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9% Chance 35% Chance 68% Chance

Figure 4-14: Residual Risk for the American River South Basin.

American River North Basin American River South Basin

Figure 4-15: Residual Risk of Upstream Flanking of American River Levees for the 0.2% (1/500) ACE.
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4.7.5 Additional Actions to Reduce the Residual Risk in the Study Area

The following sections discuss further actions being taken to address residual risk by the non-Federal
sponsors and other local agencies that are outside the scope of this GRR.

Senate Bill 5

The California State Senate, in 2007, approved Senate Bill 5. There are various components included in
Senate Bill 5. One element is the identification of the 100- and 200-year floodplains in the Sacramento
and San Joaquin valleys. One additional feature establishes a standard for urban areas to have a 200-
year level of protection, as defined by the State of California’s methodologies. Even though it is not
specifically stated, the intent of these features is to provide a higher level of flood protection for urban
areas than for non-urban areas, thereby giving superiority to urban areas. The CVFPP was completed in
2012 and established urban and non-urban standard levels of protection as 200-year and 100-year,
respectively.

SAFCA Development Impact Fee

The Recommended Plan would substantially lessen the probability of an uncontrolled flood in the basin
due to levee failure. Nevertheless, with this protection in place, the consequences of a flood would
increase over time as planned new development occurs in the Sacramento area in accordance with the
Sacramento Area Council of Government’s regional blueprint. To address residual risk, the SAFCA Board
adopted a development fee program on May 15, 2008 that applies to new structures placed in the 200-
year floodplain of SAFCA's capital assessment district. The objective of this program is to continue to
reduce the risk of an uncontrolled flood as new development proceeds in the floodplain. The revenue
generated by the fee program will be used to finance a program that will consist of the following
measures, discussed in detail below: waterside levee strengthening; landside levee strengthening; and
improved system operations.

Waterside Levee Strengthening

This action will consist of a long-term program of waterside bank and levee protection improvements
along the Lower American and Sacramento Rivers designed to arrest retreat of the upper bank, preserve
waterside berm width, and reduce the potential for destabilization of the adjacent levee foundation due
to erosion or ground shaking. In addition, this action will minimize the long-term loss of mature trees
and vegetation located along the affected berms and will provide opportunities for expansion of the
Central Valley’s remnant riparian forest while enhancing the public safety purposes of the levee system.
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Landside Levee Strengthening

This action will focus on improvements to the crown and landside slope of critical segments of the levee
system along the NCC and the Lower American and Sacramento rivers to increase the resistance of these
levees to overtopping and extended elevated river stages. These improvements will involve hardening
the crown and landside slope of portions of the NCC south levee in Natomas and American River north
and south levees between Howe Avenue and Watt Avenue.

Improved System Operations

These actions will focus on opportunities to improve the operation of the Sacramento River Flood
Control Project to reduce water surface elevations in the Lower American and Sacramento rivers and in
the drainage channels around the Natomas Basin. These opportunities may include implementing
weather forecast based operations at Folsom Dam and Reservoir and improving the conveyance
capacity of the Yolo and Sacramento Bypass systems. It is assumed that SAFCA’s development fee
revenue will constitute only a portion of the revenue devoted to this measure, with the balance coming
from the State and Federal governments as part of a State of California CVFPP.

4.8 FLOOD WARNING AND EVACUATION PLANS

Both Sacramento County and the City of Sacramento have websites containing links to information
regarding flood preparation, notification, and evacuation. The information for Sacramento County,
including a link to the Floodplain Management Plan, is located at:
http://www.stormready.saccounty.net/Pages/Home.aspx. Additional information on preparing for a

flood can be found at: http://www.sacramentoready.org/Emergencies/Pages/Floods-and-Rain.aspx.

The information for the city of Sacramento is located at:
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Utilities/Education/Flood-Ready/Your-Flood-Prep.

4.8.1 Flood Warning System

Sacramento County and the City of Sacramento have developed a comprehensive flood warning system
and evacuation plan. The County of Sacramento, Department of Water Resources has developed an
Automated Local Evaluation in Real Time (ALERT) system website that provides Sacramento County
Rainfall and Stream Level Information. This system consists of stream level gauges, rainfall gauges, and
weather sensors. Gauging stations collects rainfall and stream level data and provide website updates
every 15 minutes. Local meteorologists and television stations utilize the ALERT website to keep
residents informed. During a serious county wide flood emergency, Sacramento County will post alerts
on both local radio and television stations. The ALERT system also provides links to National Weather
Service websites that provide both weather and stream flow information.
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The steam level gauge system includes a total of 50 stream level gauges spread over 8 stream or river
groups. Information on the website indicates the current stream level, channel bottom, monitor stage,
and flood stage.

A total of 61 rainfall gauges spread over 8 stream/river groups or areas provide current rainfall totals in
durations including 30 minutes, one, three, six, twelve and twenty four hours, and five and ten days.
The current rainfall totals report is updated every 15 minutes.

4.8.2 Evacuation Plan

The City and County monitor weather conditions and stream levels to determine the level of severity
and evacuation triggers of potential flood events. Streams and locations that are monitored by the
County to determine the level of emergency activation include the Sacramento River at the | Street
Bridge, the American River at the H Street Bridge, Morrison Creek at Mack Road, Natomas East Main
Drainage Canal at Arcade Creek, Arcade Creek at East Main Drainage Canal, and the Cosumnes River.
The levels of emergency evacuation identified by the County ranging from less severe to most severe
include: Situational Assessment, Low-Level Emergency, Medium-Level Emergency, and High-Level
Emergency.

The following table indicates the activation triggers for the Sacramento River at the | Street Bridge and
the American River at the H Street Bridge.

Table 4-8: Emergency Activation Triggers.

. Sacramento River at | Street American River at H Street
Location . .
Bridge Bridge
River is rising and significant River is rising and significant
Situational Assessment precipitation and/or Sierra snow | precipitation and/or Sierra snow
melt is expected melt is expected
e ATy I'S'.creet gauge is 19-24 feet and H Street gggge is up to 30-39
rising feet and rising
Medium-Level Emergency | Street gauge is up to 27 feet H Street gauge is up to 41 feet
e e | Street gauge i§ up to 31 fegt; H Street gauge 'is up to 42 fegt;
levee overtopping and flooding levee overtopping and flooding
4.8.3 Public Alert and Warning

The county has established a Public Alert and Warning System to increase public awareness of an
impending threat and to provide clear instructions should an emergency situation require evacuations.
The actual verbal or written messages that will be given are the responsibility of the Public Information
Officer, the Joint Information Center, and the Emergency Operations Center.
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4.8.4 Evacuation Routes

Emergency evacuation routes have been established throughout the county. Evacuation areas,
evacuation routes, and rescue areas have been established for five levee breach locations in the
American River North Basin, and eight levee breach locations in the American River South Basin.
Evacuation route inundation times are color coded on the various levee breach location maps and vary
depending on the location of the levee breach.

4.8.5 Mass Care and Shelter Management

A Mass Care and Shelter Management System has been established by the County to provide shelter,
food, emergency first aid, disaster welfare information, and bulk distribution of emergency relief items
in the event of an evacuation. Approximately 88 sites, including schools, churches and community
centers have been identified throughout the County as Mass Care Shelters. Operation of the various
shelters is dependent on where a levee break occurs and the associated flooding scenario.

4.8.6 Hypothetical Flood Depth and Rescue and Evacuation Area Maps

Hypothetical flood depth and rescue and evacuation area maps have been developed by the City/County
of Sacramento for five different levee breach locations in the Natomas Basin, five levee breach locations
in the American River North basin, and eight levee breach locations in the American River South basin as
part of the Flood Emergency Evacuation Plan. The hypothetical flood depth maps depict both the
maximum flood depths and the elapsed time from levee failure until an area is inundated with
floodwaters to a depth of 1 foot for a total of 18 different levee failure locations on the levees
surrounding Sacramento. Depending on the levee failure location the elapsed time to get to 1 foot flood
depths can range from 6 minutes to over 240 hours.

4.9 HYDRAULIC EFFECTS EVALUATION

Widening the Sacramento Weir and Bypass will allow more flow from the Sacramento and American
Rivers to be released into the Yolo Bypass which will reduce the water surface elevation in the river
adjacent to the city of Sacramento. The purpose of this section is to provide a framework which
examines the effects of this change in flow from both an incremental project standpoint and a
cumulative perspective that takes into account the effects of the ongoing work at Folsom Dam.

4.9.1 Existing and Future Without Project Condition Assumptions

The future without project condition assumptions include construction and operation of all previously
authorized work on the American River as part of the WRDA 1996 and 1999 Common Features
authorizations, levee repairs as described in the Natomas PACR authorized in WRRDA 2014, the new JFP
spillway under construction at Folsom Dam, and the future planned raise of Folsom Dam.
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The existing condition for ARCF is different than the future without project condition. The existing
condition describes the existing releases from Folsom Dam and is used to assess the overall effects of
the combined Common Features and Folsom Dam improvements (spillway and raise) for a cumulative
effects assessment. The existing condition assumes the Bureau of Reclamation and SAFCA reservoir
operation agreement is in place which allows for greater flood storage in the reservoir beyond what the
original operations manual designated.

