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Section 4(f) De Minimis
Determination and Section 6(f)
Assessment
A.1

Introduction

This document contains the Section 4(f) evaluation for the I Street Bridge Replacement project.
This evaluation will be circulated as part of the EIR/EA to satisfy the requirements of Section
4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) Act of 1966.
The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with
applicable federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried-out by the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23
United States Code (USC) 327.
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law at 49 USC
303, declares that “it is the policy of the United States government that special effort should be
made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands,
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.”
Section 4(f) specifies that the Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportation
program or project … requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area,
or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance or land of a historic site
of national, state, or local significance (as determined by the federal, state, or local officials
having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or site) only if:


there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land, and



the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation
area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.

As defined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 774.17,1 resources subject to
Section 4(f) consideration include publicly owned lands that are considered part of a public park;
a recreational area of national, state, or local significance; a wildlife or waterfowl refuge; or a
historic site of national, state, or local significance, whether publicly or privately owned.
Section 4(f) further requires consultation with the Department of the Interior and, as appropriate,
the involved offices of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development in developing transportation projects and programs that use lands protected by
Section 4(f). If historic sites are involved, then coordination with the State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) is also needed.
49 USC Section 303 is the code (law) passed by the U.S. Congress in 1966 that serves as the basis for U.S. DOT to
develop the rules for implementing the law which is defined in 23 CFR 774.17.
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This document also assesses the project against the requirements of Section 6(f)(3) of the Land
and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF Act) (16 USC Section 460l-4), which contains
provisions to protect federal investments in park and recreational resources and the quality of
those assisted resources.

A.2

Description of Proposed Project

The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, proposes
to construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of
functionally obsolete or structurally deficient bridges (i.e., approach structures). The new
connection also would reduce future traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve
multiple modes of transportation, and comply with current American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans, and local agency design standards.
The build alternatives under consideration are one bridge alignment for the new bridge over the
Sacramento River and two alternatives for portions of the roadway design in Sacramento.




City of Sacramento Railyards Boulevard/Jibboom Street/Bercut Drive Intersection
–

Alternative 1—Signalized Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive

–

Alternative 2—Roundabout Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive

No-Build (No-Project) Alternative

The proposed project would be located in Sacramento and Yolo Counties, over the Sacramento
River and between the cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento. The project site is
approximately 1,000 feet north of the existing I Street Bridge (Figures 1-1 and 1-2 of the
EIR/EA). The total length of the project would be approximately 0.42 mile along C Street and
Railyards Boulevard. The purpose of the project is to construct a new public crossing of the
Sacramento River north of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)-owned I Street Bridge from C
Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in Sacramento in order to remove a series of
functionally obsolete or structurally deficient bridges, consistent with the adopted findings of the
Sacramento River Crossings Alternatives Study for Bridge Location 2 in the North Market Area.
The project is subject to state and federal environmental review requirements because of use of
federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP) funds from the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA). Accordingly, project documentation is being prepared in compliance with both the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). The City of Sacramento is the lead agency under CEQA, with the City of West
Sacramento as a responsible agency, and Caltrans is the lead agency under NEPA. The FHWA’s
other responsibilities for environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in
accordance with applicable federal laws for this project will be carried out by Caltrans under its
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 USC 327.
This project is included in the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 2035 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.
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A.3

Section 4(f) Properties

A.3.1

Study Area

Two study area limits were used as part of the identification of Section 4(f) properties. Parks and
recreational areas were evaluated using a different study area than that used for the cultural
resources analysis because the evaluation of cultural resources as defined in Section 106 requires
identification of an Area of Potential Effects (APE). Accordingly, the study area for the Section
4(f) analysis comprises the two study areas described below, which may or may not overlap.
A.3.1.1

Study Area for Historic Properties

The study area for historic sites is the APE developed for this project in accordance with 36 CFR
800.4(a)(1), plus the boundary of the Old Sacramento State Historic Park. The APE is the
geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations
in the character or use of historic properties or archaeological sites. Old Sacramento State
Historic Park, a California Historic Landmark, is outside of the APE but is being addressed in
this document as an historic property as well as a recreational area.
A.3.1.2

Study Area for Public Parks and Recreational Areas

The study area for public parks and recreation areas is a 0.5 mile buffer around the project site.
The study area is shown in Figure 1 (Attachment A). There are no wildlife refuges in the study
area; therefore, refuges are not discussed further.
A.3.2
A.3.2.1

Description of Section 4(f) Properties
Historic Properties

Table 1 provides a list of historic and cultural resources within the study area for historic
properties that have been considered as potential Section 4(f) properties.
In accordance with the requirements of Section 4(f) and Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, Caltrans consulted with the SHPO regarding determinations of eligibility for
three properties identified in the APE and shown below in Table 1. Caltrans received
concurrence with its determination of eligibility in a letter from the SHPO dated February 7,
2017. In addition, a fourth historic property that was not included in the project APE is
considered a Section 4(f) property, Old Sacramento State Historic Park. As shown in Table 1,
these four properties are eligible for, presumed eligible for, or listed on the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP). Three of the sites are considered Section 4(f) resources. The value of
the Pioneer Flour Mill Wharf site is not in its preservation in place, but rather in the data it
contains. Therefore it is not protected by the provisions of Section 4(f).
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Table 1. Historic Properties Listed or Eligible for the NRHP
Name
I Street Bridge
(P-34-002349)

Address
I Street/State
Route (SR) 16

NRHP Eligibility
Listed in the NRHP in 1982

Section 4(f) Resource?
Yes

Sacramento River East
Levee (P-34-00490)

Sacramento

Found eligible for listing

Yes

Pioneer Flour Mill Wharf

Sacramento

Presumed eligible for listing for
the purposes of the project

No

Old Sacramento State
Historic Park

Sacramento

Found eligible for listing

Yes

A.3.2.2

Public Parks and Recreation Areas

Table 2 provides a list of the parks, recreational facilities, and other public spaces with
recreational use within the study area that have been considered as potential Section 4(f)
properties. These properties are shown in Figure 1 (Attachment A) using the map identification
numbers in Table 2.
In accordance with the coordination requirements of Section 4(f), letters were sent to each of the
jurisdictions along the study area requesting feedback and confirmation on the locations, primary
purpose, and attributes of the parks and recreational areas within their respective jurisdictions.
Table 2. Potential Section 4(f) Properties (Parks and Recreation Areas)
Map
ID
Name
Description
City of West Sacramento
Size: 5.2 acres
1
Elkhorn Plaza
Features: One backstop, half soccer field, picnic
area with BBQs, horseshoe pits, and play structure.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: 0.75 acres
2
Heritage Green
(proposed)
Features: Future park site with lawn space, picnic
area, play structure, and community garden.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: Approximately 14.3 acres
3
Raley Field
Features: Triple-A Baseball field for the Sacramento
River Cats minor league baseball team. Also a
venue for concerts, community events, and private
events.
Agency with Jurisdiction: Privately owned
Size: 0.38 acres
4
Washington
Plaza (proposed) Features: Future park site with urban plaza,
interactive water feature, picnic area, and game
tables.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
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0.2 mile
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0.45 mile
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0.2 mile
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Map
ID
5

Name
Crossings Yard
(proposed)

6

Governor’s
Residence State
Park

7

Broderick Boat
Ramp

8

Off-Leash Dog
Park (proposed)

9

River Walk Park

10

Riverfront Park
(proposed)

11

River Walk Park
(proposed)

12

Access Corridor
(proposed)

13

River Walk Park
(proposed)

City of Sacramento
14
Tiscornia Park

15

Sacramento
River Parkway
Trail

Description
Size: 0.69 acres
Features: Future park site with lawn space, picnic
area, and play structure.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: Approximately 38.25 acres
Features: Future regional park, with 11–12 acres
potentially dedicated to the Governor’s Residence
and the remaining 31–33 acres dedicated to state
park land, with waterfront access.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: Approximately 8.87 acres
Features: Boat ramp and launching dock, parking for
trailers, restroom facilities.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: Approximately 1.5 acres
Features: Future off-leash dog park with access to
Broderick Boat Ramp.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: 7.5 acres
Features: Riverfront park that contains a paved trail
along the west bank of the Sacramento River. Picnic
areas are located between the trail and the river.
Along the trail itself are many educational signs that
talk about the settlement of Sacramento, as well as
the natural habitat of the river.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: 0.71 acres
Features: Future riverfront park with half basketball
court, children’s play area, and picnic areas.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: TBD
Features: Proposed extension of existing River Walk
Park.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: 0.75 acres
Features: Future promenade with fitness stations
and public seating.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento
Size: TBD
Features: Proposed extension of existing River Walk
Park.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of West Sacramento

Approximate
Distance from
Project Footprint
Adjacent

Section
4(f)
Resource?
Yes

0.3 mile

Yes

Adjacent

Yes

Adjacent

Yes

Adjacent

Yes

Adjacent

Yes

Adjacent

Yes

0.3 miles

Yes

1 mile

Yes

Size: Approximately 14.36 acres
0.4 miles
Features: River access at the confluence of the
Sacramento and American Rivers, beach, picnic and
BBQ areas, parking, restroom facilities.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: 9.3 miles
Adjacent
Features: Consists of two disconnected segments.
The north segment in the project area starts at
Jiboom Street Bridge in Tiscornia Park and connects
to the American River Parkway Trail.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
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Map
ID
16

Name
Robert T. Matsui
Waterfront Park

17

Sacramento
River Parkway
(Central Area)

18

Riverfront Park
(proposed)

19

Old Sacramento
State Historic
Park

20

Sacramento
River Parkway
(Future)

21

Crocker Park

22

Central Shops
Plazas
(proposed)

23

Depot Park
(proposed)

24

Vista Park
(proposed)

25

Stanford Walk
(proposed)

Description
Size: 6.5 acres (Phase I)
Features: Public area that contains paved bike path
(Sacramento River Bike Trail) adjacent to the west
bank of the Sacramento River. Second phase of
development will include shade structure, and picnic
and BBQ areas.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: Approximately 11.52 acres
Features: Parkway along the east bank of the
Sacramento River between Discovery Park and the
Pocket Area of Sacramento. Contains the paved
Sacramento River Parkway Trail and provides
connection to the American River Bike Trail.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: Approximately 0.04 acres
Features: Future linear park consisting of passive
and active uses, with riparian planting, river access,
and small gathering spaces.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: Approximately 6.2 acres
Features: Sacramento Railroad Museum and other
historic buildings, picnic areas, and walking tours
through Old Sacramento.
Agency with Jurisdiction: California Department of
Parks and Recreation
Size: Approximately 16 miles
Features: Proposed extension of existing
Sacramento River Parkway that would require many
public right-of-way acquisitions.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: Approximately 3.62 acres
Features: Picnic area adjacent to Crocker Art
Museum.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: Approximately 12.53 acres
Features: Future urban plazas that will connect the
Central Shops buildings of the Railyards site.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: Approximately 1.49 acres
Features: Planned park that will serve as entry way
to “Depot” District of the Sacramento Railyards
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: Approximately 10.54 acres
Features: Planned park that would contain a playing
field and amphitheater.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: Approximately 0.77 acre
Features: Future urban linear plaza intended for
pedestrians and bicyclists. Will connect Vista Park to
the Central Shops District.
Agency with Jurisdition: City of Sacramento
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Approximate
Distance from
Project Footprint
Adjacent

Section
4(f)
Resource?
Yes

Adjacent

Yes

Adjacent

Yes

Adjacent

Yes

Adjacent

Yes

0.4 mile

Yes

0.6 mile

Yes

0.1 mile

Yes

0.15 mile

Yes

0.2 mile

Yes
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Map
ID
26

27

28

29

30

31

32

A.3.3

Name
Description
Size: Approximately 2.88 acres
Neighborhood
Parks (proposed) Features: Five open space areas for active and
passive community activities including play
structures, gardens, and gathering spaces.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: 0.51 acre
Saint Rose of
Lima Park
Features: Public square with benches, a stage, and
seasonal ice rink.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Leland Stanford Size: 0.6 acre
Mansion State
Features: Historic mansion and gardens. A museum
Historic Park
with daily tours.
Agency with Jurisdiction: California Department of
Parks and Recreation
Size: 3.05 acres
Caesar Chavez
Plaza
Features: Café, fountain, picnic area, stage,
seasonal events including farmers market and
summer concerts
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
Size: Approximately 36 acres
Capitol Park
Features: California State Capitol, gardens,
memorial, walking paths, seating, guided daily tours.
Agency with Jurisdiction: California Department of
Parks and Recreation
Size: 0.95 acre
Zapata Park
Features: Neighborhood park with play structure and
basketball court. Master Plan includes community
garden.
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento
J. Neely Johnson Size 0.96 acre
Park
Features: Community garden
Agency with Jurisdiction: City of Sacramento

Approximate
Distance from
Project Footprint
0.3 mile

Section
4(f)
Resource?
Yes

0.3 mile

Yes

0.5 mile

Yes

0.3 mile

Yes

0.5 mile

Yes

0.45 mile

Yes

0.5 mile

Yes

Section 4(f) De Minimis Determination

Section 6009(a) of the Safe Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy
for Users amended Section 4(f) legislation at 23 USC 138 and 49 USC 303 to simplify the
processing and approval of projects that have only de minimis impacts on lands protected by
Section 4(f). This revision provides that once U.S. DOT determines that a transportation use of
Section 4(f) property, after consideration of any impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
or enhancement measures, results in a de minimis impact on that property, an analysis of
avoidance alternatives is not required and the Section 4(f) evaluation process is complete.
FHWA’s final rule on Section 4(f) de minimis findings is codified in 23 CFR 774.3 and CFR
774.17.
Responsibility for compliance with Section 4(f) has been assigned to Caltrans pursuant to 23
USC 326 and 327, including determinations and approval of Section 4(f) evaluations, as well as
coordination with those agencies that have jurisdiction over a Section 4(f) resource that may be
affected by a project action.
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Table 3 summarizes the use determination for the recreational resources in the study area,
including proposed parks. There are no differences in acquisition impacts proposed as part of the
City of Sacramento roadway design alternatives. Areas of permanent acquisition are shown in
Figure 2 (Attachment A). The remainder of the resources are discussed in Section A.3.4, Other
Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f).
Table 3. Section 4(f) Parks and Recreation Properties Use Determination Summary
Map
ID
Name
City of West Sacramento
1
Elkhorn Plaza

No

No

No

2

Heritage Green
(proposed)
Raley Field

No

No

No

No

No

No

Washington Plaza
(proposed)
Crossings Yard
(proposed)
Governor’s
Residence State
Park (proposed)
Broderick Boat
Ramp
Off-Leash Dog Park
(proposed)

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

9

River Walk Park

No

No

No

10

Riverfront Park
(proposed)

No

No

No

11

River Walk Park
(proposed)

No

No

No

Access Corridor
(proposed)
13
River Walk Park
(proposed)
City of Sacramento
14
Tiscornia Park

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

15

Sacramento River
Parkway Trail

No

No

Yes

16

Robert T. Matsui
Waterfront Park

No

No

No

17

Sacramento River
Parkway (Central
Area)

Yes

No

No

3
4
5
6
7
8

12

Use?

Constructive
Use?

Temporary
Occupancy?
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Explanation
0.6 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.2 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.45 mile away from project
footprint, no potential for impact.
0.2 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.69 mile away from project
footprint, no potential for impact.
0.3 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
Permanently incorporate 0.135
acre of the park.
Adjacent to project footprint, but no
temporary occupancy or acquisitions
required.
Adjacent to project footprint, but no
temporary occupancy or acquisitions
required.
Adjacent to project footprint, but no
temporary occupancy or acquisitions
required.
City of West Sacramento will
coordinate design and construction
of the two projects. No acquisition of
land would occur.
0.3 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
1 mile away from the project
footprint, no potential for impact.
0.4 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
Project would require temporary
rerouting and detour of trail for
approximately 2 years.
Adjacent to project footprint, but no
construction staging or acquisitions
required.
Permanently incorporate 2.155
acres of the park.
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Map
ID
18

Name
Riverfront Park
(proposed)

Use?
No

Constructive
Use?
No

Temporary
Occupancy?
No

19

Old Sacramento
State Historic Park

No

No

Yes

20

Sacramento River
Parkway (future)

No

No

No

21

Crocker Park

No

No

No

22

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

30

Central Shops Plaza
(proposed)
Depot Park
(proposed)
Vista Park
(proposed)
Stanford Walk
(proposed)
Neighborhood Parks
(proposed)
Saint Rose of Lima
Park
Leland Stanford
Mansion State
Historic Park
Caesar Chavez
Plaza
Capitol Park

No

No

No

31

Zapata Park

No

No

No

32

J. Neely Johnson
Park

No

No

No

23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Explanation
City of Sacramento will coordinate
design and construction of the two
projects. No acquisition of land
would occur.
Temporary occupancy at back of
property when existing I Street
Bridge approach ramp structures
are decommissioned.
Adjacent to project footprint, but no
construction staging or acquisitions
required.
0.5 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.6 ile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.15 mile away from project
footprint, no potential for impact.
0.15 mile away from project
footprint, no potential for impact.
0.2 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.5 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.2 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.4 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.3 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.5 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.
0.45 mile away from project
footprint, no potential for impact.
0.5 mile away from project footprint,
no potential for impact.

As Table 3 demonstrates, the proposed project would result in a Section 4(f) use of two
recreational resources: Broderick Boat Ramp and the Sacramento River Parkway (Central Area).
The project would also result in a temporary occupancy of the Sacramento River Parkway Trail
and Old Sacramento State Historic Park. The temporary occupancy of Old Sacramento State
Historic Park is discussed in Section A.3.4.1, Historic Properties. The boat ramp, parkway, and
trail are discussed further below.
A.3.3.1

Broderick Boat Ramp

Broderick Boat Ramp is a public park that primarily provides boating access to both the
Sacramento and American Rivers. Boats of many sizes may be launched from the boat ramp. It is
located on the west bank of the Sacramento River at 103 4th Street. It contains a boat ramp and
launching dock, parking for trailers, and restroom facilities. The park is approximately 8.87
acres. The majority of the park is undeveloped and does not contain any public facilities or
structures. There is no entrance fee to the park.
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Impacts on Broderick Boat Ramp
A permanent incorporation of 0.135 acre from the resource would be necesssary, which is
approximately 1.2 percent of the entire park. The portion of the park that would be acquired is
along the southern boundary of the park near B Street along a levee road. This section of the park
contains trees and grassy areas, but no park facilities or active recreation areas. The boat ramp,
parking lot, and restrooms are all located on the northern portion of the property. Visitors would
not experience any loss of access or use of active recreational or parking facilities after
construction of the proposed project.
De Minimis Determination for Broderick Boat Ramp
Although a use of 0.135 acre of the park would occur, the impact would be minor. In terms of
recreational value, the affected area of this park does not contain developed recreational
facilities. Access to the park, public facilities, and boat ramp would all be maintained. The
transportation use of the Section 4(f) resource, together with any impact avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation or enhancement measures incorporated into the project, would not
adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the resource for protection
under Section 4(f) and would quality as a de minimis impact.
Measures to Minimize Harm for Broderick Boat Ramp
Measures necessary to minimize harm (such as any avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or
enhancement measures) are considered prior to determining an impact to be de minimis. The
project includes the following elements to reduce impacts on the Broderick Boat Ramp.
Additional minimization measures may be added in coordination with the City of West
Sacramento Parks and Recreation Department.


Maintain safe access to Broderick Boat Ramp at all times.



Ensure that construction equipment in the Broderick Boat Ramp park and other potential
impediments to recreation is equipped with required safety markings (e.g., lights).



Coordinate construction activities with the City of West Sacramento Department of Parks
and Recreation at least 10 days in advance of start of construction and regularly while
construction activities are ongoing in the Broderick Boat Ramp park.



Post written notices in the Broderick Boat Ramp park regarding construction activities.



Restore any areas within the Broderick Boat Ramp park disturbed by construction activities
to preconstruction or better conditions.



Compensate for loss of 0.135 acre of parkland. In accordance with Section 5404 of the
California Public Park Preservation Act, the loss of acreage at the Broderick Boat Ramp park
will be compensated for by either providing new acreage at a suitable location or improving
the unacquired portion of the parkland and facilities. The project proponents will work with
the City of West Sacramento to identify sites that are considered suitable as replacement land
or to identify appropriate park improvements following the steps listed below.
–

Conduct a fair-market value assessment of the value of the land being acquired.
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–

Coordinate with the City of West Sacramento regarding compensation and appropriate
enhancement measures.

Coordination for Broderick Boat Ramp
Prior to making Section 4(f) approvals, coordination with the City of West Sacramento
Department of Parks and Recreation is required regarding activities, features, and attributes that
qualify Broderick Boat Ramp as a Section 4(f) resource. Caltrans requested of the City of West
Sacramento Department of Parks and Recreation concurrence on the de minimis finding under
Section 4(f) after an opportunity for public review and comment concerning the effects of the
project occurred. Both the concurrence request and affirmative agency response are included in
Attachment B.
Conclusion for Broderick Boat Ramp
Conversion of a minor portion of the Broderick Boat Ramp into a transportation use would not
adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify this park for protection under
Section 4(f). Accordingly, the project would have a de minimis impact on Broderick Boat Ramp.
A.3.3.2

Sacramento River Parkway Trail

The Sacramento River Parkway Trail is a recreational land use primarily used by bicyclists,
joggers, and pedestrians accessing various parts of Sacramento. It is made up of two
disconnected segments. The north segment is along the eastern bank of the Sacramento River,
and starts at the northern end of Jibboom Street in Tiscornia Park and ends in Old Sacramento in
the south, passing under the existing I Street Bridge. Portions of the trail are paved, and portions
are considered off road. All portions are designated for recreational use. On Front Street in Old
Sacramento, pedestrians and bicyclists traverse a cobblestone and gravel street. The trail starts
again in Miller Park, outside of the study area. Parking for the Sacramento River Parkway Trail
is available at its northern end at Tiscornia Park.
There are no developed facilities that are a part of the trail. Rather, the trail passes through
various parks that contain facilities, such as Tiscornia Park, the Sacramento River Parkway, Old
Sacramento State Historic Park, and Miller Park.
Use of Sacramento River Parkway Trail
No permanent acquisition or easement would be required for the project. However, construction
of the project would close the trail in the area between Matsui Waterfront Park and Old
Sacramento and would necessitate a temporary detour. As described below, the temporary use of
Sacramento River Parkway Trail during the construction period would satisfy the requirements
of 23 CFR Section 774.13(d) for a “minimal” temporary occupancy.


The duration of the occupancy must be temporary (i.e., less than the time needed for
construction of the project), and there should be no change in ownership of the land.

The Sacramento River Parkway Trail along Jibboom Street passes directly under the existing
I Street Bridge, and continues north under the location of the proposed new bridge.
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Consequently, the trail would require temporary rerouting during construction. The detour would
be in place for approximately 2 years and would ensure uninterrupted use of the trail. The total
project construction schedule is approximately 30 months. Given that the length of occupancy
would be 6 months less than the total construction period and no changes in ownership would
take place, the occupancy is considered temporary.


The scope of work must be minor (i.e., both the nature and magnitude of changes to the
Section 4[f] resource are minimal).

Construction activities would require a temporary rerouting of the trail. A detour (described
below) would be provided for the closed section of trail to ensure safety of pedestrians and
cyclists during construction. The detour would be in place for approximately 2 years, and would
be approximately 0.2 mile longer than the existing route. Once constructed, the trail would be
returned to pre-construction conditions. The trail would remain accessible throughout the
construction period and would be restored after approximately 24 months.


There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, and there will be no
interference with the activities or purpose of the resource, on either a temporary or
permanent basis.

No permanent physical impacts on the trail are proposed as part of the project. The trail would
continue to function in its current purpose. During construction of the project, a portion of the
northern segment of the trail would be rerouted. To the south of Railyards Boulevard the detour
would follow the temporary Jibboom Street alignment. To the north of Railyards Boulevard
cyclists and pedestrians would then continue following a detour north along Bercut Drive to
Richards Boulevard, where they could then connect back to the Parkway on the west side of
Interstate 5 (I-5). Uninterrupted use of the trail would be maintained throughout the construction
period. The existing trail passes through a busy area of Sacramento that includes various
developed areas and busy intersections, and is near major freeway. A temporary rerouting of the
trail would not adversely impact pedestrians and bicyclists using the trail.


The land being used must be fully restored (i.e., the resource must be returned to a
condition that is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project).

