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Ben Nelson, Project Manager

Bureau of Reclamation, Bay Delta Office
801 I Street, Suite 140

Sacramento, CA 95814-2536

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration
and Fish Passage Project Yolo County, California (EIS No. 20170246)

Dear Mr. Nelson:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration
and Fish Passage Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-
1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. EPA is a cooperating
agency for this DEIS.

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of Water Resources are proposing to take steps to
improve fish passage and rearing habitat in the Yolo Bypass. The DEIS analyzes the effects of six action
alternatives that would put one or more gated notches in the Fremont Weir and increase the volume of
water entering the Yolo Bypass to pull more fish onto the bypass, reduce stranding, and create a large
floodplain area for foraging and rearing. The proposed project would implement Reasonable and
Prudent Alternative actions, as described in the National Marine Fisheries Biological Opinion on the
Long-term Operations of the Central Valley Project and State Water Project.

EPA is supportive of restoration actions in the Bay Delta Estuary that contribute to the health and
improvement of aquatic resources. The Alternatives Comparison summary in Chapter 8 of the DEIS
clearly examines the benefits of this project to salmon and sturgeon. Analytical summaries such as these
provide for a meaningful evaluation and alternatives comparison for the public and decisionmakers.

While strongly supportive of aquatic habitat restoration, we advise caution to ensure that it does not
result in unintended consequences that adversely affect water quality. In particular, it is critical that the
formation and mobilization of methylmercury in wetlands be minimized.

The DEIS does not identify Reclamation’s Preferred Alternative. It is EPA’s policy to rate each
alternative when a preferred alternative is not identified. Based on our review, we are rating Alternatives
1-3 as Lack of Objections (LO) and Alternatives 4-6 as Environmental Concerns- Insufficient
Information (EC-2) (see enclosed “Summary of EPA Rating Definitions”). Alternatives 4-6 would have
construction emissions above de minimis National Ambient Air Quality Standards thresholds for nitrous
oxide and particulate matter, due to the larger construction footprints compared to Alternatives 1-3. The
enclosed detailed comments provide recommendations for reducing air emissions and more fully
disclosing potential water quality related impacts.
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EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIS. When the Final EIS is released for public review,
please send one copy to the address above (mail code: ENF-4-2). If you have any questions, please
contact me at (415) 972-3521, or contact Stephanie Gordon, the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-
972-3098 or gordon.stephanies @epa.gov.

Sincerely,

(
Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager
Environmental Review Section

Enclosures:  Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
Detailed Comments

oe: Janis Cooke, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS#*

This rating system was developed as 2 means to suminarize the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
level of concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of
the environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposai. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts.

"EQ" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

"EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

"Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of.
the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the
reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information)

- The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.

"Category 3" (Inadequate)

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of
alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is
adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made
available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts
involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment,
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE YOLO BYPASS SALMONID HABITAT RESTORATION AND FISH
PASSAGE PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, YOLO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA -
FEBRUARY 14, 2018

Water Quality

The DEIS explains that, when the Yolo Bypass is flooded, it becomes the dominant source of
methylmercury to the Delta, and that restoration activities are likely to result in increased production,
mobilization, and bioavailability of methylmercury in the aquatic system (p. 6-27). It states that
monitoring will be conducted, but does not specify the type of monitoring nor how the results would be
applied, e.g., to support adaptive management.

The State Water Resources Control Board recently adopted new mercury water quality objectives that
apply to tribal and subsistence beneficial uses.! These uses are designated for the Delta, but the DEIS
does not discuss the impacts that the proposed project actions could have on people who consume
resident fish species in the Delta (Table 6-2, p. 6-5).

Recommendation:

In the Final EIS, describe and commit to water column and fish and invertebrate tissue
monitoring for mercury and methylmercury in the Yolo Bypass to support adaptive management
actions and coordinate with ongoing monitoring for the Delta Regional Monitoring Program.

Include a discussion in the FEIS regarding any impacts that the project would likely have on
attainment of the applicable subsistence fishing water quality objective in the Bay Delta.

Wetlands

As disclosed in the DEIS, some of the proposed project activities, such as construction of concrete
abutments and rock-lined channels, could result in impacts to waters of the United States, which would
require a permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act. We note that the DEIS states that the Corps’ Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative determination is expected to be attached to the FEIS (p. 23-11).

Recommendation:

e Inthe FEIS, avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to aquatic resources to achieve
compliance with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.

e Work with the Corps to obtain a formal jurisdictional delineation of waters of the U.S. in the
project area and include, in the FEIS, a map of the delineated waters and the anticipated
impacts to those waters, to streamline future Section 404 compliance efforts.

e Conduct a formal and reproducible assessment of the aquatic resources and ecosystem
functions in the project footprint, using a scientifically defensible method, such as the
California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM), and include the results in the FEIS.

Sediment

The document states that Alternative 1 is estimated to increase the total amount of sediment entering the
Yolo Bypass to approximately 743,000 cubic yards on an average annual basis (an increase of about 13
percent) (p. 12-13). Cuxrently, sediment removal operations occur in the bypass on an as-needed basis
and this would change to “at least every five years and as-needed.” Reuse of all the project’s dredged
material would support efforts to protect vital infrastructure from the effects of sea level rise and assist

! htps://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/mercury/docs/hg prov_final.pdf

1
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in restoring habitat. This would also be consistent with the regional interagency dredged material
management plan (the San Francisco Bay Region Long Term Management Strategy, or LTMS), which
strives to maximize beneficial reuse of dredged sediments and strictly limits annual in-Bay disposal
volumes.

Recommendation:
In the FEIS, discuss the feasibility of practical reuse, including possible sites and partnerships, of
the sediment material that would deposit in the Yolo Bypass as a result of the project.

Air Quality

Since the proposed project would be in an area that is designated as non-attainment for PM2.5 and
attainment/maintenance for PM 10, and the initial analysis shows that there would be short-term
degradation of air quality during construction, it is critically important that impacts to air quality be
accurately analyzed, disclosed, and reduced as much as possible. According to the DEIS, Alternatives 1-
3 would have mitigated emissions below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards NOx and PM10
thresholds, but Alternatives 4-6 would have mitigated emissions above the de minimis thresholds due to
their larger construction footprints.

Recommendations: .

EPA encourages Reclamation to work with Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District
(AQMD) and Feather River AQMD to develop the Draft General Conformity Determination for
the project and to identify additional mitigation measures that would be necessary. For all the
Alternatives, consider the following, as appropriate, to reduce adverse effects during construction
of the project:

* Solicit bids that include use of energy and fuel-efficient fleets;
 Solicit construction bids that use Best Available Control Technology, particularly
those that would deploy zero-emission technologies;

¢ Employ the use of alternative fueled vehicles;
¢ Use lighting systems that are energy efficient, such as LED technology;

¢ Use the minimum amount of greenhouse gas (GHG)-emitting construction materials
that is feasible;

¢ Use cement blended with the maximum feasible amount of alternative materials
(industrial materials designated for re-use, for example) that reduce GHG emissions
from cement production;

Use lighter-colored pavement where feasible;

Recycle construction debris to maximum extent feasible;

Plant shade trees in or near construction projects where feasible; and

Use grid-based electricity for construction activities and/or onsite renewable
electricity generation, rather than diesel and/or gasoline powered generators.

Update Table 18-43 and Table 18-51 to indicate that total NOx emissions for Alternative 5
would be above the de minimis threshold.

11
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Buckman, Carolyn

From: Nelson, Benjamin <bcnelson@usbr.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2018 11:17 AM

To: Buckman, Carolyn

Subject: Fwd: Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration
Attachments: 2017-12-29 YoloBypass_DEIS_CGAA1982.pdf

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Hausner, Carl T CIV <Carl.T.Hausner@uscg.mil>

Date: Fri, Dec 29, 2017 at 8:51 AM

Subject: Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration

To: "karen.enstrom@water.ca.gov" <karen.enstrom@water.ca.gov>, "bcnelson@usbr.gov" <bcnelson@usbr.gov>

Karen, Ben:

The proposed bridges for the subject project will not need Coast Guard

Bridge Permits. | have determined the waterways, which the proposed bridges
cross, are not considered navigable by Coast Guard Standards; therefore 1
Coast Guard Bridge Permits are not required. Attached is documentation
stating the Coast Guard Bridge Office will have no further involvement in
this project as proposed. Please contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you,
v/r,

Carl Hausner

Chief, Bridge Section
Eleventh Coast Guard District
510-437-3516 Office
510-219-4366 Cell
510-437-5836 Fax
Carl.T.Hausner@uscg.mil

Mailing Address

Commander (dpw)

Eleventh Coast Guard District
Coast Guard Island, BLDG 50-2
Alameda, CA 94501-5100

Attn: Bridge Office

INTERNET RELEASE NOT AUTHORIZED (i.e. yahoo, gmail, aol, blog, web posting).
PRIVACY NOTICE: This email, including any attachments may contain
Personally Identifiable Information or Sensitive Personally Identifiable
Information which is solely for the use of the intended recipient. Any

1
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review, use, disclosure, or retention by others is strictly prohibited. If
you are not an intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete this
email, any attachments, and all copies.

Ben Nelson

Natural Resources Specialist

Bureau of Reclamation, Bay-Delta Office
801 I St, Suite 140, Sacramento, CA 95814
office - 916-414-2424

cell - 916-539-9510
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

The Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project (Project) has been
developed to improve fish passage and increase floodplain fisheries rearing habitat in the Yolo
Bypass and the lower Sacramento River basin. The United States Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), as the Federal lead agency under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the California Department of Water Resources (DWR),
as the State of California (State) lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), have prepared this joint Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report (EIS/EIR) to assess impacts of the Project. The Project actions would implement
Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) action L.6.1 and, in part, RPA action 1.7, as described
in the 2009 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) Biological Opinion and Conference Opinion on the Long-Term Operations of
the Central Valley Project and State Water Project (NMFS BO) and the 2012 Yolo Bypass
Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Implementation Plan (Reclamation and DWR
2012).

Authority for combined Federal and State documents is provided in Title 40, Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), Sections 1502.25, 1506.2, and 1506.4 (Council on Environmental Quality’s
Regulations for Implementing NEPA [CEQ Regulations]) and California Code of Regulations
Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3 (State CEQA Guidelines), Section 15222 (Preparation of Joint
Documents). This document also was prepared consistent with United States Department of the
Interior regulations specified in 43 CFR, Part 46 (United States Department of the Interior
Implementation of NEPA, Final Rule).

This Draft EIS/EIR evaluates reasonably foreseeable potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts on the environment that could result from implementing the Project alternatives. In
addition, this Draft EIS/EIR includes feasible mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, rectify,
reduce, or compensate for adverse impacts.

ES.1 Background

Substantial modifications have been made to the historical floodplain of California’s Central
Valley for water supply and flood control purposes. These activities, and other environmental
stressors, have resulted in losses of rearing habitat, migration corridors, and food web production
for fish, adversely affecting native fish species that rely on floodplain habitat during part or all of
their life history.

DWR s responsible for operating and maintaining the State Water Project (SWP), and
Reclamation is responsible for managing the Central Valley Project (CVP). The SWP and CVP
are operated in a coordinated manner to deliver water to agricultural, municipal, and industrial
contractors throughout California. On June 4, 2009, the NMFS BO concluded that, if left
unchanged, CVP and SWP operations are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of four
anadromous fish species listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA): Sacramento

Draft Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project EIS/EIR ES-1



Buckman, Carolyn

From: Simmons, Zachary M CIV USARMY CESPK (US) <Zachary.M.Simmons@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 2:02 PM

To: Buckman, Carolyn

Cc: Karen Enstrom <Karen.Enstrom@water.ca.gov>; Ben Nelson <bcnelson@usbr.gov>
Subject: RE: Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Draft EIS/EIR
Attachments: DEIS Comments - USACE.XLSX

Hi Carrie,

Here are the Corps’ comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.

Thanks,

Zachary M. Simmons

Biologist, Senior Project Manager

Regulatory Division, Enforcement/Special Projects Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District

1325 J Street, Room 1350, Sacramento, CA 95814
Zachary.M.Simmons@usace.army.mil

(916) 557-6746

From: Buckman, Carolyn [mailto:BuckmanCM@cdmsmith.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 28, 2017 1:23 PM

To: Julie Spezia <jaspezia@gmail.com>; Petrea Marchand <Petrea@conserosolutions.com>; Meisler,Marty
<mmeisler@mwdh2o.com>; Phillis,Corey C <CPhillis@mwdh2o.com>; Alison L. Collins <acollins@mwdh2o.com>;
Schmutte,Curtis <Cschmutte@mwdh2o.com>; Elisa Sabatini <Elisa.Sabatini@yolocounty.org>; Enstrom, Karen@DWR
<Karen.Enstrom@water.ca.gov>; Lewis Bair <LBair@rd108.org>; Stafford, Maya R.@DWR
<Maya.Stafford@water.ca.gov>; Heather Nichols <Nichols@yolorcd.org>; Roberta Goulart
<RLGoulart@solanocounty.com>; Philp,Thomas S <TPhilp@mwdh20.com>; Benjamin Nelson <bcnelson@usbr.gov>;
Serup, Bjarni@Wildlife <bjarni.serup@wildlife.ca.gov>; Doug Brown <browndoug@att.net>; Chris Bowles
<c.bowles@cbecoeng.com>; Chris Campbell <c.campbell@cbecoeng.com>; Swinney, Heather
<heather_swinney@fws.gov>; Israel, Joshua <jaisrael@usbr.gov>; Newcomb, James@DWR
<james.newcomb@water.ca.gov>; Jeremy Arrich <jeremy.arrich@water.ca.gov>; Jessica Little <jessica@caleec.com>;
Jacob Katz <jkatz@caltrout.org>; John Currey <john-currey@dixonrcd.org>; JOHN BRENNAN <john@landmba.org>;
Kundargi, Kenneth@Wildlife <kenneth.kundargi@wildlife.ca.gov>; Kris Tjernell <kristopher.tjernell@resources.ca.gov>;
Bahia, Maninder@DWR <maninder.bahia@water.ca.gov>; maya@americanwestconservation.com; Robin Kulakow
<robin@yolobasin.org>; Steve Thompson <steve@stevethompsonllc.com>; DAVID KATZ <davidkat@sonic.net>;
Washburn. Timothy <washburnt@saccounty.net>; Smith, Tim@DWR <tim.smith@water.ca.gov>; Simmons, Zachary M
CIV USARMY CESPK (US) <Zachary.M.Simmons@usace.army.mil>; Nagy, Meegan@rd108.org <mnagy@rd108.org>;
Blodgett, Peter J CIV USARMY CESPK (US) <Peter.).Blodgett@usace.army.mil>; aric.lester@water.ca.gov; Martha
Ozonoff <mozonoff@yolobasin.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Draft EIS/EIR

Good afternoon —

The attached notice of availability was distributed last week. If anyone has any difficulty accessing the documents,
please contact Ben, Karen, or | for help.

Thank you!
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Carrie Buckman

CDM Smith

1755 Creekside Oaks Drive, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95833

(916) 576-7482
buckmancm@cdmsmith.com
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YBSHRFP Draft EIR/EIS Comments

USACE 2/21/2018 Zachary Simmons
Comment# Chapter Page Paragraph Comment

The approximate length of the two bypass channels are identified as 2,500 feet and 3,000 feet. Paragraph 1 on page 2-49 identifies the 1

1 2.7.1 2-46 2 southern bypass channel as 4,000 feet long. Which is correct?
The engineering and hydraulic impacts of the berms along the bypass channels should be coordinated with the Corps Engineering

2 271 2-46 2 Division prior to the selection of any alternative that would construct berms within the bypass.

3 2.7.1.1 2-46 | checked the length of the northern bypass channel as drawn in figure 2-14. The bypass channel measures over 4,000 feet , 3
The engineered embankment for the northern water control structure measure approximately 7,500 feet in Figure 2-14 while paragraph

4 2.7.1.1 2-48 1 1 on page 2-48 say's it would be 12,000 linear feet. Does the 12,000 feet include the bypass channel?
The impacts of the engineered armored embankment on the existing bypass levees and floodway must be assessed. What effect would
the increased loading have on the levee? What does this look like compared to what it was design for and currently subjected to? How 5
would these berms tie in to the existing levee? What other effects would this change in hydraulics have on the existing levee? The
engineering and hydraulic impacts of the engineered embankment should be coordinated with the Corps Engineering Division prior to

5 2.7.1.1 2-48 1 the selection of any alternative that would construct berms within the bypass.

6 2.7.1.2 2-49 2 See Comment #4 above. | [6

7 2.7.1.2 2-49 | checked the length of the southern bypass channel as drawn in figure 2-17. The bypass channel measures over 10,000 feet
The engineered embankment for the northern water control structure measure approximately 37,300 feet in Figure 2-14 while

8 2.7.1.2 2-49 1 paragraph 1 on page 2-48 say's it would be 42,500 linear feet. Does the 42,500 feet include the bypass channel?
What do you mean by a "100-foot-long headworks structure" that houses all four gates? The bullets that follow this paragraph go on to

9 2.8.1.2 2-55 1 describe the four gate groups with widths at a minnimum of 30 feet, 30 feet, 100 feet, and 110 feet when adding up the gated culverts. E]

The sentence in the middle of the paragraph says that "Alt 6 would have the lowest total acreage of impacts to USACE wetland waters".

This statement is not supported by the data presented in Table 9-9. Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 5 all have less impacts to wetlands. Alt5

has the lowest total impact of 8.1 acres of wetlands. That is less that half of the 17.7 acres of impacts that would result under Alt 6.
10 9.3.3.7.9 9-186 3 Even when compared only to the western notch alternatives, Alt 3 has 0.4 acre less impacts to wetlands.
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Buckman, Carolyn

From: Nelson, Benjamin <bcnelson@usbr.gov>

Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 11:27 AM

To: Buckman, Carolyn

Subject: Fwd: Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and

Fish Passage Project

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Laverne Bill <LBill@yochadehe-nsn.gov>

Date: Thu, Feb 15, 2018 at 4:35 PM

Subject: RE: Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage
Project

To: "Bahia, Maninder@DWR" <Maninder.Bahia@water.ca.gov>

Cc: "Enstrom, Karen@DWR" <Karen.Enstrom@water.ca.gov>, "Martinez, Analisa@DWR"
<Analisa.Martinez@water.ca.gov>, "Nelson, Ben@usbr.gov" <bcnelson@usbr.gov>

Good afternoon, Karen. After reviewing the project details, the Tribe would like to express the following concerns with
this project.

