effect REC-4: Long-Term Reduction in Quality of Existing Recreation Opportunities in the 
Levee Corridor 

Under the Refined APA, this direct effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5. 
Because a large portion of mature riparian woody vegetation would be preserved under this 
alternative, and because construction of the setback levees would open up a significant amount of 
land to public recreational use, this effect is less than significant. 

Effect REC-5: Incompatibility with Planning Documents 

Under the Refined APA, this indirect effect would be the same as described under Alternative 5. 
Because Alternative 5 alone would not preclude development of River Park, and because its lost 
functions would be replaced with the Parkway described in the Southport Sacramento River 
Corridor Recreation Program, this effect is less than significant. 

6.2.15 Utilities and Public Services 
Effect UTL-1: Potential Temporary Disruption and Damage of Domestic Water Supply and 
Irrigation/Drainage Facilities due to Project Construction 

Direct and indirect effects and mitigation associated with Effect UTL-1 under the Refined APA are 
identical to those described under Alternative 5. Because the potential exists for damage to cause 
delay in provision of water supply and drainage infrastructure elements, this potential construction 
direct and indirect effect is considered significant. Mitigation Measure UTL-MM-1 would reduce this 
potential effect to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect UTL-2: Decrease in Domestic and Irrigation Water Supply 

Indirect effects and mitigation associated with Effect UTL-2 under the Refined APA are identical to 
those described under Alternative 5. This would be an indirect effect on pumped well capacity. 
However, the predicted effects are limited to Segment G, and there are very few wells in this area. 
These effects are considered to be significant. Mitigation Measure UTL-MM-2 would reduce the 
effects to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect UTL-3: Damage of Public Utility Infrastructure and Disruption of Service as a Result of 
Project Construction 

Direct effects and mitigation associated with Effect UTL-3 under the Refined APA are identical to 
those described under Alternative 5. Because the potential exists for damage and service 
interruptions to existing utilities, the direct effect of this potential construction effect is considered 
significant. Mitigation Measure UTL-MM-3 would reduce this potential effect to a less-than-
significant level. 

Effect UTL-4: Increase in Solid Waste Generation due to Project Construction 

Indirect effects associated with Effect UTL-4 under the Refined APA are identical to those described 
above under Alternative 5. This indirect effect would be less than significant. 

Effect UTL-5: Increase in Emergency Response Times during Project Construction 

Direct effects associated with Effect UTL-5 under the Refined APA are similar to those described 
under Alternative 5. Implementation of the Traffic Control and Road Maintenance Plan EC, described 
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in Section 2.4.6, Traffic Control and Road Maintenance Plan, would minimize construction-related 
effects on emergency response times. This direct effect would be less than significant. No mitigation 
is required. 

6.2.16 Public Health and Environmental Hazards 
Effect HAZ-1: Incidental Release of Hazardous Materials during Construction 

Direct and indirect effects associated with Effect HAZ-1 under the Refined APA are identical to those 
described under Alternative 5. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” the implementation of ECs, 
including a SWPPP, a BSSCP, and an SPCCP, would ensure that the risk of accidental spills and 
releases into the environment would be minimal and that the direct effect on water quality would be 
less than significant. Direct and indirect effects are considered less than significant. No mitigation is 
required. 

Effect HAZ-2: Exposure of Hazardous Materials Encountered at Project Site 

Direct effects associated with Effect HAZ-2 under Alternative 5 are identical to those described 
under Alternative 5. Implementation of the Soil Hazards Testing and Soil Disposal Plan detailed in 
Section 2.4.18, Soil Hazards Testing and Soil Disposal Plan, would limit this direct effect to a less-
than-significant level. No mitigation is required. 

Effect HAZ-3: Safety Hazards from the Construction Site and Vehicles 

Direct effects associated with Effect HAZ-3 under the Refined APA are identical to those described 
under Alternative 5. Proper signage and detours would be provided as stated in the ECs to provide 
notification of construction area closure (described in Chapter 2, “Alternatives”). These measures 
would reduce the risk to the public when construction is under way and when it is not. Therefore, 
this direct effect would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 

Effect HAZ-4: Exposure of People or Structures to Flood Risk-Related Hazards 

Direct effects associated with Effect HAZ-4 under the Refined APA are identical to those described 
under Alternative 5. Implementation of the Refined APA’s flood risk–reduction measures would 
reduce the level of flood risk in the city of West Sacramento from its present level, resulting in a 
direct beneficial effect. 