Following construction, all equipment and construction debris would be removed from the site.
The affected portion of the trail would again be located within the Sacramento River Parkway, in
as good or better than current conditions and on its original alignment with the addition of the
new connections to Railyards Boulevard that the proposed project would provide.


There must be documented agreement of the appropriate officials having jurisdiction
over the resource regarding the foregoing requirements.

Prior to making Section 4(f) approvals, coordination with the City of Sacramento Department of
Parks and Recreation, the agency having jurisdiction over this resource, is required in order to
obtain concurrence on the temporary occupancy finding. After an opportunity for public review
and comment concerning the effects of the project occurred, Caltrans requested concurrance on
the temporary occupancy finding from the City of Sacramento Department of Parks and
Recreation. Both the concurrence request and affirmative agency response are included in
Attachment B.
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
I Street Bridge Replacement Project

May 2019
A-12

Appendix A. Section 4(f) De Minimis Determination and Section 6(f) Assessment

Measures to Minimize Harm for Sacramento River Parkway Trail
The following measures to minimize harm will be incorporated into the project to reduce the
effects of the temporary occupancy.


Provide advance notice regarding project-related construction activities at Sacramento River
Parkway Trail. At least 10 days advance notice will be provided regarding trail closure and
detour at all trailheads and parking lots at Tiscornia Park and Matsui Waterfront Park.



Coordinate construction activities with the City of Sacramento Department of Parks and
Recreation so that trail users can be informed of construction activities.

Conclusion for Sacramento River Parkway Trail
Implementation of the project would not require a Section 4(f) use of the Sacramento River
Parkway Trail because it would not require permanent closure of the trail. The temporary
occupancy of the Sacramento River Parkway Trail meets the criteria outlined in 23 CFR
774.13(d); therefore, the temporary occupancy would not constitute a use under Section 4(f).
A.3.3.3

Sacramento River Parkway (Central Area)

The Sacramento River Parkway plan area is located along the east bank of the Sacramento River
within the city limits. It is approximately 17 miles long and 820 acres in area (City of
Sacramento 1997). The Sacramento River Parkway Plan has the primary objective of preserving
riparian habitat while providing public access to recreational opportunities along the Parkway. It
is envisioned as a recreational resource that links with the American River Parkway, and
eventually connecting with the Laguna Area. Part of the Parkway Plan includes acquiring more
public access to areas that are currently blocked to the public.
The Sacramento River Parkway Central Area, where the project would be located, is between
Jibboom Street and Old Sacramento. The Parkway contains a strip of land adjacent to the river,
and the paved Sacramento River Parkway Trail, which provides connection to the American
River Bike Trail. This portion of the Sacramento River Parkway is primarily used by pedestrians.
It provides riverfront views and other forms of passive recreation. The Central Area of the
parkway does not contain developed public facilities other than the Sacramento River Parkway
Trail, which is analyzed as a separate resource above.
Use of Sacramento River Parkway (Central Area)
The project would require acquisition of 2.155 acres from the Sacramento River Parkway. The
same amount would be necesseary for either of the two City of Sacramento roadway design
alternatives. The area that would be acquired is a strip of land on the eastern portion of the
parkway’s Central Area, adjacent to I-5 and away from the riverbank. Acquiring 2.155 acres
constitutes a loss of 0.26 percent (total) of the Sacramento River Parkway. Such acquisition
constitutes permanent incorporation of land from a Section 4(f) resource into a transportation
use. This acquisition would be a minimal impact because there are no developed facilities or
other resources in this portion of the parkway. The Sacramento River Parkway Trail would be
temporarily rerouted away from this area, and is discussed as a separate resource. The
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construction period is anticipated to last approximately 2 years. Impacts on recreation during
construction would be minimized by maintaining access to the Parkway at all times, including
the Sacramento River Parkway Trail via a detour. Construction equipment in the Parkway during
construction activities and other potential impediments to recreation would be equipped with
required safety markings (e.g., lights).
De Minimis Determination for Sacramento River Parkway (Central Area)
Although a use of 2.155 acre of the Sacramento River Parkway would occur, the impact would
be minor and would qualify as a de minimis impact. In terms of recreational value, this area does
not include any recreational areas or features other than the Sacramento River Parkway Trail,
which is analyzed as a separate resource in Section A.3.3.2. The rest of this portion of the
parkway is mainly open space used for passive recreation. After construction, pedestrian use of
this area for walking and river views would be restored.
Measures to Minimize Harm for Sacramento River Parkway (Central Area)
Measures necessary to minimize harm (such as any avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or
enhancement measures) are considered prior to determining an impact to be de minimis. The
project includes the following elements to reduce impacts.


Maintain safe access to the Sacramento River Parkway Trail at all times.



Ensure that project construction equipment in the Sacramento River Parkway, and other
potential impediments to recreation, is equipped with required safety markings (e.g., lights).



Coordinate construction activities with the City of Sacramento Department of Parks and
Recreation at least 10 days in advance of start of construction and regularly while
construction activities are ongoing in the Parkway.



Post written notices in the Sacramento River Parkway regarding construction activities.



Return construction staging or any areas within the Sacramento River Parkway disturbed by
construction activities to preconstruction or better conditions.

Additional minimization measures may be added in coordination with the City of Sacramento
Department of Parks and Recreation.
Coordination for Sacramento River Parkway (Central Area)
Prior to making Section 4(f) approvals, coordination with the City of Sacramento Department of
Parks and Recreation is required regarding activities, features, and attributes that qualify
Sacramento River Parkway (Central Area) as a Section 4(f) resource. Caltrans requested of the
City of Sacramento Department of Parks and Recreation concurrence on the de minimis finding
under Section 4(f) after an opportunity for public review and comment concerning the effects of
the project occurred. Both the concurrence request and affirmative agency response are included
in Attachment B.
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Conclusion for Sacramento River Parkway (Central Area)
The transportation use of Sacramento River Parkway Trail, together with measures to minimize
harm incorporated into the project, would not adversely affect the activities, features, and
attributes that qualify this park for protection under Section 4(f). Accordingly, the project would
have a de minimis impact on Sacramento River Parkway Trail. As stated above, this acquisition
would constitute 0.26 percent of the entire parkway, a minor area. This portion of the parkway
does not contain any developed public facilities, other than the Sacramento River Parkway Trail,
which is analyzed separately. Once construction is complete, pedestrians would be able to access
this portion of the parkway. Furthermore, the portion of the parkway that would be acquired is a
strip of land adjacent to I-5, not the riverfront.
A.3.4

Other Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f)

This section discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges, and historic properties found
within or next to the project area that do not trigger Section 4(f) protection because either: 1)
they are not publicly owned, 2) they are not open to the public, 3) they are not eligible historic
properties, 4) the project would not permanently use the property and would not hinder the
preservation of the property, or 5) the proximity impacts would not result in constructive use.
A.3.4.1

Historic Properties

Based on the analysis conducted as part of the Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act, three historic properties qualified as Section 4(f) resources. Two of these properties, I Street
Bridge and Sacramento River East Levee, are within the project APE and are described in Table
4, below. No adverse effects under Section 106 were identified for these properties. SHPO’s
concurrence with the No Adverse Effect determination is included in Appendix G of this Final
EIR/EA. Old Sacramento State Historic Park is not within the project APE but is within the
Section 4(f) study limits. Old Sacramento State Historic Park is also included in Table 4 and
described below.
As shown in Table 4, no use of any cultural resources protected by the provisions of Section 4(f)
would occur.
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Table 4. Section 4(f) Historic Property Use Determination Summary
Name
I Street Bridge (P34-002349)
Sacramento River
East Levee
(P-34-00490)

Use?
No

Constructive
Use?
No

Temporary
Occupancy?
No

No

No

No

Old Sacramento
State Historic Park

No

No

Yes

Explanation
No physical destruction of the bridge would occur
and, therefore, no adverse effect under Section 106.
No adverse effect finding under Section 106.
No land or portion of the resource would be
permanently incorporated or temporarily occupied.
Proximity impacts to the resource would not be of a
severity such that the protected activities, features,
or attributes that qualify the property for protection
under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.
Temporary occupancy at back of property when
existing I Street Bridge approach ramp
structures are decommissioned.

The proposed project would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that qualify
these historic resources for protection under Section 4(f); therefore, no use of historic properties
would result from the project. The temporary occupancy of Old Sacramento State Historic Park
is discussed below.
Old Sacramento State Historic Park
Old Sacramento State Historic Park is a public park and a historic part of the City of Sacramento
located along the east bank of the Sacramento River, between Tower Bridge and I Street Bridge.
The park area is a California Historic Landmark and is eligible for listing in the NRHP. The park
contains many historic buildings, as well as the Sacramento Railroad Museum. It is accessible
via the Capitol Mall/Lincoln Highway and J Street. There are two public parking garages as well
as on-street parking along most of the streets in Old Sacramento. This state park is popular in the
region and is frequented by both locals and tourists. Pedestrians shop, dine, and sightsee
throughout the park, and there are views of and access to the Sacramento River. The park is also
a popular location for school field trips and holiday events, such as parades and other gatherings,
which typically draw large crowds to the park. Public facilities are prominent throughout the
park, including public restrooms, drinking fountains, and benches.
Old Sacramento State Historic Park is not located within the architectural APE of the project.
However, it is a California Historic Landmark eligible for listing in the NRHP and a public
recreational resource; therefore, the park is included within the Section 4(f) study area. Within
the jurisdition of the state park is a parking lot just east of the Sacramento Railroad museum.
This lot is located under the location where the existing I Street Bridge approach structures
would be decomissioned.
Temporary Occupancy of Old Sacramento State Historic Park
As described below, the temporary use of Old Sacramento State Historic Park during the
construction period would satisfy the requirements of 23 CFR Section 771.135(p)(7) for a
“minimal” temporary occupancy. Construction activities in the park would last approximately 4
months. The portion of the park that would be affected is the parking area under the approaches
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to the existing I Street Bridge. Parking would be maintained throughout the construction period,
as would access to the state park. Recreational activities would not be impeded during
construction.


The duration of the occupancy must be temporary (i.e., less than the time needed for
construction of the project), and there should be no change in ownership of the land.

Construction activities at the park, primarily demolition of the bridge approaches, would last
approximately 4 months. The total construction period for the project would be 30 months. No
permanent acquisition or easement would be required, so no change in ownership is proposed.


The scope of work must be minor (i.e., both the nature and magnitude of changes to the
Section 4[f] resource are minimal).

Demolition of the bridge approaches would result in minor impacts on this resource. Demolition
activities would require temporary closure of a small portion of the parking lot for safety
purposes. As such, there would be no active recreational uses allowed in the area of demolition
during the duration of the work.


There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, and there will be no
interference with the activities or purpose of the resource, on either a temporary or
permanent basis.

The portion of the Old Sacramento State Historic Park underneath and around the existing
I Street Bridge approach structures contains parking for cars, buses, and RVs, pedestrian
walkways, and some vegetation. Parking would remain available in the two public parking
garages at the park entrances and on streets throughout the park. Safe access to Old Sacramento
State Historic Park and the Sacramento Railroad Museum, including the parking garages, would
also be maintained during the demolition period.


The land being used must be fully restored (i.e., the resource must be returned to a
condition that is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project).

Following removal of the bridge approach structures, the site would be returned to a condition as
good as or better than current conditions. All equipment and construction debris would be
removed from the site.


There must be documented agreement of the appropriate officials having jurisdiction
over the resource regarding the foregoing requirements.

Prior to making Section 4(f) approvals, coordination with the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, the agency having jurisdiction over this resource, is required in order to obtain
concurrence on the temporary occupancy finding. After an opportunity for public review and
comment concerning the effects of the project occurred, Caltrans requested concurrance on the
temporary occupancy finding from the California Department of Parks and Recreation. The
concurrence request and affirmative response is included in Attachment B.
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Measures to Minimize Harm for Old Sacramento State Historic Park


Provide advance notice regarding project-related construction activities at Old Sacramento
State Historic Park. At least 10 days advance notice will be provided regarding construction
activity near the parking lots at Old Sacramento State Historic Park.



Coordinate construction activities with the California Department of Parks and Recreation, so
that the agency can inform users regarding construction activities.

Conclusion for Old Sacramento Historic Park
Implementation of the project would not constitute a Section 4(f) use of the Old Sacramento
State Historic Park because it would not require acquisition of permanent right-of-way (ROW)
from the park. The portion of the park that would be affected is currently used for parking, not
recreational activities. There are two parking garages as well as on-street parking that would be
available as alternative parking areas during the 4 months that project construction activities
would occur in the parking area. Park activities and facilities would not be affected during
construction. Access to the park, museum, riverfront, and other public recreational facilities
would be fully available during construction. The temporary occupancy of the Old Sacramento
Historic Park meets the criteria outlined in 23 CFR 774.13(d); therefore, the project would not
constitute as a use under Section 4(f).
A.3.4.2

Parks and Recreational Areas

City of West Sacramento
Three public parks (Elkhorn Plaza, Raley Field and River Walk Park) are located within the
study area in the city of West Sacramento but would not be affected by the proposed project.
Elkhorn Plaza is located within the study area, approximately 0.6 mile west of the project
boundary. Access to Elkhorn Plaza is through Sacramento Avenue and Elkhorn Plaza.
Raley Field is located within the study area, approximately 0.45 mile west of the project
boundary. Access to Raley Field is through 5th Street, the Tower Bridge Gateway, and Ballpark
Drive. Parking for Raley Field is located between 5th Street and South River Road.
River Walk Park is located along the west bank of the Sacramento River between the Tower
Bridge and existing I Street Bridge. The park has views of the Sacramento River, Old
Sacramento, and the Sacramento Skyline. There are picnic areas, as well as an area for special
events available for rent. There is also a restroom facility.
No ROW would be acquired from these parks and recreational areas and no temporary
construction easement would be required for staging or other construction activities. Visitors
would not experience any loss of access or use of recreational or parking facilities. Therefore,
there would be no use of these properties under Section 4(f). No further study is required.
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River Walk Park-Proposed Extension
A proposed extension of the Sacramento River Walk Park is described in the City of West
Sacramento Parks Master Plan (2003).
Development of these parcels has not yet occurred. The extensions of the River Walk north and
south of the existing River Walk Park are not yet constructed, and a temporary construction
easement would not be required for staging or other construction activities associated with the
proposed project. The City of West Sacramento, as both one of the project proponents and the
agency with jurisdiction over this resource, will assist with coordination of the design and
construction of the two projects. Therefore there will be no acquisition of land from this
proposed resource.
Other City of West Sacramento Proposed Parks
Other proposed parks are identified in Figure 1 (Attachment A) and described in Table 2 above.
These parks are not yet constructed. There would be no direct use and temporary construction
easements would not be required for staging or other construction activities. Therefore, there
would be no use of these properties under Section 4(f). No further study is required.
City of Sacramento
Downtown Sacramento Parks
Crocker Park, Leland Stanford Mansion State Historic Park, Capitol Park, Saint Rose of Lima
Square, Caesar Chavez Park, J. Neely Johnson Park, and Zapata Park are all located in
downtown Sacramento. These parks are accessible via local streets and are far enough away
from the project boundary that access to these parks would not be affected. No ROW would be
acquired from any of these parks on a permanent basis, and temporary construction easements
would not be required for staging or other construction activities. These parks are far enough
away from the project boundary that visitors would not have views of construction equipment,
nor would they experience temporary construction-related noise effects. There would not be any
loss of access or use of recreational or parking facilities. Therefore, there would be no use of
these properties under Section 4(f). No further study is required.
Tiscornia Park
Tiscornia Park is located north of the project at the confluence of the Sacramento and American
Rivers. It contains beach and river access and picnic areas. This park is accessible from Jibboom
Street. No ROW would be acquired from this park on a permanent basis, and a temporary
construction easement would not be required for staging or other construction activities. Visitors
may have intermittent and temporary views of construction equipment and may also experience
temporary construction-related noise effects, but they would not experience any loss of access or
use of recreational or parking facilities.
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Proposed Riverfront Park
A proposed public Riverfront Park is part of the planned Sacramento Railyards development.
The Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan (City of Sacramento 2016) identifies Open Space areas
that are intended to create a framework for linking the different districts within the Railyards
development. The portion of the proposed Riverfront Park along the riverfront between Tiscornia
Park and Old Sacramento would contain a segment of the Sacramento River Parkway (Central
Area). It would primarily consist of passive open space, and no developed facilities are currently
planned. Another portion of the park along and just east of the riverfront would surround a riveradjacent mixed-use residential/hotel with green and park-like public space. The parks within the
Sacramento Railyards would be privately developed, but under jurisdiction of the City of
Sacramento. They would also be maintained by the City of Sacramento (Rich pers. comm.).
This park is not yet constructed. As currently designed, the proposed project would not require
either temporary construction easements or permanent ROW acquisition in the park; therefore,
there would be no use of this property under Section 4(f). No further study is required.
Other City of Sacramento Proposed Parks
Other proposed parks include other parcels identified in the Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan
as open space (shown in Figure 1 [Attachment A]). These parks are not yet constructed. There
would be no direct use and temporary construction easements would not be required for staging
or other construction activities. Therefore, there would be no use of these properties under
Section 4(f). No further study is required.

A.4

Section 6(f) Assessment

Section 6(f)(3) of the LWCF Act (16 USC Section 460l-4) contains provisions to protect federal
investments in park and recreational resources and the quality of those assisted resources. The
law recognizes the likelihood that changes in land use or development may make park use of
some areas purchased with LWCF funds obsolete over time, particularly in rapidly changing
urban areas, and provides for conversion to other use pursuant to certain specific conditions.
Section 6(f)(3): No property acquired or developed with assistance under this section shall,
without the approval of the Secretary, be converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses.
The Secretary shall approve such conversion only if he finds it to be in accord with the then
existing comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan and only upon such conditions as he
deems necessary to assure the substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair
market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location.

This requirement applies to all parks and other sites that have been the subject of LWCF grants
of any type and includes acquisition of park land and development or rehabilitation of park
facilities.
A review of the LWCF listing of grants for Sacramento and Yolo Counties revealed that several
grants have been allotted to the Sacramento River Parkway (project numbers BG-34-321 and SLFinal Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
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34-001) and one grant has been allotted to the Sacramento River Parkway Trail (project number
06-00679). Further consultation with the California Department of Parks and Recreation
confirmed that LWCF funds were used to construct the Sacramento River Parkway Trail in the
vicinity of the project (Attachment B). The trail would be temporarily rerouted during
construction, and the detour would be in place for approximately 2 years. However, the trail
would remain in use during construction, and would be reestablished in its original location to a
condition as good as or better than current conditions. Therefore, there would be no conversion
of any LWCF-funded recreational areas to a non-recreational use, and protection under Section
6(f) would not apply.

A.5
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Attachment B
Correspondence

Section 4(f) Correspondence

Section 6(f) Correspondence

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bee, Natalie@Parks <Natalie.Bee@parks.ca.gov>
Wednesday, July 08, 2015 1:16 PM
Christensen, Lindsay
RE: Sacramento I Street Bridge Replacement project
Scanned from OGALS Xerox.pdf

Hi Lindsay,
I’ve attached the map for the Sacramento River Trail that was funded through LWCF from Old Sac to
Discovery, project number 06-00679. Is the City looking to replace the I Street bridge using the
existing footprint or is an additional bridge being installed that would impact the current trail?

Natalie Bee

Associate Park and Recreation Specialist
California State Parks
Office of Grants and Local Services
1416 9th Street, Rm 918
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001
(916) 651-0564 phone
(916) 653-6511 fax

From: Christensen, Lindsay [mailto:Lindsay.Christensen@icfi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 12:34 PM
To: Bee, Natalie@Parks
Subject: Sacramento I Street Bridge Replacement project

Hi Natalie,
Per our phone conversation, I’m looking to see if any LWCF grants were used in the project area for the I Street Bridge
Replacement Project. I am attaching a draft figure that shows were potential park impacts could occur. Any information
you can provide would be very helpful.
Thank you so much!
LINDSAY CHRISTENSEN | Project Coordinator, Environment & Planning

Division | 916.231.7614 | lindsay.christensen@icfi.com | icfi.com
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916.737.3000



Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.
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Appendix C Summary of Relocation Benefits
C.1

C.1.1

California Department of Transportation Relocation Assistance
Program
Declaration of Policy

“The purpose of this title is to establish a uniform policy for fair and equitable treatment of
persons displaced as a result of federal and federally assisted programs in order that such persons
shall not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of programs designed for the benefit of the
public as a whole.”
The Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution states, “No Person shall…be deprived of life,
liberty, or property, without due process of law, nor shall private property be taken for public use
without just compensation.” The Uniform Act sets forth in statute the due process that must be
followed in Real Property acquisitions involving federal funds. Supplementing the Uniform Act
is the government-wide single rule for all agencies to follow, set forth in 49 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 24. Displaced individuals, families, businesses, farms, and nonprofit
organizations may be eligible for relocation advisory services and payments, as discussed below.
C.1.2

Fair Housing

The Fair Housing Law (Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968) sets forth the policy of the
United States to provide, within constitutional limitations, for fair housing. This act, and as
amended, makes discriminatory practices in the purchase and rental of most residential units
illegal. Whenever possible, minority persons shall be given reasonable opportunities to relocate
to any available housing regardless of neighborhood, as long as the replacement dwellings are
decent, safe, and sanitary and are within their financial means. This policy, however, does not
require Caltrans to provide a person a larger payment than is necessary to enable a person to
relocate to a comparable replacement dwelling.
Any persons to be displaced will be assigned to a relocation advisor, who will work closely with
each displacee in order to see that all payments and benefits are fully utilized and that all
regulations are observed, thereby avoiding the possibility of displacees jeopardizing or forfeiting
any of their benefits or payments. At the time of the initiation of negotiations (usually the first
written offer to purchase), owner-occupants are given a detailed explanation of the state’s
relocation services. Tenant occupants of properties to be acquired are contacted soon after the
initiation of negotiations and also are given a detailed explanation of the Caltrans Relocation
Assistance Program. To avoid loss of possible benefits, no individual, family, business, farm, or
nonprofit organization should commit to purchase or rent a replacement property without first
contacting a Caltrans relocation advisor.
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C.1.3

Relocation Assistance Advisory Services

In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970, as amended, Caltrans will provide relocation advisory assistance to any person,
business, farm, or nonprofit organization displaced as a result of the acquisition of real property
for public use, so long as they are legally present in the United States. Caltrans will assist eligible
displacees in obtaining comparable replacement housing by providing current and continuing
information on the availability and prices of both houses for sale and rental units that are
“decent, safe, and sanitary.” Nonresidential displacees will receive information on comparable
properties for lease or purchase (for business, farm, and nonprofit organization relocation
services, see below).
Residential replacement dwellings will be in a location generally not less desirable than the
displacement neighborhood at prices or rents within the financial ability of the individuals and
families displaced, and reasonably accessible to their places of employment. Before any
displacement occurs, comparable replacement dwellings will be offered to displacees that are
open to all persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, and consistent with the
requirements of Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. This assistance will also include the
supplying of information concerning federal and state assisted housing programs and any other
known services being offered by public and private agencies in the area.
Persons who are eligible for relocation payments and who are legally occupying the property
required for the project will not be asked to move without first being given at least 90 days
written notice. Residential occupants eligible for relocation payment(s) will not be required to
move unless at least one comparable “decent, safe, and sanitary” replacement dwelling, available
on the market, is offered to them by Caltrans.
C.1.3.1

Residential Relocation Payments

The Relocation Assistance Program will help eligible residential occupants by paying certain
costs and expenses. These costs are limited to those necessary for or incidental to the purchase or
rental of a replacement dwelling and actual reasonable moving expenses to a new location within
50 miles of the displacement property. Any actual moving costs in excess of the 50 miles are the
responsibility of the displacee. The Residential Relocation Assistance Program can be
summarized as follows:
Moving Costs
Any displaced person, who lawfully occupied the acquired property, regardless of the length of
occupancy in the property acquired, will be eligible for reimbursement of moving costs.
Displacees will receive either the actual reasonable costs involved in moving themselves and
personal property up to a maximum of 50 miles, or a fixed payment based on a fixed moving
cost schedule. Lawful occupants who move into the displacement property after the initiation of
negotiations must wait until Caltrans obtains control of the property in order to be eligible for
relocation payments.
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Purchase Differential
In addition to moving and related expense payments, fully eligible homeowners may be entitled
to payments for increased costs of replacement housing.
Homeowners who have owned and occupied their property for 90 days or more prior to the date
of the initiation of negotiations (usually the first written offer to purchase the property), may
qualify to receive a price differential payment and may qualify to receive reimbursement for
certain nonrecurring costs incidental to the purchase of the replacement property. An interest
differential payment is also available if the interest rate for the loan on the replacement dwelling
is higher than the loan rate on the displacement dwelling, subject to certain limitations on
reimbursement based upon the replacement property interest rate.
Rent Differential
Tenants and certain owner-occupants (based on length of ownership) who have occupied the
property to be acquired by Caltrans prior to the date of the initiation of negotiations may qualify
to receive a rent differential payment. This payment is made when Caltrans determines that the
cost to rent a comparable “decent, safe, and sanitary” replacement dwelling will be more than the
present rent of the displacement dwelling. As an alternative, the tenant may qualify for a down
payment benefit designed to assist in the purchase of a replacement property and the payment of
certain costs incidental to the purchase, subject to certain limitations noted under the Down
Payment section below.
To receive any relocation benefits, the displaced person must buy or rent and occupy a “decent,
safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling within one year from the date Caltrans takes legal
possession of the property, or from the date the displacee vacates the displacement property,
whichever is later.
Down Payment
The down payment option has been designed to aid owner-occupants of less than 90 days and
tenants in legal occupancy prior to Caltrans’ initiation of negotiations. The one-year eligibility
period in which to purchase and occupy a “decent, safe and sanitary” replacement dwelling will
apply.
Last Resort Housing
Federal regulations (49 CFR 24) contain the policy and procedure for implementing the Last
Resort Housing Program on Federal-aid projects. Last Resort Housing benefits are, except for
the amounts of payments and the methods in making them, the same as those benefits for
standard residential relocation as explained above. Last Resort Housing has been designed
primarily to cover situations where a displacee cannot be relocated because of lack of available
comparable replacement housing, or when the anticipated replacement housing payments exceed
the limits of the standard relocation procedure, because either the displacee lacks the financial
ability or other valid circumstances.
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After the initiation of negotiations, Caltrans will within a reasonable length of time, personally
contact the displacees to gather important information, including the following:


Number of people to be displaced.