The Cultural Resources Department has reviewed the project and concluded that it is within our aboriginal territories of

the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation. Therefore, we have a cultural interest and authority in the proposed project
area. Based on the information provided, the Tribe has concerns that the project could impact known

archaeological/cultural sites. Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation highly recommends including cultural monitoring during the
development or ground disturbance, including backhoe trenching & excavations.

Thanks and let me know if you have any further questions. Thanks.

Laverne Bill
Cultural Resources Department Manager &

Cultural Resources Manager

Tewe Kewe Cultural Center
PO Box 18 | Brooks, CA 95606

p 530.796.3400 | ¢ 530.723.3891
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From: Bahia, Maninder@DWR [mailto:Maninder.Bahia@water.ca.gov]

Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2018 3:13 PM

To: Laverne Bill

Cc: Enstrom, Karen@DWR; Martinez, Analisa@DWR; Nelson, Ben@usbr.gov

Subject: RE: Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish
Passage Project

Laverne,

Thanks for the call this morning. As we discussed the comments are due by today and Chapter 2 will help understand
the alternatives being considered and Chapter 10 is the Cultural and Paleontological Resources chapter. The below
link will take you to the document and the below images provide a summary of the alternatives.

https://usbr.gov/mp/BayDeltaOffice/yolo-bypass.html
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Thanks,

Manny

From: Bahia, Maninder@DWR

Sent: Thursday, January 04, 2018 4:55 PM

To: James Sarmento (JSarmento@yochadehe-nsn.gov) (JSarmento@yochadehe-nsn.gov) <JSarmento@yochadehe-
nsn.gov>; Marilyn Delgado (MDelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov) (MDelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov) <MDelgado@yochadehe-
nsn.gov>; 'Ibill@yochadehe-nsn.gov' (Ibill@yochadehe-nsn.gov) <Ibill@yochadehe-nsn.gov>

Cc: Enstrom, Karen@DWR (Karen.Enstrom@water.ca.gov) <Karen.Enstrom@water.ca.gov>; Nelson, Ben@usbr.gov
(bcnelson@usbr.gov) <bcnelson@usbr.gov>; Martinez, Analisa@DWR (Analisa.Martinez@water.ca.gov)
<Analisa.Martinez@water.ca.gov>

Subject: FW: Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage
Project

Hello Marilyn, James, and Bill,

We just noticed that you were not on our email blast list for releasing our EIR/EIS for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat
Restoration and Fish Passage Project. Our apologies for the oversight. The below message and attached notice were sent
out a couple of weeks ago. - Manny

Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Yolo
Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project. Draft environmental document released for public review
and comment. See attached Notice.

Ben Nelson
Natural Resources Specialist
Bureau of Reclamation, Bay-Delta Office

801 | St, Suite 140, Sacramento, CA 95814


mailto:Analisa.Martinez@water.ca.gov
mailto:Analisa.Martinez@water.ca.gov
mailto:bcnelson@usbr.gov
mailto:bcnelson@usbr.gov
mailto:Ben@usbr.gov
mailto:Karen.Enstrom@water.ca.gov
mailto:Karen.Enstrom@water.ca.gov
mailto:lbill@yochadehe-nsn.gov
mailto:lbill@yochadehe-nsn.gov
mailto:lbill@yochadehe-nsn.gov
mailto:MDelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov
mailto:MDelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov
mailto:JSarmento@yochadehe-nsn.gov
mailto:JSarmento@yochadehe-nsn.gov

office - 916-414-2424

cell - 916-539-9510
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February 15", 2018

Ms. Enstrom, Program Manager
California Department of Water Resources
3500 West Industrial Boulevard

West Sacramento, CA, 95691

Dear Ms. Enstrom:

Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project (Project)
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) SCH# 2013032004

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Availability of
a DEIR from California Department of Water Resources for the Project pursuant the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.’

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW acknowledges and appreciates the effort that has been invested in developing this
DEIR for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project by the
California Department of Water Resources and the United States Bureau of Reclamation.

CDFW commends the project proponents on reaching this significant milestone, bringing
this important restoration project one-step closer to implementation. CDFW supports the
identified Preferred Alternative under CEQA, which strikes the best balance between
providing benefits to fish species and impacts to other natural resources and land uses in
the Yolo Bypass.

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7,
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a).)
CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species. (/d., § 1802.) Similarly, for purposes of CEQA,

' CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA Guidelines”
are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.
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Ms. Enstrom, Program Manager
Department of Water Resources
February 15, 2018

Page 2

CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that
 have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need
to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As proposed, for
example, the Project may be subject to CDFW's lake and streambed alteration regulatory
authority. (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the extent implementation of the
Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law of any species protected
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.),
related authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code will be required.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Proponent: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR)

Objective: The objective of the Project is to enhance floodplain rearing habitat and fish
passage in the Yolo Bypass by implementing RPA action 1.6.1 and, in part, RPA action 1.7,
as described in the NMFS BO, to benefit Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon,
Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, Central Valley steelhead, and the Southem
DPS of North American green sturgeon.

The objective of RPA action 1.6.1 is to increase the availability of floodplain fisheries
rearing habitat for juvenile Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, Central Valley
spring-run Chinook salmon, and Central Valley steelhead. This action can also improve
conditions for Sacramento splittail and Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon.

Specific biological objectives include:.

Improve access to seasonal habitat through volitional entry

Increase access to and acreage of seasonal floodplain fisheries rearing habitat
Reduce stranding and presence of migration barriers

Increase aquatic primary and secondary biotic production to provide food through
an ecosystem approach

The objective of RPA action 1.7 is to reduce migratory delays and loss of fish at Fremont
Weir and other structures in the Yolo Bypass. Specific biological objectives include:

« |mprove connectivity within the Yolo Bypass for passage of salmonids and green
sturgeon

« |mprove connectivity between the Sacramento River and the Yolo Bypass to
provide safe and timely passage for:
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February 15, 2018
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- Adult Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon between mid-November and
May when water surface elevations in the Sacramento River are amenable to
fish passage

- Adult Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon between January and May when
elevations in the Sacramento River are amenable to fish passage

- Adult California Central Valley steelhead in the event their presence overlaps
with the defined seasonal window for other target species when elevations in the
Sacramento River are amenable to fish passage

- Adult Southern DPS green sturgeon between February and May when
elevations in the Sacramento River are amenable to fish passage.

Primary Project activities include the construction of a notch in Fremont Weir located in the
Northern Yolo Bypass, including the construction of the following features:

Intake channel:

The intake channel would connect the Sacramento River to the proposed headworks
structure at the appropriate elevation to facilitate an upstream fish passage facility for adult
fish and for passing rearing habitat flows and juvenile salmonids

Headworks structure:
The headworks structure would bisect the existing Fremont Weir at one of three locations
(east, center, or west) and would control the diversion of Project flow from the Sacramento
River into the Yolo Bypass. It would also setve as the primary upstream fish passage
facility for adult fish and the primary facility for passing rearing habitat flows and juvenile
salmonids into the Yolo Bypass. The components of the headworks would include a
concrete control structure, an upstream vehicular bridge crossing, and a concrete channel
transition, which transitions the rectangular sides of the control structure to the side
channel slopes of the transport channel. ’

Transport channel: ,

The transport channel would serve as the primary facility for upstream adult fish passage
between the existing Tule Pond and the headworks structure. It would also serve as the
primary channel for conveying juvenile salmonids and rearing habitat flows from the
headworks structure to the existing Tule Pond.

Downstream channel improvements:

Improvements would be made to the existing channel that extends from the Tule Pond
outlet to the beginning of Tule Canal. The improvements would be made to facilitate
upstream adult fish passage between the existing Tule Canal and Tule Pond

Under different alternatives, each of these facilities may be constructed in a different
location as part of one of three different channel alignments (east, center, and west in the
Fremont Weir) in the Yolo Bypass. Each alignment would terminate downstream into the
existing Tule Pond. Each project alternative also includes a supplementary fish passage
structure located in the opposite end of Fremont Weir from where the notch would be
located.
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Location: The project area includes the lower Sacramento River basin, including Yolo
Bypass, in Sacramento, Solano, Sutter, and Yolo counties, California. Major water bodies
and infrastructure located within the study area include the Sacramento River; Fremont,
Sacramento, and Lisbon weirs; Knights Landing Ridge Cut (KLRC) and Wallace Weir;
Cache and Putah creeks; Willow Slough Bypass; Tule Canal; and the Toe Drain. Yolo
Bypass is a flood bypass along the Sacramento River located in Yolo, Solano, and Sutter
counties. The bypass separates the California cities of Sacramento and Davis. Flood
inflow to the bypass primarily occurs through the Fremont Weir. Fremont Weir is one of
five weirs along the Sacramento River.

Major infrastructure in Yolo Bypass relevant to the Project includes:

Fremont Weir — Fremont Weir allows relief from the Sacramento River in times of
high flood stage to divert water around the City of Sacramento within Yolo Bypass.

Sacramento Weir — Sacramento Weir is located along the right bank of the
Sacramento River approximately two miles upstream from the mouth of the
American River. Its primary purpose is to protect the City of Sacramento from
excessive flood stages in the Sacramento River channel downstream of the
American River.

Agricultural Road Crossing 1 — Agricultural Road Crossing 1, which is the
northermmost agricultural road crossing in Tule Canal at the southeastern corner of
the Fremont Weir Wildlife Area (FWWA), serves as a vehicular crossing and a water
delivery feature.

Tule Pond — Tule Pond is an approximately 15-acre perennial pond in Yolo Bypass
located about 13 miles north of Interstate (I-80). It is likely the pond is sustained by
multiple sources, including impounded floodwater, leakage from an agricultural
canal at its southern end, and groundwater.

Tule Canal — Tule Canal is a channel along the east side of Yolo Bypass, which
begins south of Tule Pond. Tule Canal receives water from west side tributaries and
agricultural diversions almost year-round. Tule Canal also drains the initial flows
from the Sacramento River when the river rises above the crest of Fremont Weir.

Toe Drain — Tule Canal becomes the Toe Drain south of the I-80 Yolo Causeway.
The perennially wetted Toe Drain extends south approximately 20 miles and
becomes increasingly tidal as it connects with Cache Slough, past Lower Yolo
Bypass.

Lisbon Weir — Lisbon Weir is the southemmost water-control structure that crosses
the Toe Drain. Lisbon Weir provides higher and more stable water levels to water
users north of the weir

Figure 1-1 shows the study area location:
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Figure 1. Project Area

Timeframe: Construction is projected to start in 2020 or 2021, and is estimated to last 28
weeks. All project components are expected to be completed in one construction season
during times that are outside the flood period (construction from April 15 through
November 1). Construction would occur 6 days per week, 10 hours per day between 7
a.m. and 6 p.m.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, CDFW finds the DEIR to be a thorough and well-organized document. A table with
section-specific and editorial comments is attached to this letter. Below are several
overarching comments regarding impacts to fish and wildlife resources, education and
recreation in the Draft document.

Impacts to Recreation, Education and CDFW Wildlife Areas

The DEIR describes potential impacts to all three CDFW managed wildlife areas (Fremont
Weir Wildlife Area (FWWA), Sacramento Bypass Wildlife Area (SBWA) and Yolo Bypass
Wildlife Area (YBWA)) in the Yolo Bypass. CDFW suggests editing these sections of
Chapter 13 to further improve the analysis of impacts to recreation and education. Unless
stated otherwise, the following comments on Chapter 13 pertain to each of the six
alternatives.

CDFW recommends that impacts to recreation be analyzed under CEQA, and that impacts
to the Department’s three wildlife areas in Yolo Bypass be analyzed and described in
greater detail with the addition of mitigation measures to offset anticipated impacts. For
each of the alternatives the following statements regarding CEQA analysis for recreation
and education are made:

“{ oss of lands available for recreation is considered a social effect and is addressed
subject to NEPA, whereas CEQA focuses on the physical changes to the environment.
This discussion will address the social impacts and not make a CEQA finding of
significance” or “Access for recreation is considered a social effect and is addressed
subject to NEPA, whereas CEQA focuses on the physical changes to the environment.
This discussion will, therefore, address the social impacts and not make a CEQA
finding of significance.”

“Access to lands available for educational opportunities is considered a social effect
and is addressed subject to NEPA, whereas CEQA focuses on the physical changes to
the environment. Therefore, this discussion will address the social impacts and not
make a CEQA finding of significance.” :

CDFW suggests making the following change to the CEQA analysis of recreational and
educational impacts to better explain how physical changes as a result of the Project will
result in impacts to recreation and education:
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“CEQA focuses on the physical changes to the environment and a social or
economic change related o a physical change may be considered in determining
whether the physical change is significant. (CEQA Guidelines § 15382).”

As described in the DEIR, implementing any of the Project alternatives will result in
construction related impacts and/or increased inundation at all three wildlife areas, and as
such, project implementation constitute a physical change to the environment, impacting
recreation and management activities at all three wildlife areas, and educational
opportunities at the YBWA, thereby requiring an analysis under CEQA.

Specific suggestions on how to better characterize and analyze recreation impacts,
including impacts to education activities at YBWA, are described in the “Recreation and
Education Impacts” subsection below. CDFW recommends adopting the proposed
changes to the analy5|s of impacts and adding appropriate mitigation measures in the final
EIR/EIS.

Fremont Weir Wildlife Area
Please see the attached comment table for specific comments regarding impacts to
the FWWA,

Sacramento Bypass Wildlife Area

CDFW manages SBWA for upland wildlife and it primarily serves upland game
hunters as well as non-hunting recreation. Upland vegetation is rare in the
Sacramento River system and loss of this habitat type would impact both wildlife
‘and recreational use. Increased inundation could alter vegetation and diminish the
habitat quality for upland game. For example, increases in wetland habitat created
by increased and prolonged inundation adds little value to wildlife area users and
waterfowl. Because this habitat is not managed as a wetland, wetland duck use will
be low and hunter success and use will be low. As a result, increased inundation of
over 84% of the SBWA is a significant impact. CDFW suggests adding mitigation
measures to the DEIR to reduce the impact to less than significant. Examples of
appropriate mitigation could include an upland game hunting lease on another
nearby DWR property and funding to support improved vegetation management on
the SBWA.

Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area

Closures within the wildlife area:

Increases in the duration of inundation as a result of Project operations will reduce
access to substantial portions of the YBWA and result in increased land
management costs. While limited access to portions of the YBWA may be available
after floodwater recedes, access can be significantly limited until roads are
sufficiently dry to support vehicles. Furthermore, infrastructure in YBWA needs to be
re-established after each flooding (installation of hunting blinds, signs, porta-potties
etc. and repairs of roads and parking lots),
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further delaying opening of the wildlife area. Depending on the magnitude and
duration of flooding, weather, and time of year, opening of the wildlife area can be
delayed for up to 10-14 days after Fremont Weir stops spilling.

Impacts to waterfowl hunting:

Calculations used in the DEIR to quantify impacts to waterfowl hunting are
discussed in Chapter 13, page 27, Table 13-4 and impacts to managed wetlands
are discussed in the ‘Managed Annual Wetland Vegetation’ section in Chapter 9,
page 11. Impacts to managed wetlands as a result of increasing depth, flow and
duration of inundation are also described in Chapter 13, page 28 (Alternative 1).

We suggest considering impacts to current management actions at the YBWA as a
result of Project operations. About 4500 acres of the YBWA are managed wetlands
open to waterfowl hunting, and the majority of these managed wetlands are located
in areas that will be most impacted by increased inundation during Project
operations. Each year, the waterfowl hunting season lasts approximately 100 days
and waterfowl hunting on the YBWA is restricted to three days a week throughout
the waterfowl hunting season, resulting in about 45-47 hunt days per year if Yolo
Bypass is not flooded. Impacts to available waterfowl hunting days should be
estimated by comparing changes to the number of days the YBWA is open for
waterfowl hunting each year, not by comparing changes to the full calendar year.
On average, over the past 10 years, YBWA waterfowl hunters have lost five hunting
days per year due to flooding. As described above under closures of the YBWA, the
"YBWA area cannot be opened immediately after an inundation event, as the YBWA
infrastructure needs to be reestablished before hunters can access the land.

As correctly stated, CDFW has a special interest in managed wetlands and their

. vegetation communities as part of waterfowl and shorebird management at YBWA.
We suggest developing a more detailed impact analysis and associated mitigation
measures for YBWA in coordination with CDFW in order to avoid or substantially 3
lessen any significant impact of the Project. The largest increase in duration of
inundation for all alternatives evaluated in the DEIR will impact the most important
waterfow! hunting areas on YBWA (Figures 13-6, 13-18 and 13-30). For example,
Project operations could inundate 2,263.1 acres, or 13 percent of YBWA lands,
under Alternatives 1-3 (Chapter 13, page 27).

Farm leases

Increased inundation as a resuit of Project operations is likely to result in changes to
vegetation types on the YBWA. Increased flooding is likely to encourage cocklebur E
and star thistle growth on grazing lands, thereby impacting YBWA revenue from
grazing leases. We suggest analyzing the reduction in grazing lease payments as a
resuit of Project operations.

Additionally, as described in the Yolo Bypass Production Model (Appendix J1), the
Project will likely impact rice farming in the Yolo Bypass compared to existing
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conditions. We suggest identifying appropriate mitigation measures for loss or
reduction of farming leases at YBWA in the EIR.

Education

These comments pertain to the following portions of Chapter 13 for all alternatives:

» Effects on Available Lands for Recreation Opportunities at Established Wildlife
Area
Closure of Well-Established Wildlife Areas
Conflict with the YBWA LMP by Affecting Access for the Educational Uses of the
YBWA

¢ Specific calculations of education impacts for all alternatives (for example
Chapter 13, page 37) :

Increased inundation as a result of Project operations under all alternatives will
increase the number of days that the YBWA is closed due to flooding and
subsequent infrastructure installation and repairs. As is the case with the evaluation
of impacts to waterfowl hunting, CDFW suggests revising the description of baseline
conditions and impacts to the education program at YBWA, and analyzing the need
for mitigation under CEQA.