The major hydrologic/hydraulic difference between the existing as compared to both the future without
project condition and the with-project condition is that the peak flow on the American River is higher for
frequent events but lower for less frequent events due to Folsom Dam routing changes. Table 4-9
displays the different flow releases from Folsom Dam for the Existing and the Future Without Project
(with JFP and dam raise in place).

Table 4-9: Comparison of Existing and Future Without Project Flow Releases from Folsom Dam.

Frequency Existing Future Without Project
(Years) (Existing Releases, cfs) (with JFP, cfs)

2 30,000 26,000

10 43,000 72,000

25 100,000 115,000

50 115,000 115,000
100 145,000 115,000
200 320,000 160,000
500 520,000 530,000

49.2 Discussion of Flow Changes

If the expanded Sacramento Weir were to be operated as the existing weir is operated, the
Recommended Plan would result in a diversion of flows from the Sacramento River to the Yolo Bypass
that would slightly raise water surface elevations in the Yolo Bypass during frequent events (10 year)
compared to both the existing and future without project conditions. To avoid potential effects to the
Yolo Bypass, the widened portion of the Sacramento Weir will only be operated when the release from
Folsom Dam is increased to above 115,000 cfs. As a result of the increased flood storage space and
anticipatory releases at Folsom Dam, this translates into a reduction of flows into the Yolo Bypass with
the Recommended Plan in place compared to the existing conditions. See Table 4-10 for a comparison of
the flows at various locations for the Existing, Future Without Project, and with the Recommended Plan.
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Table 4-10: Comparison of 10, 100, and 200 Year Frequency Flows under Various Conditions.

10 year event Existing Future Without Project | Alt. 2 (Recommended Plan)
American River 43,000cfs 72,000cfs 72,000cfs
Sacramento Bypass 50,000cfs 66,000cfs 66,000cfs
Yolo Bypass below Sac Bypass | 270,000cfs 296,000cfs 296,000cfs
100 year event Existing Future Without Project | Alt. 2 (Recommended Plan)
American River 145,000cfs 115,000cfs 115,000cfs
Sacramento Bypass 131,000cfs 115,000cfs 115,000cfs
Yolo Bypass below Sac Bypass | 555,000cfs 535,000cfs 535,000cfs
200 year event Existing Future Without Project | Alt. 2 (Recommended Plan)
American River 320,000cfs 160,000cfs 160,000cfs
Sacramento Bypass 183,000cfs 149,000cfs 164,000cfs
Yolo Bypass below Sac Bypass | 656,000cfs 631,000cfs 643,000cfs

49.3 Conclusion

The widening of the Sacramento Weir and Bypass diverts flood flows from the Sacramento and

American River into the Yolo Bypass. The widened portion of the weir will only be operated when flood

releases from Folsom Dam are above the existing objective release of 115,000 cfs which would occur
during flood events greater than 1/100 ACE event. Therefore, for events up to the 1/100 ACE event,
there would be no change in flow conditions in the Sacramento and Yolo Bypasses. For flood events

greater than 1/100 ACE event when releases from Folsom Dam would go above 115,000 cfs (such as a
1/200 ACE event in which the Folsom release goes up to 160,000 cfs), because of the additional flood
storage provided by anticipated operation and physical improvements to Folsom Dam coupled with the

widened Sacramento Weir and Bypass, the net effect would be to slightly decrease the peak compared
to the existing peak flow in the Yolo Bypass.

4.10

ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY

The Sacramento District published a notice of intent (NOI) to prepare the ARCF GRR EIS in the Federal
Register (Vol. 73, No. 41) on February 29, 2008. A series of public scoping meetings were held in March
2008 to present information to the public and to receive public comments on the scope of the EIS. There

is no mandated time limit to receive written comments in response to the NOI under NEPA. The
Appendix F of the EIS contains the NOI, the one comment letter received in 2008, and copies of the
posters for the March 2008 scoping meetings.

The draft GRR and EIS/EIR was circulated for a 45 day public review period, beginning in March 2015, to
Federal, State, and local agencies, organizations, and individuals who have an interest in the project. A
notice of availability of the draft EIS/EIR was published in the Federal Register when the document was
released for public review. Public workshops were held during the review period to provide additional

opportunities for comments on the draft document. All comments received during the public review
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period were considered and incorporated into the final EIS/EIR, as appropriate. Appendix F includes the
public comments received and the Sacramento District’s response to those comments.

A biological assessment has been prepared and coordinated with the resource agencies. USACE has
consulted, pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, with NMFS and USFWS. Biological
opinions (BO) have been issued by USFWS and NMFS and are included as Appendix J to the EIS/EIR.

This project has been coordinated with USFWS under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act Report (CAR) is included as Appendix A of the EIS. Mitigation
recommended in the CAR and pursuant to the BOs is included in Table 4-10 which displays the potential
effects and mitigation proposed for the Recommended Plan. This mitigation reflects what is in the BOs
and has been coordinated with USFWS, NMFS, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW).

In accordance with 36 CFR § 800, the regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA, USACE has
determined that the ARCF GRR will likely result in adverse effects to historic properties. In order to take
into account the effects of the proposed undertaking on historic properties, USACE has executed a
Programmatic Agreement (PA). USACE has consulted with interested parties, the SHPO, the ACHP,
DWR, the CVFPP, SAFCA, and American Indian tribes and individuals in the development of the PA. The
PA was sent to potentially interested Native Americans, requesting their comments and interest in
signing the PA as concurring parties. All comments from all parties were considered in the development
of the PA. The PA was executed by signature from USACE and the SHPO on September 10, 2015; as a
result, USACE is in compliance with Section 106. The PA is included in Appendix C of the EIS.

A Section 401 Water Quality Certification would be obtained from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) during PED. Detailed, site-specific design is needed in order to conduct this
consultation, and the current feasibility-level design on the ARCF study does not provide enough detail
for this consultation. The Best Management Practices (BMPs) proposed should be sufficient to mitigate
for potential water quality impacts, as they are consistent with what has been implemented on other
local construction projects with similar potential effects as the proposed project, including the
Sacramento River Bank Protection Project. The recommended plan includes costs for the expected
required BMPs. The draft report was provided to the RWQCB for review. The comment letter received
from the RWQCB concurred that a Section 401 certification was required prior to construction; however,
no concerns regarding the proposed alternatives were indicated in the letter. As a result, obtaining a
Section 401 certification in PED is considered feasible and low risk.

The Recommended Plan would also have a significant effect on Transportation and Circulation. In order
to mitigate for this effect, a Traffic Control and Road Management Plan would be prepared and other
BMPs listed in Section 3.10.6 of the EIS/EIR, would be implemented.

The temporary closure of recreation facilities in the American River Parkway during construction,
including bike trail, walking trails, and boat launches would constitute a significant effect to recreational
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resources. The possible closure of the Sacramento Bypass for construction during portions of hunting

season would also be a significant effect. In order to mitigate for this effect, notification and

coordination with recreation users and bike groups would be conducted. Flaggers, signage, detours, and

fencing to notify and control recreation access and traffic around construction sites would be put in

place.

The loss of vegetation and construction activities would disrupt the existing visual conditions in the

Parkway and along the Sacramento River and is considered a significant effect on the visual and

aesthetic resources in the study area. Trees would be planted after construction is completed on

planting berms and on top of launchable rock trenches; however there would still be a temporal loss of

vegetation. Disturbed areas would be reseeded with native grasses.

A summary of the environmental effects and the associated mitigation measures are listed in Table 4-11.

Table 4-11: Summary of Environmental Effects and Mitigation Measures.

easements along the Sacramento River
and Arcade Creek. Conversion of
agricultural lands to floodway.

compliance.