Specific arrangements needed to accommodate any family member(s) with special needs.



Financial ability to relocate into comparable replacement dwelling which will adequately
house all members of the family.



Preferences in area of relocation.



Location of employment or school.

C.1.4

Nonresidential Relocation Assistance

The Nonresidential Relocation Assistance Program provides assistance to businesses, farms and
nonprofit organizations in locating suitable replacement property, and reimbursement for certain
costs involved in relocation. The Relocation Advisory Assistance Program will provide current
lists of properties offered for sale or rent, suitable for a particular business’s specific relocation
needs. The types of payments available to eligible businesses, farms, and nonprofit organizations
are: searching and moving expenses, and possibly reestablishment expenses; or a fixed in lieu
payment instead of any moving, searching and reestablishment expenses. The payment types can
be summarized as follows:
C.1.4.1

Moving Expenses

Moving expenses may include the following actual, reasonable costs:


The moving of inventory, machinery, equipment and similar business-related property,
including: dismantling, disconnecting, crating, packing, loading, insuring, transporting,
unloading, unpacking, and reconnecting of personal property. Items acquired in the right-ofway contract may not be moved under the Relocation Assistance Program. If the displacee
buys an Item Pertaining to the Realty back at salvage value, the cost to move that item is
borne by the displacee.



Loss of tangible personal property provides payment for actual, direct loss of personal
property that the owner is permitted not to move.



Expenses related to searching for a new business site, up to $2,500, for reasonable expenses
actually incurred.

C.1.4.2

Reestablishment Expenses

Reestablishment expenses related to the operation of the business at the new location, up to
$25,000 for reasonable expenses actually incurred.
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C.1.4.3

Fixed In Lieu Payment

A fixed payment in lieu of moving, searching, and reestablishment payments may be available to
businesses that meet certain eligibility requirements. This payment is an amount equal to half the
average annual net earnings for the last two taxable years prior to the relocation and may not be
less than $1,000 nor more than $40,000.
C.1.5

Additional Information

Reimbursement for moving costs and replacement housing payments are not considered income
for the purpose of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, or for the purpose of determining the
extent of eligibility of a displacee for assistance under the Social Security Act, or any other law,
except for any federal law providing local “Section 8” Housing Programs.
Any person, business, farm or nonprofit organization that has been refused a relocation payment
by the Caltrans relocation advisor or believes that the payment(s) offered by the agency are
inadequate may appeal for a special hearing of the complaint. No legal assistance is required.
Information about the appeal procedure is available from the relocation advisor.
California law allows for the payment for lost goodwill that arises from the displacement for a
public project. A list of ineligible expenses can be obtained from Caltrans’ Division of Right of
Way and Land Surveys. California’s law and the federal regulations covering relocation
assistance provide that no payment shall be duplicated by other payments being made by the
displacing agency.
More information regarding Caltrans’ Division of Right of Way’s Relocation Assistance
Program can be found on the internet at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/rap/index.htm.
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Appendix D Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Summary
This appendix was updated for the Final EIR/EA to be consistent with the measures, and any
changes to them, in Chapters 2 and 3. Changes since the Draft EIR/EA are not indicated in the
contents of this appendix.

D.1
D.1.1

Land Use
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.
D.1.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Restore Sacramento River Parkway Trail after Construction
In the event that any inadvertent damage occurs to the Sacramento River Parkway Trail, the area
affected will be restored to the condition that existed prior to construction activities or better.
Provide Advance Notification of Sacramento River Parkway Trail Closures
The City of Sacramento will provide advance notification of the Sacramento River Parkway
Trail closure on its websites and trailheads. Notices will include trail closure dates, approximate
duration, and a description of the detour available during closure.

D.2
D.2.1

Growth
Avoidance , Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.
D.2.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.
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D.3
D.3.1

Community Impacts
Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Prepare a Transportation Management Plan
Prior to construction, the project proponent will prepare a Transportation Management Plan
(TMP). Implementation of a TMP would minimize disruptions to traffic and to emergency
services during construction and ensure that construction would not create major delays. A TMP
is a program of activities for alleviating or minimizing work-related traffic delays by applying
traditional traffic handling practices as well as innovative strategies. A TMP program includes
public awareness campaigns, motorist information, demand management, incident management,
system management, construction methods and staging, and alternate route planning. TMP
strategies also strive to reduce the overall duration of work activities where appropriate. Typical
components of a TMP can include measures such as implementation of staging, traffic handling,
and detour plans; restricting construction work to certain days and/or hours to minimize impacts
on traffic and pedestrians; coordination with other construction projects to avoid conflicts; and
the use of portable changeable message signs to inform the public of construction activities.
Implementation of the measures in the TMP would reduce the temporary access and circulation
impacts of the project that would be caused by potentially lengthy construction delays. In
addition to the measures described above, the TMP will include the following measures.


Any emergency service agency whose ability to respond to incidents will be affected by any
lane closure must be notified prior to that closure.



Work will be coordinated with the local busing system (including school buses and public
systems) to minimize impacts on their bus schedules.

The project proponent will provide information to residents and businesses before and during
project work that may represent a negative impact on commerce and travel surrounding the zone
of construction.
D.3.2

Mitigation Measures

Construct Mid-block East West Road
Construct a new east/west access road south of C Street, just south of the Washington Firehouse
property, to restore on-street parking, emergency access, and circulation to parcels currently
served by 2nd Street, and prevent creation of a cul-de-sac inconsistent with West Sacramento’s
Standard Specifications. The roadway will restore circulation that will be impaired or unusable
due to bridge impacts on the parking lot and the adjacency of the new location of the southeast
corner of 3rd and C Street to the driveway or curb cut into the Washington Firehouse parking.
The roadway will be consistent with the 2nd Street reconfiguration shown in Figure 2.81 and
Figure 2.85 of Washington Realized (City of West Sacramento 2015). Implementation of this
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measure will occur concurrent with project construction and will require acquisition of rights-ofway from four parcels in West Sacramento, as listed in Table 2.3-3 below.
Table 2.3-3. Mid-block East West Road Parcel Acquisitions
Assessor’s
Parcel Number

Description

Proposed Acquisitions
(acres)

010-371-007

Vacant – City of West Sacramento

0.091

010-371-008

Vacant – City of West Sacramento

0.221

010-371-009

Vacant – City of West Sacramento

0.044

010-372-002

Vacant waterfront – City of West Sacramento

0.191

Source: Mark Thomas and Company 2018.

The new access road will provide access to private parcels between 3rd Street and the
Sacramento River and will accommodate pedestrian and bicycle use as well as provide limited
vehicular access within the same street space. It will be designed to enhance and visually
communicate the shared nature of the street. It may be a “Stubbed” access street connected to 3rd
Street, then terminating in a hammer head or parking lot. Or it may be a “Connecting” access
street connected to the existing 2nd Street and 3rd Street. The new access road will be a
minimum of 60 feet wide with a 20-foot right-of-way for vehicles and a 20-foot “no structure”
zone on each side which may accommodate semi-private uses or parking.
D.3.3

CEQA Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.

D.4
D.4.1

Utilities/Emergency Services
Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Provide Advance Notice to Utility Service Providers
The project proponent will provide advance notification and coordinate with utility service
providers prior to and during construction to avoid or minimize potential service disruptions.
Prepare a Transportation Management Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.3.1.
Construct Mid-block East West Road
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.3.2.
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D.4.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.

D.5
D.5.1

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures

Prepare a Transportation Management Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.3.1.
Construct Mid-block East West Road
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.3.2.
Implement Roadway and Freeway Improvements
5th Street/E Street, West Sacramento – Under 2040 conditions, construct westbound and
eastbound left-turn lanes with at least 75 feet of storage. Install a traffic signal when warranted,
due to increases in peak-hour volumes or to accommodate the planned streetcar. Implementation
of this measure would result in the following.
2040 operations after mitigation = LOS C or better.
This mitigation would increase crossing lengths for pedestrians and bicyclists, which would
increase their exposure time to vehicles.
5th Street/F Street, West Sacramento – Under 2040 conditions, construct westbound and
eastbound left-turn lanes with at least 75 feet of storage. Install a traffic signal when warranted,
which was previously identified as mitigation for the Raley’s Landing project. Implementation of
this measure would result in the following.
2040 operations after mitigation = LOS C or better.
This mitigation would increase crossing lengths for pedestrians and bicyclists, which would
increase their exposure time to vehicles.
5th Street/Tower Bridge Gateway, West Sacramento – Implement the planned modification
of the 5th Street/West Capitol Avenue intersection, which would eliminate the vehicle
connection to West Capitol Avenue. The proximity of this intersection to 5th Street/Tower
Bridge Gateway creates inefficient signal operations at 5th Street/Tower Bridge Gateway and 3rd
Street/Tower Bridge Gateway. Implementation of this measure would result in the following.
2020 operations after mitigation = LOS D or better based on 2040 conditions that
reflect this configuration with higher peak hour volumes.
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North 7th Street/B Street, Sacramento – Under 2020 conditions, widen North 7th Street to
four lanes through the intersection. This capacity expansion is part of the Sacramento Railyards
Specific Plan Update. Implementation of this measure would result in the following.
2020 operations after modification = LOS B in the a.m. peak hour.
Modifications that require construction of additional lanes would increase crossing length for
pedestrians and bicyclists, which would increase their exposure time to vehicles.
Bercut Drive/Richards Boulevard, Sacramento – Under 2040 conditions, extend the
southbound right-turn lane to provide 200 feet of storage. Implementation of this measure would
result in the following.
2040 operations after modification = LOS F (72 seconds of delay) in the p.m. peak
hour.
This modification may take away on-street parking spots.
North 3rd Street/Richards Boulevard, Sacramento – Under 2040 conditions, operation of this
intersection is constrained by the downstream intersection of I-5 northbound ramps/Richards
Boulevard and Bercut Drive/Richards Boulevard. Providing additional capacity for motorists
heading northbound onto I-5 would improve operations along the corridor, including at North
3rd Street/Richard Boulevard. This could be addressed by providing a second right-turn lane
from Richards Boulevard westbound onto I-5 northbound through converting a westbound
through lane to a through-right shared lane. This modification is consistent with the I-5/Richards
Boulevard Interchange Project Study Report improvement alternatives but would require ramp
modifications that are subject to Caltrans approval and may create a more hazardous conflict
zone between bicyclists and vehicles. Implementation of this measure would result in the
following.
2040 operations after mitigation = LOS F (104 seconds of delay) in the p.m. peak
hour.
North 12th Street/North B Street, Sacramento – Under 2040 conditions, the vehicle traffic
operations at this intersection are constrained by multimodal modifications planned for the
intersection to better accommodate bicycle and pedestrian travel through the intersection,
including a cycle track, bulb outs, and vehicle turn-movement restrictions. These modifications
are consistent with the Sacramento 2035 General Plan for this area, where bicycle and
pedestrian travel have high priorities. Physical mitigation to reduce vehicle delays would require
taking space away from bicycles and pedestrians or from adjacent property to accommodate
more vehicle lanes, which may not be feasible.
I-5 Southbound Weaving Segment between Garden Highway and Richards Boulevard –
Modify ramp meter signal timings at the Garden Highway and West El Camino Avenue
southbound I-5 on-ramps to reduce a.m. peak-hour flows onto the mainline such that mainline
flows in the weaving segment are no higher than under 2020 no build conditions.
Implementation of this measure would result in the following.
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2020 operations after mitigation = a.m. peak hour LOS F (maximum service
volume = 2,185)
Changing the ramp meter timing could cause queues to lengthen at the on-ramps, potentially
affecting upstream arterial traffic operations on Garden Highway and West El Camino Avenue.
D.5.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Prepare a Transportation Management Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.3.1.
Construct Mid-block East West Road
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.3.2.
Implement Roadway and Freeway Improvements
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.5.1.

D.6
D.6.1

Visual/Aesthetics
Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Work with Stakeholders to Determine Bridge Aesthetics
The project proponent will conduct a focused outreach effort and will conduct a public meeting
or charrette session with public stakeholders to develop an aesthetic design approach to aid in
reducing the visual impact of the proposed bridge. This measure will allow concerned viewers to
contribute to creating a bridge that is visually appealing to the general public, while balancing
the need for increased circulation access at this location. Affected stakeholders will be able to
provide input on the preferred architectural style and coloring of the proposed bridge.
Implement Project Landscaping
The project proponent will install landscaping where space and safety considerations allow. This
will improve the visual quality of the project corridor by improving corridor aesthetics and
helping to reduce the apparent scale of new and reconfigured intersections, in addition to
replacing some of the vegetation lost through construction. Prior to approval of the roadway
design, the City of Sacramento and /or City of West Sacramento project landscape architect will
review project designs to ensure that the following elements are implemented in the project
landscaping plan.


Design and implement low-impact development (LID) measures that disperse and reduce
runoff by using such features as vegetated buffer strips/medians between paved areas that
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catch and infiltrate runoff. In addition, pervious paving will be evaluated for use in the
proposed project to improve infiltration and to reduce the amount of surface runoff from
entering waterways and the storm water system. LID measures will not be used where
infiltration could result in adverse environmental effects. LID measures, such as cobbled
swales and aggregate mulching, can be used as an aesthetic design element to create an
attractive view while reducing water use.


Require construction contractors to incorporate native grass and wildflower seed to standard
seed mixes, which may be non-native, for erosion control measures that will be applied to all
exposed slopes. Wildflowers will provide seasonal interest to areas where trees and shrubs
are removed and grasslands are disturbed. Only wildflower and grass species that are native
will be incorporated into the seed mix, and under no circumstances will any invasive grass or
wildflower plant species be used as any component in any erosion control measures. Species
will be chosen that are indigenous to the area and for their appropriateness to the surrounding
habitat. For example, upland grass and wildflower species will be chosen for drier, upland
areas, and wetter species will be chosen for areas that will receive more moisture. If not
appropriate to the surrounding habitat, wildflowers should not be included in the seed mix.



Require the species list to include trees, shrubs, and an herbaceous understory of varying
heights, as well as both evergreen and deciduous types. Plant variety will increase the
effectiveness of the roadside planting areas by providing multiple layers, seasonality, diverse
habitat, and reduced susceptibility to disease. Evergreen groundcovers or low-growing
plants, such as Ceanothus spp., should be used in areas where taller vegetation would
potentially cause driving hazards by obscuring site distances. Species used will be native and
indigenous to the project area and California. Native plant species can be used to create
attractive spaces, high in aesthetic quality, that are not only drought-tolerant but also attract
more wildlife than traditional landscape plant palettes. Use of native species promotes a
visual character of California that is being lost through development and reliance on nonnative ornamental plant species.



Use vegetative accents and screening to reduce the perceived scale and mass of the built
features, while accentuating the design treatments that will be applied to built features.
Special attention should be paid to plant choices near residences to ensure that species chosen
are of an appropriate height, and rely on evergreen species to provide year-round light
screening from nuisance light, if applicable.



Under no circumstances will any invasive plant species be used at any location.



Plant vegetation within the first 6 months following project completion.



Implement an irrigation and maintenance program during the plant establishment period and
carried on, as needed, to ensure plant survival. However, design of the landscaping plan will
try to maximize the use of planting zones that are water efficient. The design also may
incorporate aesthetic features, such as cobbling swales or shallow detention areas, which can
reduce or eliminate the need for irrigation in certain areas.



If an irrigation system is required, use a smart watering system in areas that are irrigated to
evaluate the existing site conditions and plant material against weather conditions to avoid
overwatering of such areas. To avoid undue water flows, manage the irrigation system in
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such a manner that any broken spray heads, pipes, or other components are fixed within
1-2 days, or the zone or system will be shut down until it can be repaired.
Apply Minimum Lighting Standards
All artificial outdoor lighting and overhead street lighting is to be limited to safety and security
requirements and the minimum required for driver safety. Lighting will be designed using
Illuminating Engineering Society’s design guidelines and in compliance with International DarkSky Association–approved fixtures. All lighting will be designed to have minimum impact on the
surrounding environment and will use downcast, cut-off type fixtures that are shielded and direct
the light only toward objects requiring illumination. Therefore, lights will be installed at the
lowest allowable height and cast low-angle illumination while minimizing incidental light spill
onto adjacent properties or open spaces, or backscatter into the nighttime sky. The lowest
allowable wattage will be used for all lighted areas, and the amount of nighttime lights needed to
light an area will be minimized to the highest degree possible. Light fixtures will have non-glare
finishes that will not cause reflective daytime glare. Lighting will be designed for energy
efficiency, with daylight sensors or timers with an on/off program. Lights will provide good
color rendering with natural light qualities, with the minimum intensity feasible for security,
safety, and personnel access. Lighting, including light color rendering and fixture types, will be
designed to be aesthetically pleasing.
LED lighting will avoid the use of blue-rich white light lamps and use a correlated color
temperature that is no higher than 3,000 Kelvin, consistent with the International Dark-Sky
Associations Fixture Seal of Approval Program (International Dark-Sky Association 2010a,
2010b, 2015). In addition, LED lights will use shielding to ensure that nuisance glare and that
light spill does not affect sensitive residential viewers.
Lights along pathways and bridge safety lighting will use shielding to minimize offsite light spill
and glare, and will be screened and directed away from adjacent uses to the highest degree
possible. The amount of nighttime lights used along pathways will be minimized to the highest
degree possible to ensure that spaces are not unnecessarily over-lit. For example, the amount of
light can be reduced by limiting the amount of ornamental light posts to higher use areas and by
using bollard lighting on travel way portions of pathways.
Technologies to reduce light pollution evolve over time; design measures that are currently
available may help but may not be the most effective means of controlling light pollution once
the project is designed. Therefore, all design measures used to reduce light pollution will use the
technologies available at the time of project design to allow for the highest potential reduction in
light pollution.
D.6.2

Mitigation Measures

Compensate for Temporary Effects on and Permanent Loss of Cottonwood Riparian
Forest (including SRA Cover)
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.2.
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D.6.3

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Compensate for Temporary Effects on and Permanent Loss of Cottonwood Riparian
Forest (including SRA Cover)
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Work with Stakeholders to Determine Bridge Aesthetics
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.6.1.
Implement Project Landscaping
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.6.1.
Apply Minimum Lighting Standards
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.6.1.

D.7
D.7.1

Cultural Resources
Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Conduct Mandatory Cultural Resources Awareness Training for Construction Personnel
Before any ground-disturbing work occurs in the project area, a qualified archaeologist will be
retained to conduct mandatory contractor/worker cultural resources awareness training for
construction personnel. The awareness training will be provided to all construction personnel
(contractors and subcontractors), to brief them on the need to avoid effects on cultural resources
adjacent to and within construction areas and the penalties for not complying with applicable
state and federal laws and permit requirements.
D.7.2

Mitigation Measures

Develop Interpretative Display for the I Street Bridge
The project proponent will develop an interpretive display and erect the display in Old
Sacramento at a site within clear view of the I Street Bridge. The display will focus on the
removal of vehicular uses from the I Street Bridge, to interpret for future generations the
vehicular uses of the bridge. The project proponents will also assemble a freestanding
interpretive panel that documents the history of the joint railroad-automobile use of the I Street
Bridge, emphasizing the non-rail uses. Details on the implementation on the interpretive display
will be coordinated through Caltrans in consultation with SHPO.
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Establish an Environmental Sensitive Area for Resource CA-SAC-658H
An Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) will be established to ensure that resource
CA-SAC-658H is not affected during project implementation. Prior to construction, the
construction contractor will install high-visibility orange construction fencing and/or flagging, as
appropriate, along the perimeter of the area of direct impact (ADI) located within the APE to
restrict access to the portion of CA-SAC-658H outside the ADI. Prior to installation of the ESA
fencing, the Environmentally Sensitive Area Action Plan will be reviewed as a stipulation of the
project-specific PA prepared for the project.
Implement a Programmatic Agreement for the Project
A project-specific PA between Caltrans, the City of Sacramento and the SHPO was developed
for the project. The project-specific PA assures fulfillment of the NHPA requirements of Section
106 and ensures proper evaluation and treatment of any previously unknown archaeological
resources uncovered during ground-disturbing construction activities. Additionally, the projectspecific PA establishes responsibilities for the treatment of historic properties, the
implementation of mitigation measures, and ongoing consultation efforts with Native American
groups.
The project-specific PA includes development of a plan for archaeological test trenching within
the APE on the West Sacramento side of the river, since this area has a high archaeological
sensitivity for both historic-period and prehistoric material. A plan will be prepared for this work
similar to a Caltrans Extended Phase I (XPI) Plan. Excavations will be conducted prior to
construction, and will aid in the identification of unknown subsurface archaeological deposits
that may be present within the APE. The project-specific PA also includes an Environmentally
Sensitive Area Action Plan, as discussed above, for CA- SAC-658H. As part of the projectspecific PA, a Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) was prepared to Caltrans, City of
Sacramento, and City of West Sacramento standards. The CRMP designates procedures for
treatment of previously unidentified cultural resources encountered during test trenching or
construction, including steps for the mitigation of resources that are determined eligible for the
NRHP.
The CRMP specifies that a qualified archaeologist and a Native American monitor will be
retained to monitor all initial ground disturbing activities (e.g., vegetation removal, grading,
excavation, bridge construction). The purpose of the monitoring is to ensure that measures
identified in the environmental document are properly implemented to avoid and minimize
effects to cultural resources and to ensure that the project complies with all applicable permit
requirements and agency conditions of approval. Conditions for monitoring and project reporting
are specified in the CRMP.
The project-specific PA is included in Appendix G.
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Implement Avoidance and Notification Procedures for Cultural Resources Discovered
during Construction
It is Caltrans’ and the City of Sacramento’s policy to avoid cultural resources whenever possible.
If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earthmoving activity within and
around the immediate discovery area will be diverted until a qualified archaeologist can assess
the nature and significance of the find. All reasonable measures will be implemented to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate further harm to the resource. If appropriate, the project proponent will
notify Indian tribes or Native American groups that may attach religious or cultural significance
to the affected resource.
If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that further
disturbances and activities shall cease in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie remains,
and the county coroner shall be contacted. Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, if the remains are
thought to be Native American, the coroner will notify the NAHC, which will then notify the
Most Likely Descendent (MLD). The project proponent will work with the MLD to avoid the
remains and, if avoidance is not feasible, to determine the respectful treatment of the remains.
Further provisions of PRC Section 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable.
D.7.3

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Conduct Mandatory Cultural Resources Awareness Training for Construction Personnel
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.7.1.
Develop Interpretative Display for the I Street Bridge
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.7.2.
Establish an Environmental Sensitive Area for Resource CA-SAC-658H
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.7.2.
Implement a Programmatic Agreement for the Project
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.7.2.
Implement Avoidance and Notification Procedures for Cultural Resources Discovered
during Construction
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.7.2.
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D.8
D.8.1

Hydrology and Floodplain
Avoidance and Minimization Measures

No measures are necessary.
D.8.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.