Effect HAZ-5: Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials into the Environment during Project 
Construction or Operation 

Direct effects associated with Effect HAZ-5 under the Refined APA are identical to those described 
under Alternative 5. Therefore, this direct effect would be significant. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-MM-1 would reduce this effect to a less-than-significant level. 

Effect HAZ-6: Changes in Exposure to Mosquitoes 

Under the Refined APA, the existing levee would be breached as described in Section 6.1.2.2, 
Construction Details, which would create a 2-year backwater interim condition as opposed to the 1-
year interim condition under Alternative 5. While the effect would be similar to that described 
under Alternative 5, the longer interim condition would extend this effect under the Refined APA. 
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However, WSAFCA would coordinate with SYMVCD to ensure that abatement measures are enacted 
consistent with the Mosquito and Vector Control Management Plan specified in Section 2.4, 
Environmental Commitments. The long-term effects of the Refined APA relating to mosquito 
exposure would be the same as described under Alternative 5. This effect is less than significant. 

Effect HAZ-7: Safety Hazards from Offset Area Operation 

Under the Refined APA, direct and indirect effects associated with Effect HAZ-7 under Alternative 5 
are identical to those described under Alternative 5. Direct and indirect effects are considered less 
than significant. No mitigation is required. 

6.2.17 Cultural Resources 
Effect CUL-1: Effects on Architectural (Built Environment) Resources and Cultural Landscapes 

The portion of Sacramento River Levee in the study area appears to meet NRHP and CRHR criteria. 
Under the Refined APA, construction related to the project would demolish or substantially alter the 
physical characteristics of the levee or cause a major change to its engineering design or overall 
setting. This would constitute a significant effect under CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5) and an adverse 
effect under Section 106 of the NHPA and NEPA. Therefore, the direct effect on the levee would be 
significant. While implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-1 would reduce the intensity of 
the effect, the effect would still be significant and unavoidable. 

Effect CUL-2: Change in the Significance of an Archaeological Resource 

Direct effects and mitigation associated with Effect CUL-2 under the Refined APA are identical to 
those described under Alternative 5. The direct effect on archaeological resources would be 
significant. While implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-2 and CUL-MM-3 would reduce 
the intensity of the effect, the effect would still be significant and unavoidable. 

Effect CUL-3: Disturbance of Native American and Historic-Period Human Remains 

Direct effects and mitigation associated with Effect CUL-3 under the Refined APA are identical to 
those described under Alternative 5. The disturbance of any human remains is considered a 
significant direct effect. Implementation of the human remains discovery provisions in Mitigation 
Measure CUL-MM-4 would likely reduce the severity of this effect, but it would still be considered 
significant and unavoidable. 

Effect CUL-4: Effects on Cultural Resources Associated with Excavation of Borrow Material 

Direct effects and mitigation associated with Effect CUL-4 under the Refined APA are identical to 
those described under Alternative 5. WSAFCA and USACE would complete an inventory, evaluation, 
and findings of effect, and implement treatment as necessary for cultural resources that may occur 
in the borrow areas, as required under Mitigation Measures CUL-MM-1, CUL-MM-2 and CUL-MM-3. 
WSAFCA would prioritize preservation in place for archaeological resources as required under State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b). In addition, human remains would be managed and protected 
as required under Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-4. These mitigation measures have been adopted for 
all borrow activities under Mitigation Measure CUM-MM-5. However, because sites and associated 
human remains may be buried with little surface manifestation, some register-eligible 
archaeological resources may be disturbed before they can be discovered. In addition, preservation 
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of sites, remains, and built environment resources that may be discovered may not be feasible in all 
instances because of the need to coordinate protection of other natural resources and the need to 
locate suitable material for implementation of flood risk–reduction measures. For these reasons, this 
direct effect remains significant and unavoidable. 

6.2.18 Growth-Inducing and Cumulative Effects 

6.2.18.1 Growth-Inducing Effects 
Under the Refined APA, there would be no change in growth-inducement relative to Alternative 5, 
and growth-inducing effects would be the same as described in Section 4.1.3, Environmental 
Consequences. 

6.2.18.2 Cumulative Effects 
Under the Refined APA, direct effects would be similar to those described under Alternative 5, 
resulting in contributions to cumulative effects consistent with those described in Section 4.2.4, 
Cumulative Effects by Resource. There would be no additional cumulatively considerable effects. 
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Plate 6-4
Typical Culvert Section
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Plate 6-5a
Breach S1, S2, N2
Typical Plan View
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Plate 6-5b
Breach N1 Plan View

Source: HDR (2014)
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Plate 6-5c
 Breach S3 Plan View

Source: HDR (2014)
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