Potential Effects Mitigation Measure Effects with
Mitigation

Land Use

Acquisition of properties for levee Federal Relocation Assistance Act Significant

Hydrology and Hydraulics

No effect.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Water Quality

Potential impacts include increased Preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Less than
turbidity during bank protection Protection Plan, Spill Prevention Control | significant with
construction, runoff of exposed soils, and and Countermeasures Plan, and a mitigation.
cement, slurry, or fuel spills during Bentonite Slurry Spill Contingency Plan.
construction. Implementation of BMPs listed in
Section 3.5.6 of the EIS/EIR.
Vegetation and Wildlife
Construction of levee improvements and When possible, compensation would be | Significant.
vegetation removal would result in planted on planting berms, on top of
significant loss of vegetation and wildlife launchable rock trenches, on other lands
habitat on the landside of the Sacramento | within the Parkway, or within the
River levees, in the American River Sacramento Bypass. Additional
Parkway, and along Arcade Creek. mitigation sites are identified in Section
Construction of the Sacramento Weir 3.6.6 of the EIS/EIR.
extension would require the removal of
riparian vegetation.
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Fisheries
Indirect effects to fish habitat from the Vegetation variance would allow Less than
removal of vegetation from the levee waterside vegetation to remain on the significant with
slopes. Direct effects from the placement Sacramento River. Bank protection sites | mitigation.
of rock at bank protection sites, causing an | and launchable rock trenches would be
increase in turbidity. Widening the revegetated following construction.
Sacramento Bypass creates floodplain, BMPs would be implemented to address
which could provide a benefit to fish turbidity, and are discussed in Section
species. 3.5.6 of the EIS/EIR
Special Status Species
Direct affects to GGS, fish species, and Replace habitat for species either on- Less than
Swainson’s Hawks during construction. site or in close proximity to lost habitat. | significant with
Indirect effects due to loss of habitat. Implement BMPs discussed in Section mitigation
Vegetation variance for the waterside 3.5.6 of the EIS/EIR during construction
levee slopes would significantly limit the to prevent mortality.
effects to endangered fish species.
Cultural Resources
Adverse effects to historic properties from | Preparation and implementation of a Significant.
construction of levee improvements and Programmatic Agreement, Historic
the bypass widening. Properties Management Plan, and
Historic Properties Treatment Plans.
Transportation and Circulation
Increased traffic on public roadways. Preparation of a Traffic Control and Significant.
Road Management Plan and other BMPs
listed in Section 3.10.6 of the EIS/EIR.
Air Quality
Emissions of criteria pollutants from Implementation of SMAQMD’s Basic Less than
construction equipment, haul trucks, and Construction Emission Control Practices | significant with
barges. and other BMPs, as listed in Section mitigation.
3.11.6 of the EIS/EIR.
Climate Change
Increased greenhouse gas emissions from | Implementation of SMAQMD’s Basic Less than
construction equipment, haul trucks, and Construction Emission Control Practices | significant with
barges. and other BMPs, as listed in Section mitigation.
3.12.6 of the EIS/EIR.
Noise
Increased noise in proximity to sensitive Coordination with local residents, Less than
receptors due to construction activities. compliance with noise ordinances, and significant with
other BMPs, as listed in Section 3.13.6 of | mitigation.
the EIS/EIR.
Recreation
Temporary closure of recreation facilities Notification and coordination with Significant.
in the American River Parkway during recreation users and bike groups.
construction, including bike trail, walking Flaggers, signage, detours, and fencing
trails, and boat launches. Possible closure | to notify and control recreation access
and traffic around construction sites.
American River Common Features GRR 4-41 December 2015




The Selected Plan Chapter 4 — Final Report

of the Sacramento Bypass during portions
of hunting season.

Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Vegetation loss and construction activities | Trees would be planted after Significant.
would disrupt the existing visual construction is completed on planting

conditions in the Parkway and along the berms and on top of launchable rock

Sacramento River. trenches; however there would still be a

temporal loss of vegetation. Disturbed
areas would be reseeded with native

grasses.

Public Utilities and Services

Temporary disruptions to utility services Notification of potential interruptions Less than
possible, particularly during relocation of would be provided to the appropriate significant.
utilities that penetrate the levee. agencies and to landowners.

Hazardous, Toxic, and Radiological Wastes

No effect from construction activities. Borrow material would be tested prior Less than
HTRW sites encountered would be to use to ensure that no contaminated significant with
removed and properly disposed of prior to | soils are used for this project. mitigation.
construction, including the Old Bryte

Landfill.

Socioeconomics, Population, and Environmental Justice

Disruption to residents alongside Federal Relocation Act compliance. Less than
construction sites from traffic, noise, and significant.

dust. Acquisition of properties for flood
control easements.

4.11 EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988

Executive Order (EO) 11988 requires Federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long and short-
term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of flood plains and to avoid direct
and indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. In
accomplishing this objective, "each agency shall provide leadership and shall take action to reduce the
risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, and to restore
and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by flood plains in carrying out its responsibilities."
The Water Resources Council Floodplain Management Guidelines for implementation of EO 11988, as
referenced in the Corps’ ER 1165-2-26, require an eight-step process that agencies should carry out as
part of their decision-making on projects that have potential impacts to or within the floodplain. The
eight steps reflect the decision-making process required in Section 2(a) of the Order. The eight steps and
responses to them are summarized below.

1. Determine if the proposed action is in the base flood plain.
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The levees along the American River and Sacramento River as well as the Sacramento Weir and Bypass
are in the base flood plain.

2. Ifthe action is in the base flood plain, identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to the action
or to location of the action in the base flood plain.

The poor performance of the exiting levee systems in the study area highlights the need to address the
flood risk with a worst first strategy. The most efficient and effective means of reducing this risk is to
improve the levees. Any upstream or larger regional improvements to the flood management system
do not reduce the water surface elevations to the point where these levee improvements are not
needed. Therefore, there are not any practicable alternatives but to improve the existing levees.

3. If the action must be in the flood plain, advise the general public in the affected area and obtain
their views and comments.

The draft GRR and EIS/EIR documents were circulated for public review and public meetings were held
during the comment period. Required notices have been mailed to affected property owners
throughout the ARCF GRR environmental review process, soliciting input on the content of the
environmental documents and noticing various public meetings. Additionally, notices have also been
posted in the largest local newspaper, The Sacramento Bee, announcing various public meetings. USACE,
the State of California and SAFCA have also participated in numerous stakeholder meetings to discuss
project-related concerns. Public comments received on the NOI/NOP were considered and addressed,
where appropriate in the draft EIS/EIR; public comments received on the draft EIS/EIR have been
addressed in the final EIS/EIR; and public comments received on the final EIS/EIR will be addressed in
the record of decision (ROD).

4. Identify beneficial and adverse impacts due to the action and any expected losses of natural and
beneficial flood plain values. Where actions proposed to be located outside the base flood plain
will affect the base flood plain, impacts resulting from these actions should also be identified.

The Recommended Plan proposes to widen the Sacramento Weir and Bypass which would reconnect
about 300 acres of the floodplain to seasonal inundation thereby improving natural floodplain values. In
addition, the Recommended Plan reduces the water surface elevation in the river adjacent to two urban
areas, increases the regional flexibility of the flood management system, and provides benefits to
downstream communities in the form of reduced water surface elevations in the Sacramento River. The
Recommended Plan would cause adverse effects to Vegetation and Wildlife, Cultural Resources,
Transportation, Recreation and Aesthetic and Visual resources; however, on balance, due to the
expanded connection of the river to its floodplain through the widened Sacramento Weir and Bypass,
other floodplain values are increased and therefore there is no net loss.

5. If the action is likely to induce development in the base flood plain, determine if a practicable
non-flood plain alternative for the development exists.

American River Common Features GRR 4-43 December 2015



The Selected Plan Chapter 4 — Final Report

The most effective and efficient method of reducing flood risk in the ARN and ARS Basins is to improve
the levees that provide the first line of defense against flooding in the basins. Therefore, a practicable
non-floodplain alternative does not exist.

Within the project area, population growth and urban development are driven by local, regional, and
national economic conditions. Local land use decisions are within the jurisdiction of the City and County
of Sacramento. Both of these agencies have adopted a general plan consistent with State law. These
general plans provide an overall framework for growth and development within the jurisdiction of each
agency, including the project area.

The American River North and American River South basins are fully urbanized. The City of Sacramento
General Plan identifies areas that will be preserved and enhanced to maintain their current character, as
well as areas that will improve and evolve, undergoing significant change through infill, reuse and
redevelopment. There are several areas identified in the City of Sacramento General Plan that are
identified as growth areas and envisioned to undergo significant changes as a result of major
development and redevelopment. These include the River District and the Railyards.

The 773-acre River District Area proposes development of a transit-oriented mixed use urban
environment that would include 8,144 dwelling units, 3.956 million square feet of office, 854,000 square
feet of retail/wholesale, 1.463 million square feet light industrial, and 3,044 hotel units. The vision for
the River District is that of an eclectic mix of uses that will evolve from a primarily light-industrial, low-
intensity commercial district, to that of a series of distinctive walkable neighborhoods within a district
that is contiguous to the American River and serves as the northern gateway into the Central City.

The 224-acre Railyards Area proposes development of a transit oriented mixed use urban environment
that would include between 10,000 and 12,100 dwelling units, 2.3 million square feet of office, 1.3
million square feet of retail, 1,100 hotel rooms, and 46 acres of open space. The goal is to integrate and
connect the Railyards area with the downtown business and government center with pedestrian and
bicycle facilities, roadways, and public transportation routes.

Regional infrastructure planning reflects these growth plans. In December 2004, the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG), representing the Counties of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter,
Yolo, and Yuba and their 22 constituent cities, adopted the “Preferred Blueprint Scenario” to guide land
use and transportation choices over the next 50 years as the region’s population grows from its current
population of 2 million to include more than 3.8 million people. The Blueprint project was initiated in
2002 to study future land use patterns and their potential effects on the region’s transportation system,
air quality, housing, open space, and other resources.