D.9
D.9.1

Water Quality
Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Implement Measures to Protect Water Quality during Construction
Compliance with regulatory permits and municipality programmatic requirements is anticipated
during all construction field activities, including project staging and storage area usage. As a
result, no water quality impacts are anticipated for the duration of the project. In support of this
effort, the project is expected to be regulated under the CGP, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, and
all associated adopted amendments. The CGP is applicable for all construction projects where
operations, such as clearing, grubbing, grading and excavation, disturbs 1 acre or more of land.
Compliance with the CGP requires the project proponent/construction contractor to prepare a
SWPPP. The SWPPP includes conditions for final stabilization of the project area, including
staging areas, which will require review and approval by the RWQCB prior to acceptance of the
project’s Notice of Termination. Implementation of the SWPPP begins when construction
operations start and continues until the project is complete, field activities have finished, and the
Notice of Termination is approved.
The approved SWPPP includes (and is not limited to) the following elements.


Project Description – The Project description includes maps and other information related to
construction activities and potential sources of pollutants.



Minimum Construction Control Measures – These measures may include limiting
construction access routes, stabilizing areas denuded by construction, and using sediment
controls and filtration.



Erosion and Sediment Control – The SWPPP is required to contain a description of soil
stabilization practices, control measures to prevent a net increase in sediment load in storm
water, controls to reduce tracking sediment onto roads, and controls to reduce wind erosion.



Non-Storm Water Management – The SWPPP includes provisions to reduce and control
discharges other than storm water.
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Post-Construction Storm Water Management – The SWPPP includes a list of storm water
control measures that provide ongoing (permanent) protection for water resources.



Waste Management and Disposal – The SWPPP includes a waste management section,
including, for example, equipment maintenance waste, used oil, and batteries. All waste must
be disposed of as required by state and federal law.



Maintenance, Inspection, and Repair – The SWPPP requires an ongoing program to ensure
that all controls are in place and operating as designed.



Monitoring – This provision requires documented inspections of the control measures.



Reports – The contractor will prepare an annual report on the construction project and submit
this report on July 15 each year. This report will be submitted to the State Water Board on
the Storm Water Multiple Application and Report Tracking System website.



Training – The SWPPP provides documentation on the training and qualifications of the
designated Qualified SWPPP Developer and Qualified SWPPP Practitioner. Trained
personnel must perform inspections, maintenance, and repair of construction site BMPs.



Construction Site Monitoring Program – The SWPPP includes a Construction Site
Monitoring Program detailing the procedures and methods related to the visual monitoring
and sampling and analysis plans for non-visible pollutants, sediment and turbidity, and pH
and bioassessment.

The following minimum BMPs would be necessary for the project to comply with the CGP.






Soil stabilization
–

Hydroseeding

–

Geotextiles, mats, plastic covers, and erosion control blankets

–

Hydraulic mulch

Sediment control
–

Fiber rolls

–

Silt fence

–

Sediment trap

–

Gravel bag berm

–

Check dams

–

Storm drain inlet protection

Tracking control practices
–



Temporary construction entrance

Non-storm water controls
–

Dewatering operations
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–

Material and equipment use over water

–

Clear water diversion

–

Temporary stream crossing

–

Potable water/irrigation

Water management and materials pollution control
–

Concrete waste management

–

Hazardous waste management and contaminated soil management

The project proponent and construction contractor are required to follow the conditions and
provisions stipulated in the applicable water quality permits and associated water quality/storm
water programmatic documents. With that understanding, at this time, no additional measures are
anticipated. However, changes to project field variables during construction, including
implementation of minimization and avoidance measures related to permit compliance, could
result in additional measures being required and implemented.
Implement Measures to Protect Water Quality during Project Operation and Maintenance
The project design will incorporate Construction General Permit SWPPP post-construction
measures, site design measures, LID measures, and other permanent erosion control elements
found in Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership’s SQIP, the City of West Sacramento’s
SWMP, and Caltrans’ MS4 program guidance documents. The NPDES MS4 permits contains
provisions to reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutant loadings from the facility
once construction is complete. Thus, design features or BMPs would be developed and
incorporated into the project design and operations prior to project construction. These measures
would reduce the suspended particulate loads, and thus pollutants associated with the particles,
from entering waterways. Under the Sacramento County MS4 Permit, storm water mitigation
measures are required to be incorporated into project design plans for Planning Priority Projects.
These include development projects or land-disturbing activity that results in the creation,
addition, or replacement of 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface area on an already
developed site. Traditional permittees, such as City of West Sacramento, are required to comply
with Section E of the Statewide Phase II MS4 Permit, which specifies requirements for site
design measures1, LID design standards, alternative post-construction stormwater management
program, and operations and management requirements for post construction stormwater
management. Additionally, an operation and maintenance program would be implemented for
permanent control measures.
Low-impact development measures are proposed to reduce the rate of runoff, filter pollutants,
and allow infiltration into the ground. The proposed measures would address peak-flow
attenuation impacts and can include structural measures, such as detention, underground storage,

Site design measures are implemented to reduce site runoff. Examples of these measures include stream setbacks
and buffers, soil quality improvement and maintenance, tree planting and preservation, rooftop and impervious area
disconnection, porous pavement, green roofs, vegetated swales, and rain barrels and cisterns.

1
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and non-structural measures, through the modification of proposed treatment BMPs to
accommodate flow and volume control.
Caltrans-approved treatment BMPs/low-impact development measures that have been studied
and verified to remove targeted design constituents and provide general pollutant removal
include the following.


Biofiltration systems



Infiltration devices



Detention devices



Dry weather flow division



Gross solids removal devices (GSRDs)



Media filters



Multi-chamber treatment train



Wet basins

The project proponent would be responsible for maintaining the treatment BMPs discussed
above. The Maintenance Stormwater Coordinator would be involved in the design review of any
permanent storm water treatment BMPs and would need to approve any such devices at the end
of the plans, specifications, and estimate phase. The Caltrans Maintenance Unit would be able to
provide guidance on the following project-related issues to ensure that BMPs function as needed.


Drainage patterns (particularly known areas of flooding and debris)



Stability of slopes and roadbed (help to determine whether the Project can be built and
maintained economically)



Possible material borrow or spoil sites



Concerns of the local residents



Existing and potential erosion problems



Facilities within the right-of-way that will affect design



Special problems such as deer crossings and endangered species



Whether facilities are safe to maintain



Known environmentally sensitive areas



Frequency of traction sand use and estimate of sand quantity applied annually

BMPs will address soil stabilization, sediment control, wind-erosion control, non-storm water
management, vehicle tracking control, and waste management practices and will be based on the
best available technology. Implementation of these measures will ensure that storm water runoff
would reduce or avoid permanent impacts on water quality. Because project proponent and the
construction contractor must comply with conditions stipulated in the MS4 permit for the project,
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and an operation and maintenance program would be implemented for permanent control
measures, no additional measures are required during operation and maintenance.
D.9.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.

D.10 Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography
D.10.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

No measures are necessary.
D.10.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.

D.11 Paleontology
D.11.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Educate Construction Personnel in Recognizing Fossil Material
All construction personnel will receive training provided by a qualified professional
paleontologist experienced in teaching non-specialists to ensure that construction personnel can
recognize fossil materials in the event that any are discovered during construction.
Stop Work if Substantial Fossil Remains Are Encountered during Construction
If substantial fossil remains (particularly vertebrate remains) are discovered during earthdisturbing activities, activities will stop immediately until a State-registered professional
geologist or qualified professional paleontologist can assess the nature and importance of the
find and a qualified professional paleontologist can recommend appropriate treatment. Treatment
may include preparation and recovery of fossil materials so that they can be housed in an
appropriate museum or university collection, and may include preparation of a report for
publication describing the finds. The project proponent will ensure that recommendations
regarding treatment and reporting are implemented.
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D.11.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Educate Construction Personnel in Recognizing Fossil Material
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D11.1.
Stop Work if Substantial Fossil Remains Are Encountered during Construction
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D11.1.

D.12 Hazardous Waste/Materials
D.12.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Conduct Phase II Site Assessments
The project proponent will conduct a Phase II assessment within the proposed acquisition area of
the parcels described below.


APNs 010-371-005 and 010-371-006 to assess the site for possible soil/groundwater
contamination.



Existing Caltrans right-of-way and C Street Site Y for previous ADL impacts and metals
within the depth of construction as metals could potentially originate from historical Capitol
Plating operations.



APNs 001-019-017, 001-210-018, and 002-010-023 to evaluate the site’s potential for
metals, TPH, and PCB impacts for all construction activities that will result in soil excavation
within the proposed right-of-way adjacent to Jibboom Street at these parcels. Based on the
findings of the Phase II investigation, a soils management plan and health and safety plan
may be necessary.

The Phase II assessment will include sampling and laboratory analysis to confirm the presence of
hazardous materials and may include the following.


Surficial soil and water samples



Testing of underground storage tanks



Subsurface soil borings



Groundwater monitoring well installation, sampling, and analysis (may be appropriate on
neighboring properties as well to determine the presence of contamination)



Asbestos, lead, and other regulated material testing
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Conduct a Detailed Review of Existing Records
To determine the site history for APN 010-482-011, the project proponent will conduct a detailed
review of existing records at Yolo County Environmental Health Services and the Central Valley
RWQCB and conduct an owner/tenant interview, if possible. If additional information is not
available, the project proponent will conduct a Phase II assessment within the proposed
acquisition area.
Develop and Implement Plans to Address Worker Health and Safety
The project proponent will develop and implement the necessary plans and measures required by
Caltrans and federal and state regulations, including a health and safety plan, BMPs, and/or an
injury and illness prevention plan. The plans will be prepared and implemented to address
worker safety when working with potentially hazardous materials, including potential ACMs,
LCPs, lead or chromium in traffic stripes, ADL, and other construction-related materials within
the right-of-way during any soil-disturbing activity.
Conduct Sampling, Testing, Removal, Storage, Transportation, and Disposal of
Yellow/White Traffic Striping
As required by Caltrans’ standard special provisions, the construction contractor will sample and
test yellow/white traffic striping scheduled for removal to determine whether lead or chromium
is present. All aspects of the project associated with removal, storage, transportation, and
disposal will be in strict accordance with appropriate regulations of the California Health and
Safety Code. The stripes will be disposed of at a Class 1 disposal facility. The responsibility of
implementing this measure will be outlined in the contract between the project proponent and the
construction contractor. Implementing this measure will minimize potential effects from these
hazardous materials.
Perform Soil Testing and Appropriately Dispose of Soils Contaminated with ADL
The project proponent will conduct soil testing for ADL contamination in the project area along
C Street, 2nd Street, and at the bridge approach/viaduct leading from C Street in West
Sacramento; and within the proposed project limits in Sacramento at the bridge approach/viaduct
leading from I Street, and along Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive.
Soils in the project limits identified as having hazardous levels of ADL will be disposed of or
reused according to federal and state regulations. Soils within the right-of-way that contain
hazardous waste concentrations of ADL may be reused under the authority of variances issued
by DTSC. These variances include stockpiling, transporting, and reusing soils with
concentrations of lead below maximum allowable levels in the project right-of-way. Stockpiling,
transporting, and reusing of soil will also be conducted following Caltrans’ standard special
provisions.
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Develop a Lead and Asbestos Abatement Plan
For the structures proposed to be removed or renovated as part of the project, a hazardous
materials survey will be conducted prior to demolition or significant renovation. If lead or
asbestos is found in these structures, an abatement plan will be developed prior to removal or
renovation. The abatement plan will provide for a California-certified asbestos consultant and
California Department of Health Services–certified lead project designer to prepare hazardous
materials specifications for abatement of the ACM and LCP. This specification should be the
basis for selecting qualified contractors to perform the proposed asbestos and lead abatement
work. The project proponent will retain a California-licensed asbestos abatement contractor to
perform the abatement of any asbestos-containing construction materials and LCP deemed
potentially hazardous. Abatement of hazardous building materials will be completed prior to any
work on these structures.
Comply with the Land Use Covenant for the Northern Shops and Sacramento Station
Study Areas
The land use covenant (LUC) outlines approved land use and provisions for soil, soil vapor, and
groundwater management. These provisions include the Northern Shops study area and
Sacramento Station study area sites. The project proponent will comply with the provisions of
the LUC, including the following.
1. No activities that will disturb the soil shall be allowed on the property without a soil
management plan (SMP) approved in writing by the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC).
2. Any soil brought to the surface shall be managed in compliance with all applicable
provisions of state and federal law and a SMP approved in writing by DTSC.
3. No groundwater will be extracted, except as approved of in advance in writing by DTSC in a
groundwater management plan.
4. Vapor intrusion mitigation management is required for enclosed structures or buildings.
Comply with the Land Use Covenant or Guidance Documents for the Manufactured Gas
Plant Study Area
If soil remedy is complete and soils are certified prior to construction in the Manufactured Gas
Plant study area, the project proponent will comply with the resulting LUC and/or guidance
documents. If site characterization is not complete, the project proponent will conduct a Phase II
assessment within the depth and area of construction improvements.
D.12.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.
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D.13 Air Quality
D.13.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Develop a Lead and Asbestos Abatement Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.12.1.
D.13.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Implement Control Measures for Construction Emissions of Fugitive Dust
Caltrans’ Standard Specification Section 14, “Environmental Stewardship” addresses the
construction contractor’s responsibility on many items of concern, such as air pollution;
protection of lakes, streams, reservoirs, and other waterbodies; use of pesticides; safety;
sanitation; convenience for the public; and damage or injury to any person or property as a result
of any construction operation. Section 14-9.02 includes specifications relating to air pollution
control for work performed under a contract, including compliance with air pollution control
rules, regulations, ordinances, and statutes provided in Government Code Section 11017 (Public
Contract Code Section 10231). Section 14-9.03 is directed at controlling dust. Caltrans’ Standard
Specifications are incorporated into all Caltrans’ construction contracts.
Sacramento Metro Air Quality Management District
Additional measures to control dust in Sacramento County will be borrowed from SMAQMD’s
recommended list of dust control measures and implemented to the extent practicable when the
measures have not already been incorporated in, and do not conflict with, the requirements of
Caltrans’ Standard Specifications, special provisions, the NPDES permit, the Biological
Opinions, the CWA Section 404 permit, CWA Section 401 Certification, and other permits
issued for the project. The following measures are taken from SMAQMD’s (2016) CEQA Guide
and represent their basic control measures for fugitive dust.


Water all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed surfaces include, but are not limited to soil
piles, graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging areas, and access roads.



Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or
other loose material on the site. Any haul trucks that would be traveling along freeways or major
roadways should be covered.



Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible trackout mud or dirt onto adjacent
public roads at least once a day. Use of dry power sweeping is prohibited.



Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.



All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots to be paved should be completed as soon as
possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding
or soil binders are used.
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Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District
Additional measures to control dust in Yolo County will be borrowed from YSAQMD’s
recommended list of dust control measures and implemented to the extent practicable when the
measures have not already been incorporated in, and do not conflict with, the requirements of
Caltrans’ Standard Specifications, special provisions, the NPDES permit, the Biological
Opinions, the CWA Section 404 permit, CWA Section 401 Certification, and other permits
issued for the project. The following measures are taken from YSAQMD’s Construction Dust
Mitigation Measures (Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District 2007).


Water all active construction sites at least twice daily. Frequency should be based on the type of
operation, soil, and wind exposure.



Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.



Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials.



Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut and fill
operations and hydroseed area.



Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands within construction
projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days).



Plant tree windbreaks on the windward perimeter of construction projects if adjacent to open
land.



Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible.



Cover inactive storage piles.



Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site.



Treat accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with a 6- to 12-inch layer of wood
chips or mulch.



Treat accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road with a 6-inch layer of gravel.

Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan
Construction activity within the Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan area will comply with the
mitigation measures contained in the adopted Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Railyards
development (City of Sacramento 2016). Wet suppression and wind speed reduction are the two
most common methods used to control open dust sources at construction sites because a source
of water and material for wind barriers tend to be readily available on a construction site.
Implement SMAQMD’s Recommended Construction GHG BMPs
The City will implement the following SMAQMD’s recommended GHG reduction measures, to
the extent feasible.


Improve fuel efficiency from construction equipment:
–

Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the
time of idling to no more than 3 minutes (5 minute limit is required by the state airborne
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toxics control measure [Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485 of the California Code of
Regulations]). Provide clear signage that posts this requirement for workers at the
entrances to the site.
–

Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to
manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified mechanic
and determined to be running in proper condition before it is operated.

–

Train equipment operators in proper use of equipment.

–

Use the proper size of equipment for the job.

–

Use equipment with new technologies (repowered engines, electric drive trains).



Perform on-site material hauling with trucks equipped with on-road engines (if determined to
be less emissive than the off-road engines).



Use alternative fuels for generators at construction sites such as propane or solar, or use
electrical power.



Use an ARB-approved low carbon fuel for construction equipment. (NOx emissions from the
use of low carbon fuel must be reviewed and increases mitigated.)



Encourage and provide carpools, shuttle vans, transit passes and/or secure bicycle parking for
construction worker commutes.



Reduce electricity use in the construction office by using compact fluorescent bulbs,
powering off computers every day, and replacing heating and cooling units with more
efficient ones.



Recycle or salvage non-hazardous construction and demolition debris (goal of at least
75 percent by weight).



Use locally sourced or recycled materials for construction materials (goal of at least
20 percent based on costs for building materials, and based on volume for roadway, parking
lot, sidewalk and curb materials). Wood products utilized should be certified through a
sustainable forestry program.



Minimize the amount of concrete for paved surfaces or utilize a low carbon concrete option.



Produce concrete on-site if determined to be less emissive than transporting ready mix.



Use SmartWay certified trucks for deliveries and equipment transport.



Develop a plan to efficiently use water for adequate dust control.
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D.14 Noise
D.14.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Measures to Minimize Noise Effects from Construction
Standard Caltrans procedures include implementation of the following measures to minimize the
temporary noise effects from construction.


All equipment will have sound-control devices that are no less effective than those provided
on the original equipment. No equipment will have an unmuffled exhaust.



The construction contractor will implement appropriate additional noise measures, including
changing the location of stationary construction equipment, turning off idling equipment,
rescheduling construction activity, notifying adjacent residents in advance of construction
work, and installing acoustic barriers around stationary construction noise sources.

D.14.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Build Pavement Surface Designed to Reduce Tire-Pavement Noise
Provide a “quieter pavement” surface on C Street that is designed to reduce noise from the tirepavement interface. Pavement surfaces such as Open-Graded Asphalt Concrete have been shown
to be effective at reducing vehicle noise emissions by 3 dB or more. Once the noise-reducing
surface is installed, post-construction noise level testing shall be done at locations in line with
building façade locations to determine compliance with City exterior noise limits.
Ensure Building Compliance with City Noise Limits for Interior Spaces
This measure will only be implemented if measured noise level at a residential building façade
exceeds 70 Ldn after implementation of quieter pavement. To comply with City noise standards
for interior spaces, the Project Proponent shall ensure that building assemblies (composite of
window, wall and door assemblies as applicable) provide a composite Outdoor-Indoor
Transmission Class (OITC) rating of 29 as a minimum value, in residential facades facing C
Street. Since closed windows are implicit in the OITC rating, buildings are required to include
ventilation or air-conditioning system to provide adequate ventilation to interior spaces. The
composite attenuation from building assemblies rated at OITC 29 or higher is expected to ensure
compliance with the 45 Ldn City standard for interior spaces. Documentation of OITC
performance of existing buildings may be available in architectural documents. However, in
some cases, an acoustical consultant may be retained to determine performance of building
assemblies, if architectural plans are not available. Where building assemblies do not meet an
OITC value of 29, window, wall and door assemblies will be evaluated and replaced as
appropriate. The sound-insulation performance of buildings facing the C Street segment of the
project shall be documented in a supplemental report.
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Use Noise-Reducing Construction Practices
To the extent feasible, construction contractors will control noise from construction activity such
that noise does not exceed applicable noise ordinance standards specified by the City of West
Sacramento. Measures that can be implemented to control noise include:


Locate noise-generating equipment as far away as practical from residences and other noisesensitive uses.



Equip all construction equipment with standard noise attenuation devices such as mufflers to
reduce noise and equip all internal combustion engines with intake and exhaust silencers in
accordance with manufacturer’s standard specifications.



Establish equipment and material haul routes that avoid residential uses to the extent
practical, limit hauling to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and specify maximum
acceptable speeds for each route.



Use electrically powered equipment in place of equipment with internal combustion engines
where practical, where electric equipment is readily available, and where this equipment
accomplishes project work as effectively and efficiently as equipment powered with internal
combustion engines.



Restrict the use of audible warning devices such as bells, whistles, and horns to those
situations that are required by law for safety purposes.



Provide noise-reducing enclosure around stationary noise-generating equipment.



Provide temporary construction noise barriers between active construction sites that are in
close proximity to residential and other noise-sensitive uses. Temporary barriers can be
constructed or created with parked truck trailers, soil piles, or material stock piles.



Route haul trucks away from residential areas where practical.

The construction contractor will develop a construction noise control plan which identifies
specific feasible noise control measures that will be employed and the extent to which the
measure will be able to control noise to specific noise ordinance limits. The plan will identify
areas where it not considered feasible to comply with applicable noise ordinance limits. The
noise control plan will be submitted to and approved by the project proponent before any noisegenerating activity begins.
Use Vibration-Reducing Construction Practices
The construction contractor will, to the extent feasible, maintain the following minimum
distances between vibration-generating construction activity and nearby buildings:
Impact pile driving – 200 feet
Sonic pile driving – 125 feet
Vibratory roller – 75 feet
For cases where this is not feasible, the resident or property owner will be notified in writing
prior to construction activity that construction may occur within these distances of their building.
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The project proponent will inspect the potentially affected buildings prior to construction to
inventory existing cracks in paint, plaster, concrete, and other building elements. The project
proponent will retain a qualified acoustical consultant or engineering firm to conduct vibration
monitoring at potentially affected buildings to measure the actual vibration levels during
construction and to keep vibration at those buildings below 0.1 in/sec where feasible. Following
completion of construction, the City will conduct a second inspection to inventory changes in
existing cracks and new cracks or damage, if any that occurred as a result of constructioninduced vibration. If new damage is found, then the City will promptly arrange to have the
damaged repaired, or will reimburse the property owner for appropriate repairs.
In addition, if construction activity is required within 100 feet of residences or other vibrationsensitive buildings, a designated complaint coordinator will be responsible for handling and
responding to any complaints received during such periods of construction. A reporting program
will be required that documents complaints received, actions taken, and the effectiveness of these
actions in resolving disputes.

D.15 Energy
D.15.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

No measures are necessary.
D.15.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.