To better evaluate impacts to the YBWA education program, CDFW suggests
establishing more precise estimates of available education days under existing
conditions and Project operations. An appropriate method to establish baseline
conditions would be to subtract the average number of days that the YBWA is
closed due to flooding (days of flooding + drainage time + time to re-establish
infrastructure as described above)} under existing conditions from the average
number of school days in a year. This will likely result in substantially fewer days
available for the education program than the 37 weeks currently used as baseline.
To further highlight the impact of a reduction in education days it should be noted
that the education program at the YBWA has a significant number of schools on the
waiting list to attend the program each year. Finally, an increase in closures of the
YBWA conflicts with the YBWA Land Management Plan, which includes expanding
public use of the YBWA: “Public-Use Goal 2 (PU-2): Support and expanded public
use of the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area for environmental education and
interpretation.” Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Management Plan, page 5-36.

Exampies of potential mitigation measures:

CDFW suggests that Project proponents, in coordination with CDFW, add
appropriate mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the YBWA fo a level of less
than significant.

Mitigation measures to offset the impacts described above could include the

following:

s Infrastructure improvements (e.g. parking lots, road improvements, duck blinds,
signage and installation of gates)
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Page 10

« Mitigation for impacts to managed wetlands and subsequent impacts {o
waterfowl management and hunting, education program, and increased
management costs through land acquisition outside of the Yolo Bypass and
support for long term management

» Implementation of projects (as they relate to the YBWA,) identified in the Yolo

Bypass Drainage and Water Infrastructure Study that are not currently being
pursued

Giant Garter Snake

CDFW appreciates the analysis of impacts to giant garter snake (GGS) and the analysis of

project impacts to the species from both Project construction and operations. Impacts to
GGS will likely increase as a result of Project operations for all alternatives as a result of
increases in the inundation of the Yolo Bypass, however the exact magnitude or extent of
that impact is currently unknown. For most of the alternatives, the Water Surface Index
(WS!) increase is less than one foot in depth. That in and of itself does not preclude the
species from remaining on the site. However, the increase in the number of inundation
days better characterizes potential impacts to GGS. CDFW suggests inciuding a table at
the end of Chapter 9 or in Appendix A that quantifies the change in the number of Yolo
Bypass inundation days (wet days) and acres of increased inundation of GGS upland
habitat that occurs as a result of each respective alternative compared to existing
conditions. This table will allow for an easier evaluation of Project operations impacts to
GGS. In addition, CDFW suggests analyzing and describing potential impacts from Project
operations to the GGS mitigation bank at Pope Ranch (south of YBWA).

Swainson’s Hawk

CDFW suggests analyzing impacts to Swainson’s hawk (SWHA) separately from other
nesting birds in Chapter 9. Specifically, CDFW recommends that the existing analysis be
expanded to include a more detailed discussion of potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat (9.3.3.2.5 Impact TERR-5: Potential Disturbance or Mortality of Nesting
Bird Species and Loss of Suitable Nesting and Foraging Habitat) relative to the timing of
inundation as a result of Project operations and the initiation of the SWHA nesting season
on March 15t. Furthermore, an analysis of potential operations impacts to the Swainson’s
hawk mitigation bank on Pope Ranch (South of the YBWA) should also be included in
Impact TERR-5.

Fremont Weir West Side Fish Passage

Fish stranding on the west side of Fremont Weir and in the Oxbow Pond located
immediately south of Rattlesnake Island is well documented. CDFW appreciates that the
Preferred Alternative includes a tertiary fish passage structure on the west side of Fremont
Weir (west of Rattlesnake Island) to reduce fish stranding in this areas. CDFW
recommends that the tertiary fish passage structure be connected to the Oxbow Pond to
minimize fish stranding issues, and particularly sturgeon stranding. CDFW anticipates that
the combination of a notch located on the east side of Fremont Weir in combination with a
centrally located fish way and a tertiary fish way on the west side of Fremont Weir, which is
connected to the Oxbow Pond, will significantly reduce fish stranding in the Northern Yolo

Bypass.|However, if fish stranding is not significantly reduced during Project operations,
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Ms. Enstrom, Program Manager
Department of Water Resources
February 15, 2018

Page 11

additional appropriate actions should be taken, at a minimum as described in the adaptive
management and monitoring plan, Appendix C, page 8:

- “Operate Fremont Weir fish passage structures to increase volitional passage window
following end of overtopping. Re-operate Knights Landing Ridge Cut to reduce Wallace
Weir aftractions flows."

“For adult salmon, re-operate Fremont Weir fish passage facilities when sufficient
depths are expected over a sufficient duration. Regrade Fremont Weir apron so it
drains towards fish passage structures. Improve coordinated operations of the primary,
modified adult, and tertiary fish passage structures.”

Finally, CDFW emphasizes the importance of solving issues with stranding of Acipenserids
throughout the Yolo Bypass, but especially in the Tule Pond and the Oxbow Pond, should
Project operations not significantly reduce current levels of stranding.

Salmonid Passage at Sacramento Bypass

While CDFW expects the Project to significantly reduce stranding of migrating adult fish in
the Yolo Bypass, CDFW recognizes the potential of increased Sacramento River flows
through the Yolo Bypass leading to increased attraction of adult migrating salmonids,
including fish originating from Sacramento River tributaries such as the American River,
Feather River and Butte Creek. Should fish from the above mentioned tributaries enter the
Yolo Bypass and consequently return to Sacramento River at Fremont Weir, they would
re-enter the Sacramento River upstream of their native tributaries. This would reduce the
likelihood of those fish returning to their native streams to spawn, while potentially
increasing spawning by out of basin salmonids in the Sacramento River.

CDFW therefore supports the proposed adaptive management actions described in
Appendix C, pages 2 and 8:

“The Project will be adaptively managed to ensure that biological goals and objectives
are met and in turn will address impacts and the uncertainties of future impacts”

“Evaluate if creating a connection to the Sacramento River from Wallace Weir may
reduce impact of Wallace Weir stranding on ESU escapement.”

“Evaluation potential for low-flow salmon fish ladder in Sacramento Weir fo reduce
adult stranding. For juvenile salmon, improve connectivity between stranding areas, fill
in stranding locations.”

If monitoring efforts reveal increased straying rates of salmonids from the above-
mentioned rivers, CDFW recommends mitigating this problem by providing passage for
salmonids back to the Sacramento River through Sacramento Weir.
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ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative
declarations be incorporated into a database, which may be used to make subsequent or
supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e)).
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected
during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The
CNNDB field survey form can be found at the following link:
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB _FieldSurveyForm.pdf. The
completed form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address:
CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov. The types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at the
following link: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/plants_and animals.asp.

20

FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of
filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the
Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW.
Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative,
vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub.
Resources Code, § 21089.)

CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR to assist DWR in identifying
and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Brooke Jacobs
Environmental Program Manager 1 at (916) 445-5313 or Brooke.Jacobs@wildlife.ca.gov.

21

Sincerely,

onn BadG

Tina Bartlett, Acting Deputy Director
Ecosystem Conservation Division

Attachments
1. CDFW Comment Table

cc:  Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse, Sacramento

P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044
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ec: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Stafford Lehr

Deputy Director Wildlife and Fisheries Division
Stafford.Lehr@wildlife.ca.gov

Carl Wilcox
Policy Advisor to the Director
Carl.Wilcox@wildlife.ca.gov

Kevin Shaffer, Chief
Fisheries Branch
Kevin.Shaffer@wildlife.ca.gov

Scott Cantrell, Chief
Water Branch
Scott.Cantrell@wildlife.ca.gov

Gregg Erickson, Acting
Bay Delta Regional Manager
Greqgq.Erickson@wildlife.ca.gov

Jeff Drongesen, Acting
North Central Regional Manager
Jeff.Drongesen@wildlife.ca.gov

Brooke Jacobs, Water Branch
Environmental Program Manager
Brooke.Jacobs@wildlife.ca.gov




Comment Section PDF Print Page Issue / Comment Solution / Suggested Fix
Number Page # #
1 3.3-3 219 112 Under "Beneficial Effects of Maintenance CDFW suggests adjusting language to
Activities on Special-Status Fish", there is clarify that the fish screens on KLOG
mention of the Knights Landing Outfall Gates are not currently operational.
(KLOG) currently having a fish barrier in place
to prevent fish from "taking a dead-end path
during upstream migration". The fish screens
on KLOG are not currently in place due to a
malfunction that occurred in September 2016.
2 8.3.3.6.2 224 16 For impact FISH-15, it states that there is CDFW suggests adding language to

potential for the increased flows entering the
delta from more frequent bypass inundation
could attract more fish into the bypass. This
impact should be considered for all
alternatives regarding impacts to fish species
due to changes in adult fish passage
conditions. Also, depending on when flows in
the bypass begin entering the delta, there is
the potential for out of basin fish to enter the
upper Sacramento River and its tributaries.

all other alternatives regarding this
impact and include language about
potential for more frequent
ingression of out of basin genetics
into the upper Sacramento River.
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CEQA
conclusions
for Impact
15 of all
alternatives

The CEQA conclusion for impact 15 states that
spawning success is expected to increase.
CDFW agrees that reducing stranding and

passage delays for adult migrating fish in the
Yolo Bypass will allow those fish to continue
their spawning migration, and that this would
be a significant improvement over existing
conditions. However, spawning success would
mean that pairs of fish are completing the task
of spawning successfully, meaning that eggs
are fertilized and deposited in the gravel.
Providing more frequent passage through the
bypass would likely ensure that more fish are
able to reach spawning grounds more so than
current conditions allow, and that they are
provided more opportunities to spawn, but
more fish being given the opportunity to
spawn does not necessarily ensure successful
spawning.

CDFW suggests adjusting language to
say that spawning “opportunities”
are expected to increase as a result
of the project.

8.14.4

46

46

There is mention of the installation of the
temporary fyke trap downstream of Wallace
Weir for the 2014 season only. The fyke trap

has been installed every year since 2014
somewhere downstream of Wallace. The trap
is usually installed during the fall and taken out

during the late spring/early summer. Efforts
have been compromised every season due to
high flows in the canal.

Please add language describing
seasonal return of fyke trap efforts.
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30

73

30

73

During project implementation, DWR and
Reclamation would monitor fish activity

CDFW suggest changing language to
"During project implementation,
DWR and Reclamation would
monitor fish activity in close
coordination with CDFW"

80

80

Juvenile steelhead are not as likely to utilize
floodplain habitat in the Yolo Bypass to the
extent of juvenile Chinook salmon and are not
frequently caught in the Yolo Bypass.

CDFW suggest incorporating
information from the "Summary of
2016-2017 Fish Rescues Conducted

Within the Yolo Bypass. CDFW 2017.

Prepared for U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation" showing that juvenile
steelhead (hatchery-origin smolts)

were the most abundant fish species
encountered in stranding surveys of
northern Yolo Bypass scour pools and
swales conducted by CDFW in 2017.

CDFW rescue operations may continue, but
rescued sturgeon would still undergo
considerable stress and potential injury during
capture, which may result in delays in
spawning migrations and reduced spawning
success.

CDFW suggest adding to this that
green sturgeon and white sturgeon
have also been shown to abort
spawning migrations after rescue
(CDFW unpublished data).
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8 Overall Formulation of mitigation measures should not CDFW recommends mitigation
defer until some future date. Several measures for non-state listed species
mitigation measures defer the mitigation upon | that have deferred mitigation upon
consultation with CDFW for species where CDFW consultation be revised to
CDFW's role is a Trustee Agency (i.e. MM- state what measures would be
TERR-1). implemented to bring the level of
impact to less than significant.
9 Overall Several mitigation measures are requiring CDFW recommends the various
CDFW to approve biologists, review mitigation measures that have
management plans, approve changes in identified CDFW to approve actions
project limits, just to name a few. CDFW as a as a Trustee Agency be revised to
Trustee Agency does not have the authority to reflect the Lead Agency.
approve actions that are not required as part
of a CDFW permit.
10 Overall The Project implementation may require CESA
compliance and proponent should consult with
CDFW.
11 Overall The Project may require notification pursuant
to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq
and the Project proponent should consult with
CDFW accordingly.
12 8.3.3.2.1 8-91 Impact FISH-3 CEQA's conclusion has identified CDFW recommends the conclusion

Mitigation Measure MM-TERR-7 as reducing
the impact to less than significant. MM-TERR-7
are surveys for valley elderberry beetle habitat

prior to construction. MM-TERR-11 proposes
the preparation of a compensatory restoration

plan.

be revised to state MM-TERR-11.
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13 9.2.2 9-32 This section is discussing CESA; however, this CDFW recommends "interpreted to
(CESA) section is describing ESA as well as CESA. The mean the direct killing of a species"
first sentence states "take of species either be deleted or the appropriate
(interpreted to mean the direct killing of a definition be included.
species)" is incorrect. Take as defined by Fish
and Game Code section 86 is defined as to
hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill or attempt
to hunt, pursue, catch, capture or kill.
14 9.2.2 9-32 The first paragraph has included the CDFW recommends the first
(CESA) requirements of ESA such as USFWS paragraph be revised to only discuss
determining take and identifying reasonable | CESA as this section is only discussing
and prudent alternatives and take being the California Endangered Species
authorized under 16 USC Section 1536 (d). Act.
15 9.2.2 9-32 Second paragraph of this section state the Fish CDFW recommends the word
(CESA) and Game Commission is responsible for "maintaining" be revised to state
"maintaining" a list of threatened and "established" as described in Fish and
endangered species. Game Code section 2070.
16 9.2.2 9-32 This section is citing CEQA section 21104.2 CDFW recommends this section be
(CEQA) stating that CDFW be consulted regarding revised to reflect the language in

impacts on rare or endangered species as
defined under ESA and CESA. This section of
CEQA states the state lead agency shall consult
when the impact of the project on the
continued existence of any endangered
species or threatened species pursuant to
Article 4 (commencing with Section 2090) of
Chapter 1.5. This section of Fish and Game
Code was repealed.

section 21104 of CEQA indicating
that the state lead agency consult
with and obtain comments from each
responsible agency, trustee agency,
public agency with jurisdiction by law
with respect to the project.

w
()]
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17

9.3.3.21

9-46

This section discusses the potential mortality
or loss of habitat for special-status plant
species. The CEQA conclusion has stated that
the introduction or spread of invasive species
as significant and has provided a mitigation
measure for the preparation of a management
plan. The project will be removing the top soil
and the seed source of special-status plants.
The EIR should include a mitigation measure to
stock pile the top soil and replace the top soil
in the areas of temporary impact.

CDFW recommends a mitigation
measure be included to stock pile the
top soil of the sites located within
special-status species habitat and
replace the top soil in the
appropriate areas to reduce the loss
of special-status plant species.

18

9.3.3.21

9-46

Page 9-17 states plant surveys may not have
captured some of the annual species with the
potential to occur in the study area. In order to

less the potential mortality for special-status
plant species, pre-construction surveys should

be conducted prior to ground-disturbing
activities. The mitigation measure should also

provide measures to avoid or minimize by

collecting and then replacing the topsoil.

CDFW recommends a mitigation
measure be included to conduct pre-
construction surveys for special-
status plants and to avoid impacts if
found.

19

9.3.3.2.2

9-55

Mitigation measure MM-TERR-2 requires a
CDFW-approved biologist. Please note that
CDFW would only approve biologist as
required by a permit. The Lead Agency would
be responsible for all other approvals.

CDFW recommends that the MM-
TERR-2 be revised to state that the
Lead Agency would review the
qualifications of biologist to oversee
the compliance of the CEQA
mitigation measures. CDFW will
approve biologist as required by
CDFW permits.
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20 9.3.3.2.2 9-56 The worker awareness program should be CDFW recommends that Mitigation
given not just prior to construction but to all Measure MM-TERR-3 be revised to
personnel new to the project. state the prior to the start of
construction all personnel and
contractors are required to complete
the mandatory worker
environmental awareness as well as
for all new personnel before they
commence with work.
21 9.3.3.2.2 9-58 The 6th bullet under MM-TERR-4 states that CDFW recommends that MM-TERR-4
capture and relocation of wildlife can only be be revised to state that the capture
performed with appropriate USFWS and CDFW | and relocation of injured or trapped
handling permits. CDFW Scientific Collecting wildlife listed under ESA or CESA can
Permits do not allow translocation of wildlife. | only be performed by personnel with
appropriate state and/or federal
permits.
22 9.3.3.2.2 9-59

Second paragraph of MM-TERR-5 states no
work activities, materials or equipment shall
be stored outside the project limits without
permission from the regulatory agencies. Work
outside of the project limits would need to be
evaluated and approved by the CEQA lead
agency with the possibility of CEQA being
recirculated. CESA permits would not be able
to authorize work outside of the project limits
without the evaluation from the Lead Agency.

CDFW recommends that second
paragraph be revised to state the no
work activities, materials or
equipment be stored outside of the
project limits without permission
from the Lead Agencies.
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23

24

9.3.3.23

9.3.3.25

9-65

construction activities stop for a period of 2
weeks or more.

Surveys for GGS should also be conducted if

CDFW recommends that MM-TERR-
12 be revised to also include
conducting GGS surveys if
construction activities stop for a
period of two weeks or more.

25

9-70

Fish and Game Code § 3503.5 states it is

(birds-of-prey or raptors) or take, possess, or
destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird. In
addition Fish and Game Code 3503 protects
nest or eggs of all birds. The EIR provides
buffers for raptors, state and federally listed
species, and migratory birds; however, as
proposed this measure could cause take of
other bird species. In order to avoid the
destruction of nests or take of birds, COFW
recommends pre-construction nesting bird
surveys be completed for all species of birds if
construction or maintenance activities are to
take place between February 1 and August 31.

unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds
in the orders of Falconiformes or Strigiformes

CDFW recommends mitigation
measure MM-TERR-16 be revised to
remove "migratory" from the
measure. All active nests should have
established buffers and the buffers
remain in effect until the young have
fledged and are independent or if the
nests is no longer active as confirmed
by a qualified avian biologist.