The study found that continuing the recent practice of building large-lot, low-density housing would
consume another 660 square miles of undeveloped land. Residents would face longer commutes, more
vehicle trips, dirtier air, and a growing disconnect between where they live and where they work.
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Through a series of Blueprint workshops at the neighborhood, city, county, and regional level, more
than 5,000 residents, elected officials, business leaders, and environmental interests helped craft an
alternative vision that integrates smart growth concepts such as higher-density, mixed-use
developments and reinvestment in existing developed areas. The Preferred Blueprint Scenario assumes
certain levels and locations of both “reinvestment” (i.e., additional development on already-built
parcels) and greenfield development (i.e., large-scale development on vacant land). An analysis of this
scenario showed that following smart growth principles would shorten future commute times, reduce
traffic congestion, lessen dependence on automobiles, and provide for housing choices that more
closely align with the needs of an aging population. The Preferred Blueprint Scenario will become part of
SACOG's long-range transportation plan for the six-county region. It also will serve as a framework to
guide local government in growth and transportation planning through 2050.

Using the above information, combined with an evaluation of residual flood damage, it was concluded
that there is substantial evidence that the Recommended Plan as a whole would accommodate
anticipated growth in the project area in a manner that would be consistent with adopted local and
regional growth management plans and with the State’s emerging State Plan of Flood Control. There is
substantial evidence that the Recommended Plan would accommodate planned regional growth in a
manner that would be consistent with emerging smart growth principles. Thus, the project, while
accommodating planned regional growth, is not growth inducing itself and is compliant with EO 11988.

6. As part of the planning process under the Principles and Guidelines, determine viable methods to
minimize any adverse impacts of the action including any likely induced development for which
there is no practicable alternative and methods to restore and preserve the natural and
beneficial flood plain values. This should include reevaluation of the “no action” alternative.

Mitigation measures are identified and will be implemented as part of the project to minimize the
project’s potentially adverse impacts. The project includes the creation of natural habitat that would
serve ecological functions associated with natural floodplains. The No-Action Alternative would not
restrict growth in the base floodplain in the short term. The 400,000 people living and working in the
American River North and American River South Basins would remain at risk of flooding. However, the
State of California’s Senate Bill (SB) 5 stipulates that development in urban areas will be restricted if the
localities have not made meaningful progress toward achieving a 200 year level of performance (per
State of California standards) by 2025. Therefore, the No-Action Alternative would restrict growth in the
base floodplain in the long term.

7. If the final determination is made that no practicable alternative exists to locating the action in
the flood plain, advise the general public in the affected area of the findings.

The public has been advised of the recommendations contained in the GRR during the public comment
period for the draft report. Public meetings were held during these time period.
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8. Recommend the plan most responsive to the planning objectives established by the study and
consistent with the requirements of the Executive Order.

The objective of the study is to reduce flood risk and its associated consequences on the public health,
safety, and property in the study area. In order to achieve this objective, the study recommends
improvements to the ARS and ARN basin levees. These two basins are essentially built-out; however,
infill development is ongoing. There are no development restrictions in these basins and so this infill
development would occur even without implementation of this recommended plan. Therefore, the
project does not trigger or induce development that would not otherwise occur. The Recommended
Plan recommendations are consistent with the requirements of the Executive Order since there is no
practicable alternative to improving the levees which are the first line of defense for reducing the risk of
flooding in the established urban area. The consistency of these recommendations is further
demonstrated by the reduction in the probability of flooding in the study area and the associated
societal, economic and environmental hazards posed by flooding. The Recommended Plan would
reduce the risk associated with floods thereby minimizing the impacts of floods on human safety, health,
and welfare. The Recommended Plan also recommends widening the Sacramento Weir and Bypass
which would assist in the restoration and preservation of the natural and beneficial values of the base
floodplain.

4.12 ENVIRONMENTAL OPERATING PRINCIPLES

The Recommended Plan supports each of the seven USACE Environmental Operating Principles (EOPs).
The re-energized Environmental Operating Principles are:

1. Foster sustainability as a way of life throughout the organization.
2. Proactively consider environmental consequences of all Corps activities and act accordingly.
3. Create mutually supporting economic and environmentally sustainable solutions.

4. Continue to meet our corporate responsibility and accountability under the law for activities
undertaken by the Corps, which may impact human and natural environments.

5. Consider the environment in employing a risk management and systems approach throughout
the life cycles of projects and programs.

6. Leverage scientific, economic and social knowledge to understand the environmental context
and effects of Corps actions in a collaborative manner.

7. Employ an open, transparent process that respects views of individuals and groups interested in
Corps activities.

The environmental operating principles are met in the following ways:

Environmental balance and sustainability (EOP 1, 2, 3 &4)
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e Project avoids or minimizes environmental impacts while maximizing future safety and
economic benefits to the community

Planning with the environment (EOP 1, 2, 4, and 5)

e Worked with resource agencies during planning phase to minimize impacts to the environment.

e The recommended plan allows for expanded floodplain flooding in widened bypass area.

Integrate scientific, economic and social knowledge base (EOP 6)

e Sought advice from panel of experts on the status and likelihood of erosion on the American
River.

Seeks Public input and Comment (Win-win solutions) (EOP 7)

e Held stakeholder meetings and public workshops throughout the process

e  Worked with local groups to achieve a balance of project goals and public concerns

4.13 USACE CAMPAIGN PLAN

The mission of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is to provide vital public engineering services in peace
and war to strengthen the Nation’s security, energize the economy and reduce risks from disasters. In
order to meet this mission, the agency has developed the USACE Campaign Plan (FY13-18) as a
component of the corporate strategic management process to establish priorities, focus on the
transformation initiatives, measure and guide progress and adapt to the needs of the future. The goals
and supporting objectives of the Campaign Plan are:

Goal 1 - Support National Security
Objective 1a — Support Combatant Commands and other U.S. government agencies
Objective 1b — Partner with Installation Management Communities
Objective 1c — Achieve National/Army energy security and sustainability goals

Objective 1d — Support the Engineer Regiment

Goal 2 - Transform Civil Works

Objective 2a — Modernize the Civil Works project planning program and process
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Objective 2b — Enhance Civil Works budget development with a systems Watershed —Informed
approach

Objective 2c — Deliver quality solutions and services

Objective 2d — Deliver reliable, resilient and sustainable infrastructure systems

Goal 3 - Reduce Disaster Risk
Objective 3a — Enhance interagency disaster response and risk reduction capabilities
Objective 3b - Enhance interagency disaster recovery capabilities
Objective 3c - Enhance interagency disaster mitigation capabilities

Objective 3d — Strengthen Domestic Interagency Support

Goal 4 - Prepare for Tomorrow
Objective 4a — Maintain and advance DoD and Army critical enabling technologies

Objective 4b — Build trust and understanding with strategic engagement, communication, and cyber-

security
Objective 4c — Streamline USACE business, acquisition and governance processes

Objective 4d — Build ready and resilient people and teams through talent management / leader

development

The American River Common Features GRR has been responsive to these goals and objectives by:
Deliver reliable, resilient and sustainable infrastructure systems:

e Designing a project which avoids or minimizes environmental impacts while maximizing
future safety and economic benefits to the community

e The Recommended Plan allows for expanded floodplain flooding in the widened bypass

area.

Deliver quality solutions and services:

e Coordinated with study sponsors and vertical team to identify a path forward on compliance
with ETL 1110-2-583, Guidelines for Landscape Planting and Vegetation Management at
Levees, Floodwalls, Embankment Dams, and Appurtenant Structures.
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Build trust and understanding with strategic engagement, communication, and cyber-security:
e The Feasibility Study team organized and participated in stakeholder meetings and public
workshops throughout the process and worked with local groups to achieve a balance of
project goals and public concerns.

Build ready and resilient people and teams through talent management / leader development:

e The study successfully employed the use of District Quality Control (DQC), Agency Technical
Review (ATR), Risk Analysis, and Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) to assist in the
review of the development of a technically sound recommendation of Federal Interest.

4.14 PLAN ECONOMICS AND COST SHARING
The project first cost, estimated on the basis of October 2015 price levels, amounts to $1,565,750,000.
Table 4-12 displays each cost by project feature. Estimated average annual costs were based on a

3.125% discount rate, a period of analysis of 50 years, and construction ending in 2030.

Table 4-12: Estimated First Costs of the Recommended Plan® ($1,000s).

MCACES Description Total First Cost®
Account?
01 Lands and Damages? $95,862
02 Relocations* $158,437
06 Fish and Wildlife $96,220
08 Roads, Railroads, & Bridges $25,798
11 Levees and Floodwalls $465,656
15 Floodway Control & Diversion Structure $54,401
16 Bank Stabilization $381,220
18 Cultural Resource Compliance Contingency?® $8,237
30 Planning, Engineering, Design® $186,551
31 Construction Management’ $93,368
Total First Cost® $1,565,750
Notes:

1Based on October 2015 price levels, 3.125% discount rate, and a 50-year period of analysis.

2Micro Computer-Aided Cost Engineering System, 2" Generation (Mll) is the software program and associated format used by
USACE in developing cost estimates. Costs are divided into various categories identified as “accounts.” Total Project Cost
Summaries are presented in Appendix C, Attachment D, Cost Engineering.

3Real Estate land costs, which include no damages.