D.16 Natural Communities
D.16.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Install Orange Construction Fencing between the Construction Area and Adjacent
Sensitive Biological Resources
The project proponent and/or their contractor will install orange construction fencing between
the construction area and adjacent sensitive biological resource areas. Sensitive biological
resources that occur adjacent to the construction area that could be directly affected by the
project include natural communities of special concern; special-status wildlife habitats for valley
elderberry longhorn beetle; nest sites of Swainson’s hawk, purple martin, or other migratory
birds; roosting bats; and protected trees to be avoided.
Barrier fencing around sensitive areas will be installed as one of the first orders of work and
prior to equipment staging. Before construction begins, the construction contractor will work
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with the project engineer and a resource specialist to identify the locations for the orange
construction fencing, and will place stakes around the sensitive resource sites to indicate these
locations. The protected areas will be designated as environmentally sensitive areas and clearly
identified on the construction plans and described in the specifications. To minimize the potential
for snakes and other ground-dwelling animals from being caught in the orange construction
fencing, the fencing will be placed with at least a 1-foot gap between the ground and the bottom
of the orange construction fencing. The exception to this condition is where construction barrier
fencing overlaps with erosion control fencing and must be secured to prevent sediment runoff.
Barrier fencing will be installed before construction activities are initiated, maintained
throughout the construction period, and removed after completion of construction.
Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees
The project proponent will retain a qualified biologist to conduct environmental awareness
training for construction crews before project implementation. The awareness training will be
provided to all construction personnel and will brief them on the need to avoid effects on
sensitive biological resources (e.g., native trees, natural communities of special concern, and
special-status species habitats in and adjacent to the construction area). The education program
will include a brief review of the special-status species with the potential to occur in the BSA
(including their life history and habitat requirements, and photographs of the species). The
training will identify the portions of the BSA in which the species may occur, as well as their
legal status and protection. The program also will cover the restrictions and guidelines that must
be followed by all construction personnel to reduce or avoid effects on these species during
project implementation. This will include the steps to be taken if a sensitive species is found
within the construction area (i.e., notifying the crew foreman, who will call a designated
biologist). In addition, construction employees will be educated about the importance of
controlling and preventing the spread of invasive plant infestations. An environmental awareness
handout that describes and illustrates sensitive resources to be avoided during project
construction and identifies all relevant permit conditions will be provided to each crew member.
The crew foreman will be responsible for ensuring that crew members adhere to the guidelines
and restrictions. Education programs will be conducted for appropriate new personnel as they are
brought on the job during the construction period.
Conduct Periodic Biological Monitoring
The project proponent will retain a qualified biological monitor for the project who will visit the
site a minimum of once per week to ensure that fencing around environmentally sensitive areas
is intact and that activities are being conducted in accordance with the agreed upon project
schedule and agency conditions of approval. The monitor will provide the project proponent with
a monitoring log for each site visit.
Certain activities will require a biological monitor to be present for the duration of the activity or
during the initial disturbance of an area to ensure that impacts on special-status species are
avoided. The activities that require specific monitoring are identified in Sections 2.17, 2.18, 2.19,
and 2.20.
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D.16.2

Mitigation Measures

Compensate for Temporary Effects on and Permanent Loss of Cottonwood Riparian
Forest (including SRA Cover)
The project proponent will compensate for the permanent loss of up to 1.44 acres of riparian
forest. In addition, any unavoidable loss of riparian forest in the temporary work area will be
mitigated. The project proponent will implement onsite and, if necessary, offsite compensation
measures and/or purchase mitigation bank credits to compensate for losses of cottonwood
riparian forest on the waterside slope of the existing levees, including riparian forest supporting
SRA cover habitat (as described in Section 2.20, “Threatened and Endangered Species,” portions
of the cottonwood riparian forest in the BSA also provide SRA cover habitat for fish). Onsite
compensation will be used to the maximum extent practicable. Compliance with the USACE
levee vegetation policy (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2014), the Urban Levee Design Criteria
(California Department of Water Resources 2012), or other engineering constraints may limit the
ability to achieve full onsite compensation. Therefore, offsite compensation and/or purchase of
mitigation bank credits may be needed to achieve no net loss of existing in-kind riparian and
SRA cover habitat values. Each of these options is discussed below.
1. Onsite and/or Offsite Restoration and/or Enhancement along the Sacramento River.
Riparian habitat restoration and/or enhancement onsite or offsite should occur in the same
year construction is completed. For onsite or offsite replacement plantings, the project
proponent will prepare a mitigation planting plan, including a species list and number of each
species, planting locations, and maintenance requirements. Plantings will consist of cuttings
taken from local plants or plants grown from local material. Planted species for the
mitigation plantings will be similar to those removed from the project area and will include
native species, such as Fremont cottonwood, valley oak, black walnut, Oregon ash, boxelder,
and black willow. The final planting plan will be developed based on results of the arborist
survey for species to be removed (see additional discussion below). All plantings will be
fitted with exclusion cages or other suitable protection from herbivory. Plantings will be
irrigated for up to 3 years or until established. Plantings will be monitored annually for
3 years or as required in the project permits. If 75 percent of the plants survive at the end of
the monitoring period, the revegetation will be considered successful. If the survival criterion
is not met at the end of the monitoring period, planting and monitoring will be repeated after
mortality causes have been identified and corrected.
2. Mitigation Bank Credit Purchase. If this option is chosen, the project proponent will
provide written evidence to the resource agencies that compensation has been established
through the purchase of mitigation credits. The amount to be paid will be the fee that is in
effect at the time the fee is paid. The mitigation will be approved by CDFW and may be
modified during the permitting process. Mitigation can be in the form of creation and/or
preservation credits. If mitigation is in the form of restoration/creation credits, the mitigation
will be at a minimum ratio of 1:1 (1 acre of restored or created riparian habitat for each acre
of riparian habitat removed). If mitigation is in the form of preservation credits, the
mitigation will be at a minimum ratio of 2:1 (2 acres of preserved riparian habitat for each
acre of riparian habitat removed). The final compensation ratio will be approved by CDFW
in order to result in no net loss of riparian habitat. The project proponent will purchase
riparian habitat credits from an approved mitigation bank near the project, such as the
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Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank, Fremont Landing Conservation Bank, or Elsie
Gridley Mitigation Bank. Replacement riparian forest habitat will include trees species that
would support nesting Swainson’s hawk (i.e., oak, cottonwood) and will occur within the
range of nesting Swainson’s hawk within the Sacramento Valley.
To provide a more accurate estimate of tree loss, an arborist survey will be conducted upon
completion of 90 percent design plans for the project. In addition to a description of the tree, the
arborist survey report will include the precise location of the trunk and size of the dripline for all
trees whose trunk or canopy overlap with the project footprint. Riparian forest compensation will
be consistent with the requirements of the City of West Sacramento and City of Sacramento tree
ordinances to ensure compensation for losses of individual protected trees.
In addition to mitigating for the loss of riparian forest habitat, specific measures will be included
to satisfy National Marine Fisheries Service requirements and compensate for the loss of SRA
cover (area and linear feet). However, the acreage will not be duplicated, such that the acreage of
riparian forest habitat restored for SRA cover mitigation will apply toward riparian forest habitat
mitigation requirements. SRA cover mitigation will include the following riparian replacement
requirements.


Replace the 890 linear feet and 0.44 acre of affected SRA cover vegetation (see
Section 2.19.3.1, “Loss of Shaded Riverine Aquatic Cover”) at a 3:1 replacement ratio (i.e., 3
linear feet replaced for every 1 foot affected and 3 acres replaced for every acre affected) by
planting native riparian trees in temporary impact areas and along existing onsite or offsite
unshaded banks along the Sacramento River.



Plant native riparian trees onsite to the maximum extent practicable, followed by planting on
adjacent reaches of the Sacramento River to minimize the need for purchasing offsite
mitigation bank credits.



Plant riparian trees that are intended to provide SRA cover along the water’s edge at summer
low flows up to the OHWM and at sufficient densities to provide shade along at least 85
percent of the bank’s length when the trees reach maturity. This will ensure that riparian
plantings intended for SRA cover mitigation will contribute to instream SRA cover when
they are inundated during winter/spring flows and overhead cover (shade) during summer
flows when they approach maturity.



Monitor and evaluate the revegetation success of riparian plantings intended for SRA cover
mitigation as described above.



If mitigation for SRA cover is in the form of offsite mitigation bank credits, credits will need
to be purchased from an approved mitigation bank within the approved service area for the
project that provides riparian forest floodplain conservation credits as off-site compensation
for impacts on state- and federally listed fish species, designated critical habitat, and essential
fish habitat for Pacific salmon.

Compensate for Loss of Protected Trees not in Riparian Habitat
Within 1 year prior to construction, the project proponent will have a certified arborist conduct a
preconstruction inventory of all heritage trees to be removed within the areas defined as ruderal
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woodland and landscaped land cover types. The inventory will include the location, species, and
diameter of all trunks; approximate height and canopy diameter; and approximate age, in support
of a tree permit for removal of the heritage trees. All conditions of the tree permit will be
implemented.
The project proponent will mitigate the loss of protected trees using one or a combination of the
two following options.


Because it is unlikely that adequate space will be available in the project area for tree
planting after construction, pay an in-lieu fee to the City of West Sacramento, which would
be used to purchase and plant trees elsewhere in West Sacramento. Replacement trees will be
required at a ratio of 1:1 (i.e., 1-inch diameter of replacement tree planted for every 1-inch
diameter of tree removed). Replacement trees will be of the same species, except for the
replacement of tree of heaven and black locust, which are invasive species and will be
replaced with native tree species. Mitigation will be subject to approval by the City’s tree
administrator and will take into account species affected, replacement species, location,
health and vigor, habitat value, and other factors to determine fair compensation for tree loss.
Replacement trees will be monitored annually for 3 years to document vigor and survival. If
any of the replacement trees die within 3 years of the initial planting, the project proponent
will plant additional replacement trees and monitor them until all trees survive for a
minimum of 3 years after planting.



If feasible, plant replacement trees at or near the location of the tree removal, following the
same replacement ratio, species, monitoring, and tree survival requirements described for the
option above.

D.16.3

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Install Orange Construction Fencing between the Construction Area and Adjacent
Sensitive Biological Resources
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D16.1.
Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D16.1.
Conduct Periodic Biological Monitoring
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D16.1.
Compensate for Temporary Effects on and Permanent Loss of Cottonwood Riparian
Forest (including SRA Cover)
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D16.2.
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Compensate for Loss of Protected Trees not in Riparian Habitat
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D16.2.

D.17 Wetlands and Other Waters
D.17.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Install Orange Construction Fencing between the Construction Area and Adjacent
Sensitive Biological Resources
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Periodic Biological Monitoring
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Protect Water Quality and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in Drainages and Wetlands
The project proponent and/or their construction contractor will comply with all construction site
BMPs specified in the Water Quality Assessment Report prepared for the project (ICF
International 2016b) and the final SWPPP that will be developed for the project, as well as any
other permit conditions to minimize introduction of construction-related contaminants and
mobilization of sediment in the Sacramento River and the riparian forest/shrub wetland near the
construction area. Broadly, these BMPs will address soil stabilization, sediment control, wind
erosion control, vehicle tracking control, non-storm water management, and waste management
practices. The BMPs will be based on the best conventional and best available technology.
The proposed project is subject to storm water quality regulations established under the NPDES,
described in Section 402 of the federal CWA. In California, the NPDES program requires that
any construction activity disturbing 1 or more acres comply with the statewide General Permit,
as authorized by the State Water Board. The General Permit requires elimination or minimization
of non-storm water discharges from construction sites and development and implementation of a
SWPPP for the site. The primary elements of the SWPPP include the following.


Description of site characteristics—including runoff and streamflow characteristics and soil
erosion hazard—and construction procedures



Guidelines for proper application of erosion and sediment control BMPs



Description of measures to prevent and control toxic materials spills



Description of construction site housekeeping practices

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
I Street Bridge Replacement Project

May 2019
D-30

Appendix D. Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Summary

In addition to these primary elements, the SWPPP specifies that the extent of soil and vegetative
disturbance would be minimized by control fencing or other means and that the extent of soil
disturbed at any given time would be minimized. The SWPPP must be retained at the
construction site.
The BMPs will be selected to achieve maximum sediment removal and represent the best
available technology that is economically achievable; they are subject to review and approval by
the project proponent. The project proponent will perform routine inspections of the construction
area to verify that the BMPs are properly implemented and maintained. The project proponent
will notify contractors immediately of a noncompliance issue and will require compliance.
The BMPs will include, but are not limited to, the following.


All earthwork or foundation activities involving wetlands or the intermittent vegetated stream
will occur in the dry season (between May 1 and October 31). All in-water work within the
Sacramento River will be conducted between May 1 and November 30 to minimize or avoid
potential impacts on sensitive life stages (migration, spawning, egg and embryo incubation,
and rearing) of special-status fish species.



Equipment used in and around drainages and wetlands will be in good working order and
free of dripping or leaking engine fluids. All vehicle maintenance will be performed at least
300 feet from all streams. Any necessary equipment washing will be carried out where the
water cannot flow into drainages or wetlands.



Develop a hazardous material spill prevention control and countermeasure plan before
construction begins. The plan will include strict onsite handling rules to keep construction
and maintenance materials from entering the river, including procedures related to refueling,
operating, storing, and staging construction equipment and to preventing and responding to
spills. The plan also will identify the parties responsible for monitoring a spill response.
During construction, any spills will be cleaned up immediately according to the spill
prevention control and countermeasure plan. The project proponent will review and approve
the contractors’ spill prevention control and countermeasure plan before allowing
construction to begin.



Prohibit the following types of materials from being rinsed or washed into the streets,
shoulder areas, or gutters: concrete, solvents and adhesives, thinners, paints, fuels, sawdust,
dirt, gasoline, asphalt and concrete saw slurry, and heavily chlorinated water.



Take any surplus concrete rubble, asphalt, or other rubble from construction to a local
landfill.



Prepare and implement an erosion and sediment control plan for the proposed project that
will include the following provisions and protocols. The SWPPP for the project will detail
the applications and type of measures and the allowable exposure of unprotected soils.
–

Discharge from dewatering operations, if needed, and runoff from disturbed areas will be
made to conform to the water quality requirements of the waste discharge permit issued
by the RWQCB.
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–

Apply temporary erosion control measures, such as sandbagged silt fences, throughout
construction of the proposed project and remove them after the working area is stabilized
or as directed by the engineer. Soil exposure will be minimized through use of temporary
BMPs, groundcover, and stabilization measures. Exposed dust-producing surfaces will be
sprinkled daily, if necessary, until wet; this measure will be controlled to avoid producing
runoff. Paved roads will be swept daily following construction activities.

–

The contractor will conduct periodic maintenance of erosion and sediment control
measures.

–

Plant an appropriate seed mix of native species on disturbed areas upon completion of
construction.

–

Cover or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously graded
areas inactive for 10 days or more) that could contribute sediment to waterways.

–

Enclose and cover exposed stockpiles of dirt or other loose, granular construction
materials that could contribute sediment to waterways. Material stockpiles will be located
in non-traffic areas only. Side slopes will not be steeper than 2:1. All stockpile areas will
be surrounded by a filter fabric fence and interceptor dike.

–

Contain soil and filter runoff from disturbed areas by berms, vegetated filters, silt
fencing, straw wattle, plastic sheeting, catch basins, or other means necessary to prevent
the escape of sediment from the disturbed area.

–

Use other temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw
bales/wattles, silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and
temporary revegetation or other ground cover) to control erosion from disturbed areas as
necessary.

–

Avoid earth or organic material from being deposited or placed where it may be directly
carried into the channel.

The project proponent also will obtain a 401 Water Quality Certification from the Central Valley
RWQCB, which may contain additional BMPs and water quality measures to ensure the
protection of water quality.
D.17.2

Mitigation Measures

Compensate for Loss of Perennial Stream
The project proponent will comply with any regulatory requirements determined as part of the
state (Section 401 Water Quality Certification or WDRs, LSAA) and federal (Section 404 and
Section 10 permits) processes for the work that would occur in the Sacramento River. The
project proponent will compensate for the permanent fill of up to 1.85 acre of other waters of the
United States in the Sacramento River by purchasing mitigation bank credits, which can be in the
form of preservation and/or creation credits using the following minimum ratios.


A minimum of 2:1 (2 acres of mitigation for each acre filled), for a total of up to 3.7 acres, if
credits are for preservation of habitat; or
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A minimum of 1:1 (1 acre of mitigation for each acre filled), for a total of up to 1.85 acre, if
credits are for creation of habitat.

The actual compensation ratios will be determined through coordination with the Central Valley
RWQCB and USACE as part of the permitting process. The project proponent will compensate
for permanent loss of perennial stream by implementing one or a combination of the following
options.


Purchase credits for created riparian stream channel at a USACE- approved mitigation bank
with a service area that encompasses the project area, such as the Cosumnes Floodplain
Mitigation Bank, Fremont Landing Conservation Bank, or Elsie Gridley Mitigation Bank.
The project proponent will provide written evidence to the resource agencies that
compensation has been established through the purchase of mitigation credits.



Compensate out-of-kind for loss of perennial stream by implementing compensatory
mitigation for cottonwood riparian forest impacts described in Section 2.16, “Natural
Communities” (Compensate for Temporary Effects on and Permanent Loss of Cottonwood
Riparian Forest [including SRA Cover]). The acreage restored or created to compensate for
loss of perennial stream will be added to the acreage restored or created for loss of riparian
habitat.

D.17.3

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Install Orange Construction Fencing between the Construction Area and Adjacent
Sensitive Biological Resources
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Periodic Biological Monitoring
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Protect Water Quality and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in Drainages and Wetlands
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Compensate for Loss of Perennial Stream
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.2.
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D.18 Plant Species
D.18.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

No measures are necessary.
D.18.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

No measures are necessary.

D.19 Animal Species
D.19.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Install Orange Construction Fencing between the Construction Area and Adjacent
Sensitive Biological Resources
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Periodic Biological Monitoring
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Protect Water Quality and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in Drainages and Wetlands
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.17.1.
Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Western Pond Turtle and Allow Turtles to Leave
Work Area Unharmed
To avoid potential injury to or mortality of western pond turtles, the project proponent will retain
a qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction survey for western pond turtles immediately
prior to construction activities (including vegetation removal) along the banks of the Sacramento
River. The biologist will survey the aquatic habitat, river banks, and adjacent riparian and ruderal
habitat within the construction area immediately prior to disturbance.
If a western pond turtle is found within the immediate work area during the preconstruction
survey or during project activities, work shall cease in the area until the turtle is able to move out
of the work area on its own. Information about the location of turtles seen during the
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
I Street Bridge Replacement Project

May 2019
D-34

Appendix D. Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Summary

preconstruction survey will be included in the environmental awareness training (Conduct
Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees) and provided directly to the
construction crew working in that area to ensure that areas where turtles were observed are
inspected each day prior to the start of work to ensure that no turtles are present.
If a western pond turtle nest is discovered during the preconstruction survey or during project
construction, the project proponent will coordinate with CDFW to determine whether additional
avoidance measures (e.g., no-disturbance buffer or monitoring) is prudent.
Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Migratory Birds, Including Special-Status
Birds, and Establish Protective Buffers
The project proponent will retain a qualified wildlife biologist to conduct nesting surveys before
the start of construction. These nesting surveys will be conducted in conjunction with the
Swainson’s’ hawk nesting surveys (see Conduct Focused Surveys for Nesting Swainson’s Hawk
prior to Construction in Section 2.20) and will include a minimum of three separate surveys to
look for active nests of migratory birds, including raptors. Surveys will include a search of all
trees and shrubs, ruderal areas, and grassland vegetation that provide suitable nesting habitat
within 50 feet of disturbance. In addition, a 0.25-mile area from the river will be surveyed for
nesting raptors in order to identify raptors that might be affected by pile driving. Surveys should
occur during the height of the breeding season (March 1 to June 1), with one survey occurring in
each of the 2 consecutive months within this peak period and the final survey occurring within 1
week of the start of construction. If no active nests are detected during these surveys, no
additional measures are required.
If an active nest is found in the survey area, a no-disturbance buffer will be established to avoid
disturbance or destruction of the nest site until the end of the breeding season (September 15) or
until after a qualified wildlife biologist determines that the young have fledged and moved out of
the construction area (this date varies by species). The extent of these buffers will be determined
by the biologist in coordination with CDFW and will depend on the level of noise or construction
disturbance taking place, line-of-sight between the nest and the disturbance, ambient levels of
noise and other non-project disturbances, and other topographical or artificial barriers. Suitable
buffer distances may vary between species.
Conduct Tree Removal during Non-Sensitive Periods for Wildlife
The project proponent will remove or trim trees during the non-breeding season for tree-nesting
migratory birds and raptors, and prior to periods when bats would be hibernating (generally
between September 15 and October 31). If tree removal cannot be confined to this period, the
project proponent will retain a qualified wildlife biologist with knowledge of the wildlife species
that could occur in the project area to conduct the appropriate preconstruction surveys and
establish no-disturbance buffers for sensitive wildlife species as described under measures for
Swainson’s hawk (see Conduct Focused Surveys for Nesting Swainson’s Hawk prior to
Construction in Section 2.20), nesting birds, and roosting bats. Implementation of the following
measures will avoid and minimize impacts on purple martins, as well as other nesting birds and
bats that use the approach structures.
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Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Purple Martins during Construction Activities
No construction activity that results in ground disturbance, modification of the I Street Bridge
approach structure, loud noises, and/or vibrations will be conducted within 100 feet of the edge
of the purple martin colony during the purple martin nesting season (March 15 to August 15). In
addition, no construction-related vehicles or machinery shall be operated or stored beneath the
colony during this period or until a qualified biologist determines that the purple martins have
completed nesting and are no longer occupying the structure.
Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Nesting Birds and Roosting Bats from Demolition of
Approach Structures
Because all four of the approach structures that are associated with the I Street Bridge are used
by nesting birds (including purple martin) and roosting bats, the removal of these structures will
take place outside of the breeding season for migratory birds and bats, and will be conducted in
the following manner to avoid and minimize direct harm and temporary disturbance to nesting
birds and roosting bats.
Timing of Approach Structure Demolition
To avoid and minimize potential impacts on purple martins and bats, the approach structures will
not be removed or be altered until after the new I Street Bridge and associated replacement
habitat on the bridge and/or elsewhere is in place and available for use by birds and bats for at
least one overlapping nesting/maternal season, which generally would be from March 15 to
September 15. Exclusion activities will be initiated between September 15 and October 31 to
avoid affecting nesting purple martins and other birds, and to avoid affecting maternal and
hibernating bat roosts. The exact date of beginning exclusion will be determined based on the
results of preconstruction surveys that will be conducted in mid- to late August to document the
status of bird nests and bat roosts. Active nests will be periodically monitored until it is verified
that they are no longer being used. The non-volant (non-flying) period for most young bats is
between April and the beginning of September (Johnston et al. 2004:26).
To avoid and minimize potential noise impacts on migratory birds nesting adjacent to project
demolition activities, all demolition activities resulting in loud noise will be conducted outside of
the nesting season, which is generally September 15 to February 1, to the extent feasible.
Approach Structure Exclusion Measures
The following exclusion measures will be implemented before demolition of the approach
structures and will be approved by the project proponent and CDFW prior to implementation.
The vent holes and expansions joints on the approach structures will be altered to exclude birds
and bats from using them prior to initiating demolition activities. After it has been confirmed that
purple martins or other birds are no longer nesting in the vent holes, one-way doors will be
installed on the vent holes to allow any wildlife (e.g., birds and bats) that may be occupying the
hollow box-girders on the existing approach structure to exit and not re-enter. After the one-way
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doors have been in place for 48 hours, they will be removed and the vent holes will be sealed off
to prevent any wildlife from re-entering prior to demolition.
One-way door devices also will be installed along the expansion joints to allow bats to exit but
not re-enter. These one-way door devices will be designed such that they do not contain netting
or wire mesh that bats could become entangled in. Once installed, a qualified biologist will
observe the one-way door devices at locations confirmed to have contained bats to verify that
bats are exiting the structures and being excluded. The one-way doors will remain in place for 48
hours, after which they will be inspected for remaining bats. Once each expansion joint is
confirmed to be unoccupied, they will be sealed close with an expanding foam sealant to prevent
bats from reoccupying the approach structures.
Implementation of the following measures will partially compensate for the loss of purple martin
habitat and the long-term effects on the Sacramento area population.
Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Roosting Bats and Implement Protective Measures
To avoid and minimize potential impacts on pallid bat, western red bat, and non-special-status
bat species from the removal of trees and buildings, the project proponent will implement the
following actions.
Preconstruction Surveys
Within 2 weeks prior to tree trimming or removal and any building demolition (e.g., homes,
sheds, other outbuildings), a qualified biologist will examine trees to be removed or trimmed and
buildings planned for demolition for suitable bat roosting habitat. High-quality habitat features
(e.g., large tree cavities, basal hollows, loose or peeling bark, larger snags, abandoned buildings,
attics) will be identified, and the area around these features searched for bats and bat sign (e.g.,
guano, culled insect parts, staining). Riparian woodland and stands of mature broadleaf trees will
be considered potential habitat for solitary foliage-roosting bat species.
If suitable roosting habitat and/or bat sign is detected, biologists will conduct an evening visual
emergence survey of the source habitat feature, from a half hour before sunset to 1–2 hours after
sunset for a minimum of 2 nights. Full-spectrum acoustic detectors will be used during
emergence surveys to assist in species identification. If site security allows, detectors should be
set to record bat calls for the duration of each night. All emergence and monitoring surveys will
be conducted during favorable weather conditions (calm nights with temperatures conducive to
bat activity and no precipitation predicted). The biologist will analyze the bat call data using
appropriate software and prepare a report that will be submitted to the project proponent and
CDFW.
Timing of Tree Removal and Building Demolition
Trees and buildings planned for removal and demolition will have exclusion devices installed
between September 15 and October 31 to avoid affecting maternal and hibernating bat roosts.
The exact timing of removal and demolition will be determined based on preconstruction surveys
of trees and buildings.
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Protective Measures
Protective measures may be necessary if it is determined that bats are using buildings or trees in
the BSA as roost sites, or if sensitive bats species are detected during acoustic monitoring. The
following measures will be implemented when roosts are found within trees or buildings planned
for removal according to the timing discussed above. Specific measures will be approved by the
project proponent and CDFW prior to excluding bats from occupied roosts.