9.3.3.2.11

9-85

Impact TERR-11 states the proposed mitigation
measures are consistent or more
comprehensive than those presented in the
draft Yolo HCP/NCCP. Several mitigation
measures are less protective than those in the
draft Yolo HCP/NCCP such as the bird and GGS
mitigation. For example, the nesting buffer for
Swainson's hawk is typically measured at 1,320
feet; however, the EIR does not reflect this.

As CEQA does not require same level
of analysis as a NCCP/HCP, please
revise language in the Draft EIR/EIS
to avoid comparisons with the
mitigation measures in the Draft Yolo
NCCP/HCCP where these are not
consistent.
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26 9.3.3.3.1 9-91 Mitigation Measure MM-TERR-19 defers CDFW recommends that MM-TERR-
development of mitigation measures for 19 be revised to include measures to
special-status plant species prior to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts
construction. Deferring the development of to special-status plant species.
mitigation measures does not bring the level
of significance to less than significant. We
suggest adding measures to mitigate for
special-status plants to the EIR. Please note
that CDFW is only a regulatory agency for plant
species that are rare, endangered, or
threatened by the Fish and Game Commission.
27 23 ES-17 Issues of Known Controversy: Not mentioned Please add.
here are changes to recreation, public use, and
loss of usable public lands.
28 1.6.2 130 1.12 Issues of Known Controversy: Not mentioned Please add.
here are changes to recreation, public use, and
loss of usable public lands.
29 24.1.1 17 2.17 Intake Channel: Maintenance and veg growth Please add.
not described.
30 2.4.1.2 18 2.18 Stop log storage? Please specify storage of equipment
and general coordination with CDFW
of maintenance activities and
recurring work such as
installation/removal of K-rails,
sediment removal, vegetation
clearing etc.
31 24.14 22 2.22 K Rail install and removal will be intrusive to Please explore the possibility of

wildlife area users.

eliminating the need for K-Rails.
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32

2416

22

2.22

Transport Channel: Wildlife will use this
location to escape overtopping events and
cross on a daily basis. Wildlife could become
stranded. Mitigation could be needed to allow
for wildlife escapement, including jump out
“wingdam” ramps that slow flow, include
vegetation, and allow wildlife to escape.

Please discuss this potential impact
and appropriate mitigation
measure(s).

33

2416

24

2.24

Maintenance corridor: What is it constructed
of? How and when will it be maintained? If
materials are brought in they should be
certified weed free. In addition, a 50' weed
management corridor should be establish and
sprayed yearly to reduce invasive weeds which
establish adjacent to maintenance roads. O&M
should be restricted to after August 1 to
reduce impacts to ground nesting birds.

Please add text explanation.

34

24.4

29

2.29

Inspection and maintenance: Schedule of
transport channel maintenance including weed
removal, mowing, gravel, etc. should be
included in this description. Time component
is important to reduce impacts to wildlife.

CDFW suggests adding language
stating that inspection and
maintenance activities will be done
in coordination with CDFW.

35

2443

30

2.3

Vegetation Removal: Section in need of
specifics. How will this be determined? Will
vegetation be removed according to DBH of

trees? What is the flow criteria that is met for
vegetation removal? What is the timing of
maintenance? To ensure proper management
we suggest adding guidelines for removal and
maintenance. CDFW recommends conducting
maintenance after August 1.

Please add specifics and timing.
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36 Table 2-26 84 2.84 TERR 1-8: Acreage calculations seem incorrect Please add specific acreages to
and do not account for additional acreage include additional habitats
inundated. Increased inundation and inundated.
frequency could convert upland vegetation to
wetland or reduce value to wildlife by
promoting growth of lees valuable cover types,
i.e. cockle bur.
I.E. - 84% of SBWA will be inundated 3-4 weeks
longer. Over years of repeated inundation it
may convert to an non upland vegetation type
and reduce potential upland veg for GGS,
VELB, ground nesting birds, badgers, etc.
37 Table 9-2 6 9.6 Agriculture - crop types are not specified CDFW suggests adding specific crop
types to table.
38 13.1.1.2 25 13.1 Sac River Facilities: A map of extent and CDFW suggests adding map of extent
facilities is needed. and facilities
39 13.3.3.2 41 13.17 SBWA and YBWA as alternatives to FWWA: Please revise.
Neither of these are adequate. SBWA is much
more limited in size and YBWA is only open 3
days/week. In addition, none offer big game
hunting. We suggest including mitigation for
loss, disruption, and/or degradation of WA
access. We suggest including mitigation for
changes in acreage of usable land due to
increased inundation.
40 13.3.3.2 46 13.22 "Effects to SBWA nominal in size": 84% of Please edit text and accurately show
acreage is not nominal. effects to SBWA
41 Figure 13.5 49 13.25 East side of SBWA not mapped. Please include all of SBWA in the

modeled change in inundation in
Figure 13.5
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42

61

13.37

Closure of Well-Established Wildlife Areas:
increased inundation does not close FWWA or
SBWA but it does make them of less use to the

public and restrict access. This needs to be

considered; not just closure.

Please revise text.

43

13.3.3.2.1

63

13.39

FWWA Alternative parking lot: Where will it be
located?

Please add location of alternative
parking lot.

44

13.3.3.21

63

13.39

DWR parking lot reclamation: Due to increased
traffic and disruption from project related
O&M, CDFW would prefer a new parking lot
built on the west side of the FWWA to
(improve) long-term disruption to users,
Rehabilitation of the east side may still be
necessary.

To maximize user access it may be
best to provide a new parking lot on
the west side of FWWA. Please
consult with CDFW.

45

Impact
REC-1, all
alternatives

CDFW suggests that construction in FWWA
halt on the first weekend or first two days of
any hunt opening season as it has for other
projects, i.e. Fremont Weir Adult Fish Passage
Project.

46

Appendix
A:2.1.12

52

2.24

FWWA Closure: Please remove "except when
river waters are present". Access is not
prohibited at FWWA during overtopping.
There is a warning and nothing else.

Please revise text.

47

Appendix
A:5.2.2.3

85

3.21

Waterfowl Impacts: While the figures in
Appendix A showing changes in acreages of
foraging habitat as a result of Project
operations are informative, site specific maps
focused on managed wetlands showing
changes in inundation depth and frequency,
and tables displaying change in acres of
foraging habitat for specific areas, are
necessary to evaluate impacts to waterfowl
hunting. Changes in foraging habitat quality

Please add map as described (if not
already provided).
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can displace waterfowl locally, potentially
resulting in significant impacts to waterfowl
hunting. There are at least five privately
owned wetland properties (i.e. duck clubs)
within the Yolo Bypass with easements and
long-term contracts to benefit wintering and
breeding waterfowl, and other species that
utilize this niche south of the Yolo Bypass WA.

More information is needed on quantification
of impact to shallow water wetland dependent
avian species (i.e. dabbling ducks, shorebirds
etc). For example, dabbling ducks need 6-8”
water depth to forage, even shallower for
shorebirds. 18” deep wetlands do not provide
the same benefit as 6” deep wetlands for most
of these species.

48

411

Figure 4-1: It is not clear to the reader why
some of the creeks on the map are displayed
and why others have been omitted. For
example Big Chico Creek has supported
Chinook salmon in years past and should be
listed. Why are some of the Mill creeks and
one of the Pine creeks on the map at all given
their locations and drainages? Also, Deer Creek
is a tributary to the Sacramento River and is
not on the map.

CDFW suggest the map be revisited
and corrected.

49

8.1.13

8-6

This sentence needs clarity as to what really is
the amount of area that this document
identifies as floodplain and what does fully
wetted mean, "When flows within the Yolo
Bypass are greater than about 75,000 cfs, the
floodplain is considered fully wetted".

To avoid confusion, CDFW suggests
explaining that the entire Yolo
Bypass is considered floodplain

habitat when inundated.
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Is it more accurate to describe these

50 8.3.35.1 21 8-153 First paragraph, last sentence: "...
modifications to berms as new construction?
berms.."
51 Chapter 9 CDFW suggests that impacts to wildlife species
important to recreation be analyzed to an
equivalent level of detail as was done for fish
species (Section 8.1.2 and Table 8-2).
52 9 2 2 Third paragraph, third line: "The 3,660-acre The correct size of YBWA is 16600
California Department of Fish and Wildlife acres
(CDFW)Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area "
53 Chapter 8 5 Chap. 8, 8- | Chapter 8, 189 -MM-FISH-5 and First sentence | As described in Chapter 8, the bypass
and 189 App.A, on page 45, Appendix A: "To reduce fish channels in Alternative 4 will have a
Appendix A 45 passage delays..." significant impact to migrating fish.

Even with MM-FISH-5 in place, there
is potential for take of listed species
during the monitoring program
described in MM-FISH-5. To minimize
and fully mitigate take of state listed
winter-run and spring-run Chinook
salmon, an incidental take permit will
be required for both bypass channels
and MM-FISH-5.
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54

5.2.1.6

42

5-14

Last two lines on page: "Sturgeon that are
unable to pass during these periods would
either face passage delays at
Fremont Weir or would turn around and travel
to the Wallace Weir collection facility". CDFW
agrees that these are likely scenarios, but the
fate of sturgeon under the described
conditions is unknown. Sturgeon could end up
stranding in scour channels on FWWA, the
Oxbow Pond, the Deep Pond, Tule Pond or
anywhere in the Tule Canal/Toe Drain.

CDFW suggests providing a more
detailed description of the potential
fate of sturgeon that are not able to

pass at Fremont Weir.

55

2.1.51

42

2-14

Third paragraph, third sentence: "During flood
pulses, the Yolo Bypass provides fish in the
Sacramento River an alternativemigration

corridor." This sentence is accurate for
juvenile fish and maybe also downstream
migrating steelhead, but not for adult
upstream migrating fishes.

Clarify that the sentence is referring
to juvenile fish.

56

5.2.3.2

47

19

Last, line, first paragraph under Recreation
Impacts reads: "The evaluation factors for
agricultural impacts are:"

Change 'agricultural' to 'recreation’

57

5.23.2

47

19

The bullet point: "Inundation of recreational
areas or access to recreational areas that could
impact hunting activities (include pheasant,
waterfowl, quail, turkey, mourning dove,
cottontail, jackrabbit, and deer hunting)" does
not capture other recreation activities.

Add language to the bullet point so
that other forms of recreation
besides hunting are included and
analyzed. This could include, for
example, wildlife viewing and fishing.
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58

5.2.3.2

47

19

"The comparison of alternatives would follow
the same patterns in the other wildlife areas"

The meaning of this sentence is
unclear. The three wildlife areas are
managed differently. As such,
impacts from increased inundation
should be evaluated differently. For
example, the YBWA allows users to
access the WA by vehicle. If roads are
wet due to increased inundation
recreational access could be limited.
Another example is SBWA which is
managed for upland species.
Increased inundation at SBWA will
likely have a negative impact on
these species. Suggest including a full
evaluation of impacts to each of the
three wildlife areas. Please also see
comment letter for a more detailed
comment.

59

5.3

68

40

Table 5-17, evaluation factor "Juvenile
stranding or predation risk" does not seem to
reflect findings under Alternative 4. On page 8-
190 the impacts are described as "significant
and unavoidable"

Please update Table 5-17 to reflect
the findings in chapter 8, Alternative
4.

60

General

Please consider that the Yolo Bypass Land
Management Planning effort completed in
2008 may need to be revisited and revised,
depending on the project outcome, to
accommodate shifts in goals, management
strategies and public use.
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M#;ATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G, BROWN J'R., Govemor
CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION JENNIFER LUCCHES], Executive Officer

(916) 574-1800  Fax (916) 574-1810
California Relay Service TDD Phone 1-800-735-2929
from Yoice Phone 1-800-735-2922

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Contact Phone: (916) 574-0990
Contact Fax: (916) 5741835

Eitallidd i 135
February 15, 2018
File Ref: SCH 2013032004

Karen Enstrom

California Department of Water Resources
3500 Industrial Boulevard

West Sacramento, CA 95691

Subject:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR)
for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project;
Sacramento, Solano, Sutter, and Yolo Counties

Dear Ms. Enstrom:

The California State Lands Commission (Commission) staff has reviewed the
subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for
the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project (Project),
currently being proposed by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR). Based on this review, we offer the following comments.

Based upon the information contained in the Draft EIS/EIR, and a review of in-
house records, Commission staff has determined that portions of the proposed Project
may cross State-owned sovereign land in the Sacramento River, which is under the
jurisdiction of the Commission. On April 12, 1956, the Commission authorized the
issuance of PRC 1657.9, a Right-of-Way Permit tc the Sacramento and San Joaquin
Drainage District (SSJDD), acting by and through the Reclamation Board of the State of 1
California, for the construction, reconstruction, repair, operation, and maintenance of the
West Levee of the Yolo Bypass, over and across the Old Channel of the Sacramento -
River. On the same date, the Commission also authorized the issuance of PRC 1658.9 to
the SSJDD for a flowage easement over and across the Old Channel of the Sacramento
River, and PRC 1659.9, for the construction, reconstruction, repair, operation, and
maintenance of a dike as an integral part of the Fremont Weir. Prior to the start of the
proposed Project, DWR and USBR must provide the Commission with copies of all
permits of applicable public agencies having jurisdiction over such activities, including but
not limited to, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Central Valiey Flood Protection Board, and
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. As the Project continues, Commission staff
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Karen Enstrom | SCH 2013032004
February 15, 2018
Page 2

requests that DWR and USBR contact Commission staff to determine whether the Project,
or any components of the Project along the Sacramento River require a lease and formal
authorization from the Commission for the use of sovereign land.

Additionally, the uplands on the right bank, over which portions of the Project may
extend, is located within Rancho Rio Jesus Maria. The State is precluded from asserting
that it acquired sovereign title intérests in ranchos in 1850 by virtue of its admission to the 2
United States, pursuant to the holdings in Summa Corporation v. California, (1984) 466
U.S. 198. Therefore, the State does not assert ownership of the Sacramento River within
the rancho boundaries.

In addition, please be advised that the Sacramento River in the Project area, lies in
an area subject to a public right of navigation. This public right provides that members of
the public have the right to navigate and exercise the incidences of navigation in a lawful
manner on State waters that are capable of being physically navigated by oar or motor-
propelled smali craft. Such uses may include, but are not be limited to, boating, rafting, 3
sailing, rowing, fishing, fowling, bathing, skiing, and other water-related public uses
(People ex rel. Baker v. Mack (1971) 19 Cal. App.3d 1040). The proposed Project must
hot unduly restrict or impede the navigation and recreational rights of the public. (Civil
Code § 3479).

The Commission has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted
tidelands, submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways. The
Commission also has certain residual and review authority for tidelands and submerged
lands legislatively granted in trust to local jurisdictions (PRC §6301 and §6306). All
tidelands and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as well as navigable lakes and
waterways, are subject to the protections of the Common Law Public Trust.

As general background, the State of California acquired sovereign ownership of all
tidelands and submerged lands and beds of navigable lakes and waterways upon its
admission to the United States in 1850. The State holds these lands for the benefit of all
people of the State for statewide Public Trust purposes, which include but are not limited 4
to waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat
preservation, and open space. On tidal waterways, the State's sovereign fee ownership
extends landward to the ordinary high water mark, which is generally shown by the mean
high tide line (MHTL), except for areas of fill or artificial accretion, or where the boundary
has been fixed by agreement or a court decision. On navigable non-tidal waterways,
including lakes, the State holds fee ownership of the bed of the waterway landward to the
ordinary low-water mark and a Public Trust easement landward to the ordinary high-water
mark, except where the boundary has been fixed by agreement or a court decision. Such
boundaries may not be readily apparent from present day site inspections.
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Karen Enstrom SCH 2013032004
February 15, 2018
Page 3

The above determinations are without prejudice to any future assertion of State
ownership or public rights, should circumstances change, or should additional information
come to our attention. In addition, these comments are not intended, nor should it be
construed as, a waiver or limitation of any righte title, or interest of the State of California in

any lands under its jurisdiction.

Should you have any questions concerning the foregoing or the leasing jurisdiction
of the Commission, please contact George Asimakopoulos, Public Land Management
Specialist, at (916) 574-0990, or via email at George.Asimakopoulos@slc.ca.gov

Sincerely,

Brian Bugsch, Chief
Land Management Division

e G. Asimakopoulos, Commission
E. Gillies, Commission
J. Garrett, Commission
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Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

15 February 2018

Karen Enstrom CERTIFIED MAIL
California Department of Water Resources 91 7199 9991 7036 6989 7782
3500 Industrial Boulevard

West Sacramento, CA 95691

COMMENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT, YOLO BYPASS SALMONID HABITAT RESTORATION AND FISH PASSAGE
PROJECT, YOLO AND SUTTER COUNTIES

Pursuant to the California Department of Water Resources’ 22 December 2017 request, the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) has reviewed
the Request for Review for the Draft Environment Impact Report for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid
Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project, located in Yolo and Sutter Counties.

Our agency is delegated with the responsibility of protecting the quality of surface and
groundwaters of the state; therefore our comments will address concerns surrounding those
issues.

Specific Comment

The Central Valley Water Board supports this project because of the significant potential for
this project to improve aquatic habitat conditions and contribute to the protection of native
fish and wildlife beneficial uses. Cumulatively, this and other ecological restoration and
enhancement projects are expected to change aquatic habitats in the Yolo Bypass and
Delta. Interms of water quality, the biggest concern continues to be mercury, since over
50% of the mercury entering Delta comes through the Cache Creek/Yolo Bypass, and
increased inundation in this system will increase methylation of mercury within the bypass —
and currently the Delta is impaired for mercury. It is important for the Lead Agency to
continue to support and engage in Delta methylmercury monitoring studies and TMDL work
so that the Central Valley Water Board can work to manage the sources, and continue to
consider practices that may be feasible. The Delta Regional Monitoring Program (Delta
RMP) is the Central Valley Water Board’s platform for this type of monitoring and studies.
Towards this end, we propose the following modifications shown in underline/strikeout
below that would reflect this general approach.