4Relocations include relocating affected roads, railroads (at cutoff wall and utility crossings) and utilities.

5Contingency costs for cultural resource compliance is specifically for data recovery as needed.

616 percent of 02, 11, and 18 accounts.

79 percent of 02, 11, and 18 accounts.

8 Numbers reported may be slightly different than those presented in the appendices due to rounding.
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The estimated total project first cost for the Recommended Plan is $1,565,750,000 (October 2015 price
levels). The Federal portion of the estimated first cost is $876,478,000 and is based on the cost sharing
percentages established by the NED Plan. A summary of the cost sharing responsibilities is presented in
Table 4-13 which displays the 65% Federal and 35% non-Federal cost share in accordance with WRDA
1986 as well as the costs attributable to the LPP increment and the resulting cost share.
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Table 4-13: Summary of Cost Sharing Responsibilities for the Recommended Plan *(in $1,000s).

MCACES Item Federal® Non-Federal Total
Account
NED (Alternative 1)
01 Lands and Damages (LERRDs)? $8,799 $119,160 $127,958
02 Relocations (LERRDs) SO $130,062 $130,062
06 Fish and Wildlife $86,013 S0 $86,013
11 Levees and Floodwalls $380,836 S0 $380,836
16 Bank Stabilization $378,242 S0 $378,242
30 Planning, Engineering, Design* $155,611 S0 $155,611
31 Construction Management $77,033 S0 $77,033
Subtotal $1,086,534 $249,222 $1,335,755
Non-Fed 5% Cash Contribution -$66,788 $66,788
Non-Fed Cash Contribution -$151,505 $151,505
Subtotal (NED Plan Cost Sharing) $868,241 $467,514 $1,335,755
Percentage 65% 35%
18 Cultural Resource Compliance
Contingency® $8,237 SO $8,237
Total (NED Plan Cost Sharing) $876,478 $467,514 $1,343,992
Recommended Plan /LPP (Alternative 2)
01 Lands and Damages (LERRDs)? $8,975 $86,887 $95,862
02 Relocations (LERRDs) SO $158,437 $158,437
06 Fish and Wildlife $96,220 SO $96,220
08 Roads, Railroads, & Bridges $25,798 SO $25,798
11 Levees and Floodwalls S465,656 SO S465,656
15 Floodway Control & Diversion
Structure $54,401 SO $54,401
16 Bank Stabilization $381,220 SO $381,220
30 Planning, Engineering, Design* $186,551 SO $186,551
31 Construction Management $93,368 SO $93,368
Subtotal $1,312,189 $245,324 $1,557,513
Non-Fed 5% Cash Contribution -$77,876 $77,876
Non-Fed Cash Contribution -$221,930 $221,930
Non-Fed Cash Contribution for LPP -$144,142 $144,142
Subtotal (NED Plan Cost Sharing) $868,241 $689,272 $1,557,513
Percentage 55.7% 44.3%
18 Cultural Resource Compliance
Contingency?® $8,237 SO $8,237
Total (NED Plan Cost Sharing) $876,478 $689,272 $1,565,750

Notes: ! Based on October 2015 price levels, 3.125% discount rate, and a 50-year period of analysis.
2Federal Project First Costs are based on 65% of the NED Plan of $1,343,992,000.
3Non-Federal interests must provide all LERRDs and a minimum cash contribution of 5% of the total project cost. LERRDs
include Lands, Easements, Rights-of-way, Relocations, and Disposal sites.
4 Planning, Engineering, and Design. Includes supplemental environmental compliance work.
5 Cultural Resource Compliance Contingency includes data recovery activities, if necessary.
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The economic costs and benefits of the recommended plan are shown in Table 4-14.

Table 4-14. Economic Costs and Benefits of the Recommended Plan

Description Cost (in $1,000s)
Investment Cost

Recommended Plan First Cost? $1,557,513

Interest During Construction $309,230

Total Investment Cost $1,866,743
Annual Cost

Interest and Amortization $74,283

OMRR&R3 $494

Total Annual Costs S74,777
Annual Benefits $344,695
Net Annual Benefits $269,918
Benefit-Cost Ratio 4.6

1 Based on October 2015 price levels, 3.125 percent discount rate, and a 50-year period of analysis. See Economic Appendix
regarding economic uncertainty.

2 Does not include Cultural Resources Data Recovery

3 Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and Rehabilitation.

4.15 VIEWS OF NON-FEDERAL SPONSORS AND OTHER AGENCIES

The non-Federal sponsors support the Recommended Plan. Throughout development of this GRR, there
has been significant coordination with the State of California and SAFCA.

The Recommended Plan is a consistent and fundamental piece of the Lower Sacramento/Delta North
Regional Flood Management Plan (RFMP), a non-Federal initiative by the State of California and local
agencies that includes a concept for the expansion of the Fremont and Sacramento Weirs and the
widening of the Sacramento and Yolo Bypasses. The Recommended Plan provides for Federal
involvement in a critical piece of this plan by widening the Sacramento Weir and Bypass.

4.16 FINAL DOCUMENT APPROVAL

The Project Delivery Team (PDT) has responded to the comments on the Draft GRR & EIS/EIR and
appendices received during concurrent Public Review, Agency Technical Review (ATR), Independent
External Peer Review (IEPR) and HQUSACE Policy Review and revised the documents as appropriate. The
Final GRR &EIS/EIR and Appendices were transmitted to the South Pacific Division (SPD) for
endorsement and then forwarded to HQUSACE. A Civil Works Review Board (CWRB) was held on 8
December 2015 and the final GRR &EIS/EIR and appendices, along with the proposed Report of the Chief
of Engineers were approved for release for State and Agency review. After State and Agency review,
comments are incorporated in to the documents as appropriate and a Final Chief’s Report will be signed
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by the Chief of Engineers. The Chief’s Report will then be sent to the chairpersons of the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public Works and the House of Representative Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. The Chief’s Report, along with the GRR and the EIS/EIR and
appendices, will then be sent to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA(CW)) for review
and approval. After approval by the ASA(CW), the documents will be sent to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) for review.

4.17 POTENTIAL ADDITIONAL STUDIES

As mentioned in Chapter 1, this study would only partially address the American River Watershed
authorization and is therefore called an “interim General Reevaluation Report” which indicates that the
study is addressing the water resource issues of a specific area within the authority, rather than the
entire area authorized for study. This GRR is not intended to be a complete resolution of all issues in the
watershed that may require study and future studies may address further issues. Additional studies to
address other water resource issues within the American River Watershed could be initiated if funding is
appropriated by Congress.
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5 - CHANGES TO COMMON FEATURES PROJECT

The chapter integrates the reevaluated Common Features Project with the other previously authorized
and constructed portions of the project to describe proposed changes to the authorized Common
Features Project. The economics, cost apportionment, fully funded cost estimate and implementation
schedule must be determined for the integrated project to establish the changes.

5.1 UNCONSTRUCTED AMERICAN RIVER FEATURES

The Common Features project has installed roughly 23 miles of seepage cutoff wall up to depths of 110
feet, raised levees to provide adequate levee height, addressed slope stability issues, and corrected
some erosion problems along the American River. The majority of levee work along the American River
as authorized in WRDA 1996 and WRDA 1999 has been completed with the balance being completed in
2015. Work authorized in WRRDA 2014 for the Natomas Basin is just being initiated. Table 5-1 provides
an overview of this work by reach.

Table 5-1: Common Features Project Work Sites and Status.

Item Feature Authorization, Overview, and Status

24 miles of slurry wall in the Authorization: WRDA 1996. Overview: Approximately 24 miles of
American River levees slurry wall for seepage and stability improvements in the levees

1 along the lower American River. Status: approximately 20 miles of
seepage cutoff wall, 0.15 miles of jet grout, and 0.20 miles of
seepage berm constructed on the American River.

12 miles of levee Authorization: WRDA 1996. Overview: Approximately 12 miles of
) improvements, Sac. River east |seepage, stability, and height levee modifications along the east
levee in Natomas. bank of the Sacramento River downstream from the Natomas

Cross Canal. Status: completed by SAFCA as part of NLIP.

3 telemetry streamflow gages |[Authorization: WRDA 1996. Overview: Installation of three
3 u/s of Folsom Dam telemetry stream flow gauges upstream from Folsom Dam and
Reservoir. Status: complete.

Modification of the existing Authorization: WRDA 1996. Overview: Modifications to the flood
4 flood warning system warning system along the Lower American River for the City of
Sacramento. Status: completed by non-Federal sponsor.

Mayhew Levee upstream of Authorization: WRDA 1999. Overview: Seepage and stability

the Mayhew Drain improvements and raising by and average of 2.5 feet the left bank
of the non-Federal levee upstream of the Mayhew Drain for a
distance of 4,500 feet and installing a closure structure on the
Mayhew Drain to prevent the American River from backing up into
the drain. Status: complete.