Exclusion from buildings or bridge structures will not take place until temporary or
permanent replacement roosting habitat is available.



Exclusion from roosts will take place late in the day or in the evening to reduce the
likelihood of evicted bats falling prey to diurnal predators, and will take place during weather
and temperature conditions conducive to bat activity.



Biologists experienced with bats and bat evictions will carry out or oversee the exclusion
tasks and will monitor tree trimming and removal, and buildings if they are determined to be
occupied.



Trees that provide suitable roost habitat will be removed in pieces, rather than felling the
entire tree and should be done late in the day or in the evening to reduce the likelihood of
evicted bats falling prey to diurnal predators, and will take place during warm weather
conditions conducive to bat activity.



Structural changes may be made to a known roost proposed for removal, to create conditions
in the roost that are undesirable to roosting bats and encourage the bats to leave on their own
(e.g., open additional portals so that temperature, wind, light and precipitation regime in the
roost change). Structural changes to the roost will be authorized by CDFW and will be
performed during the appropriate exclusion timing (listed above) to avoid harming bats.



Non-injurious harassment at the roost site, such as ultrasound deterrents or other sensory
irritants, may be used to encourage bats to leave on their own.



One-way door devices will be used where appropriate to allow bats to leave the roost but not
to return.



Prior to building demolition and/or tree removal/trimming and after other eviction efforts
have been attempted, any confirmed roost site will be gently shaken or repeatedly struck with
a heavy implement such as a sledge hammer or an axe. Several minutes should pass before
beginning demolition work, felling trees, or trimming limbs to allow bats time to arouse and
leave the roost. A biological monitor will search downed vegetation for dead and injured
bats. The presence of dead or injured bats will be reported to CDFW. Injured bats will be
transported to the nearest CDFW-permitted wildlife rehabilitation facility.

Conduct All In-Water Construction Activities between May 1 and November 30 and
during Daylight Hours Only
The project proponent will conduct all in-water construction work and pile driving (in-water and
shore-based within 250 feet of the Sacramento River), installation of cofferdams, removal of
temporary sheet piles, and placement of rock revetment between May 1 and November 30 to
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avoid or minimize causing disturbance and injury to, or mortality of, special-status fish species in
the affected reaches of the Sacramento River. In addition, in-water work will be conducted
during daylight hours only to provide fish in the affected reaches of the Sacramento River with
an extended quiet period during nighttime hours for feeding and unobstructed passage.
Limiting in-water construction to the May 1–November 30 period would achieve several goals.


In-water construction activities with the potential to generate harmful levels of underwater
noise (e.g., driving piles with an impact hammer) would avoid the primary migration periods
of adults and juveniles of special-status fish species.



The length of the in-water construction period would be maximized, thereby limiting the
number of construction seasons that in-water construction would be needed and the number
of year classes of fish species that potentially would be exposed to in-water construction
effects.

Implement Measures to Minimize Exceedance of Interim Threshold Sound Levels during
Pile Driving
The project proponent will require the contractor to implement the following measures,
developed in coordination with project design engineers, to minimize the exposure of listed fish
species to potentially harmful underwater sounds.


If feasible, the contractor will vibrate all piles to the maximum depth possible before using an
impact hammer.



No more than 20 piles will be driven per day, and pile driving with an impact hammer will
occur on no more than 75 individual days total during construction.



During impact driving, the contractor will limit the number of strikes per day to the minimum
necessary to complete the work and will limit the total number of hammer strikes to
16,000 strikes per day (i.e., 800 hammer strikes per pile, per day) for piles for the bridge
piers and temporary trestles, and 20,000 strikes per day (i.e., 1,000 hammer strikes per pile,
per day) for the piles for the bridge fender system.



The smallest pile driver and minimum force necessary will be used to complete the work.



During impact driving, the project proponent will require the contractor to use a bubble
curtain or similar device, if feasible, to minimize the extent to which the interim peak and
cumulative SEL thresholds are exceeded.



No pile driving activity will occur at night, thereby providing fish with an extended quiet
period during nighttime hours on days pile driving is being conducted for feeding and
unobstructed passage.

Implement Cofferdam Restrictions
The following restrictions will be implemented during installation of the cofferdams and
cofferdam dewatering.
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The extent of cofferdam footprints will be limited to the minimum necessary to support
construction activities.



Sheet piles used for cofferdams will be installed and removed using a vibratory pile driver.



Cofferdams will be installed and removed only during the proposed in-water work window
(between May 1 and November 30).



Cofferdams will not be left in place over winter where they could be overtopped by
winter/spring flows and when juveniles of listed species are most likely to be present in the
construction area.



All pumps used during dewatering of cofferdams will be screened according to CDFW and
NMFS guidelines for screens.



Cofferdam dewatering and fish rescue/relocation from within cofferdams will commence
immediately following cofferdam closure.

Prevent the Spread or Introduction of Aquatic Invasive Species
The project proponent or its contractors will implement the following actions to prevent the
potential spread or introduction of AIS associated with the operation of barges and other in-water
construction activities. Species of concern related to the operation of barges and other equipment
in the lower Sacramento River include invasive mussels (e.g., quagga mussels [Dreissena
bugensis] and zebra mussels [Dreissena polymorpha]) and aquatic plants (e.g., Brazilian
waterweed [Egeria densa] and hydrilla [Hydrilla verticillata]) (California Department of Fish
and Game 2008).


The project proponent or its contractors will coordinate with the CDFW’s Invasive Species
Program to ensure that the appropriate BMPs are implemented to prevent the spread or
introduction of AIS.



Educate construction supervisors and managers about the importance of controlling and
preventing the spread of AIS.



Train vessel and equipment operators and maintenance personnel in the recognition and
proper prevention, treatment, and disposal of AIS.



If feasible, prior to departure of vessels from their place of origin and before in-water
construction equipment is allowed to operate within the waters of the Sacramento River,
thoroughly inspect and remove and dispose of all dirt, mud, plant matter, and animals from
all surfaces that are submerged or may become submerged, or places where water can be held
and transferred to the surrounding water.

Minimize or Avoid Temporary Construction Lighting and Permanent Bridge Lighting
from Directly Radiating on Water Surfaces of the Sacramento River
The project proponent will minimize or avoid the effects of nighttime lighting on special-status
fish species by implementing the following actions.
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Temporary Construction Lighting


Avoiding construction activities at night, to the maximum extent practicable.



Using the minimal amount of lighting necessary to safely and effectively illuminate the work
areas.



Shielding and focusing lights on work areas and away from the water surface of the
Sacramento River, to the maximum extent practicable.

Permanent Bridge Lighting


Minimizing nighttime lighting of the bridge structure for aesthetic purposes.



Using the minimal amount of lighting necessary to safely and effectively illuminate
vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian areas on the bridge.



Shielding and focusing lights on vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian areas and away from the
water surface of the Sacramento River, to the maximum extent practicable.

D.19.2

Mitigation Measures

Compensate for Temporary Effects on and Permanent Loss of Cottonwood Riparian
Forest (including SRA Cover)
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.2.
Compensate for Loss of Perennial Stream
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.17.2.
Conduct Staff Training
The City of Sacramento will work with a wildlife biologist with knowledge of the life history,
behavior, and habitat requirements of purple martin to conduct a training session for City project
managers (i.e., project managers from the Public Works department) to inform staff of the
biology, habitat requirements, regulatory status, and legal protection of purple martin as well as
the mitigation requirements under CEQA and NEPA for the colonies in the City of Sacramento.
The training will allow City staff to be informed for other City projects that could affect purple
martins. The training session will occur prior to the demolition of the I Street Bridge approach
structure.
Enhance Existing Colony Entrance Holes
To improve nesting success at other existing colonies within the City of Sacramento, nest guards
will be installed in at least 50 nest entrance holes (unless there are fewer than 50 holes without
guards already installed) across colony locations in the City used by martins in the previous
3 years. The nest guards will consist of 1/2-inch wire mesh installed along the interior edge of
the previously used vent holes and will extend at least 1 inch above the floor of the structure
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chamber. Nest guards will be installed prior to the demolition of the I Street Bridge approach
structure and outside of the nesting season (i.e., installation could generally occur between
September 15 and February 1).
Create Purple Martin Replacement Habitat
Purple martin nesting habitat that will be lost due to demolition of the I Street Bridge approach
structure will be mitigated in part with replacement habitat. Replacement habitat will consist of
at least 10 large (e.g., 4-foot tall) nest boxes placed at least 20 feet above the ground at the same
location as the existing approach structure. An initial set of nest boxes will be installed prior to
the 2019 nesting season to determine if they are used by purple martins. The initial nest boxes
will be strapped to the approach structure support columns. Nest box design, construction, and
installation will be coordinated with a biologist with extensive experience with the nesting needs
of the Sacramento region population of purple martins.
Nest boxes will be monitored in all years leading up to the demolition of the approach structure
to determine their use by purple martins in order to make modifications to the design, location,
and/or number of boxes to encourage and continue to support purple martins at the I Street
colony location.
The final design and at least the minimum number of replacement boxes will be in place and
overlap temporally with the approach structure for at least one season prior to demolition and
removal of the approach structure. Prior to the demolition of the approach structure, the nest
boxes may be removed (outside of the nesting season) to accommodate demolition activities but
will be re-installed in advance of the subsequent nesting season on permanent poles within the
same location as the approach structure.
Landscaping near the nesting habitat will be designed to not disrupt the flight access within 120
feet of replacement nesting habitat (i.e., will not physically or visually obstruct the space around
the nesting habitat). Small to medium non-fruit-bearing trees will be incorporate into the
landscaping plans. Where possible, pine trees (Pinus spp.) also will be incorporated into
landscaping plans to provide a permanent source of nesting material for purple martins. If
feasible, some mowed or cut vegetation along the West Sacramento levee in the BSA (see BSA
limits shown on EIR/EA Figure 2.16-1) will be left in place between March 15 and May 15 to
allow purple martins to use this material for nesting.
Prepare and Implement a Monitoring and Management Plan for the I Street Bridge Purple
Martin Colony Replacement Habitat
The project proponent will develop and implement a monitoring and management plan for the I
Street Bridge purple martin colony replacement habitat prior to the construction of the proposed
project. The monitoring portion of the plan will be implemented at least one nesting season prior
to the demolition of the existing approach structure near the I Street Bridge. At a minimum, the
plan will include the following actions and requirements.


Monitor annually the use of replacement habitat by purple martins at the I Street Bridge
colony location over a minimum 10-year period with at least 7 of the years occurring after
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the completion of the new bridge and the demolition of the existing approach structure that
provides nesting habitat for purple martins. The monitoring period may be extended if it is
found that (1) purple martins are not using the replacement habitat; or (2) the replacement
habitat is not functioning as intended and repairs are made, or additional replacement habitat
is created.


Monitor annually the other colonies in the Sacramento region to provide context for how the
I Street Bridge colony is doing relative to the remaining population. Colonies will be
monitored over the same period as the I Street Bridge colony.



Annual monitoring will include up to 6 visits to each colony starting in March and ending in
approximately June. Reproductive monitoring at colonies will be conducted using a pole
mounted camera. Reproductive monitoring will occur during the latter part of the annual
colony monitoring (approximately 3 of the total visits to a colony). At a minimum, the
following information will be recorded.
– Number of nesting pairs
–

Documentation of which vent holes and/or nest boxes are used

–

Documentation of use of perching structures

–

Effectiveness of landscaped areas and semi-natural areas (vegetated levee) in
providing nesting materials

–

Observations of predation or presence of known predators

–

Changes in habitat in and around the colony



Monitoring and management will be conducted by a wildlife biologist with knowledge of the
life history, behavior, and habitat requirements of purple martin and with demonstrated prior
experience in monitoring purple martin colonies.



The monitoring and management plan will include adaptive management measures to correct
problems with I Street Bridge Project replacement habitat, make other habitat improvements,
and/or implement management recommendations within or adjacent to the BSA, or at other
city of Sacramento colony locations where the City has existing rights to make modifications,
in an attempt to boost nesting success. These measures may include but would not be limited
to the following.
–

A commitment to replacing poor-functioning or damaged free-standing purple martin
nesting and/or perching habitat such that there is no net loss in the amount of created
habitat.

–

A process for making and implementing recommendations on the management of
vegetation around colonies within the city of Sacramento.

The Director of the City of Sacramento Department of Public Works, or his or her designee, will
be responsible on a continuing basis for the implementation of the mitigation measures relating
to purple martin impacts, replacement habitat and the replacement habitat management plan. The
Director will determine the manner in which mitigation shall proceed, and the resources,
including staff commitment and consultants, that will be utilized in the effort.
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Replace Bat Roosting Habitat Lost from Demolition of Approach Structures
Bat roosting habitat will be incorporated into the new bridge and, if necessary, additional freestanding roosting habitat (e.g., bat houses) will be created and installed within or adjacent to the
BSA. At a minimum ratio of 1:1, 1,132 linear feet of roosting habitat will be created to
compensate for the loss of bat roosting habitat associated with the approach structures. Bat
replacement habitat will consist of crevice habitat built into the new bridge. Bat replacement
habitat will be designed generally following the guidelines in California Bat Mitigation
Techniques, Solutions, and Effectiveness (Johnston et al. 2004), which provides a review of
mitigation options for bats in relation to Caltrans projects. Final plans for bat habitat replacement
will be approved by the project proponent and CDFW.
Monitor Bat Replacement Habitat
The project proponent will be responsible for monitoring replacement bat habitat over a 5-year
period for a minimum of 3 years (e.g., years 2, 3, and 5) to determine whether bats are using the
habitat, determine whether the habitat is functioning as intended, and identify any corrective
actions that need to be made to the habitat to improve its use by bats. Bat use will be documented
through a combination of visual observation (bats and bat sign), which could be conducted
during the day where roosting bats are visible or at night during an emergence survey. Acoustic
recordings will be used in combination with emergence surveys to attempt to identify the species
of bat(s) using the replacement habitat. The locations and amount of occupied habitat will be
recorded. Recommendations for corrective actions will be presented to the project proponent and
CDFW for approval. Annual monitoring reports will be sent to the project proponent and CDFW.
Develop and Implement a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan
The project proponent and/or its construction contractor will develop and implement a
hydroacoustic monitoring plan. The monitoring plan will be submitted to the resource agencies
(CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS) for approval at least 60 days before the start of project activities.
The plan will include the following requirements.


The project proponent and/or its construction contractor will monitor underwater noise levels
during all impact pile driving activities on land and in water to ensure that that peak and
cumulative SELs) do not exceed estimated values (Table 2.19-8).



The monitoring plan will describe the methods and equipment that will be used to document
the extent of underwater sounds produced by pile driving, including the number, location,
distances, and depths of the hydrophones and associated monitoring equipment.



The monitoring plan will include a reporting schedule for daily summaries of the
hydroacoustic monitoring results and for more comprehensive reports to be provided to the
resource agencies on a monthly basis during the pile driving season.



The daily reports will include the number of piles installed per day; the number of strikes per
pile; the interval between strikes; the peak SPL, SEL, and RMS per strike; and the
accumulated SEL per day at each monitoring station.
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The project proponent or its contractors will ensure that a qualified fish biologist is on site
during impact pile driving to document any occurrences of stressed, injured, or dead fish. If
stressed, injured, or dead fish are observed during pile driving, the project proponent and/or
its construction contractor will reduce the number of strikes per day to ensure that fish are no
longer showing signs of stress, injury, or mortality.

Monitor Turbidity in the Sacramento River
The project proponent will require the construction contractor to monitor turbidity levels in the
Sacramento River during in-water construction activities (e.g., pile driving, extraction of
temporary sheet piles used for cofferdams, placement of RSP). Turbidity will be measured using
standard techniques upstream and downstream of the construction area to determine whether
changes in ambient turbidity levels exceed 20 percent, the threshold derived from the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers Basins Plan (Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board 2011). If it is determined that turbidity levels exceed the 20-percent threshold, then the
project proponent and/or its contractors will adjust work to ensure that turbidity levels do not
exceed the 20-percent threshold.
Prepare and Implement a Fish Rescue and Relocation Plan
The project proponent and/or its construction contractor will develop and implement a fish
rescue and relocation plan to recover any fish trapped in cofferdams. The fish rescue and
relocation plan will be submitted to the resource agencies (CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS) for
approval at least 60 days before initiating activities to install cofferdams. At a minimum, the plan
will include the following.


A requirement that fish rescue and relocation activities will commence immediately after
cofferdam closure and that dewatering has sufficiently lowered water levels inside
cofferdams to make it feasible to rescue fish.



A description of the methods and equipment proposed to collect, transfer, and release all fish
trapped within cofferdams. Capture methods may include seining, dip netting, and/or
electrofishing as approved by CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS. The precise methods and
equipment to be used will be developed cooperatively by CDFW, NMFS, USFWS, and the
project proponent and/or contractor.



A requirement that only CDFW-, NMFS-, and USFWS-approved fish biologists will conduct
the fish rescue and relocation.



A requirement that fish biologists will contact CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS immediately if
any listed species are found dead or injured.



A requirement that a fish rescue and relocation report be prepared and submitted to CDFW,
NMFS, and USFWS within 5 business days following completion of the fish relocation. Data
will be provided in tabular form and at a minimum will include the species and number
rescued and relocated, approximate size of each fish (or alternatively, approximate size range
if large number of individuals are encountered), date and time of their capture, and general
condition of all live fish (e.g., good–active with no injuries; fair–reduced activity with some
superficial injuries; poor–difficulty swimming/orienting with major injuries). For dead fish,
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additional data will include fork length and description of injuries and/or possible cause of
mortality if it can be determined.
D.19.3

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Install Orange Construction Fencing between the Construction Area and Adjacent
Sensitive Biological Resources
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.2.
Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.2.
Conduct Periodic Biological Monitoring
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.2.
Compensate for Temporary Effects on and Permanent Loss of Cottonwood Riparian
Forest (including SRA Cover)
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.2.
Protect Water Quality and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in Drainages and Wetlands
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.17.1.
Compensate for Loss of Perennial Stream
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.17.2.
Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Western Pond Turtle and Allow Turtles to Leave
Work Area Unharmed
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Migratory Birds, Including Special-Status
Birds, and Establish Protective Buffers
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Conduct Tree Removal during Non-Sensitive Periods for Wildlife
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
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Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Purple Martins during Construction Activities
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Nesting Birds and Roosting Bats from Demolition of
Approach Structures
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Conduct Staff Training
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Enhance Existing Colony Entrance Holes
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Create Purple Martin Replacement Habitat
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Prepare and Implement a Monitoring and Management Plan for the I Street Bridge Purple
Martin Colony Replacement Habitat
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Roosting Bats and Implement Protective Measures
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Replace Bat Roosting Habitat Lost from Demolition of Approach Structures
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Monitor Bat Replacement Habitat
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Conduct All In-Water Construction Activities between May 1 and November 30 and
during Daylight Hours Only
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Implement Measures to Minimize Exceedance of Interim Threshold Sound Levels during
Pile Driving
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
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Develop and Implement a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Monitor Turbidity in the Sacramento River
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Implement Cofferdam Restrictions
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Prepare and Implement a Fish Rescue and Relocation Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Prevent the Spread or Introduction of Aquatic Invasive Species
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Minimize or Avoid Temporary Construction Lighting and Permanent Bridge Lighting
from Directly Radiating on Water Surfaces of the Sacramento River
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.

D.20 Threatened & Endangered Species
D.20.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Install Orange Construction Fencing between the Construction Area and Adjacent
Sensitive Biological Resources
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Periodic Biological Monitoring
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Protect Water Quality and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in Drainages and Wetlands
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.17.1.
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Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
The following measures will be implemented prior to and during construction to ensure that the
proposed project does not adversely affect elderberry shrubs adjacent to the project footprint.


Contractors will be briefed on the need to avoid damaging the elderberry shrubs and the
possible penalties for not complying with these requirements. Crews also will be educated on
the status of the VELB and the need to protect its habitat.



All elderberry shrubs that are outside of the permanent project footprint or that can be
avoided will be identified on construction drawings, with notes indicating that they are
sensitive resources to be avoided.



Orange construction barrier fencing will be placed at a minimum of 20 feet from each
shrub’s dripline [fencing around shrub 6 (construction will be within 20 feet) will be placed
as far out from the dripline as possible]. No construction activities will be permitted within
the buffer zone other than those activities necessary to erect the fencing. As specified in the
Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (Guidelines) (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service 1999), signs will be posted every 50 feet (at a minimum) along the
perimeter of the buffer area fencing. The signs will contain the following information: This
area is habitat of the valley elderberry longhorn beetle, a threatened species, and must not
be disturbed. This species is protected by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.
Violators are subject to prosecution, fines, and imprisonment. The signs should be clearly
readable from a distance of 20 feet and must be maintained for the duration of construction.



Buffer area fences around the shrubs will be inspected weekly by a biological monitor during
ground-disturbing activities and monthly after ground-disturbing activities until project
construction is complete or until the fences are removed, as approved by the biological
monitor. The biological monitor will be responsible for ensuring that the contractor maintains
the buffer area fences around elderberry shrubs throughout construction. Biological
inspection reports will be provided to USFWS and the project proponent.