KaRL E. LoNGLey ScD, P.E., ciair | PaMELA C. CREeDON P.E., BCEE, EXEGUTIVE OFFICER

11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 | www.waterboards.ca.gov/centraivalley

€9 RECYCLED PAPER

% Epmunp G. Brown JR.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
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Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat -2- 15 February 2018
Restoration and Fish Passage Project
Yolo and Sutter Counties

Mitigation Measure MM-WQ-4: Develop a water quality mitigation and monitoring
program.

The Lead Agencies shall develop and implement a program to reduce, minimize, or
eliminate increases in water quality constituents.

The program shall include development-ef-a-monitoring-plan, including frequent
sampling and reporting, particularly for existing constituents of concern. Instead of

developing a stand-alone monitoring plan, the Lead Agencies will become a funding
partner and Steering Committee Member of the Delta Regional Monitoring Program
(Delta RMP). Monitoring within the Delta RMP is key to understanding
methylmercury impacts of this project as they affect Delta water quality.
Understanding effects of this project on methylmercury and other potential
contaminants of concern, and other cumulative considerations such as effects on
primary production, hydrology, residence time, and effects on the lower food web,
will ensure water quality information is available for TMDL and policy considerations
in managing Delta Water quality.

The Lead Agencies shall coordinate with the Water Boards and implement
implementation-of-the-current TMDLs to comply with water quality requlations. share

monitering-information-and-Additionally, the Lead Agencies shall contribute to the 1

efforts to reduce constituents of concern within the Yolo Bypass. If monitoring levels CONT.
are found to be above water quality objectives, Lead Agencies will consider means to

reduce discharges throughout the bypass region. However, with respect to
methylmercury levels, it is understood that water quality objectives are currently
being exceeded. Therefore, the Lead Agencies will continue to support and
implement TMDL requirements and participate in updating TMDL requirements in the
future.

Implementation of mitigation measures may include supporting upstream source
controls, conducting studies for management practices to reduce constituents of
concern within the Yolo Bypass, and implementing feasible management practices
and monitoring to reduce those constituents. The Lead Agencies will work with the
Central Valley Water Board and other coordinating agencies in developing, testing,
and implementing feasible methylmercury management practices.

Implementation of the water quality mitigation and monitoring program included in
MM-WQ-4 would reduce any-impacts of the Project. However, sources of Hg, such
as Cache and Putah Creeks, continue to release Hg to the bypass, which can be
anticipated to sustain production of MeHg in bypass sediments. Therefore, this
impact would be significant and unavoidable.
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Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat -3- 15 February 2018
Restoration and Fish Passage Project
Yolo and Sutter Counties

Regulatory Setting

Basin Plan

The Central Valley Water Board is required to formulate and adopt Basin Plans for all areas
within the Central Valley region under Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act. Each Basin Plan must contain water quality objectives to ensure the
reasonable protection of beneficial uses, as well as a program of implementation for
achieving water quality objectives with the Basin Plans. Federal regulations require each
state to adopt water quality standards to protect the public health or welfare, enhance the
quality of water and serve the purposes of the Clean Water Act. In California, the beneficial
uses, water quality objectives, and the Antidegradation Policy are the State’s water quality
standards. Water quality standards are also contained in the National Toxics Rule, 40 CFR
Section 131.36, and the California Toxics Rule, 40 CFR Section 131.38.

The Basin Plan is subject to modification as necessary, considering applicable laws,
policies, technologies, water quality conditions and priorities. The original Basin Plans were
adopted in 1975, and have been updated and revised periodically as required, using Basin
Plan amendments. Once the Central Valley Water Board has adopted a Basin Plan
amendment in noticed public hearings, it must be approved by the State Water Resources
Control Board (State Water Board), Office of Administrative Law (OAL) and in some cases,
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments
only become effective after they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the
USEPA. Every three (3) years, a review of the Basin Plan is completed that assesses the
appropriateness of existing standards and evaluates and prioritizes Basin Planning issues.

For more information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San
Joaquin River Basins, please visit our website:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issues/basin_plans/.

Antidegradation Considerations
All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water Board
Resolution 68-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in the Basin
Plan. The Antidegradation Policy is available on page IV-15.01 at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalleywater_issues/basin_plans/sacsijr.pdf

In part it states:

Any discharge of waste to high quality waters must apply best practicable treatment or
control not only to prevent a condition of pollution or nuisance from occurring, but also to
maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum benefit to the
people of the State.
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Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat -4 - 15 February 2018
Restoration and Fish Passage Project
Yolo and Sutter Counties

This information must be presented as an analysis of the impacts and potential impacts
of the discharge on water quality, as measured by background concentrations and
applicable water quality objectives.

The antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant Discharge

Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) permitting
processes. The environmental review document should evaluate potential impacts to both
surface and groundwater quality.

Permitting Requirements

Construction Storm Water General Permit

Dischargers whose project disturb one or more acres of soil or where projects disturb less
than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs
one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (Construction General Permit),
Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. Construction activity subject to
this permit includes clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground, such as
stockpiling, or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to
restore the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit
requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP).

For more information on the Construction General Permit, visit the State Water Resources
Control Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml.

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit
If the project will involve the discharge of dredged or fill material in navigable waters or
wetlands, a permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed from the
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE). If a Section 404 permit is required by
the USACOE, the Central Valley Water Board will review the permit application to ensure
that discharge will not violate water quality standards. If the project requires surface water
drainage realignment, the applicant is advised to contact the Department of Fish and Game
for information on Streambed Alteration Permit requirements.

If you have any questions regarding the Clean Water Act Section 404 permits, please
contact the Regulatory Division of the Sacramento District of USACOE at (916) 557-5250.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Permit — Water Quality Certification

If an USACOE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Nationwide Permit, Nationwide Permit, Letter of
Permission, Individual Permit, Regional General Permit, Programmatic General Permit), or
any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act or Section 9 from
the United States Coast Guard), is required for this project due to the disturbance (i.e.,
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Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat -5- 15 February 2018
Restoration and Fish Passage Project
Yolo and Sutter Counties

discharge of dredge or fill material) of waters of the United States (such as streams and
wetlands), then a Water Quality Certification must be obtained from the Central Valley
Water Board prior to initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for 401 Water
Quality Certifications.

Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs)

Discharges to Waters of the State
If USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the State (i.e., “non-federal”
waters of the State) are present in the proposed project area, the proposed project may
require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) permit to be issued by Central Valley
Water Board. Under the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act,
discharges to all waters of the State, including all wetlands and other waters of the State
including, but not limited to, isolated wetlands, are subject to State regulation.

Land Disposal of Dredge Material
If the project will involve dredging, Water Quality Certification for the dredging activity
and Waste Discharge Requirements for the land disposal may be needed.

For more information on the Water Quality Certification and WDR processes, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalIey/help/business_help/permit2.shtm|.

Dewatering Permit

If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be discharged
to land, the proponent may apply for coverage under State Water Board General Water
Quality Order (Low Risk General Order) 2003-0003 or the Central Valley Water Board’s
Waiver of Report of Waste Discharge and Waste Discharge Requirements (Low Risk
Waiver) R5-2013-0145. Small temporary construction dewatering projects are projects that
discharge groundwater to land from excavation activities or dewatering of underground
utility vaults. Dischargers seeking coverage under the General Order or Waiver must file a
Notice of Intent with the Central Valley Water Board prior to beginning discharge.

For more information regarding the Low Risk General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/water_q uality/2003/wqo/w
qo02003-0003.pdf

For more information regarding the Low Risk Waiver and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalIey/board_decisions/adopted_orders/waivers/r5-
2013-0145_res.pdf
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Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit

If the proposed project includes construction dewatering and it is necessary to discharge
the groundwater to waters of the United States, the proposed project will require coverage
under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Dewatering
discharges are typically considered a low or limited threat to water quality and may be
covered under the General Order for Dewatering and Other Low Threat Discharges to
Surface Waters (Low Threat General Order) or the General Order for Limited Threat
Discharges of Treated/Untreated Groundwater from Cleanup Sites, Wastewater from
Superchlorination Projects, and Other Limited Threat Wastewaters to Surface Water
(Limited Threat General Order). A complete application must be submitted to the Central
Valley Water Board to obtain coverage under these General NPDES permits.

For more information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application process,
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalIey/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_ord
ers/r5-2013-0074.pdf

For more information regarding the Limited Threat General Order and the application
process, visit the Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centraIvalIey/board_decisions/adopted_orders/general_ord
ers/r5-2013-0073.pdf

NPDES Permit

If the proposed project discharges waste that could affect the quality of surface waters of
the State, other than into a community sewer system, the proposed project will require
coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. A
complete Report of Waste Discharge must be submitted with the Central Valley Water
Board to obtain a NPDES Permit.

For more information regarding the NPDES Permit and the application process, visit the
Central Valley Water Board website at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalIey/help/business_help/permit3.shtml

you have questions regarding these comments, please contact Stephanie Tadlock at

(916) 464-4644 or Stephanie. Tadlock@waterboards.ca.gov.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

DELTA PROTECTION COMMISSION
2101 Stone Blvd., Suite 240 SA04
West Sacramento, CA 95691

(916) 375-4800 / FAX (916) 376-3962

www.delta.ca.gov

Skip Thomson, Chair
Solano County Board of

Supervisors February 15, 2018

Volo County Board of Ben Nelson

Superssors Bureau of Reclamation

Don Nottoli 801 | Street, Suite 140

cs,fgmfv?;%goumy Board Sacramento, CA 95814

ggﬁimﬂ?ﬁ County Board Ms. Karen Enstrom

of Supervisors California Department of Water Resources
Diane Burgis 3500 Industrial Boulevard

e county Board West Sacramento, CA 95691

Juan Antonio Banales
Cities of Contra Costa and
Solano Counties

Subject: Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (SCH
#2013032004)

Christopher Cabaldon
Cities of Sacramento and
Yolo Counties

Dear Mr. Nelson and Ms. Enstrom:

Susan Lofthus
Cities of San Joaquin

County Thank you for providing the Delta Protection Commission (Commission) the
George Biagi, Jr. opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/
Central Delta Reclamation Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid
Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project (Project). The Draft EIS/EIR
Justin van Loben Sels. addresses methods to improve fish passage and increase floodplain fisheries
Districts rearing habitat in the Yolo Bypass to benefit Sacramento River winter-run
Robert Ferguson Chinook salmon, Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon, Central Valley
South Defta Reclamation steelhead, and Southern Distinct Population Segment green sturgeon.
g;\ia;t;:”l};ansportation The Commission is a State agency charged with ensuring orderly, balanced 1
Agency conservation and development of Delta land resources and improved flood
protection. Local governments must ensure that development projects
Ef\reDr:epRaortsriemofFood and within the Primary Zone of the Legal Delta are consistent with the
Agretire Commission’s Land Use and Resource Management Plan (LURMP). Most of
John Laird the Project area is located within the Primary Zone. Proposed Bureau of
oy ! Resourees Reclamation (BOR) and California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
actions are not subject to consistency requirements with the LURMP since
Brian Bugseh the Project is sponsored by Federal and State agencies. However, the
Commission Commission reviewed the project for possible impacts on the resources of
Ex Officio Members the Primary Zone.

Honorable Susan
Talamantes Eggman
Callifornia State Assembly

Honorable Cathleen
Galgiani
Callifornia State Senate
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The Commission appreciates the efforts of BOR and DWR to protect the natural
resources of the Delta, particularly improvements to fisheries habitat, ensure adequate
flood protection, and preserve agriculture within the Yolo Bypass. We previously
commented during the Draft EIR/EIS scoping process on LURMP goals and policies that
are relevant to the environmental analysis and the need to incorporate mitigation
measures if there are negative impacts on agricultural or recreational land uses or
activities. The Draft EIR/EIS addresses LURMP policies related to recreation. We urge
BOR and DWR to review the Project for consistency with other LURMP policies, such as
those related to agriculture, flood protection, natural resources, water quality, and
water seepage.

Future revisions to the EIR/EIS should address the concerns of Yolo County and Yolo
Habitat Conservancy about consistency between the Project and the Yolo Habitat

Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan| The Draft EIR/EIS should also
provide mitigation measures for the permanent and temporary loss of agricultural land
within the project footprint, which would typically be at a 1:1 mitigation ratio, and the
effects of increased periods of inundation on agricultural lands, including lost economic
productivity, loss of crop insurance policies or increased premiums, and potential
conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses.

The Commission appreciates the BOR and DWR’s consideration of these comments.
Please contact Blake Roberts, Senior Environmental Planner, at (916) 375-4237 for any
questions regarding the comments provided.

Sincerely,

Erik Vink
Executive Director

€e: Skip Thomson, Commission Chair and Solano County Board of Supervisors
Oscar Villegas, Commission Vice Chair and Yolo County Board of Supervisors
Don Nottoli, Commission Member and Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
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16) 445-5511
DELTA STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL (916) 445-55

A California State Agency

Chair
February 14, 2018 Randy Fiorini

Members

Frank C. Damrell, Jr.
Patrick Johnston
Susan Tatayon

Skip Thomson
Ken Weinb
Karen Enstrom Michael Gatlo
Department of Water Resources :
P ; ¢ Executive Officer
Environmental Compliance and Evaluation Branch Jessica R, Pearson

3500 Industrial Blvd.
West Sacramento, CA 95691

Via email: Karen.Enstrom@water.ca.gov

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Yolo
Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage Project, SCH#2013032004

Dear Ms. Enstrom:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat
Restoration and Fish Passage Project (Project). The Delta Stewardship Council (Council)
supports the joint effort of the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and Bureau of
Reclamation to improve fish passage and rearing habitat in the Yolo Bypass. We appreciate
your efforts to address the 2009 Biological Opinion by improving current conditions for four
federally listed anadromous fish species.

In our previous comment letter dated May 6, 2013, we requested that you file a certification of
consistency with the Council, per Water Code section 85225 and 85057.5. Based on the
project description, Council staff believes your project meets the definition of a covered action.

Below we offer additional information on the Delta Plan consistency certification process that
we hope will be useful as you complete your final environmental documentation. We also
highlight several Delta Plan regulatory policies that are commonly relevant to habitat
restoration projects and provide a few recommendations. We anticipate that consideration of
these policies within the Draft EIS/EIR will provide a foundation for your preparation of a Delta
Plan consistency certification.

"Coequal goals" means the two goals of providing a more reliable water supply for California and protecting, restoring,
and enhancing the Delta ecosystem. The coequal goals shall be achieved in a manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural,
recreationdl, natural resowrce, and agricultural values of the Delta as an evolving place.”

— CA Water Code §85054
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Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR

We appreciate that the 2009 Delta Reform Act is referenced under section 9.2.2 of the Stafe
Plans, Policies, and Regulations for Vegetation, Wetlands, and Wildlife Resources of the Draft
EIS/EIR. We recommend that you also include the Delta Plan Policies listed below in the
forthcoming Final EIS/EIR “Regulatory Setting” sections:

e Chapter 4 — Hydrology, Hydraulics, and Flood Control

e Chapter 5 — Surface Water Supply
e Chapter 11 — Land Use and Agricultural Resources

Delta Plan Policies

The Delta Plan includes regulatory policies that are applicable to covered actions. Below, we
have highlighted key regulatory policies from the Delta Plan that may be specifically relevant to
the Project’s certification of consistency with the Delta Plan. To better assist in your
certification of consistency, we encourage you to review these recommendations and revisit
the following Delta Plan policies before filing:

Mitigations Measures: The Draft EIS/EIR provides mitigation measures throughout the report.
However, Council staff recommend that mitigation measures included in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program to be included in the Final EIS/EIR, be consistent with
mitigation measures identified in the Delta Plan Program EIR. Alternatively, substitute
mitigation measures that are equally or more effective can be included, as stated in Delta Plan
Policy G P1 (23 Cal. Code Regs. section 5002). For more information the Delta Plan’s
Mitigation and Monitoring Report Program is available at:
(http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/files/Agenda%20ltem%206a_attach%?2

02.pdf)

Best Available Science and Adaptive Management: Delta Plan Policy G P1 states that
actions subject to Delta Plan regulations must document use of best available science as
relevant to the purpose and nature of the project. The regulatory definition of “best available
science” is provided in Appendix 1A of the Delta Plan
(http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2015/09/Appendix%201A.pdf).

Delta Plan Policy G P1 also requires that ecosystem restoration and water management
covered actions include adequate provisions for continued implementation of adaptive
management, appropriate to the scope of the action. This requirement is satisfied through A)
the development of an adaptive management plan that is consistent with the framework
described in Appendix 1B of the Delta Plan
(http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2015/09/Appendix%201B.pdf) and B)
documentation of adequate resources to implement the proposed adaptive management plan.
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Please contact Eva Bush (Eva.Bush@deltacouncil.ca.gov) of the Delta Science Program for
additional consultation and guidance to help with the appropriate application of best available
science and adaptive management.

Restore Habitat in a Manner Consistent with the Delta Plan: The Draft EIS/EIR identifies
Alternative 1 as the preferred project, as such, activities described in the Draft EIS/EIR will
occur north of the Delta. These activities will affect flows, fish, and water quality downstream in
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta by allowing up to 6,000 cfs to flow through the east side
gated notch to provide open channel flow for adult fish passage. Delta Plan Policy ER P1 (23
Cal. Code Regs. section 5005) calls for maintaining Delta flow objectives and states that the
State Water Resources Control Board’s Bay Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives,
at the time your Project files for consistency, shall be used to determine consistency with the
Delta Plan.

The Draft EIS/EIR describes the project area including the Yolo Bypass in Sacramento,
Solano, Sutter, and Yolo counties. Additionally, the Draft EIS/EIR illustrates the project area in
Figure ES-1 as encompassing the entire Yolo Bypass Priority Habitat Restoration Area
(PHRA). Delta Plan Policy ER P3 (23 Cal. Code Regs. section 5007) calls for protecting
opportunities to restore habitat within the PHRAs depicted in Appendix 5 of the Delta Plan. As
described in 23 Cal. Code Regs. section 5006, significant adverse impacts to restore habitat
must be avoided or mitigated. In the event that mitigation is warranted, those mitigation and
minimization measures should be consistent with those identified in the Delta Plan Program
EIR or substitute mitigation measures that are equally or more effective.
(http://deltacouncil.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2015/09/Appendix%205.pdf)

Delta Plan Policy ER P5 (23 Cal. Code Regs. section 5009) requires that nonnative invasive
species be fully considered and avoided, or mitigated in a way that appropriately protects the
ecosystem when improving habitat conditions. For example, an invasive species management
plan shall be developed and implemented for any project that may lead to invasive species
establishment. Analysis on this matter should address both nonnative wildlife species as well
as terrestrial and aquatic weeds. In the event that mitigation is warranted, those mitigation and
minimization measures should be consistent with those identified in the Delta Plan Program
EIR (sections 4-1 through 4-5) or substitute mitigation measures that are equally or more
effective.