North Levee Raise Upstream of | Authorization: WRDA 1999. Overview: Raising the right bank of the
6 Howe Avenue American River levee in the vicinity of Howe Avenue by an average
of 1 foot. Status: complete.
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Item Feature Authorization, Overview, and Status
5 miles of levee improvement, [Authorization: WRDA 1999. Overview: Modifying the south levee of
Natomas Cross Canal south the Natomas Cross Canal for a distance of 5 miles for seepage,

7 levee in Natomas stability, and to ensure that the south levee is consistent with the
level of protection provided by the authorized levee along the east
bank of the Sacramento River. Status: completed by SAFCA as part
of NLIP.

5 miles of levee improvement, |Authorization: WRDA 1999. Overview: Modifying the north levee of
Natomas Cross Canal north the Natomas Cross Canal for a distance of 5 miles for seepage,

8 levee across from Natomas stability, and to ensure that the height of the levee is equivalent to
the height of the south levee. Status: not complete. No sponsor
has been identified to cost share this feature.

North Levee Strengthening Authorization: WRDA 1999. Overview: Installing a slurry wall in the

9 between NEMDC and Business | north levee of the American River from the east levee of the

1-80 Natomas east Main Drain upstream for a distance of approximately
1.2 miles. Status: Complete.
North Levee upstream of Watt | Authorization: WRDA 1999. Overview: Installing a slurry wall in the

10 Avenue (Jacobs Lane) north levee of the American River in the vicinity of Jacob Lane
north for a distance of approximately 1 mile to the upstream end
of the existing levee. Status: Complete.

Pocket Geotech Reaches 2 and | Authorization: 2006 Post-Authorization Change. Overview:
9, and Pioneer Reservoir Installing a total of 3.6 miles of discontinuous slurry wall at two

11 levee sites on the Sacramento River in the Pocket Area and
installing six relief wells and collector drains and appurtenant
features and a landside berm on the Sacramento River at the levee
toe in the Pioneer Reservoir area. Status: complete.

American River adjacent to Authorization: WRRDA 2014. OQverview: Widen 2.0 miles of levee in

12 Natomas Basin place and install seepage cutoff wall through levee and foundation
on the Lower American River. Status: In design.

Sacramento River adjacent to | Authorization: WRRDA 2014. Overview: Widen 18.3 miles of
Natomas Basin existing levee by construction of an adjacent levee, install 12.3
miles of deep seepage cutoff walls, and install 8.3 miles of seepage

13 berm, all on east bank of Sacramento River below Natomas Cross
Canal. Status: 13 miles of adjacent levee, 9 miles of deep seepage
cutoff walls, and 4 miles of seepage berm constructed by SAFCA as
part of NLIP. Remaining construction to be completed by USACE,
and schedule is under development.

Pleasant Grove Creek Canal Authorization: WRRDA 2014. Overview: Widen the existing levee
adjacent to Natomas Basin in place and installation of a soil bentonite cutoff wall that ranges

14 in depth between 65 and 70 feet on the Pleasant Grove Creek
Canal. Status: Construction to be completed by USACE, and
schedule is under development.

NEMDC adjacent to Natomas | Authorization: WRRDA 2014. Overview: Widen 12.8 miles of
Basin existing levee and installation of 10.7 miles of soil bentonite cutoff

15 wall on NEMDC. Status: Lowest 5 miles under design for
construction in 2017. Remaining construction to be completed by
USACE and schedule is under development.
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Item Feature Authorization, Overview, and Status
NCC adjacent to Natomas Authorization: WRRDA 2014. Qverview: Widen 5.5 miles of existing
Basin levee in-place and install deep seepage cutoff walls on south bank
16 of NCC. Status: Completed by SAFCA as part of NLIP with exception

of 3 windows. Windows to be completed by USACE and schedule is
under development

5.2 ECONOMIC SUMMARY.

The authorized project first costs, along with total annual costs, annual benefits, net economic benefits,
and benefits-to-cost ratios are shown in Table 5-2 below. The estimated first costs, along with total
annual costs, annual benefits, net economic benefits and the benefits-to-cost ratios of the total
authorized project combined with the recommended plan from this study are shown on Table 5-3
below. These values are based on October 2015 price levels, a discount rate of 3.125% and a 50-year
period of economic analysis, assuming initiation of USACE construction in FY 2018.

5.3 COST APPORTIONMENT

Cost apportionment for the existing authorized Common Features project (for WRDA 1996 and WRDA
1999 features, as well as WRRDA 2014 features), the Recommended Plan, and the Total Common
Features Recommended Plan (authorized Common Features project plus the Recommended Plan) is
shown in accordance with the authorized percentages. These percentages are as follows: WRDA 1996,
WRDA 1999, and EWDAA 2004 all cost shared at 75% Federal and 25% non-Federal; WRRDA 2014 cost
shared at 65% Federal and 35% non-Federal. The Recommended Plan from this GRR is a Locally
Preferred Plan (LPP). USACE has received a policy waiver from the ASA(CW) to recommend this LPP with
the stipulation that Federal participation be limited to 65% of the NED plan. Therefore, the cost
apportionment of the Recommended Plan would be approximately 56% Federal and 44% non-Federal.
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Table 5-2: Economic Analysis of the Authorized Project ($1,000s).

WRDA 1996/1999 Features
. Total Current
. Reported to | Current Project Natomas PAC .
. Authorized 5 i Estimate
Construction Item q Congress Cost Estimate Authorized Cost .
Cost (2004) Authorized
(2010)2 (2014)3 (WRRDA 2014) ¢ s
Cost
Lands and Damages $5,750 $17,173 $15,668 $235,522 $251,190
Relocations $460 $381 $381 $118,967 $119,348
Fish & Wildlife Facilities $1,730 $2,075 $3,952 $18,956 $22,908
Levees & Floodwalls $153,760 $169,497 $189,075 $396,462 $585,537
Pumping Plants SO SO SO $56,884 $56,884
Cultural Resource - Data
. $750 $1,190 SO $6,701 $6,701
Recovery
Planning Engineering &
. $35,380 $71,604 $96,953 $152,609 $249,562
Design (PED)
Construction
$7,170 $16,060 $14,671 $161,179 $175,850
Management
Subtotal First Cost $205,000 $277,980 $320,700 $1,147,280 $1,467,980
Subtotal First Cost less
Cultural Resources Data $204,250 $276,790 $320,700 $1,140,579 $1,461,279
Recovery
Interest During
: S0 $17,998 S0 $131,000 $131,000
Construction
Total First Cost $204,250 $294,788 $320,700 $1,271,579 $1,592,279
Interest and
e SO $14,615 SO $52,996 $52,996
Amortization
OMRR&R SO $85 SO $5,180 $5,180
Total Annual Costs SO $14,700 SO $58,176 $58,176
Total Annual Benefits $42,300 $59,500 $59,500 $443,000 $502,500
Net Annual Benefits NA $44,800 NA $384,824 $444,324
Benefit to Cost Ratio NA 4.0 NA 7.6 8.6

1 Authorized Cost is as reflected in the 2001 Limited Reevaluation Report, and authorized by Congress in 2004 (EWDAA). This is the last
authorization by Congress for the WRDA 1996/1999 features. Authorized costs/benefits are in October 2001 prices using a 6.125% discount
rate, unless otherwise noted; source of data is the American River Watershed Project (Common Features), CA, Second Addendum to the
Supplemental Information Report (SIR); benefits include those pertaining to the Natomas Basin.

2 The Authorized Cost, adjusted for inflation, and last reported to Congress was in 2010 in the Natomas PACR. Reported to Congress estimate of
cost and benefits are in October 2010 prices using a 4.375% discount rate, unless otherwise noted.

3 The Authorized Cost, adjusted for inflation to 2014 is $320,700,000.

4The recommended plan contained in the Natomas GRR was authorized by WRRDA 2014 (Pub.L. No. 113-121). This document assumes the
features described in the Natomas PAC are constructed.

5 Authorized Cost Estimate (totaling $1,147,280,000) plus the current Project Cost Estimate for the WRDA 1996/1999 Authorized Project
(totaling $320,700,000) for a total of $1,467,980,000.

6Cultural Resources data recovery costs will be removed from the Economic Cost calculations for the final version of this report

7 Construction of WRDA 1996/1999 features will be complete in fiscal year 2016 and therefore no additional Interest and Amortization is
included for this work. It is sunk cost. The Natomas PAC work substantially is work to be completed in the future so this reflects future
investment and therefore includes interest and amortization.
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Table 5-3: Economic Analysis of the Recommended Plan ($1,000s).