~ Land Use: Delta Plan Policy DP P2 (23 Cal. Code Regs. section 5011) states that water
management facilities, ecosystem restoration, and flood management infrastructure must be
sited to avoid or reduce conflicts with existing or planned uses when feasible, considering
comments from local agencies and the Delta Protection Commission. The project area
overlaps with the Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan
(HCP/NCCP) which is nearing completion. Council Staff recommend continued coordination
with the Yolo Habitat Conservancy as the HCP/NCCP is completed and implemented.
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Risk Reduction: The Delta Plan contains two polices that are relevant to DWR's consideration
of this issue: Policy RR P2 (23 Cal. Code Regs. section 5013) requires flood protection for
residential development in rural areas; Policy RR P4 (23 Cal. Code Regs. section 5015)
restricts encroachments in floodplains, including the Yolo Bypass within the Delta. Policy RR
P4 states that no encroachment shall be allowed or constructed unless it can be demonstrated
by appropriate analysis that the encroachment will not have a significant impact on floodplain
values and functions.

Delta Plan Recommendations

The Delta Plan contains 74 recommendations, which we encourage project proponents to
consider as they design and implement their projects and programs. Although these
recommendations are non-regulatory in nature, progress towards their implementation will help
with achieving the coequal goals in a manner that protects and enhances the unique values of
the Delta. The following recommendations may be relevant to your project.

Recreation: Delta Plan Recommendation DP R11 encourages water management and

ecosystem restoration agencies to provide new and protect existing recreation opportunities.

Protect Beneficial Uses: Delta Plan Recommendation WQ R1 calls for maintaining water
quality in the Delta at a level that supports, enhances, and protects beneficial uses identified in
the applicable State Water Resources Control Board or regional water quality control board
water quality control plans.

Closing Comments

The Council is supportive of the Project and its efforts to promote the recovery of listed species
and improve fish passage within and through the Yolo Bypass. As you proceed in the next
stages of your Project’s approval process, Council staff are available through early
consultation to continue to discuss your Project’s consistency with the Delta Plan. | encourage
you to contact Ron Melcer (Ronald.Melcer@deltacouncil.ca.gov) or Megan Brooks
(Megan.Brooks@deltacouncil.ca.gov) of my staff with any questions.

Sincerely,
>

Terri Gaines
Acting Deputy Executive Officer
Delta Stewardship Council

10
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CALIFORNIA CENTRAL VALLEY

FLOOD CONTROL

ASSOCIATION

February 15, 2018

Submitted Via Email: bcnelson@usbr.gov

Mr. Ben Nelson

Bureau of Reclamation, Bay Delta Office
801 I Street, Suite 140

Sacramento, CA 95814-2536

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft EIR/EIS for Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration
and Fish Passage Project

Dear Mr. Nelson:

The following comments on the Yolo Bypass Salmonid Habitat Restoration and Fish Passage
Project Draft EIR/EIS are submitted on behalf of the California Central Valley Flood Control
Association (CCVFCA/Association).

CCVFCA was established in 1926 to promote the common interests of rural and urban local
flood management agencies sharing in the responsibilities associated with reducing the risks of
flooding in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries, including the Delta.
Today, CCVFCA is the premier flood protection advocacy organization comprised of over 75
members with a wide spectrum of flood control expertise: reclamation districts conducting
surface drainage and routine levee maintenance; cities and counties managing stormwater and 1
levee systems; regional agencies constructing urban flood control improvements; and associated
consulting firms.

Project Purpose

On June 4, 2009 the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued its Biological Opinion
and Conference Opinion on the Long-Term Operations of the Central Valley Project and State
Water Project (BiOp) that concluded if left unchanged, the SWP and CVP operations were likely
to jeopardize the continued existence of four federally-listed anadromous fish species.
Subsequently, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Bureau of Reclamation

910 K STREET, SUITE 310, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 | TEL. (916) 446 0197 | WWW.FLOODASSOCIATION.NET
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(USBR) have issued their Fish Restoration Program Agreement Implementation Strategy
(FRPA) to create aquatic habitat and fish passage improvements in the Delta as part of their
requirement to maintain ESA incidental take permits for the operation of the SWP and CVP
pumping facilities in the South Delta.

In order to comply with RPA 1.6.1 and 1.7 the BiOps and FRPA, this Yolo Bypass fish
restoration project (Project) was initially included in the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) as
Conservation Measure 2 and is now one of the projects in the California EcoRestore Program.
As such, this Project proposes significant alteration and encroachments to the most critical
component of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRFCP) to satisfy ESA objectives
unrelated to the operation of the SRFCP.

The Yolo Bypass was designed and continues to operate as a key component of the State Plan of
Flood Control, but also allows compatible uses such as agricultural production, recreation,
wildlife habitat, and recreation. Physical modifications to the functionality, capacity, operation,
and purpose of this important flood facility must be compatible with the flood system and not
hamper Operation & Maintenance (O&M) of the adjacent and downstream levees.

Flood Protection

In 1953, the SPFC works were transferred to California with a memorandum of understanding
(MOU) confirming the State’s obligation to operate and maintain all completed works/facilities
and to hold the federal government harmless.® In addition, the State has signed assurance
agreements with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to maintain the San Joaquin River
Flood Control Project in accordance with the 1955 MOU.

Jurisdiction and authority throughout the drainage basin and for the 1.7 million acres within the
state’s Sacramento and San Joaquin Drainage District (SSJIDD) is the responsibility of the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB/Board).> Created by State legislation in 1913,
the SSJDD holds the property rights on about 18,000 parcels of SPFC lands, some going back to
1900.3 Annual inspections of the SPFC levee system are conducted twice annually by DWR.*

11953 Memorandum of Understanding (USACE and The Reclamation Board, 1953) and Supplements. Available at
ftp://ftp.water.ca.gov/mailout/CVFPB%200utgoing/Orientation%20Materials/1tem%203C%20-
%20LM%20Assurance%20Agreements/Example%201%20-%20srfcp_mou_1953%20--%20jsp%20copy.pdf.

2 Authority rests in the Flood Protection Board pursuant to assurance agreements with the USACE and the USACE
Operation and Maintenance Manuals under Code of Federal Regulations, Title 33, Section 208.10 and United States
Code, Title 33, Section 408

% Central Valley Flood Protection Board webpage, "Sacramento-San Joaquin Drainage District Jurisdiction Maps."
Auvailable at http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/cvfpb/ssjdd _maps/

#2013 Inspection and Local Maintaining Agency Report of the Central Valley State-Federal Flood Projection
System (providing that “DWR, under the authority of Water Code § 8360, § 8370, and § 8371, performs a
verification inspection of the maintenance of the SRFCP levees performed by the local responsible agencies, and
reports to the USACE periodically regarding the status of levee maintenance accomplished under the provisions of
Title 33, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Section 208.10. While there are no specific water code provisions
directing DWR to inspect and report on Maintenance of the San Joaquin River Flood Control System, DWR has

2
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This comprehensive interconnected system of levees and channel bypasses is absolutely critical
to public health and safety, including the protection of the region’s transportation, agriculture,
business, homes, and even water conveyance.® Levees in the Yolo Bypass provide this
protection at all times, during two daily high tides and seasonal high-flow events.

Under California law, no modification to the SPFC system (encroachment or project) may be
constructed on or near the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers or their tributaries until plans
have been reviewed and the projects have been approved or a permit issued by the CVFPB.®
The Board authorizes use of the SPFC facilities by issuing encroachment permits only if the
project is compatible with the flood system and will not hamper the State’s O&M
responsibilities.

Unmitigated Hydraulic/Hydrology Impacts

The alteration of hydrodynamics in the Yolo Bypass through implementation of RPA 1.6.1 and
1.7 (Project) pose a potential threat to the integrity and function of the SRFCP. The floods of
1986 and 1997 clearly demonstrate that the Yolo Bypass currently cannot spare even an
incremental interference with its flood control function. According Reclamation District 2068, at
the southern end where the Bypass narrows into a funnel, the water was a little over 2 feet above
the design flow in both the 1986 and 1997 flood events.

The EIR/EIS acknowledges that larger areas within the Yolo Bypass would experience increased
depth and inundation under low flow conditions for longer periods of time on a more frequent
basis, however, the EIR/EIS fails to analyze the increased vegetation growth that will occur in
areas with more frequent and longer duration inundation and how the vegetation would impede
or redirect flood flows in the bypass or unreasonably increase water surface elevations.

More frequent inundation of the Bypass when the Sacramento River is not at flood stage will
result in growth of vegetation in the flood channel, therefore increasing the State’s maintenance
costs and reducing flood flow coefficients. Unfortunately, The EIR/EIS fails to provide specific
mitigations to alleviate the impacts to bypass/channel capacity of flood flows or additional
maintenance costs on the local agencies managing the surrounding project levees.

The EIR/EIS should analyze the hydraulic impacts from increased vegetation growth within the
bypass and develop a vegetation management plan and provide funding to the State for channel
maintenance as mitigation. Additional mitigations would be funding levee improvements to
provide more freeboard by raising the height of certain levees to accommodate any increases in

performed inspections and provided reports for many years as a matter of practice that is consistent with Title 33,
CFR.") Available at http://cdec.water.ca.gov/current_reports.html.

> DWR A Framework for Department of Water Resources Integrated Flood Management Investments in the Delta
and Suisun Marsh (September 24, 2013)

® Central Valley Flood Protection Board , A Century of Progress: Central Valley Flood Protection Board 1911-2011
(2011). Awvailable at http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/Publications/DWR100Years_05.pdf

3
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water surface elevations resulting from reduced flood flow capacity due to increased vegetation
growth.

We specifically request that the Project Proponent consult with the Central Valley Flood
Protection Board (CVFPB) regarding the RMA2 two-dimensional model developed for the
Sutter Bypass’ and the more than 20 modeling simulations with a dense network of 47,000 grid
cells representing the underlying surface with a unique elevation and 1 of 23 vegetative cover or
land use conditions presented in an October 2013 technical memorandum.® The RMA 2 is a
two-dimensional, depth-averaged finite element hydrodynamic numerical model capable of
calculating water surface elevations and horizontal velocity components for flow in two
dimensions. The CVFPB developed the model in order to analyze the impacts of the vegetation
in the Sutter National Wildlife Refuge on the carrying capacity of flood water in the Sutter
Bypass.

Model simulations using the RMA2 model were performed with various vegetation conditions to
determine the maximum water surface elevations. Five vegetation conditions were simulated:

1. Bare Soil (Minimum Roughness)

2. Existing Conditions

3. Vegetation Fully Grown (Maximum Roughness)
4. Vegetation Management

5. Structural Modifications.

The five conditions were simulated using the Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRFCP)
1957 design flows in seven different locations.

Because implementation of the Yolo Bypass Fish Restoration Project, RPA 1.6.1 and 1.7, would
likely result in increase vegetation growth within the bypass, the project proponents should use
the CVFPB’s two-dimensional model with grid data for the Yolo Bypass to provide modeling
results and provide an analysis and mitigation measures in the Final EIR/EIS for any significant
impacts to carrying capacity of floodwater in the Yolo Bypass. Included in the Final EIR/EIS
analysis should be disclosure of whether there are any portions of the Yolo Bypass that cannot
currently pass the 1957 design flow at the design stage (Existing Conditions).

Development of the two-dimensional hydraulic model was done with the aid of the Surfacewater
Modeling System (SMS) and calibration was based on the recorded flow and stage information
from the January 2006 flood event. These calibration adjustments were made to refine the
estimated roughness coefficients up or down to modify the impedance of vegetation on the flow
and thereby influence the computed water surface elevations.

" Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Modeling Project.
8 «Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Modeling: Simulation of Potential Management Options, Technical
Report, prepared for Central Valley Flood Protection Board by CH2MHill, October 2013.

4



asisvf
Polygonal Line

asisvf
Polygonal Line

EvansSM
Text Box
5


Page |5

Much of the modeling information had been assembled previously for the development of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Common Features Sacramento River Basin HEC-RAS
model (Release 3, February 2011), which provided a one-dimensional representation of the
broader flood control system but included stage and flow data useful for the development of the
Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Model. The high water mark data were valuable to
establish general trends in the water surface profiles and to isolate areas of abrupt changes in
water surface elevations.

The Tech Memo provides modeling results detailing predicted water level, freeboard to existing
levee crest elevations, and a relative freeboard termed “Freeboard Deficiency” which relates the
existing freeboard to that which existed in 1957 at the time when the USACE turned over
management of the bypass channel to the State of California. The vegetative cover in the model
simulations was represented with a roughness coefficient and varied in relation to the level of
resistance to flow each vegetation type created.

The Association requests new hydraulic modeling using the RMA2 model be conducted for the
Yolo Bypass and that the EIR/EIS be revised to analyze and mitigate identified impacts to flood
flow capacity within the bypass due to increased vegetation growth that impedes flood flows or
increases water surface elevations that encroach on the existing levee freeboard, and recirculate
the EIR/EIS for additional public review and comment.

Sincerely,

s %6

Melinda Terry,
Executive Director

Attachments:

CVFPB Technical Memorandum, “Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Modeling: 7

Simulation of Potential Management Options, ” prepared by CH2MHill, October 2013.

MBK Technical Memorandum on Sutter Bypass Hydraulic Model Development and Analysis, )

December 16, 2016
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Technical Memorandum

Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional
Hydraulic Modeling: Simulation of
Potential Management Options

Prepared for

Central Valley Flood Protection Board

October 2013

CH2MHILL-

2485 Natomas Park Drive
Suite 600
Sacramento, CA 95833






Contents

Section Page
Acronyms and ABBreviatioNns...........cccceeciiiiiiiiriieir e eerreneeesrenae e s renns e reenssssseensssseeenssssseenssssrennssssrennssssnennnns vii
1 Yo T ot o o PPN 1-1
2 Hydraulic Simulations (Task 6 Model SIMUIatioNns)........cceiiiiiiiiiiimeiiiiieiiiiieirereierereerennessesessseesnnnes 2-1
2.1 Ta] oo [¥T o1 e o O UUSUPURRNE 2-1
2.2 VT To =T IS T 0 o101 F=1 o T o L3 USRI 2-1
2.2.1  Group 1: Bare Soil SIMUIGtIONS ......ccocciiiieciiie e e 2-4
2.2.2  Existing Conditions SIMUIAtioN ........ccccviiiiiiiiii e 2-17
2.2.3  Full Growth SImMUIGLION ..cccceeieee e e e e rbae e e e ae e e e eanes 2-20
2.2.4 Vegetation Management SImUlatioNns........cc.eeiiiiieieiiiieee e 2-21
2.2.5 Structural Modification SIMUIations..........ccceeiiiiiiii i 2-32
2.3 Existing Conditions under Alternate Hydrology .........oocuueeeeiiiiie i 2-43
2.4 Feather River Levee Setback Simulation ...........ooociiiiiiiiiii e 2-47
2.5 Summary of Task 6 SIMUIATIONS .....cccuiiieicee e et e e e e nre e e e nes 2-57
3 Impact of Sutter National Wildlife RefUge......cccueciiiieiiiiieccirecccrrrccrrren e rren e s e rese e s e s e e s e s anaasnenas 3-1
3.1 Ta] oo [ U1 1 e o USSR 3-1
3.2 Y T o =TI =1 ] o TSRS 3-1
33 Y T o L=l 2 =T U | PSSR 3-1
4 SUMMAIY .oiuuiiiiiiiriniiiieirieiiresiirnestrasssrasserssssssssstrsessrasssrsssssssssssasssrsssssssssssssssesssssasssssssssasssssnsssenssssasss 4-1
4.1 [ a1 a oo [ 1 o Yo U 4-1
4.2 1Y T o =] BT =] U] o U 4-1
4.3 Model Calibration and VerifiCation .......c...eeoeciiie et saaee e 4-1
4.4 1Y T 1= I [ 01 =Y o o Ly 4-1
o R - - T <Y 11 YN @o T o To [ 4o o USSR 4-1
4.4.2  EXISTING CONAITIONS...ciiiiiiiie ettt ee e e e etae e e et ee e e e ebae e e eabaee e eenbeeeeennsenas 4-3
e T - ¥ T I Yo 1| M@oY o [ oY o Ly RS US 4-3
4.4.4 Vegetation ManagemMENT... ...ttt e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeseeeseaeseeeeeeeseeeeenees 4-4
4.4.5  Structural REFINEMENTS.......uviiiiiii e crre e e e e e e e s arraae e e e e e e nas 4-4
N R Y i o F- T [ I 1Y TSR UUPN 4-4
4.4.7  Simulation INterpretation ... e 4-4
4.5 Impact of Sutter National Wildlife REFUBE.....c.uuii i 4-5
4.6 N L (=T o LN 4-5
4.6.1  RIMA2 MOEI USE..ueeeeieeieeiiiiiiee e ettt e e e ttee e e e e e e e st are e e e e e e e e anbeaaeeeeaesesnnsraaaeeaaanenn 4-5
4.6.2 Management Actions for Consideration .........ccccouveeiiii e 4-5
5 [ 1] =1 1oL RIS 5-1
Appendix
A Freeboard Plots
Tables
1-1 Distribution of Materials and Final Manning’s n Friction Coefficient Assignments ........cccccoeevveeeecivee e, 1-2
2-1 Baseline Distribution of Materials and Friction Coefficients in Model Domain ........cccccccvveeeicieeeecciiee e, 2-6
2-2 Summary of Bare SOil SIMUIGTIONS ........oii ittt e e e et e e e e tt e e e e ebteeeesrteeeesnreeaeanns 2-7
2-3 Summary of Vegetation Management SIMUIAtioNns .........ccceeiieiiiiiieciiie e 2-31

RDD\ 131090003 (TECH MEMO MANAGEMENT OPTIONS_OCT2013.DOCX) 1]
WBG041913074558RDD



CONTENTS, CONTINUED

Section Page
2-4 Summary of Structural Modification SIMUIAtIONS ........eiiiiiiie e e 2-42
2-5 Peak Flows and Stages at Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Model Boundaries ......................... 2-43
2-6 Summary of Management Alternatives Simulations and Maximum Water Level Changes..........ccccuve... 2-59
Figures
11 OVEIVIEW IMIAP .. tiiieeiee ittt ettt et e e ettt e e e e e s ettt et e e e e e e e asb et aeeeesesaasssbaeaeeeeessaassbaaaaeeesssannnsseaeeaeeenns 1-3
1-2 2006 Calibration Water SUrface Profile ..o e 1-4
2-1a  Observed Flow and Stage at YBY Gauge for 1997 FIood EVENt .......ccoeiiiiiiiciiiie e 2-2
2-1b  Stage/Discharge Curve at YBY Gauge for 1997 FIOOd EVENT......ccceceeiieeiieereetecsreectee e ereere e e sreesaee v 2-3
2-2 Stage/Discharge Curve at VON Gauge for 1997 FIOOd EVENT .....c.eoeiviieiiiieciee ettt et 2-3
2-3 Bare Soil Conditions. Predicted Water Surface Elevations for Series of Cleared Vegetation Simulations

with Clearing of Riparian Corridor aloNg LEVEES .......ccuuiiiieciiieicciiee ettt e et e et e e esta e e eeaae e e seareeesenseee s 2-8

2-4 Bare Soil Conditions. Predicted Water Surface Elevations for Series of Cleared Vegetation Simulations
without Clearing of Riparian Corridor aloNg LEVEES.........ccccveiieeciiieeeceiee et e et eevee e e e saa e e eeareeeeeareea s 2-9

2-5 Bare Soil Conditions. Predicted Water Surface Elevations for Cleared03 Simulation representative

of As-BUilt Conditions in the SULLEr BYPass. ..cciicuiiiiiiiiiieeciiee e eiieee e et e e estre e s ssare e e s saae e s ssataeeessnssaeessssseeean 2-10
2-6 Bare Soil Conditions. Predicted Water Surface Elevations for Cleared01b Simulation representative

of upper limit of likely future clearing of vegetation in the Sutter Bypass........ccccveeviieeeeiciveeeeccveee e, 2-11
2-7 East Bank Freeboard Profile for Baseline Simulation .........ccocueeiiiiiiiie e 2-12
2-8 West Bank Freeboard Profile for Baseline SImulation..........oc.eoviiiiiiiiniiiniicniec e 2-13
2-9 Predicted Water Level and East Bank Freeboard for 1957 Design Flows and Reduced Vegetation

Conditions in the Sutter Bypass (RUNOLD) .......c.cooiuiiiiiiieiieeciee ettt et e stee e e re e e etae s v e e s raeesareeeans 2-14
2-10  Predicted Water Level and West Bank Freeboard for 1957 Design Flows and Reduced Vegetation

Conditions in the Sutter Bypass (RUNDLD) ......cccciiiiiiiiiieiiiiie ettt e e estre e e s see e e e saae e e srasaeeessasaeeessnaaneees 2-15
2-11  Predicted Water Level and East Bank Freeboard for 1957 Design Flows and Reduced Vegetation

(rough As-Built) Conditions in the Sutter Bypass (RUND3) .......c..eieiiiiiieieiiiee ettt eeree e e eiree e e irae e 2-16
2-12  Predicted Water Level and East Bank Freeboard for 1957 Design Flows and Reduced Vegetation

(rough As-Built) Conditions in the Sutter Bypass (RUND3).......c.ueeeiiiiiieieciieeeeciiiee et e e eree e e eiree e e nraee e 2-17
2-13  Existing CoNditions (RUNDS) ......ccccuiiiiiiiiieeeiiiee e eciiee e et e e este e e e tte e e e eabaeeesaaaeeeesasbaeeeanssaeesennseeeeennsensesnnsens 2-18
2-14  Predicted Water Level and East Bank Freeboard for 1957 Design Flows and Existing Vegetation

CoNditioNs iN the SULLEE BYPaSS....uiiiiciieeieiiiieeeiiteeeeiite e e ectre e e eitee e e sstteeeeerataeeessasaeeeesasaeeesnnsaeeesanssaeesasseeen 2-19
2-15  Predicted Water Level and West Bank Freeboard for 1957 Design Flows and Existing Vegetation

CoNditioNS iN the SULLEE BYPaSS ....uiiiiciiieiiiiiieieciiie sttt e sttt e st e e e ssre e e e s stae e e ssssaeeessstaeeessstaeeessssseeesssseeen 2-20
2-16  Future Vegetation Conditions (RUNLO) ......cccuiieiiiiiiieiiie ettt steeeeseste e etee e ste e site e eaaeesateeeseeesseeesnsaeesnneenns 2-21
2-17  Location of Vegetation Thinning for Run06 (denoted in Red).........cceoeiiiiiciiiie e 2-23
2-18  Water Profiles and Reduction from Existing Conditions for Vegetation Management Run06................... 2-24
[\ RDD\ 131090003 (TECH MEMO MANAGEMENT OPTIONS_OCT2013.DOCX)

WBG041913074558RDD



CONTENTS, CONTINUED

Section Page
2-19  Location of Vegetation Thinning for Run07c (denoted in Red), North End of Sutter Bypass .................... 2-25
2-20  Location of Vegetation Thinning for Run07c (denoted in Blue); Feather River to Sacramento

YAV G =Tt o o TP PPTPP PP 2-25
2-21  Water Profiles and Reduction from Existing Conditions for Vegetation Management RunO7c ................ 2-26
2-22  Location of Vegetation Thinning/Removal for Run08c (denoted in Red and Blue); Wadsworth Canal

LR R =T 1 o 1Tl 2L AV PRSPPI 2-26
2-23  Water Profiles and Reduction from Existing Conditions for Vegetation Management Run08c ................ 2-27
2-24  Location of Vegetation Removal and Conversion to Agricultural Land Use for Run 08d (noted in Blue).. 2-28
2-25  Water Profiles and Reduction from Existing Conditions for Vegetation Management Run08d................ 2-29
2-26  Water Profiles and Reduction from Existing Conditions for Vegetation Management Scenarios............. 2-30
2-27  Structural Modification: Removal of Two Training Dikes near Nelson Slough and Feather River

L 2U0T a1 <) RSNt 2-32
2-28  Ground Elevation Profile with Historical Sediment Deposits Marked..........ccccceeeciieiicciiei e 2-34
2-29  Schematic of Sediment Removal for Simulations 11a, 11b, and 11f......ccccccciiiiiiiiiiiiii, 2-35
2-30  Structural Modification: Removal of 400,000 cubic yards of Deposited Sediment in Sutter Bypass

Upstream of Nelson SIOUZN (RUNTLLA) ..ccc.eiiiiiieiiieiiee ettt et e etre e s ve e s te e esaae e sbeeestaeesabeesbaeesabeeens 2-36
2-31  Structural Modification: Removal of 1.04 million cubic yards of Deposited Sediment in Sutter Bypass

Nnear Nelson SIOUZH (RUNTIC) ..ueii ittt e eette e e e tae e e e e bae e e e eabt e e e e eabeeeeeannteeaeensraeaeennees 2-37
2-32  Topography for Run 11f (Yolo-Full-1957-SAC_11f) Showing Extent of Removal of 5.9 Million Cubic

Yards of Sediment t0 30 fEET EI@VATION ....cc.eeiiiiiecee ettt et e et e e e s e e 2-38
2-33  Structural Modification: Removal of 5.90 Million Cubic Yards of Deposited Sediment in Sutter Bypass

near Feather River Confluence (RUNLLT) ....co.uiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e e et e e bre e e e 2-39
2-34  Structural Modification: Removal of 2.46 Million Cubic Yards of Deposited Sediment in Sutter Bypass

and Feather River near Confluence (RUNTLA) ..uueeeieiiieiiiiiiiiieceeeeiiieeeee et e e e eeeatreee e e e e e seeanareeeeeeeens 2-40
2-35  Structural Modification: Removal of 575,000 Cubic Yards of Deposited Sediment in Sutter Bypass

Downstream of Wadsworth Canal (RUNL2) .....ccocuriiiiiiiieiiiieeeie et eeeirreee e e e eearreer e e e e e e ennnaraneees 2-41
2-36  Water Surface Profiles for O&M Manual Flows in Upper Sutter Bypass.......cccccceeeeeeeeiciiiieeeeeeeeecvieeeeeeennn 2-44
2-37a East Bank Freeboard Profile for Existing Conditions Simulation with O&M FIOWS ..........ccccccvveveeciieeeennee. 2-45
2-37b  West Bank Freeboard Profile for Existing Conditions Simulation with O&M Flows..........cccccoeveeciieeennnnee. 2-46
2-38  Water Surface Profiles for 100-year and 200-year Flows in Upper Sutter Bypass.......cccceeevvveeresnveeeennne 2-47
2-39  Proposed Levee Alignments Options for Feather River West Levee Project ........ccccceeevveeeeeccvieeeeccvieeeeennee 2-49
2-40 Model Grid and Topography for Levee Setback Simulation..........cccceeeciii i 2-50
2-41  Water Surface Profiles along Centerline of Sutter Bypass, Demonstrating Increase in Water Level

With Feather RIVEr SEEDACK LEVEE.......ccuii ittt ettt ettt te e s saae e s be e e saae e sate e snteesareeenees 2-51
RDD\ 131090003 (TECH MEMO MANAGEMENT OPTIONS_OCT2013.DOCX) \%

WBG041913074558RDD



CONTENTS, CONTINUED

Section

2-42

2-43

2-44

2-45

2-46

2-47

2-48
2-49
2-50
341

3-2

4-1

VI

Page
Feather River Transect for Demonstration of Water Level Reduction in Feather River with
Y=y o 1] [ =N USSP 2-52
Predicted Water Surface Elevation along Transect through Feather River Confluence Area.................... 2-52
Predicted Peak Water Surface for 1957 Flood Condition, Existing Geometry and Vegetative Cover
(Sutter Bypass/Feather River CONFIUBNCE) ......ooooviieiiee ettt ettt et e eetee e e veeevee s 2-53
Predicted Peak Water Surface for 1957 Flood Condition, Levee Setback Geometry and Existing
Vegetative Cover (Sutter Bypass/Feather River CONflUENCE) ......covevveeiiieiiieieeceeee e 2-53
Velocity Vectors at Confluence for Existing Conditions and 1957 Design Flows (Sutter Bypass/Feather
RV o] ) 1= o T T RS USS 2-54
Velocity Vectors at Confluence for Levee Setback and 1957 Design Flows (Sutter Bypass/Feather
VLT oYY [ T=T o Tol=) FO RSP 2-54
Predicted Velocity along Transect through Feather River Confluence Area.........cccceeeecveveiecieeeccciieee e, 2-55
Potential Levee Alignment for Setback on Sutter Bypass West LEVEE.........cccueeeeeiieeeeecieee e 2-56
Potential LEVEE ALISNMENTS ......eiiiiii ittt e e e e e e et re e e e e e s e aabteeeeeeeesransstaneeeeeseannsennnes 2-57
Water Surface Profiles indicating Influence of Sutter National Wildlife Refuge on Flood Levels in
R U =Tl 2 1V o = ]3P 3-2
Water Surface Profiles indicating Influence of Sutter National Wildlife Refuge Managed Habitat on
[ ToToTe WAV Zc (S o I WL =T gl = 177 o - TSR 3-3
East Bank Freeboard Profile for 1957 Design Profile.........ueccuiei ittt 4-2
West Bank Freeboard Profile for 1957 Design Profile ...ttt 4-3

RDD\ 131090003 (TECH MEMO MANAGEMENT OPTIONS_OCT2013.DOCX)
WBG041913074558RDD



Acronyms and Abbreviations

2D

cfs

CLD
CVFED
CVFPB
DWR
LiDAR
NAVD88
O&M Manual
SBFCA
SMS
SNWR
USED
USACE
YBY

two-dimensional

cubic feet per second

California Levee Database

Central Valley Floodplain Evaluation and Delineation
Central Valley Flood Protection Board
California Department of Water Resources
Light Detection and Ranging

North American Vertical Datum of 1988
Operations and Maintenance Manual
Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency

Surface Water Modeling System

Sutter National Wildlife Refuge

United States Engineering Datum

United States Army Corps of Engineers

Yolo Bypass (gauge location)

RDD\ 131090003 (TECH MEMO MANAGEMENT OPTIONS_OCT2013.DOCX)

WBG041913074558RDD

\l






SECTION 1

Introduction

This technical memorandum provides a detailed presentation of results of potential management options
designed to lower peak flood water surface elevations throughout the Sutter Bypass. This memorandum builds on
the main report developed for the Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Modeling project delivered to the
Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) on February 20, 2013 (CH2M HILL, 2013); this technical
memorandum assumes the reader is familiar with the main project report (Main Report).

This technical memorandum is organized as follows. A brief recap of the overall modeling effort, including
background on the model calibration effort, is provided in Section 1. In Section 2, a detail presentation of results
of over 20 model simulations is presented with a series of figures detailing predicted water level, freeboard to
existing levee crest elevations, and a relative freeboard termed “Freeboard Deficiency” which relates the existing
freeboard to that which existed in 1957 at the time when the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) turned over
management of the Sutter Bypass to the State of California. Finally, Section 3 provides for conclusions and
recommendations.

The development of the Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Model was authorized by the Central Valley
Flood Protection Board on January 11, 2011. The project authorized CH2M HILL to perform tasks in support of the
California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR) floodplain management activities related to the development
of a two-dimensional (2D) hydraulic model for the Sutter Bypass necessary to support CVFPB and its activities.
Model development was conducted with the aid of the Surfacewater Modeling System (SMS).

The model was developed with a dense network of 47,000 grid cells representing the underlying surface with a
unique elevation and 1 of 23 vegetative cover or land use conditions, the distribution of which is summarized in
Table 1-1. The vegetative cover was represented with a roughness coefficient and varied in relation to the level of
resistance to flow each vegetative type created. A range of values was initially determined to reflect practices
throughout the bypass.

A careful calibration of the model was conducted to improve the reliability of the simulation results. This
calibration effort was based on the recorded flow and stage information from the January 2006 event. Much of
this information had been assembled previously for the development of the USACE Common Features
Sacramento River Basin HEC-RAS model (Release 3, February 2011). That model provided a one-dimensional
representation of the broader flood control system but included stage and flow data useful for the development
of the Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Model. Using information from the Common Features Model,
conditions at each inflow point and at the outflow location were defined.

The calibration process consisted of refinements to the model so that the simulated results for the 2006 event
matched reasonably well with the observed flow and stage data. Calibration was conducted via adjustments to
the roughness coefficients for the various grid cells. These adjustments were made to refine the estimated
roughness coefficients up or down to modify the impedance of vegetation on the flow and thereby influence the
computed water surface elevations.

The model calibration effort focused on matching recorded stage data at six gauges extending from the Fremont
Weir upstream to the Sutter Bypass Pumping Plant 3 located just below the Highway 20 crossing of the Bypass. In
addition, observed high water mark data were available for portions of the east and west banks of the Bypass
above the confluence with the Feather River. The reliability of the data at the gauge locations was determined to
be higher and that information was accorded higher significance in the calibration process. The high water mark
data were valuable to establish general trends in the water surface profiles and to isolate areas of abrupt changes
in water surface profile.

Sixteen iterations of the model were made before calibration was deemed complete. During those simulations,
the absolute error at the stream gauges was reduced from a maximum of 0.45 feet to 0.27 feet. The water surface
profile for the final calibration run is shown on Figure 1-2. A subsequent validation simulation was conducted
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SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

using the 1997 storm event. The data for this event was somewhat unreliable, however, the results of the
validation simulation had an average absolute error of _0.7’ over six water level gauges, demonstrating the
reasonableness of the model to represent a range of flow rates. Following model calibration, the model was
applied for a series of potential management actions with the goal of reducing peak water levels in the Sutter

Bypass.

TABLE 1-1

Distribution of Materials and Final Manning’s n Friction Coefficient Assignments

Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Model Report

Manning's Percent of

Material No. Material Description n Value Grid
1 Agricultural areas 0.028 56.74
2 Levee 0.035 1.75
3 Dense Vegetation (V1) 0.1 6.02
4 Toe drains 0.03 343
5 Riparian Corridors on Levees 0.06 3.99
6 Feather River 0.038 211
7 Sacramento River 0.035 1.21
8 Highway 20 0.06 0.02
9 Highway 113/Sutter Causeway 0.06 0.02
10 SNWR Watergrass 0.037 2.04
11 SNWR Seasonal Marsh 0.037 4.24
12 Feather River Confluence Weir 0.16 0.01
13 Medium Vegetation (V2) 0.08 2.77
14 Sparse Vegetation (V3) 0.06 3.72
15 Natural Grasses 0.045 11.56
16 Fremont Weir Crest 0.16 0.02
17 Fremont Weir Trough 0.16 0.02
18 Cache Creek Weir 0.03 0.07
19 Natomas Cross Canal Bridge 0.06 0.00
20 Natomas Cross Canal 0.035 0.01
21 Willow Slough 0.04 0.07
22 Nelson Slough 0.05 0.09
23 Gilsizer Slough 0.04 0.09
Total 100
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SECTION 2

Hydraulic Simulations (Task 6 Model Simulations)

2.1 Introduction

This section discusses the hydraulic simulations conducted under Task 6, which include a range in simulations
representing variations in hydrology, land use, vegetation management, and structural modifications to the Sutter
Bypass. Model simulations reported herein were developed from the calibrated model discussed in Section 1.
Information on the model area, model development, boundary conditions, and calibration can also be found in
Section 5 of the Main Report.