Existing Authorized| Recommended Combined
— Common Feat-urei Plan?* Plans
Project

01 | Lands and Damages $251,190 $95,862 $347,052
02 | Relocations $119,348 $158,437 $277,785
06 | Fish and Wildlife Facilities® $22,908 $96,220 $119,128
08 | Roads, Railroads, & Bridges SO $25,798 $25,798
11 | Levees and Floodwalls $585,537 S465,656 $1,051,193
13 | Pumping Plants $56,884 SO $56,884

15 | Floodway Control & Diversion
Structure SO $54,401 $54,401
16 | Bank Stabilization S0 $381,220 $381,220

18 | Cultural Resources — Data
Recovery $6,701 $8,237 $14,938
30| PED $249,562 $186,551 $436,113
31 | Construction Management $175,850 $93,368 $269,218
Subtotal First Cost $1,467,980 $1,565,750 $3,033,730
Subtotal First Cost less Cultural

Resources Data Recovery $1,461,279 $1,557,513 $3,018,792
Interest During Construction $131,000 $309,230 $440,230
Total First Cost $1,592,279 $1,866,743 $3,459,022
Interest and Amortization $52,996 $74,283 $127,279
OMRR&R $5,180 $494 $5,674
Total Annual Costs $58,176 $74,777 $132,953
Total Annual Benefits $502,500 $344,695 $847,195
Net Annual Benefits $444,324 $269,918 $714,242
Benefit to Cost Ratio 8.6 4.6 6.4

! Authorized Cost is as reflected in the 2001 Limited Reevaluation Report, authorized by Congress in 2004 (EWDAA), and last updated in 2014,
along with the Natomas PAC features authorized by Congress in 2014 (WRRDA). These are the last authorizations by Congress on the Common
Features project.
2Recommended Plan calculated at October 2015 Price levels, 3.125% discount rate and a 50 year period of analysis.
3Recommended Plan Fish and Wildlife Facilities includes the habitat mitigation costs displayed in Table 4-3, in addition to construction costs
associated with self-mitigating bank protection SRA habitat restoration, other NMFS Biological Opinion requirements such as modeling and fish

monitoring, and associated contingency costs.
4 The total first cost presented here is the project first cost column from the Certified Cost TPCS.
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Table 5-4: Cost Apportionment ($1,000s).

Item Federal Cost | Non-Federal Cost | Total Cost
Existing Authorized Common Features Project (includes WRDA 1996, WRDA 1999, and EWDAA 2004)
Construction $193,027 SO $193,027
LERRD $2,263 $13,786 $16,049
PED $96,953 SO $96,953
Construction Management $14,671 SO $14,671
Subtotal $306,914 $13,786 $320,700
Minimum 5% cash contribution -$16,035 $16,035
Additional cash contribution -$50,354 $50,354
Subtotal FRM First Cost $240,525 $80,175 $320,700
Percent of Total FRM 75.0% 25.0%
Cultural Resources Data Recovery SO SO SO
Total FRM First Cost $240,525 $80,175 $320,700
Existing Authorized Common Features Project (includes WRRDA 2014)
Construction $472,302 SO $472,302
LERRD $19,572 $334,917 $354,489
PED $132,370 $20,239 $152,609
Construction Management $153,240 $7,939 $161,179
Subtotal $777,484 $363,095 $1,140,579
Minimum 5% cash contribution -$57,029 $57,029
Additional cash contribution SO SO
Subtotal FRM First Cost $720,455 $420,124 $1,140,579
Percent of Total FRM 63.2% 36.8%
Cultural Resources Data Recovery $6,701 SO $6,701
Total FRM First Cost $727,156 $420,124 $1,147,280
GRR Recommended Plant
Construction $1,023,295 SO $1,023,295
LERRD $8,975 $245,324 $254,299
PED $186,551 SO $186,551
Construction Management $93,368 SO $93,368
Subtotal $1,312,189 $245,324 $1,557,513
Minimum 5% cash contribution -$77,876 $77,876
Additional cash contribution -$366,072 $366,072
Subtotal FRM First Cost $868,241 $689,272 $1,557,513
Percent of Total FRM 55.7% 44.3%
Cultural Resources Data Recovery $8,237 SO $8,237
Total FRM First Cost $876,478 $689,272 $1,565,750
Combined Common Features Projects?
Construction $1,688,624 SO $1,688,624
LERRD $30,810 $594,027 $624,837
PED $415,874 $20,239 $436,113
Construction Management $261,279 $7,939 $269,218
Subtotal $2,396,587 $622,205 $3,018,792
Minimum 5% cash contribution -$150,940 $150,940
Additional cash contribution -$416,426 $416,426
Subtotal FRM First Cost $1,829,221 $1,189,571 $3,018,792
Percent of Total FRM 60.6% 39.4%
Cultural Resources Data Recovery $14,938 SO $14,938
Total FRM First Cost $1,844,159 $1,189,571 $3,033,730
10ctober 2015 Price Levels
2Costs shown for informational purposes only and not for establishing Section 902 limit.
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5.4 FULLY FUNDED COST ESTIMATE

The required funding by fiscal year has been determined for the project. Table 5-5 shows the estimated
project funding requirements by fiscal year for the recommended plan. This estimate of funding
includes price escalation using Office of Management and Budget inflation factors.
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Table 5-5: Funding by Fiscal Year ($1,000s).

Fiscal Year

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027
Federal
Preconstruction Engineering
and Design $33,696 | $33,696| $19,980 $35,818 | $29,814 | $25,421| $24,046 $17,062 $13,645 $817
Construction Management S0 $4,928 $8,622 $14,421| $16,802| $19,069| $24,479 $12,075 $14,579 $10,766
Construction SO| $43,387| $76,259| $126,698 | $142,796| $164,099 | S$S209,269| $101,399| $117,698 $87,784
Fish and Wildlife Facilities S0 $6,349 $9,545 $13,937| $17,489| $16,410| $19,782 $10,185 $11,098 $6,964
Cultural Resources S0 $398 $766 $766 $976 $1,113 $1,634 $1,120 $1,428 $1,059
Federal LERRD $987 $987 $934 $1,884 $1,364 $1,266 $895 $902 $541 $326
Total Federal $34,683 | $89,745| $116,106 | $193,524| $209,241| $227,378| $280,105| $142,743| $158,989( $107,716
Non-Federal Up Front Cash $9,952 | $32,748| $43,535 $70,547 | $78,731| 88,082 $100,303 $39,843 $34,237 $20,702
Net Federal $24,731| $56,997 | $72,571| $122,977| $130,510( $139,296| $179,802| $102,900| $124,752 $87,014
Non-Federal
Relocations S0 $2,312 $5,080 $12,939| $16,209| $14,277| $34,939 $24,233 548,258 $34,110
Non-Federal LERRD $9,291 $9,291 $7,853 $12,204 $6,612 $6,029 54,664 $15,992 $14,576 $12,894
Total Non-Federal $9,291( $11,603| $12,933 $25,143 | $22,821| $20,306| $39,603 $40,225 $62,834 $47,004
Non-Federal Up Front Cash $9,952 | $32,748| $43,535 $70,547 | $78,731| $88,082| $100,303 $39,843 $34,237 $20,702
Total Non-Federal $19,243 | $44,351| $56,468 $95,690 | $101,552 | $108,388| $139,906 $80,068 $97,071 $67,706
Total Project $43,974 | $101,348 | $129,039| $218,667 | $232,062 | $247,684| $319,708 | $182,968| $221,823| $154,720
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5.5 INSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS

The schedule for project implementation assumes reauthorization of the Common Features Project in
the proposed WRRDA 2016. After reauthorization, the project would be eligible for additional
construction funding. The project would be considered for inclusion in the President’s budget based: on
national priorities, magnitude of the Federal commitment, economic and environmental feasibility, level
of local support, willingness of the non-Federal sponsors to fund its share of the project cost and the
budget constraints that may exist at the time of funding. Once Congress appropriates Federal
construction funds, the USACE and the non-Federal sponsors would enter into a project partnership
agreement (PPA). This agreement would define the Federal and non-Federal responsibilities for
implementing, operating and maintaining the project.

USACE would officially request the non-Federal partners to acquire the necessary real estate
immediately after the signing of the project partnership agreement. The advertisement of the first
construction contract by USACE would follow the certification of the real estate. The District Engineer
would notify the non-Federal sponsors when the project is complete. The non-Federal sponsors would
become responsible for the project following the delivery of the O&M manual and as-built drawings.
The estimated schedule for project implementation is shown in the following table:

Table 5-6: Implementation Schedule.

Item Completion Date
Plans and Specifications for First Contract Complete 2018
PPA Signed 2018
Real Estate Acquisitions Completed for First Contract 2019
Advertise First Construction Contract 2019
Completion of All Construction 2028
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6 - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, REVIEW, AND CONSULTATION

6.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM
6.1.1 Public Scoping

To announce the start of the Common Features General Reevaluation Study, a notice of intent (NOI) to
prepare the American River Common Features General Reevaluation Report (GRR) Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) was posted in the Federal Register (Vol. 73, No. 41) on February 29, 2008. The
recipients were invited to comment on the results of the earlier completed reconnaissance study and to
provide input to the feasibility study, including the scoping of the environmental issues that should be
addressed throughout the study. The notice in 2008 announced a group of public workshops, where the
public was given the opportunity to comment. The meeting locations, dates, and times were as follows:

e March 5, Scottish Rite Center—6 151 H Street, Sacramento (5-7 p.m.).
e March 10, Library Galleria—828 | Street, Sacramento (3-6 p.m.).
e March 12, Elk’s Lodge— 6446 Riverside Boulevard, Sacramento (5-7 p.m.).

e March 13, Sierra Health Foundation— 1321 Garden Highway, Sacramento (5-7 p.m.).