The project scope detailed five model simulations to be conducted to determine potential changes to peak water
levels in the Sutter Bypass for a range of vegetative conditions. Discussions with CVFPB staff and project team
members yielded a series of five simulations that would provide the most useful information to Board staff and
stakeholders. These simulations include:

Bare Soil (Minimum Roughness)

Existing Conditions

Vegetation Fully Grown (Maximum Roughness)
Vegetation Management

Structural Modifications

Uk wnN e

This section presents the results of the above five simulations, many of which were ultimately run as a series of
simulations to enhance the usefulness of the model application.

2.2 Model Simulations

This section discusses the simulations conducted under Task 6 that fall into the five main categories presented
above. Unless noted, these simulations were conducted with 1957 Design Flows, with a Sacramento River
centering that yields higher flows on the Sacramento River and lower flows on the Feather River. This hydrology
was chosen for the simulations as it results in critical freeboard conditions in the upper Sutter Bypass. The
following flow boundary conditions were applied for these simulations:

e Sutter Bypass at Longbridge: 150,000 cfs
Wadsworth Canal: 1,500 cfs

Tisdale Bypass: 28,500 cfs

e Feather River: 200,000 cfs

e Sacramento River at Knights Landing: 30,000 cfs
e Knights Landing Ridge Cut: 19,000 cfs

e Cache Creek: 15,000 cfs

e Natomas Cross Canal: 22,000 cfs

Results are presented as longitudinal water surface profile plots and plots of freeboard relative to local levee crest
elevations as determined by the California Levee Database. Comparisons between the California Levee Database
(CLD) elevations and those determined from LiDAR data collected to support the Central Valley Floodplain
Evaluation and Delineation (CVFED) project indicate close agreement between the two datasets. The decision was
made to retain the CLD elevations for calculating freeboard, considering the source and relative accuracy of the
regular levee surveys and the previous acceptance of the survey data by DWR. The 1957 design profile is included
in the longitudinal water level plots for reference. This profile was generated by manually extracting elevations at
mileposts from a PDF scan of the original 1957 design sheets, as supplied to project staff by DWR. The 1957 design
profile elevation near the southern end of the model boundary is noticeably higher than the water level
predictions. This stems from the boundary condition applied at YBY in the numerical model. Figure 2-1a presents
the observed flow and stage at the YBY gauge for the 1997 flood event. Analysis of the stage/discharge
relationship (Figure 2-1b) indicates that the observed stage at 377,000 cfs (the 1957 design flow at this location) is
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

equal to 32.52 feet. This is 1.36 feet lower than the 1957 design profile elevation, as extracted from the original
profile plot and converted from United States Engineering Datum (USED) to North American Vertical Datum of
1988 (NAVD88) by subtracting 0.41 foot. The value extracted from the stage discharge curve (32.52 ft) was
applied as the Yolo Bypass Stage Boundary for the 1957 Design Flow simulations. The rating curve reflects recent
river conditions which could be different than those that existed during development of the 1957 Design Profile.

At Verona, model outflows of approximately 96,000 cfs occur when the 1957 Design Flows are applied at the
upstream boundary locations. Based on a stage discharge curve developed from measured stages during the 1997
flood (Figure 2-2), the stage corresponding to a flow of 96,000 cfs is 41.31 feet NAVD88. The non-symmetric rating
curve, with stages on the falling limb of the flood hydrograph considerably higher than those for the same flow on
the rising hydrograph, indicate downstream controls (possibly from the American River) on flows at Verona during
the 1997 flood event. The downstream stage at Verona was set at 41.31 feet based on the recent rating curve.

500,000

Yolo Bypass Gauge Data (YBY) for 1997 Flood Event

(from USACE Common Features Model, Observed Data HEC-DSS File)
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Observed Flow and Stage at YBY Gauge for 1997 Flood Event
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YBY Observed Rating Curves
(from USACE Common Features Model, Observed Data DSS File)
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

2.2.1 Group 1: Bare Soil Simulations

The purpose of the first series of model simulations conducted under Task 6 was to determine the water level
profiles in the Sutter Bypass under bare soil or as-built conditions. This simulation was meant to provide one
bookend of potential future vegetative conditions in the Sutter Bypass. On the basis of discussions with the
project team, it was concluded that a real condition which might be represented by a full bare soil simulation (no
woody vegetation) was not likely to ever be achieved considering the evolution of the Sutter Bypass since
construction, and the abundance of conflicting uses along the Bypass. Rather, the series of simulations was
designed to establish a reasonable understanding that reflected the highest level of vegetation management that
might be achieved given the environmental and land use constraints that exist along the Sutter Bypass.

The bare soil simulations reflect varying degrees of aggressive clearing of woody vegetation and undergrowth in
the Sutter Bypass. The individual simulations included modification of land use to varying degrees and varying
extents. Changes to the friction assignments developed during model calibration were made on a material basis.
Table 2-1 summarizes the individual material types in the model domain, along with their acreage.

A total of eight model simulations were conducted under this group, split into two series of four simulations each.
The difference between the two series is that one included the thinning of vegetation in the riparian corridor
along the levees, while the other did not. Results from the series that included thinning of the riparian corridor
vegetation are discussed first, followed by the series of four simulations that did not alter the existing riparian
corridor vegetation. The first series was conducted to more closely represent as-built conditions, while the second
series was conducted with the recognition of the benefits of a riparian corridor along the levee slope, namely the
reduction of wind wave action on the exposed levee face during high water and storm conditions.

Results of the model simulations are presented in this section as longitudinal profile plots of predicted water level
of each individual simulation as compared to the Baseline and the 1957 Design Profile. Figure 2-3 presents
predicted water levels for the four Bare Soil simulations with clearing of the thin riparian corridor along the toe
drains, and Figure 2-4 presents predicted water levels for the four Bare Soil scenarios with the riparian corridor
intact.

Plots showing longitudinal freeboard along the Sutter Bypass levees have been developed with two versions of
freeboard presented in each. First, the predicted freeboard is the local difference in elevation between the levee
crest as determined by the CLDB and the predicted water surface elevation for a given simulation. Second, the
Freeboard Deficiency is defined as the difference between the predicted freeboard and the freeboard as it existed
in 1957. This latter freeboard, termed the 1957 freeboard, is the difference in elevation between the 1957 levee
crest elevation and the 1957 design profile provided by DWR. Once caveat is that the 1957 design freeboard is
capped at 6 feet. The Freeboard Deficiency is thus a measure of how much the current freeboard is below that in
existence in 1957. Only positive values of Freeboard Deficiency are presented to locate areas where the existing
freeboard is less than the 1957 freeboard.

Table 2-2 summarizes the eight simulations conducted to investigate a range of bare soil conditions, separated
into two groups according to whether or not the riparian corridor was included in the vegetation management
alternative. Table 2-2 summarizes the maximum water level benefit for each simulation (reduction in water level)
compared to the baseline simulation, as well as the minimum freeboard calculated in relation to the local levee
crest elevation, as obtained from the California Levee Database. The maximum Freeboard Deficiency is also
presented in Table 2-2. Note that the Baseline simulation has a minimum freeboard of 3.5 feet but a maximum
Freeboard Deficiency of 1.8 feet

2.2.1.1 Bare Soil Simulations with Clearing of Riparian Corridor

The first simulation (run ‘Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared01’) cleared all three areas specified as woody
vegetation (3,280 acres) and the riparian habitat areas (1,045 acres) to a Manning’s n value of 0.04, reflecting
extensive thinning of trees and understory brush. In addition, this simulation cleared vegetation bordering Nelson
Slough, reducing the Manning’s n value to 0.04 from 0.05. Results indicate a peak reduction in water level at the
upstream end of the model domain of 1.49 feet as compared to the baseline simulation.
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

The second simulation (run ‘Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04 cleared02b’) further cleared the woody vegetation and
riparian corridor materials to a Manning’s n value to 0.035, and reduced the natural grasses friction from a
Manning’s n value of 0.045 to 0.035 to simulate active management (mowing) of 3,030 acres of natural grasses.
Additionally, vegetation along Willow Slough and Gilsizer Slough was thinned and represented by a Manning’s n
value of 0.035. Results indicate a peak reduction in water level at the upstream end of the model domain of
2.22 feet as compared to the baseline.

The third simulation (run ‘Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared03’) was built on the second simulation, and included a
conversion of 1,646 acres of managed wetland habitat in the Sutter National Wildlife Refuge (SNWR) to
agricultural land use, reducing the friction value from n = 0.037 to n = 0.028. Results indicate a peak reduction in
water level at the upstream end of the model domain of 2.60 feet as compared to the baseline. This condition
most closely represents the conditions that were likely to be in place at the time of the Sutter Bypass construction
and may be referred to as the “As-Constructed” condition which reflects a condition without the SNWR. It was
assumed that the majority of woody vegetation in the Sutter Bypass, particularly along the toe drains, has grown
since the construction of the Bypass, and that the majority of the Bypass was agricultural land use at the time of
construction. Figure 2-5 presents predicted water surface elevations for this scenario and includes a plot of the
difference in water surface elevation between the simulation and Baseline results on the right-hand axis. Note
that the scale on the right-hand axis has been modified for clarity compared to the left-hand axis, which shows
water surface elevation. The baseline water surface elevation is up to 2.6 feet higher than the best estimate of the
As-Constructed conditions.

The final simulation in the series (run ‘Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04 cleared04c’) was built on the third simulation, and
included the conversion of all vegetation areas and natural grasses to agricultural land use, reducing the friction
value for 6,310 acres from n = 0.035 to n = 0.028. Results indicate a peak reduction in water level at the upstream
end of the model domain of 3.28 feet as compared to the baseline.

2.2.1.2 Bare Soil Simulations without Clearing of Riparian Corridor

Results from the second set of simulations are very similar to the first. By assuming that the riparian corridor
vegetation would not be included in the vegetation management operations, the predicted water levels are
slightly higher than if the riparian corridor vegetation was thinned considerably. Because these corridors are at
the edges of the conveyance system and are very thin (accounting for 4.0 percent of the grid area), they are not
expected to have a significant influence on the predicted water surface elevations. Results indicate that clearing
the riparian corridor only lowers the water surface elevation by between 0.11 and 0.16 foot for the four
simulations discussed above.

The first simulation (run ‘Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared01b’) cleared all three areas specified as woody
vegetation (3,280 acres) to a Manning’s n value of 0.04, reflecting extensive thinning of trees and understory
brush. In addition, this simulation cleared vegetation bordering Nelson Slough, reducing the Manning’s n value to
0.04 from 0.05. Results indicate a peak reduction in water level at the upstream end of the model domain of
1.37 feet as compared to the baseline simulation. This condition is the best representation of a most likely
maximum clearing scenario. That is, given the many land use interests within the Sutter Bypass, this is the
maximum vegetation reduction that could plausibly be achieved. Figure 2-6 presents predicted water surface
elevations for this scenario and includes a plot of the difference in water surface elevation between the
simulation and Baseline results on the right-hand axis. Note that the scale on the right-hand axis has been
modified for clarity compared to the left-hand axis, which shows water surface elevation. The predicted water
surface elevation is up to 1.4 feet higher for the Baseline Scenario than this cleared vegetation scenario.

The second simulation (run ‘Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04 cleared02d’) further cleared the woody vegetation materials
to a Manning’s n value to 0.035, and reduced the natural grasses friction from a Manning’s n value of 0.045 to
0.035 to simulate active management (mowing) of 3,030 acres of natural grasses. Additionally, vegetation along
Willow Slough and Gilsizer Slough was thinned and represented by a Manning’s n value of 0.035. Results indicate
a peak reduction in water level at the upstream end of the model domain of 2.07 feet as compared to the
baseline.
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

The third simulation (run ‘Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared03b’) was built on the second simulation, and included
a conversion of 1,646 acres of managed wetland habitat in the Sutter National Wildlife Refuge to agricultural land
use, reducing the friction value from n = 0.037 to n = 0.028. Results indicate a peak reduction in water level at the

upstream end of the model domain of 2.49 feet as compared to the baseline.

The final simulation in the series (run ‘Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared04d’) was built on the third simulation, and
included the conversion of all vegetation areas and natural grasses to agricultural land use, reducing the friction
value for 6,310 acres from n = 0.035 to n = 0.028. Results indicate a peak reduction in water level at the upstream

end of the model domain of 3.12 feet as compared to the baseline.

Figures 2-7 and 2-8 present freeboard plots or the Baseline simulation (east and west levees, respectively).
Predicted freeboard relative to the existing levee crests are included along with a profile plot of the Freeboard
Deficiency defined above. Figures 2-9 and 2-10 present freeboard plots for the Cleared01b simulation, and
indicate a maximum Freeboard Deficit of 0.6 feet. Freeboard plots for the As-Constructed simulation (Cleared03)
are presented in Figures 2-11 and 2-12 for the East and West levees, respectively. The maximum Freeboard
Deficiency for this simulation is 0.1 feet indicating consistent adherence to the 1957 Design Freeboard. A full
collection of freeboard plots for all simulations performed under Task 6 can be found in Appendix A.

TABLE 2-1

Baseline Distribution of Materials and Friction Coefficients in Model Domain
Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Model Report

Material No. Material Description Manning’s n Percent of Grid (:crlias)
1 Agricultural Areas 0.028 56.74 14,875
2 Levee 0.035 1.75 459
3 Dense Vegetation (Vi) 0.1 6.02 1,578
4 Toe Drains 0.03 3.43 900
5 Riparian Corridors on Levees 0.06 3.99 1,045
6 Feather River 0.038 2.11 554
7 Sacramento River 0.035 1.21 317
8 Highway 20 0.06 0.02 5
9 Highway 113/Sutter Causeway 0.06 0.02 4
10 SNWR Watergrass 0.037 2.04 536
11 SNWR Seasonal Marsh 0.037 4.24 1,110
12 Feather River Confluence Weir 0.16 0.01 3
13 Medium Vegetation (V2) 0.08 2.77 727
14 Sparse Vegetation (V3) 0.06 3.72 974
15 Natural Grasses 0.045 11.56 3,030
16 Fremont Weir Crest 0.16 0.02 4
17 Fremont Weir Trough 0.16 0.02 5
18 Cache Creek Weir 0.03 0.07 17
19 Natomas Cross Canal Bridge 0.06 0.00 1
20 Natomas Cross Canal 0.035 0.01 4
21 Willow Slough 0.04 0.07 19
22 Nelson Slough 0.05 0.09 23
23 Gilsizer Slough 0.04 0.09 23
Total 100 26,215
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TABLE 2-2
Summary of Bare Soil Simulations
Sutter Bypass Two Dimensional Hydraulic Model Report

Maximum Maximum
Water level Minimum Freeboard
Task 6 Acres Benefit Benefit Freeboard Deficit
SMS File Name Goal Simulation Description Managed (ft) Relative to... (ft) (ft)
Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04b.sms BASELINE New spinup approach (SS and 50 hr N/A N/A N/A 3.5 1.8
run)
Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared01.sms Bare soil Cleared 3 vegetation materials and 4348 1.49 Baseline 4.9 0.5
riparian material to n = 0.04; cleared
5 Nelson Slough to n =0.04
o
E Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared02b.sms Bare soil Cleared 3 vegetation materials, riparian 7420 2.22 Baseline 5.2 0.1
":’ corridor, natural grasses, and 3 sloughs
e to 0.035
©
2
x Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared03.sms Bare soil Converted 1646 acres of managed 9067 2.60 Baseline 5.2 0.1
b°0 habitat in SNWR to agricultural land use
£ (n =0.028, built on run02b)
©
(]
© Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared04c.sms Bare soil Converted 6310 acres of vegetation 9067 3.28 Baseline 5.3 0.0
and natural grasses to agricultural land
use (built on run 03)
_ | Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared01b.sms Bare soil Cleared 3 vegetation materials to n = 3303 1.37 Baseline 4.8 0.6
S 0.04; cleared Nelson Slough to n = 0.04
8 Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared02d.sms Bare soil Cleared 3 vegetation materials, natural 6376 2.07 Baseline 5.2 0.2
& grasses, and 3 sloughs to 0.035
o
-u% Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared03b.sms Bare soil Converted 1646 acres of managed 8022 2.49 Baseline 5.2 0.2
kS habitat in SNWR to agricultural land use
&z (n =0.028, built on run02d)
©
8 Yolo_Full_1957-SAC_04_cleared04d.sms Bare soil Converted 6310 acres of vegetation 8022 3.12 Baseline 5.3 0.0
2 and natural grasses to agricultural land
use (built on run 03b)
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

Water Surface Profiles for Baseline and Cleared Vegetation Runs
With Clearing of Riparian Corridor (1957 Design Flow)
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FIGURE 2-3

Bare Soil Conditions. Predicted Water Surface Elevations for Series of Cleared Vegetation Simulations with Clearing of
Riparian Corridor along Levees
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

Water Surface Profiles for Baseline and Cleared Vegetation Runs
No Clearing of Riparian Corridor (1957 Design Flow)
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FIGURE 2-4

Bare Soil Conditions. Predicted Water Surface Elevations for Series of Cleared Vegetation Simulations without Clearing of
Riparian Corridor along Levees
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

Water Surface Profiles for Baseline and Bare Soil Scen. 03 (As-Built Conditions)
(1957 Design Flow with Sacramento Centering)
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FIGURE 2-5
Bare Soil Conditions. Predicted Water Surface Elevations for Cleared03 Simulation representative of As-Built Conditions in
the Sutter Bypass.
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

Water Surface Profiles for Baseline and Bare Soil Scenario 01b (3300 acres of
woody vegetation cleared; 1957 Design Flow with Sacramento Centering)
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FIGURE 2-6

Bare Soil Conditions. Predicted Water Surface Elevations for Cleared01b Simulation representative of upper limit of likely
future clearing of vegetation in the Sutter Bypass.
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

Predicted Water Level and East Bank Freeboard
1957 Design Flows and Baseline Vegetation
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FIGURE 2-7

East Bank Freeboard Profile for Baseline Simulation
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SECTION 2 HYDRAULIC SIMULATIONS (TASK 6 MODEL SIMULATIONS)

Predicted Water Level and West Bank Freeboard
1957 Design Flows and Baseline Vegetation
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FIGURE 2-8
West Bank Freeboard Profile for Baseline Simulation
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