There is no mandated time limit to receive written comments in response to the NOI under
NEPA. Appendix F of the EIS/EIR contains the NOI, Notice of Preparation (NOP), the one comment letter
received in 2008 (which is also summarized in Table 6.1), and copies of the posters for the March 2008
scoping meetings.
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Table 6.1. Written Comments Received on the NOI.
Commenter Date

California Department of Transportation April 1, 2008

e Requests clarification as to which portions of the project will use trucks to haul materials and
which will use waterside barges for hauling materials.

e Requests a Traffic Management Plan including necessary mitigation, haul routes, dates of
operation, and truck trip volumes be prepared in order for review.

e Notes that an encroachment permit will be required if electronic warning signs will be used
within State right-of-way at work sites to warn public of trucks entering or leaving state highways.

e Expresses concern about piezometer locations and wells near the subgrade section of I-5 (the
Boat Section) and requests these sites be identified and not be disturbed during levee
improvement.

e Requests maps describing the project “activity areas” and clarification of the scope of the project
and potential impacted highway and bridge structure areas.

e Requests identification and notification of any work near State right-of-way.

USACE responded to CalTrans’ scoping comments as follows:

e The Corps considered the use of waterside barges to construct the bank protection sites on
the Sacramento River in order to reduce damages to roadways associated with the hauling
of rock.

e Maps of the study area were provided to CalTrans through the submittal of the draft EIS/EIR
to public review, as discussed in Section 6.1.2 below.

e A Traffic Management Plan and all appropriate permits would be prepared and coordinated
during the project’s design phase and would be in place, as appropriate, prior to the start of
construction.

6.1.2 Public Review of the Draft Report

The draft GRR and EIS/EIR were circulated for public review beginning on March 13, 2015. The notice of
availability (NOA) was published in the Federal Register on March 13, 2015. The draft GRR and EIS/EIR
were made available both on the Sacramento District, Corps of Engineers website as well as the website
for the CVFPB. Hard copies of the draft GRR and EIS/EIR were provided to area libraries. Letters and/or
DVD copies of the GRR and EIS/EIR were sent to interested parties, local residents, and to the agencies
and elected officials listed in Section 6.4 of the EIS/EIR. Public workshops were held during the review
period to provide additional opportunities for comments on the draft documents. All comments
received during the public review period were considered and incorporated into the final GRR and
EIS/EIR as appropriate. The meeting locations, dates and times were as follows:

e April 8, Hagginwood Community Center—3270 Marysville Blvd, Sacramento (5-7 p.m.).

e April 9, Elk’s Lodge— 6446 Riverside Boulevard, Sacramento (5-7 p.m.).
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e April 15, Library Galleria—828 | Street, Sacramento (3-5 p.m.).

e April 17, Arden-Dimick Library— 891 Watt Ave., Sacramento (5-7 p.m.).

6.2 PUBLIC FEEDBACK

There were 46 people who attended the four scoping meetings in 2008. A total of 137 people attended
the four meetings during the review period of the draft report in April 2015. Comments were solicited
at the meetings and documented through the use of court reporters. Additionally, comments could be
submitted through mail or electronic mail. Oral and written comments were made throughout the series
of meetings by local, State, and Federal agencies, community organizations, and individuals. The
comments and associated responses are included in the Public Involvement Appendix of the EIS/EIR
(Appendix F).

6.3 OTHER PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

To help the community stay informed about current project activities, information is provided in a
variety of ways:

e Representatives of the Sacramento District attend and report on the status of the GRR at the
American River Task Force meetings which occur quarterly and are open to the public;

e GRR updates are provided at the monthly SAFCA Board of Directors meetings, which typically
occur on the third Thursday of each month. These meetings are held at the Sacramento County
Board of Supervisors Chambers at 700 H Street, Sacramento, California, 95814, begin at 3 p.m.,
and are open to the public.

e The Sacramento District briefs the CVFPP on the status of the GRR upon request. The CVFPP
meets monthly on the last Friday of the month beginning at 9 a.m. at various locations including
the Sacramento City Hall, 915 | Street, Sacramento, California, 95814, and are open to the
public. Archived video footage of previous meetings is located at the following link:
http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/meetings/2013/videos/index.cfm

e Quarterly coordination meetings are held with the United Auburn Indian Community of the
Auburn Rancheria and the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians.
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6.4 INSTITUTIONAL INVOLVEMENT

6.4.1 Study Team

During the preparation of the GRR, staff from the State of California and SAFCA participated along with
the Corps as members of the study team. They participated directly in the study effort and on the
Executive Committee.

6.4.2 Agency Participation

The Corps has coordinated with USFWS throughout the planning phase of the study to help analyze
potential effects to endangered species and biological resources under the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act. The CAR is included as Appendix A of this document. A biological assessment was
prepared and transmitted to USFWS and NMFS on April 3, 2015 (Appendix G). Consultation pursuant to
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) has been on-going as part of the ARCF GRR study phase.
The Biological Opinion from NMFS was received on September 9, 2015. The Biological Opinion from
USFWS was received on September 11, 2015. With receipt of these opinions from the services, and
implementation of the enclosed reasonable and prudent measures and terms and conditions, the ARCF
GRR is in full compliance with the Federal ESA. In addition, the Corps coordinated with NMFS under the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery and Conservation Act to address impacts to Essential Fish Habitat. The final
Biological Opinions from both agencies are included with this document as Appendix J.

6.5 PUBLIC VIEWS AND RESPONSES

Public comments on the draft documents focused in part on: 1) access to recreational features during
and after construction; 2) design, placement and justification for rock erosion protection along the
American and Sacramento Rivers; 3) effects to vegetation as a result of the recommendations; 4) clear
presentation of the anticipated level of the performance of the project; and 5) coordination with
stakeholders in future phases of the project. The public comments and USACE responses to those
comments are included in the Public Involvement Appendix of the EIS.

6.6 IMPACT ON RECOMMENDATIONS

Comments on the draft documents received from reviewers and the public were incorporated in to the
final documents as appropriate. Many of the comments requested greater clarity and the documents
were modified in response to these requests. The comments did not result in a recommendation of a
different plan.
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7 - RECOMMENDATIONS

| recommend modifying the authorized American River Common Features project to include the
following: the construction of levee improvement measures to address seepage, stability, erosion and
overtopping concerns identified for the Sacramento River, Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC),
Arcade Creek, and Magpie Creek as well as erosion measures for specific locations along the American
River, and widening of the Sacramento Weir and Bypass to divert more flood flows into the Yolo Bypass.
The estimated first cost of these recommended improvements is $1,565,750,000. The NED cost
component of the LPP recommended in this Report will be cost shared in accordance with Section 103
of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986, as amended (33 U.S.C. § 2213), with a
minimum non-Federal share of 35 percent, not to exceed 50 percent, of total NED costs. The non-
Federal share will also include 100 percent of the LPP increment above the NED costs. Applying these
requirements, the Federal portion of the estimated total first cost is $876,478,000 and the non-Federal
portion is $689,272,000, or a Federal share of 56 percent and a non-Federal share of 44 percent.
Federal implementation of the LPP would be subject to the non-Federal Sponsors agreeing to comply
with applicable Federal laws and policies, including but not limited to the following:

a. Provide a minimum of 35 percent, but not to exceed 50 percent, of total NED costs as further
specified below:

1. Provide 35 percent of design costs in accordance with the terms of a design agreement
entered into prior to commencement of design work for the project;

2. Provide, during construction, a contribution of funds equal to 5 percent of total project
costs which must be in the form of cash;

3. Provide all lands, easements, and rights-of-way, including those required for relocations,
the borrowing of material, and the disposal of dredged or excavated material; perform
or ensure the performance of all relocations; and construct all improvements required
on lands, easements, and rights-of-way to enable the disposal of dredged or excavated
material all as determined by the Government to be required or to be necessary for the
construction, operation, and maintenance of the project;

4. Provide, during construction, any additional funds necessary to make its total
contribution equal to at least 35 percent of total project costs;

b. Provide 100 percent of the LPP increment above total NED costs.

c. Shall not use funds from other Federal programs, including any non-Federal contribution
required as a matching share therefore, to meet any of the non-Federal obligations for the
project unless the Federal agency providing the Federal portion of such funds verifies in writing
that expenditure of such funds for such purpose is authorized;

d. Not less than once each year, inform affected interests of the extent of protection afforded by
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The recommendations contained herein reflect the information available at this time and current
Departmental policies governing formulation of individual projects. They do not reflect program and
budgeting priorities inherent in the formulation of a national Civil Works construction program nor the
perspective of higher review levels within the Executive Branch. Consequently, the recommendations
may be modified before they. are transmitted to the Congress as proposals for authorization and
implementation funding. However, prior to transmittal to the Congress, the sponsors, the States,
interested Federal agencies, and other parties will be advised of any modifications and will be afforded
an opportunity to comment further.

[§ DEC 218 M}O/Zw,vt//

Date Michael Farrell
Colonel, U.S. Army
District Engineer
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