Implementation of the following measures will ensure that construction activities avoid or
minimize potential impacts on Swainson’s hawk within and adjacent to the limits of disturbance
associated with project construction.
Conduct Tree Removal during Non-Sensitive Periods for Wildlife
The project proponent will remove or trim trees during the non-breeding season for tree-nesting
migratory birds and raptors, and prior to periods when bats would be hibernating (generally
between September 15 and October 31). If tree removal cannot be confined to this period, the
project proponent will retain a qualified wildlife biologist with knowledge of the wildlife species
that could occur in the project area to conduct the appropriate preconstruction surveys and
establish no-disturbance buffers for sensitive wildlife species as described under measures for
Swainson’s hawk, nesting birds, and roosting bats.
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Conduct Focused Surveys for Nesting Swainson’s Hawk prior to Construction
The project proponent will retain a wildlife biologist experienced in surveying for Swainson’s
hawk to conduct surveys for the species in the spring/summer prior to construction. The surveys
will be conducted within the limits of disturbance and in a buffer area up to 0.25 mile from the
limits of disturbance. The size of the buffer area surveyed will be based on the type of habitat
present and the line-of-sight from the construction area to surrounding suitable breeding habitat.
Surveys will follow the methods in Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s
Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory
Committee 2000). A minimum of six surveys will be conducted according to these methods. If a
variance of the survey distance or number of surveys is necessary, the project proponent will
coordinate with CDFW regarding appropriate survey methods based on proposed construction
activities. Surveys generally will be conducted from February to July. Survey methods and
results will be reported to the project proponent and CDFW.
Monitor Active Swainson’s Hawk Nests during Pile Driving and Other Construction
Activities
Active Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite nests within 600 feet of the BSA will be
monitored during pile driving and other construction activities. Monitoring will be conducted by
a wildlife biologist with experience in monitoring Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite nests.
The monitor will document the location of active nests, coordinate with the project proponent
and CDFW, and record all observations in a daily monitoring log. The monitor will have the
authority to temporarily stop work if activities are disrupting nesting behavior to the point of
resulting in potential take (i.e., eggs and young chicks still in nests and adults appear agitated and
could potentially abandon the nest). The monitor will work closely with the contractor, the
project proponent, and CDFW to develop plans for minimizing disturbance, such as modifying
or delaying certain construction activities.
A minimum non-disturbance buffer of 600 feet (radius) will be established around all active
Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite nests. No entry of any kind related to construction will be
allowed within this buffer while the nest is active, unless approved by CDFW through issuance
of an Incidental Take Permit or through consultation during project construction. The buffer size
may be modified based on site-specific conditions, including line-of-sight, topography, type of
disturbance, existing ambient noise and disturbance levels, and other relevant factors. Entry into
the buffer for construction activities will be granted when the biological monitor determines that
the young have fledged and are capable of independent survival or that the nest has failed and the
nest site is no longer active. All buffer adjustments will be approved by CDFW.
Conduct All In-Water Construction Activities between May 1 and November 30 and
during Daylight Hours Only
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
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Implement Measures to Minimize Exceedance of Interim Threshold Sound Levels during
Pile Driving
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Develop and Implement a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Monitor Turbidity in the Sacramento River
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Implement Cofferdam Restrictions
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Prepare and Implement a Fish Rescue and Relocation Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Prevent the Spread or Introduction of Aquatic Invasive Species
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Minimize or Avoid Temporary Construction Lighting and Permanent Bridge Lighting
from Directly Radiating on Water Surfaces of the Sacramento River
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
D.20.2

Mitigation Measures

Compensate for Temporary Effects on and Permanent Loss of Cottonwood Riparian
Forest (including SRA Cover)
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.2.
Compensate for Loss of Perennial Stream
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.17.2.
Transplant Elderberry Shrubs That Cannot Be Avoided
Elderberry shrubs that cannot be avoided will be transplanted to a USFWS-approved
conservation area in accordance with the Guidelines (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1999).
Transplanting will occur during the plant’s dormant phase (approximately November through the
first 2 weeks of February, after they have lost their leaves). A qualified specialist familiar with
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elderberry shrub transplantation procedures will supervise the transplanting. The location of the
conservation area transplantation site will be approved by USFWS before removal of the shrubs.
Compensate for Impacts on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Habitat
Before construction begins, the project proponent will compensate for direct impacts (including
transplanting) on all elderberry stems measuring 1 inch or more at ground level (i.e., habitat for
VELB) that are located within 20 feet of proposed construction activities. Compensation will
include planting replacement elderberry seedlings or cuttings and associated native plantings in a
USFWS-approved conservation area, at a ratio between 1:1 and 8:1 (ratio = new plantings to
affected stems), depending on the diameter of the stem at ground level, the presence or absence
of exit holes, and whether the shrub is located in riparian habitat (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1999).
Mitigation credits for VELB will be purchased at a USFWS-approved mitigation bank. The exact
amount and location of compensatory mitigation will be based on consultation with USFWS.
Table 3-18 summarizes the compensation required for direct effects on up to five elderberry
shrubs (shrubs 1, 2, 3, 5, and 7) that provide VELB habitat. Based on stem counts listed in
Table 3-18 for these five shrubs and in accordance with the Guidelines, 34 elderberry seedlings
and 34 associated native plants will be planted in a USFWS-approved conservation area. This
compensation may be reduced if some of the shrubs occurring within temporary impact areas
(shrubs 1, 2, 3, and 7) can be avoided once more detailed plans are available.
Table 3-18. Required Compensation for Directly Affected Elderberry Shrubs
Habitat
Riparian

Nonriparian

Total

Stem Diameter

Number of
Exit Holes?
Stems

Seedling
Ratio

Native
Plant
Ratio

Total
Native
Plants

Total
Seedling

Stems >1" to <3"

0

No

2:1

1:1

0

0

Stems >1" to <3"

0

Yes

4:1

2:1

0

0

Stems >3" to <5"

0

No

3:1

1:1

0

0

Stems >3" to <5"

0

Yes

6:1

2:1

0

0

Stems >5"

1

No

4:1

1:1

4

4

Stems >5"

0

Yes

8:1

2:1

0

0

Stems >1" to <3"

22

No

1:1

1:1

22

22

Stems >1" to <3"

0

Yes

2:1

2:1

0

0

Stems >3" to <5"

1

No

2:1

1:1

2

2

Stems >3" to <5"

0

Yes

4:1

2:1

0

0

Stems >5"

2

No

3:1

1:1

6

6

Stems >5"

0

Yes

6:1

2:1

0

0

34

34

26
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Purchase Channel Enhancement Credits for Impacts on Critical Habitat
Permanent impacts on critical habitat (bank and substrate below the OHWM and water column
habitat), totaling 3.11 acres (up to 80,449 square feet [1.85 acre] from the new bridge piers and
RSP and up to 55,000 square feet [1.26 acre] from bridge shading of aquatic habitat) will be
mitigated at a 3:1 ratio. The project proponent proposes to mitigate the permanent loss of critical
habitat through purchase of 9.33 acres of mitigation credits at a NMFS-approved anadromous
fish conservation bank.
Compensate for Permanent Loss of Shallow Water Habitat for Delta Smelt
As a result of FESA consultation for effects on listed species, the USFWS identified mitigation
for permanent impacts on 0.036 acre of shallow water habitat for delta smelt through the
purchase of mitigation bank credits at a 3:1 ratio. The project proponent will compensate for the
permanent loss of shallow water habitat through the purchase of 0.108 acre of mitigation credit at
a USFWS-approved mitigation bank, such as Liberty Island Conservation Bank.
Implement Reasonable and Prudent Measures and Terms and Conditions of USFWS
Biological Opinion for Delta Smelt and VELB
As a result of FESA consultation for effects on listed species, the USFWS determined the
following reasonable and prudent measures necessary and appropriate to minimize the effect of
the action area on delta smelt and VELB. The project proponent will be responsible for the
implementation and compliance with these measures in accordance with the terms and conditions
listed in the Biological Opinion issued for the project.
1. Minimize adverse effects to the delta smelt and VELB and their habitats in the action area by
implementing the proposed project, including the conservation measures as described with
the following terms and conditions.
2. Minimize adverse effects to the delta smelt and its critical habitat to the fullest extent
practicable.
The terms and conditions described in the Biological Opinion are non-discretionary, and the
project proponent must comply with them in order to implement the above reasonable and
prudent measures (50 CFR 402.14).
Implement Reasonable and Prudent Measures and Terms and Conditions of NMFS
Biological Opinion for Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon, CV spring-run
Chinook salmon, CV steelhead, and the southern DPS of North American green sturgeon
As a result of FESA consultation for effects on listed species, NMFS identified the measures
listed below as non-discretionary, stating they must be undertaken by the project proponent,
following the terms and conditions listed in the Biological Opinion, so that they become binding
conditions of any contracts or permits.
1. Measures shall be taken to minimize sedimentation events and turbidity plumes.
2. Measures shall be taken to reduce the potential sound impacts.
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3. Measures shall be taken to revegetate temporarily impacted areas below and above the
OHWM with native plants and shrubs.
4. The project proponent shall monitor and report on the amount or extent of incidental take.
The terms and conditions described in the Biological Opinion are non-discretionary, and the
project proponent must comply with them in order to implement the above reasonable and
prudent measures (50 CFR 402.14).
D.20.3

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Install Orange Construction Fencing between the Construction Area and Adjacent
Sensitive Biological Resources
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Environmental Awareness Training for Construction Employees
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Conduct Periodic Biological Monitoring
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.1.
Compensate for Temporary Effects on and Permanent Loss of Cottonwood Riparian
Forest (including SRA Cover)
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.16.2.
Protect Water Quality and Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in Drainages and Wetlands
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.17.1.
Compensate for Loss of Perennial Stream
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.17.2.
Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.20.1.
Transplant Elderberry Shrubs That Cannot Be Avoided
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.20.2.
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Compensate for Impacts on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Habitat
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.20.2.
Conduct Tree Removal during Non-Sensitive Periods for Wildlife
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.20.1.
Conduct Focused Surveys for Nesting Swainson’s Hawk prior to Construction
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.20.1.
Monitor Active Swainson’s Hawk Nests during Pile Driving and Other Construction
Activities
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.20.1.
Conduct All In-Water Construction Activities between May 1 and November 30 and
during Daylight Hours Only
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Implement Measures to Minimize Exceedance of Interim Threshold Sound Levels during
Pile Driving
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Develop and Implement a Hydroacoustic Monitoring Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Monitor Turbidity in the Sacramento River
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Implement Cofferdam Restrictions
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Prepare and Implement a Fish Rescue and Relocation Plan
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.2.
Prevent the Spread or Introduction of Aquatic Invasive Species
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
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Minimize or Avoid Temporary Construction Lighting and Permanent Bridge Lighting
from Directly Radiating on Water Surfaces of the Sacramento River
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.19.1.
Purchase Channel Enhancement Credits for Impacts on Critical Habitat
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.20.2.

D.21 Invasive Species
D.21.1

Avoidance and Minimization Measures

Avoid the Introduction and Spread of Invasive Plants
The project proponent or their contractor will be responsible for avoiding the introduction of new
invasive plants and the spread of invasive plants previously documented in the study area.
Accordingly, the following measures will be implemented during construction.


Educate construction supervisors and managers on weed identification and the importance of
controlling and preventing the spread of invasive weeds.



Dispose of invasive species material removed during project construction offsite at an
appropriate disposal facility to avoid the spread of invasive plants into natural areas.



Minimize surface disturbance to the greatest extent feasible to complete the work.



Use weed-free imported erosion-control materials (or rice straw in upland areas).



Use locally grown native plant stock and native or naturalized (noninvasive) grass seed
during revegetation.



If feasible, remove trees of heaven located in and adjacent to the temporary impact area on
the east side of 2nd Street in the City of West Sacramento.

D.21.2

CEQA Mitigation Measures

Avoid the Introduction and Spread of Invasive Plants
Please refer to the discussion of this measure in Section D.21.1.
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Appendix E

Incomplete or Unavailable
Information for Project-Specific
MSAT Health Impacts Analysis

The following is from the FHWA memorandum Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air
Toxic Analysis in NEPA - Appendix C (Federal Highway Administration 2012).
CEQ Provisions Covering Incomplete or Unavailable Information (40 CFR 1502.22)
Sec. 1502.22 INCOMPETE OR UNAVAILABLE INFORMATION
When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human
environment in an environmental impact statement and there is incomplete or unavailable
information, the agency shall always make clear that such information is lacking.
(a) If the incomplete information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse
impacts is essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives and the overall costs of
obtaining it are not exorbitant, the agency shall include the information in the
environmental impact statement.
(b) If the information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts cannot
be obtained because the overall costs of obtaining it are exorbitant or the means to obtain
it are not known, the agency shall include within the environmental impact statement:
1. a statement that such information is incomplete or unavailable;
2. a statement of the relevance of the incomplete or unavailable information to
evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human
environment;
3. a summary of existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to evaluating the
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environment; and
4. the agency’s evaluation of such impacts based upon theoretical approaches or
research methods generally accepted in the scientific community. For the purposes of
this section, “reasonably foreseeable” includes impacts that have catastrophic
consequences, even if their probability of occurrence is low, provided that the
analysis of the impacts is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not based on
pure conjecture, and is within the rule of reason.
(c) The amended regulation will be applicable to all environmental impact statements for
which a Notice to Intent (40 CFR 1508.22) is published in the Federal Register on or
after May 27, 1986. For environmental impact statements in progress, agencies may
choose to comply with the requirements of either the original or amended regulation.

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts
Analysis
In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the projectspecific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of
highway alternatives. The outcome of such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced
more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through assumption and speculation rather
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than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT exposure
associated with a proposed action.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for protecting the public health
and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of an air pollutant. They are the lead authority
for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and have specific statutory obligations
with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. The EPA is in the continual process of
assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain the
Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which is “a compilation of electronic reports on
specific substances found in the environment and their potential to cause human health effects”
(EPA, http://www.epa.gov/iris/). Each report contains assessments of non-cancerous and
cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from
lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude.
Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of
MSAT, including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). Two HEI studies are summarized in
Appendix D of FHWA’s Interim Guidance Update on Mobile source Air Toxic Analysis in
NEPA Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high
exposures are; cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the
respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious is the adverse human health
effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental concentrations (HEI,
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially
decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306).
The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion
modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts - each step in the
process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by
technical shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the
MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for
lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions would have
to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions
rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable.
It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure
near roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific
location; and to establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some
of the information needed is unavailable.
There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the
various MSAT, because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational
exposure data to the general population, a concern expressed by HEI
(http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282). As a result, there is no national consensus on air
dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT compounds,
and in particular for diesel PM. The EPA (http://www.epa.gov/risk/basicinformation.htm#g) and
the HEI (http://pubs.healtheffects.org/getfile.php?u=395) have not established a basis for
quantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings.
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There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context
is the process used by the EPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether more
stringent controls are required in order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public
health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the
maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from refineries.
The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires EPA to determine an
“acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than
approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of
which is to maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions
from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks
from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual risk
determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as high as approximately
100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit upheld EPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two step decision framework.
Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects
would result in levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable.
Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any
predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the
uncertainties associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such
assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information
against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus
improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for quantitative analysis.
Due to the limitations cited, a discussion such as the example provided in this Appendix
(reflecting any local and project-specific circumstances), should be included regarding
incomplete or unavailable information in accordance with Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations [40 CFR 1502.22(b)]. The FHWA Headquarters and Resource Center staff
Victoria Martinez (787) 766-5600 X231, Bruce Bender (202) 366-2851, and Michael Claggett
(505) 820-2047, are available to provide guidance and technical assistance and support.
Source:
Federal Highway Administration. 2012. Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic
Analysis in NEPA. Appendix C. December 6. Available at:
<http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air_toxics/policy_and_guidance/aqint
guidmem.cfm>. Accessed: May 24, 2016.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Date:

May 28, 2014

To:

Zach Siviglia & Rob Himes – Mark Thomas & Company

From:

Kwasi Donkor & Ronald T. Milam – Fehr & Peers

Subject:

I Street Bridge Replacement Over The Sacramento River Project - Sub-Area Travel
Forecasting Model Development and Validation
RS14-3220

INTRODUCTION
Fehr & Peers has developed a sub-area travel forecasting model for the I Street Bridge Replacement
Project using a modified version of the regional SACMET model. The original model was based on
network and socioeconomic inputs from the SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). Over time, the model has undergone a variety of refinements and
modifications to improve its level of detail and sensitivity for the following projects.


City of Sacramento General Plan



American River Crossing Study



Entertainment and Sports Complex EIR



Downtown/Riverfront Streetcar Plan



McKinley Village

For the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, more refinements were necessary, especially in West
Sacramento, where the network and traffic analysis zone (TAZ) system had limited detail. Once the
refinements were completed, the sub-area model was validated within the overall I Street Bridge
Replacement project study area.
Model validation describes a model’s performance relative to how well its output matches observed
conditions in the base year and how well it responds to input variable changes. Static validation tests
are used to statistically measure the model’s ability to replicate observed conditions while dynamic
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validation tests are used to measure whether the model responds in the correction direction and
magnitude when input variables are changed.
SUBAREA MODEL REFINEMENTS
Key modifications that are a part of the I Street Bridge Replacement Project sub-area model are listed
below:


Updated the base year roadway network to include greater detail within areas of the City of
Sacramento and City of West Sacramento, and corrected inconsistencies between model
inputs and field observations related to roadway network speeds and capacity. Figure 1
shows the detailed model network refinements.



Updated the future year roadway network to reflect base year changes and include more
detail for planned roadways.



Added new traffic analysis zones (TAZs) in the study area to increase the level of detail and
improve the loading of traffic from TAZs onto the transportation network. Figure 2 shows the
added TAZ refinements.

VALIDATION
The 2010 California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, published by the California Transportation
Commission, contain the following guidance, criteria, and thresholds for model validation.
General


Agencies that use metropolitan planning organization (MPO) models for purposes other than
regional planning should ensure that the model provides the appropriate scale and sensitivity
for applications at a sub‐regional level such as corridor, sub‐area, or local planning studies.
Below the regional level, model refinements are likely necessary to ensure the model meets
the validation targets established in these guidelines and is appropriately sensitive to smaller
scale changes associated with sub‐regional studies.
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MODEL NETWORK REFINEMENTS
FIGURE 1
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Static Validation


At least 75 percent of the roadway links for which counts are available should be within the
maximum desirable deviation, which ranges from approximately 15 to 60 percent depending
on total volume (the larger the volume, the less deviation is permitted).



A correlation coefficient of at least 0.88 - The correlation coefficient estimates the overall level
of accuracy between observed traffic counts and the estimated traffic volumes from the
model. This coefficient ranges from 0 to 1.0, where 1.0 indicates that the model perfectly fits
the data.



The percent root mean square error (RMSE) below 40% - The RMSE is the square root of the
model volume minus the actual count squared, divided by the number of counts. It is a
measure similar to standard deviation in that it assesses the accuracy of the model.

Dynamic Validation


Dynamic validation can include the following model sensitivity tests, as appropriate given the
type of regional model and alternatives under evaluation (for purposes of this study, the first
two tests were performed).
o

Add lanes to a link

o

Delete a link

o

Add a link

o

Change link speeds

o

Change link capacities

In addition to the static test criteria above, the subarea model volume-to-count ratio was measured
against a desired maximum threshold of no more than a 10 percent deviation.
General Performance
As described above and shown in Figures 1 and 2, the sub-area model received refinements to its
network and TAZ system. These changes were made in direct response to the need for the model to
include sufficient detail to forecast traffic volume changes in response to a local bridge modification.
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Static Validation
The static validation of the subarea model was tested for 87 individual roadway segments and 12
freeway segments in the project study area under daily conditions. Under normal circumstances, the
base year model volumes would be compared to base year traffic counts. The model’s base year is
2008 and a complete set of traffic counts is not available for 2008. Further, the 2008/09 recession
caused a substantial reduction in employment within the model area that has not yet fully recovered.
A comparison of 2012 traffic counts conducted for more than 250 roadway segments throughout the
City of Sacramento revealed that overall traffic counts were about 8 percent less than the counts for
these same locations in 2007. As such, this model validation relied on traffic counts from 2012-2014.
Because current employment levels have not yet reached 2008 levels in many areas, the model’s base
year traffic volume forecasts are expected to slightly overestimate the 2012-2014 traffic counts. Table
1 presents the static validation results produced using the modified subarea model.

TABLE 1 – FINAL RESULTS OF DAILY MODEL VALIDATION
Validation Item

Criterion of Acceptance

Model Results

Model Wide Volume-to-Count Ratio

Within + 10%

+7%

% of Links Within Deviation Allowance

At Least 75%

70%

Correlation Coefficient

At Least 88%

97%

40% or less

25%

RMSE

Green shading denotes the model results pass the applicable test.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2013.

In general, the sub-area model generated traffic volume estimates that closely matched roadway and
freeway volumes with overall volumes being slightly higher than counts as expected. The sub-area
model performed well passing 3 of the 4 static tests and improving on results compared to the original
off-the-shelf model. The largest differences occurred on low volume roadways and on select segments
in downtown Sacramento where the grid street pattern makes it difficult for a model to perfectly
match localized travel patterns with multiple path choices.
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Dynamic Validation
For this sub-area model, the dynamic validation tests focused on roadway network changes given the
proposed project to add a new bridge crossing over the Sacramento River. Previous dynamic tests for
other projects have confirmed that the SACMET model generally responds in the correct direction and
magnitude when making land use and network changes. So, the specific dynamic validation tests for
this sub-area model focused on what happens when the I Street Bridge is eliminated or the number of
lanes for the I Street Bridge is increased.

Table 2 summarizes the dynamic validation results for the

roadway network changes.

TABLE 2 – DYNAMIC VALIDATION: CHANGE IN ROADWAY NETWORK (DAILY DEMAND)
Before Change
Roadway Change

After Change

Changed Link

Screenline

Changed Link

Screenline

Volume

Volume (1)

Volume

Volume (1)

Delete the I Street Bridge links

16,173

221,505

0

216,653

Add one lane in each direction to the I Street Bridge

16,173

221,505

17,460

221,922

Note:
(1)

Screenline includes the I Street Bridge, Tower Bridge, and Pioneer Bridge (US 50)

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014.

The results in Table 2 reveal that the model output responds in the correct direction and magnitude
given the input changes. When an important link such as a bridge is eliminated, trips must shift to
other bridges but often experience much higher delays due to capacity constraints. The results show
the trips shifted to Tower Bridge and US 50 (proportional to their relative capacities) and that total
trips across the screenline declined slightly due to the higher overall travel delays. The SACMET model
contains a feedback mechanism between trip assignment and trip distribution that can influence trip
destinations and mode choice such that a major capacity constraint can result in less overall vehicle
trips. Likewise, when lanes are added to the I Street Bridge, the model accounts for the opposite
pattern where not only do traffic volumes increase on the I Street Bridge, but the capacity expansion
reduces travel times enough that additional trips are induced.
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Fehr & Peers also prepared preliminary traffic volume forecasts used to evaluate potential alignments
for the new I Street Bridge prior to the model validation. River crossings at both Railyards Boulevard
and Camille Lane were modeled using the 2035 version of the SACMET model. The results of the
analysis (shown in Table 3) were consistent with the dynamic validation results and serve as another
reasonableness check of the model.

TABLE 3 – PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS RESULTS: BRIDGE ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES (DAILY DEMAND)
Before Change
Roadway Change
New 2-lane Bridge Crossing at Railyards Boulevard
Add one lane in each direction (for a total of 4
lanes) to the Railyards Boulevard Bridge
New 2-lane Bridge Crossing at Camille Lane
Add one lane in each direction (for a total of 4
lanes) to the Camille Lane Bridge

After Change

Changed Link

Screenline

Changed Link

Screenline

Volume

Volume (1)

Volume

Volume (1)

0

314,521

35,851

319,635

35,851

319,635

48,637

328,201

0

314,521

32,489

318,169

32,489

318,169

44,611

325,376

Note:
(1)

Screenline includes the new I Street Bridge alignments, Tower Bridge, Pioneer Bridge (US 50), and the Broadway Bridge

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2014.
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Notice of Preparation

DATE: September 22, 2014
TO:

Interested Persons

FROM: Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
Community Development Department
RE:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND SCOPING MEETING
FOR THE I STREET BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT: A NEW BRIDGE OVER THE SACRAMENTO
RIVER (IDENTIFIED BY THE U.S. COAST GUARD AS THE “C STREET BRIDGE”)
COMMENT PERIOD
September 22, 2014 to October 21, 2014
INTRODUCTION

The City of Sacramento (“City”) is the Lead Agency for preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the proposed I Street Bridge Replacement over the Sacramento River (Project). The EIR will
evaluate potential significant environmental effects of the project. Written comments regarding the
issues that should be covered in the EIR, including potential alternatives to the Project and the scope of
the analysis, are invited. The EIR for the Project is being prepared in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Project is subject to state as well as federal environmental
review requirements, and project documentation will be prepared in compliance with both CEQA and
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The City of West Sacramento, co-sponsor of the project, is
a Responsible Agency under CEQA. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the NEPA
lead agency and anticipates preparation of an Environmental Assessment. In addition, the Federal
Highway Administration’s responsibilities for environmental review, consultation, and any other action
required in accordance with applicable Federal laws for this Project will be carried out by Caltrans as
assigned under Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) (23 United States Code [USC]
327), effective on October 1, 2012.
Under CEQA, upon deciding to prepare an EIR, the City of Sacramento as lead agency must issue a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) to inform trustee, the public, and responsible agencies of that decision. The
purpose of the NOP is to provide information describing the Project and its potential environmental
effects to those who may wish to comment regarding the scope and content of the information to be
included in the EIR. Agencies should comment on such information as it relates to their statutory
responsibilities in connection with the Project.
The project description, location, and environmental issue areas that may be affected by development
of the proposed project are set forth below. The EIR will evaluate the project-specific and cumulative

impacts, identify mitigation measures that may be feasible to lessen or avoid such impacts, and identify
alternatives to the proposed project.
SUBMITTING COMMENTS
Comments and suggestions as to the appropriate scope of analysis in the EIR are invited from all
interested parties. Written comments or questions concerning the EIR for the proposed project should
be directed to the environmental project manager at the following address by October 21, 2014. Please
include the contact person’s full name and address in order for staff to respond appropriately:
Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 95811
Telephone: (916) 808-2762
E-mail: DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
SCOPING MEETING
A public scoping meeting will be held on Thursday, October 9th, 2014 from 3:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. at
the following location:
Stanford Gallery
111 I Street
in Old Sacramento
Responsible agencies and members of the public are invited to attend and provide input on the scope
of the EIR. The scoping meeting will be conducted in an open house format. Written comments
regarding relevant issues may be submitted at the meeting.
PROJECT LOCATION/SETTING
The Project is located in both the City of Sacramento and the City of West Sacramento and crosses the
Sacramento River. The location is shown on the attached figure. The project area is approximately
bounded by the I Street Bridge, the intersection of C Street with 3rd Street in West Sacramento, the
intersection of Bercut Drive with Railyards Boulevard (under construction) in the Railyards planned
development, Jibboom Street, and the I Street/I-5 onramp near 3rd Street in Sacramento.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The proposed I Street Bridge Replacement Project would be constructed north of the existing I Street
Bridge as shown in the attached location map. The Project would include the construction of a new
bridge across the Sacramento River between the Sacramento Railyards and the West Sacramento
Washington planned developments. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle, bicycle, and
pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in Sacramento. The
proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow passage for watercraft. Additional
roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive connecting at

Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed
bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento,
which connects to the American River Bike Trail at Discovery Park, would be extended to the new
roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the proposed bridge. The levee maintenance road in
West Sacramento will intersect at grade with the new crossing.
The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and pedestrian traffic
would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J Street in the City
of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished.
The proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered under separate CEQA/NEPA review.
Additional information and materials relating to the proposed project are available on the City’s website
at http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Public-Works/Engineering-Services/Projects/ Current-Projects/IStreet-Bridge-Replacement.
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND SCOPE OF THE EIR
The EIR will analyze potentially significant impacts that could result from construction and operation of
the Project. Pursuant to section 15063(a) of CEQA Guidelines, an Initial Study has not been prepared for
the Project. The EIR will evaluate the full range of environmental issues contemplated for consideration
under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The environmental factors that the City has determined would
potentially be affected by the Project include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation/Traffic
Cultural Resources
Hazards & Hazardous Materials
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hydrology/Water Quality
Land Use/Planning
Aesthetics
Noise
Recreation

The EIR will identify and evaluate alternatives to the proposed project.
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Letters Received in Response to Notice of Preparation

From: john@goldengatesalmon.org [mailto:john@goldengatesalmon.org]
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2014 11:14 AM
To: Ciara Zanze
Subject: [FWD: I Street Bridge Replacement Project ‐ Environmental Scoping Meeting Thursday October
9]
Hi Ciara
The email below was forwarded to me. I don't know if this email will reach the intended
targets but any discussion of rebuilding any bridge over the Sacramento River should take
into account the damage that night lighting of the river below can have on ESA-listed
salmon as well as other fish. Here's a link to a piece I wrote on the
issue http://www.redding.com/opinion/john-mcmanus-lights-on-the-river-kill-salmon
Attached is a document with a more detailed discussion of the problems associated with
lights illuminating the Sacramento River at night. I would hope these concerns will be
proactively addressed as the planning for the replacement structure proceeds. Thanks.
John McManus
Executive Director
Golden Gate Salmon Association
650-218-8650

1

DRAFT
D.6. Project: Eliminate or reduce lighting at in-river structures.
Relevant Stressor Reduction Target: To reduce predation on juvenile salmon.
Action: This project proposes to reduce night-time predation in the vicinity of man-made
structures in the rivers and Delta (e.g., fish screens, bridges, docks, marinas) by eliminating or
altering lighting methods and equipment.
Expected Outcome: Reduced predation, increased fish survival, increased fish production.
Background: Artificial night-time lighting at structures near water is believed to have adverse
impacts on juvenile salmon by altering fish behavior and making the fish more prone to
predation. For example, in 1984, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) requested that the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation turn off
large sodium vapor lights on top of the Red Bluff Diversion Dam on the Sacramento River to
reduce the opportunities for Sacramento pikeminnow predation on juvenile salmon passing the
dam (Vogel and Smith 1984), a measure that was ultimately believed to be beneficial for salmon
(Vogel et al. 1988). More recently DFG identified a potentially severe problem with lighting on
the Sundial pedestrian bridge (Figures D.6.1 and D.6.2) over the Sacramento River in Redding:
Assessment of the impacts from light sources along the Sacramento River which
lead to increased predation on juvenile salmonids is also needed. The most
upstream issue is the Sundial Bridge in Redding which uses numerous flood lights
which illuminate the Sacramento River all night long every night of the year.
Approximately 80% of the winter-run Chinook salmon population in the state
spawn upstream of the bridge and the out-migrating juveniles must pass through
the lighted portion of the river below the bridge and face predators. Studies in
Washington State have found lighted portions of streams have significantly higher
predation rates on juvenile fish. Downstream of the Sundial Bridge from Redding
to the bay, there are several other light sources ranging from highway bridges to
lighted water intake structures. These should all be evaluated and
recommendation should be developed to fix identified problems (DFG 2011).
The primary purpose of the Sundial Bridge is aesthetics. The massive array of lights shining
directly down on the river all night posed significant risks to fry and juvenile salmon. At night,
the structure was likely causing mortality of young fish, including threatened and endangered
species. Fortunately, in mid 2013 the city of Redding, working with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife, greatly reduced the lights to the point where they are believed to no longer
pose a significant threat to salmon.
The Sacramento River between Redding and the Delta has dozens of structures over or
immediately adjacent to the river illuminated at night which may disrupt the downstream
migration of juvenile salmon and make the fish more susceptible to predation. The cumulative
impact on rearing or migrating salmon from the upper rivers to the Delta could be enormous.
1

Predators are known to take advantage of lighting on bridges in the Pacific Northwest to prey on
migrating salmonids (Nightingale and Simenstad 2002). The USFWS found that lighting on a
bridge over the Cedar River in Washington state was having a severe adverse impact to
migrating sockeye fry which was largely eliminated by adding shielding over the lights directing
light away from the river (Washington DOT 2001). This problem may be particularly severe in
the Sacramento River and its tributaries because of relatively clear-water conditions. Those
structures having a federal nexus and creating adverse impacts on salmon caused by nighttime
lighting may constitute “take” of federally listed species under the Endangered Species Act.

Figure D.6.1. Before photos of the Sundial pedestrian bridge over the Sacramento River in Redding at night. Photo
credit: Eric Cassano.

2

After shot of the Sundial bridge showing reduced lighting

Longcore and Rich (2010) identified several options for addressing light pollution and its
impacts on the environment:
1) Determination if the need for lighting is actually needed,
2) Direct the light toward where it is needed and eliminate light escaping in other
directions,
3) Reduce excess intensity of lighting to more-appropriate levels,
4) Reduce the duration of night-time lighting and,
5) Eliminate full spectrum light and use other wavelengths less disruptive to the
ecosystem.
Opportunities and Challenges: This project proposes to eliminate or reduce night-time lighting
at structures over or adjacent to the Sacramento River and its tributaries to reduce predation on
juvenile salmon. Many structures possess night-time lighting that could likely be simply turned
off due to a lack of real need. Some structures possessing night-time lighting for security
purposes could be altered to provide motion sensor activation. Many structures could probably
be altered by directing the lighting away from shining directly down into the river, shielding the
fixtures, using less-disruptive wavelengths or lower-intensity lighting.
This project will require an initial study identifying structures lit at night and the relative risks to
salmonids. The outcome of that study would lead to implementation of a program to eliminate
or reduce impacts of night-time lighting on salmon.
Cost or Difficulty: The estimated cost for an initial study to identify structures posing risks to
salmon from night-time lighting is $150,000. Owners of facilities lit up at night near water are
3

initially unlikely to be willing to turn off their lights at night, physically alter the lighting, or
change the methods of lighting; associated costs and security will be of concern. Opposition
from owners of night-time lit structures will require education on the need for change in lighting
methods or equipment. In some instances, lighting changes may result in cost savings due to
lower power consumption. The cost for implementation of remedial actions to eliminate or
reduce night-time illumination is unknown until after the initial survey is completed.
Certainty: High probability of reducing night-time predation near man-made structures in the
rivers and Delta.
References:
California Department of Fish and Game. 2011. Draft Conservation Strategy for Restoration of
the Sacramento – San Joaquin Delta Ecological Management Zone and the Sacramento and San
Joaquin Valley Regions. July 2011. 336 p.
Longcore, T. and C. Rich. 2010. Light pollution and ecosystems. Available online at:
http://www.actionbioscience.org/environment/longcore_rich.html
Nightingale, B. and C. Simenstad. 2002. Artificial night-lighting effects on salmon and other
fishes in the Northwest. Ecological consequences of artificial night lighting: conference
abstracts. February 23 – 24, 2002. Los Angeles, CA.
Vogel, D.A., K.R. Marine, and J.G. Smith. 1988. Fish passage action program for Red Bluff
Diversion Dam. Final Report on Fishery Investigations. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Report
No. FR1/FAO-88-19. Fisheries Assistance Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. October
1988. 77 p.
Vogel, D.A. and J.G. Smith. 1984. Fish passage action program for Red Bluff Diversion Dam.
Annual progress report. USFWS Report No. FR1/FAO-85-4. Fisheries Assistance Office, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. December 1984. 72 p. plus appendices.
Washington State Department of Transportation. 2001. Cedar River salmon saved by shielding
light fixtures. Signals maintenance shapes salmon solution. Northwest Region, Bulletin 01-12.
March 23, 2001.

4

From: jesales@surewest.net [mailto:jesales@surewest.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 08, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Tom Buford; Dana Mahaffey
Subject: Fwd: IDA Statement on Nobel Prize for Physics

As noted below IDA recommends a correlated color temperature (CCT) of 3000 Kelvin or less for
white LED lighting systems. ... see statement attached.
This would be a good standard to include in lighting portions of the zoning code or
even better the Outdoor Lighting section of our zoning code (like Citrus Heights).
See IDAs - Blue Rich White Light Paper --- http://www.darksky.org/assets/documents/Reports/IDA-Blue-Rich-Light-WhitePaper.pdf
Seeing Blue ---http://www.darksky.org/assets/documents/SeeingBlue.pdf
Blue Light Threatens Animals and Humans --- http://www.darksky.org/assets/documents/PR/2009/PR_Blue_White_Light.pdf
A compromise that would be the upper limit could be a correlated color temperature
(CCT) of 3000 Kelvin.
An incandescent lamp is normally rated at a CCT of 2700 Kelvin and nearly all LED
lamps in Home Depot/Lowe's etc. are 2700K.
As noted below "energy-efficient nature of LEDs encourages the use of excessive
amounts of light", this is an issue that must be addressed.
Close to home dimming and other lighting controls have been pioneered by the
California Lighting Technology Center at UC Davis. http://cltc.ucdavis.edu
Directors Michael Siminovitch and Konstantinos (Kosta) Papamichael have been at
the forefront of dimming and concern about blue light.
Please have a look around the CLTC web site and see some of the projects they
have been doing at Davis and other campuses.
Regards
Jack Sales

1

Scan of printed content provided by Jack Sales follows.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jesse Gothan
Dana Mahaffey; Bromund, Claire; Rob Himes; Zach Siviglia; Ciara Zanze (czanze@aimconsultingco.com); Gladys
Cornell
Luken, Mike
FW: Comments on I Street Bridge Replacement Project Scoping Meeting
Friday, October 17, 2014 9:01:33 AM

This NOP comment just arrived. -Jesse
From: timcastleman@gmail.com [mailto:timcastleman@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Practical Cycle Tim
Sent: Friday, October 17, 2014 8:54 AM
To: Steve Hansen; Jim Brown; James E. Houpt; Jesse Gothan
Subject: Comments on I Street Bridge Replacement Project Scoping Meeting

I attended the October 9 event for a short time and was pleased to see the plan includes a bike
trail to go under the new roadway to retain the continuous bike path to and from Old
Sacramento.
It is important that bikes are not forced to a stop to cross the new roadway.
In view of the vision for a connected "Loop" defined in the 2003 Riverfront Master Plan,
planning MUST include the connection through Old Sacramento to Tower Bridge. I was
disappointed to see that the City still has NO PLAN for improvements to the bike trail
through Old Sacramento.
This vital segment of the Sacramento River Parkway on the waterfront between the
Tower bridge and the I Street railroad bridge would connect Sacramento and the Bay
Area via the Great California Delta Trail. This “gap” also blocks riders from connecting
to the American River Parkway and denies access to the Historic Riverfront Area for
those with disabilities.
To ensure these problems are addressed we are asking the City of Sacramento to
include improvements to the bike path from the Tower bridge to the I street railroad
bridge, including a safe railroad crossing at J Street, a widened and leveled path,
with a smooth surface and room for all users, as part of the Old Sacramento
Infrastructure (Riverfront Boardwalk) project and the I Street Bridge Replacement
project.
Please use this email as my public comment instead of the brief note on the postcard
I returned.
Thank you,
Tim Castleman
Practical Cycle

October 21, 2014
Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 95811
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the I Street Bridge
Replacement Project
Dear Ms. Mahaffey,
The Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact
Report for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project. SMUD is the primary energy
provider for Sacramento County and the proposed project location. SMUD’s vision is
to empower our customers with solutions and options that increase energy efficiency,
protect the environment, reduce global warming, and lower the cost to serve our
region. As a Responsible Agency, SMUD aims to ensure that the proposed project
limits the potential for significant environmental effects on SMUD facilities, employees,
and customers.
It is our desire that the I Street Bridge Replacement Project will acknowledge any project
impacts related to the following:






Overhead and or underground transmission and distribution line easements
Electrical load needs/ requirements
Energy Efficiency
Utility line routing
Climate Change

SMUD would like to be involved in discussing these issues as early as possible. We aim to
be partners in the efficient and sustainable delivery of the proposed project. Please ensure
that the information included in this response is conveyed to the project planners and the
appropriate project proponents.

SMUD HQ | 6201 S Street | P.O. Box 15830 | Sacramento, CA 95852-0830 | 1.888.742.7683 | smud.org

Environmental leadership is a core value of SMUD and we look forward to collaborating with
you on this project. Again, we appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the NOP. If you
have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Rob Ferrera, SMUD Environmental
Specialist at (916) 732-6676.
Sincerely,

Rob Ferrera
Environmental Specialist
Environmental Management
Legislative & Regulatory Affairs
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
Cc: Pat Durham
Beth Tincher
Steve Johns
Joseph Schofield

SMUD HQ | 6201 S Street | P.O. Box 15830 | Sacramento, CA 95852-0830 | 1.888.742.7683 | smud.org

10/21/2014

VIA EMAIL

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd., Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811

RE: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the proposed I Street Bridge
Replacement Project
Dear Ms. Mahaffey:
WALKSacramento has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for
the I Street Bridge Replacement Project. We offer the following comments on the scope of the
EIR.
Walking provides many benefits to individuals and the public, among which are improved
physical health and mobility. Walking, instead of driving, between Sacramento and West
Sacramento can help people attain the minimum-recommended physical activity of thirty
minutes of moderate exercise per day, and it can reduce the demand for vehicle crossings on the
proposed bridge replacement and the existing and new roadways connecting to the bridge.
In order to fully evaluate the impacts of the proposed bridge replacement on pedestrians, the
EIR should consider changes to pedestrian mobility and safety that occur due to construction and
operation of the bridge. Mobility evaluation could include pedestrian travel time between the
3rd Street/C Street intersection in West Sacramento and the 2nd Street/I Street intersection in
Sacramento. Because the bridge landing point on the Sacramento side changes considerably
with the new bridge, travel times to several destinations could also be calculated to evaluate
overall mobility. Safety of pedestrians on sidewalks should be considered if there is mixing of
pedestrians and bicyclists. Pedestrian safety should also be considered in respect to changes to
new or additional intersection and road crossings required to complete walking trips. Wider
roadways with longer crossing times, greater crossing distances and less frequent crossing
opportunities can put pedestrians at greater risk to vehicle collisions.
WALKSacramento is working to support increased physical activity such as walking and bicycling
in local neighborhoods as well as helping to create community environments that support
walking and bicycling. The benefits include improved physical fitness, less motor vehicle traffic
congestion, better air quality, and a stronger sense of cohesion and safety in local
neighborhoods.

909 12th Street, Suite #203 • Sacramento, CA 95814 • 916-446-9255
www.walksacramento.org
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments and recommendations. If you have
questions or need additional information, please contact me at (916) 446-9255 or
cholm@walksacramento.org.
Sincerely,
Chris Holm
Project Analyst

909 12th Street, Suite #203 • Sacramento, CA 95814 • 916-446-9255
www.walksacramento.org

October 21, 2014
Ms. Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento
Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
Re:

RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE I-STREET BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT:
A NEW BRIDGE OVER THE SACRAMENTO RIVER (IDENTIFIED BY THE
U.S. COAST GUARD AS THE “C STREET BRIDGE”) SCH # 2014092069

Dear Ms. Mahaffey:
Thank you for the Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) of an Environmental Impact Report
(“EIR”) for the I-Street Bridge Replacement Project: a new bridge over the Sacramento
River (identified by the U.S. Coast Guard as the “C-Street Bridge) (“Project”).
The proposed project, as described in the NOP, has the potential to impact the West
Sacramento Project – West Sacramento’s flood risk reduction plans to achieve the statemandated 200-year level of flood protection. These potential impacts include, but are not
necessarily limited to: geology & soils; hydrology & water quality; and recreation. As your
Project moves forward, we request the project design and EIR consider both the impacts
to the existing levee and the future flood risk reduction improvements. More specifically,
we request your Project incorporate levee improvements, or be compatible with the future
levee improvements.
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the NOP. We appreciate the
Project’s purpose and beneficial impact it will have for both cities. If you have any
questions about our comments, please contact me at (916) 617-4850 or via e-mail at
gregf@CityofWestSacramento.org.
Sincerely,

Greg Fabun
Flood Protection Manager
cc:

Mike Luken, Transportation Manager, City of West Sacramento
Denix Anbiah, Director of Public Works, City of West Sacramento

October 21, 2014
Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
Environmental Planning Services
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811-0218
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the I Street Bridge
Replacement Project

Dear Ms. Mahaffey:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject NOP. We greatly appreciate that the Cities
of Sacramento and West Sacramento are planning to build a new low-level, neighborhood friendly
bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge will help address the critical lack of convenient
and safe crossings of the river for bicyclists and allow many more people to use bicycles for trips to
jobs, shopping, entertainment, or the Sacramento Valley Station. We believe the bicycle facilities
on the bridge should be designed for the large proportion of the population (~60%) that is
interested in bicycling but concerned about interacting with high speeds or volumes of vehicle
traffic (Mekuria et al. 2012).
To assist the City of Sacramento in achieving the goals of its Climate Action Plan, every project should
make it possible for its residents, employees, and visitors to safely and conveniently take more trips by
bicycle. The proposed project will cause a significant adverse effect on the environment if it will not
adequately provide access by bicycle for the majority of our population. Therefore the project must be
designed and constructed to be friendly for bicyclists of all ages and abilities:









Either the bridge must be designed for not more than 30 mph vehicle traffic or, if vehicle
speed limit is intended to be greater, vehicle lanes must be separated from bicycle lanes
(e.g. with buffers that are painted and delineated with flexible bollards)
Vehicle parking should not be placed alongside the bicycle lanes to prevent the hazard of
car doors being opened in front of bicyclists (if vehicle parking is designed on the bridge
and/or its approaches, ensure the combined width of parking lane and bicycle lane is at
least 14 ft)
Traffic control devices should be installed at the intersections of the bridge with Jibboom
Street in Sacramento and at 2nd St in West Sacramento to ensure vehicle speeds do not
exceed 30 mph
Convenient connections between the bicycle lanes across the bridge and the river front
bicycle paths must be provided on both sides of the river.

SABA works to ensure that bicycling is safe, convenient, and desirable for everyday transportation.
Bicycling is the healthiest, cleanest, cheapest, quietest, most energy efficient, and least congesting
form of transportation.
Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,

Jim Brown
Executive Director
CC:

Paul Philley, SMAQMD (pphilley@airquality.org)
Ed Cox, City of Sacramento Alternative Modes Coordinator (ecox@cityofsacramento.org)
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Species Lists

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
Phone: (916) 414-6600 Fax: (916) 414-6713

In Reply Refer To:
Consultation Code: 08ESMF00-2017-SLI-0452
Event Code: 08ESMF00-2019-E-04740
Project Name: I Street Bridge Replacement

March 25, 2019

Subject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed
project location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project
To Whom It May Concern:
The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) that may occur within the boundary of your proposed project and/or
may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the requirements of the Service
under section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.).
Please follow the link below to see if your proposed project has the potential to affect other
species or their habitats under the jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service:
http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/protected_species/species_list/species_lists.html
New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

03/25/2019

Event Code: 08ESMF00-2019-E-04740
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The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.
A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.
If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF
Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/
eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the wind energy
guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds and
bats.
Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http://
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http://
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/
comtow.html.
We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

03/25/2019

Attachment(s):
▪ Official Species List
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".
This species list is provided by:
Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
(916) 414-6600
This project's location is within the jurisdiction of multiple offices. Expect additional species list
documents from the following office, and expect that the species and critical habitats in each
document reflect only those that fall in the office's jurisdiction:
San Francisco Bay-Delta Fish And Wildlife
650 Capitol Mall
Suite 8-300
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 930-5603

03/25/2019

Event Code: 08ESMF00-2019-E-04740

Project Summary
Consultation Code: 08ESMF00-2017-SLI-0452
Event Code:

08ESMF00-2019-E-04740

Project Name:

I Street Bridge Replacement

Project Type:

BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION / MAINTENANCE

Project Description: Construct a new public crossing of the Sacramento River north of the
Union Pacific Railroad-owned I Street Bridge and south of Richards
Boulevard.
Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/place/38.58725979190753N121.50605787333976W

Counties: Sacramento, CA | Yolo, CA
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 8 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.
Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.
IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries1, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.
See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.
1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of
Commerce.

Birds
NAME

STATUS

Least Bell's Vireo Vireo bellii pusillus

Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5945

Reptiles
NAME

STATUS

Giant Garter Snake Thamnophis gigas

Threatened

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4482

03/25/2019
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Amphibians
NAME

STATUS

California Red-legged Frog Rana draytonii

Threatened

California Tiger Salamander Ambystoma californiense

Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891

Population: U.S.A. (Central CA DPS)
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2076

Fishes
NAME

STATUS

Delta Smelt Hypomesus transpacificus

Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location overlaps the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/321

Insects
NAME

STATUS

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Desmocerus californicus dimorphus

Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7850
Habitat assessment guidelines:
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/assessment/population/436/office/11420.pdf

Crustaceans
NAME

STATUS

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta lynchi

Threatened

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp Lepidurus packardi

Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2246

Critical habitats
There is 1 critical habitat wholly or partially within your project area under this office's
jurisdiction.
NAME

STATUS

Delta Smelt Hypomesus transpacificus

Final

03/25/2019
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NAME
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/321#crithab
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STATUS

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

San Francisco Bay-Delta Fish And Wildlife
650 Capitol Mall
Suite 8-300
Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 930-5603 Fax: (916) 930-5654
http://kim_squires@fws.gov

In Reply Refer To:
Consultation Code: 08FBDT00-2017-SLI-0041
Event Code: 08FBDT00-2019-E-00342
Project Name: I Street Bridge Replacement

March 25, 2019

Subject: Updated list of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed
project location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project
To Whom It May Concern:
The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).
New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.
The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

03/25/2019
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A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.
If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF
Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/
eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the wind energy
guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds and
bats.
Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http://
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http://
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/
comtow.html.
We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.
Attachment(s):
▪ Official Species List

03/25/2019
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".
This species list is provided by:
San Francisco Bay-Delta Fish And Wildlife
650 Capitol Mall
Suite 8-300
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 930-5603
This project's location is within the jurisdiction of multiple offices. Expect additional species list
documents from the following office, and expect that the species and critical habitats in each
document reflect only those that fall in the office's jurisdiction:
Sacramento Fish And Wildlife Office
Federal Building
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
(916) 414-6600

03/25/2019

Event Code: 08FBDT00-2019-E-00342

Project Summary
Consultation Code: 08FBDT00-2017-SLI-0041
Event Code:

08FBDT00-2019-E-00342

Project Name:

I Street Bridge Replacement

Project Type:

BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION / MAINTENANCE

Project Description: Construct a new public crossing of the Sacramento River north of the
Union Pacific Railroad-owned I Street Bridge and south of Richards
Boulevard.
Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/place/38.58725979190753N121.50605787333976W

Counties: Sacramento, CA | Yolo, CA
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 8 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.
Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.
IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries1, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.
See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.
1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of
Commerce.

Birds
NAME

STATUS

Least Bell's Vireo Vireo bellii pusillus

Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5945

Reptiles
NAME

STATUS

Giant Garter Snake Thamnophis gigas

Threatened

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4482

03/25/2019
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Amphibians
NAME

STATUS

California Red-legged Frog Rana draytonii

Threatened

California Tiger Salamander Ambystoma californiense

Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2891

Population: U.S.A. (Central CA DPS)
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2076

Fishes
NAME

STATUS

Delta Smelt Hypomesus transpacificus

Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location overlaps the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/321

Insects
NAME

STATUS

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Desmocerus californicus dimorphus

Threatened

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7850

Crustaceans
NAME

STATUS

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp Branchinecta lynchi

Threatened

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp Lepidurus packardi

Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/498

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/2246

Critical habitats
There is 1 critical habitat wholly or partially within your project area under this office's
jurisdiction.
NAME

STATUS

Delta Smelt Hypomesus transpacificus

Final

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/321#crithab

Sorvari, Tina
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

NMFSWCRCA Specieslist - NOAA Service Account
<nmfswcrca.specieslist+canned.response@noaa.gov>
Monday, March 25, 2019 1:40 PM
Sorvari, Tina
Re: Federal Highway Administration – California Division, Sacramento I Street Bridge
BRLS 5002 (164) City of Sacramento

Receipt of this message confirms that NMFS has received your email to nmfswcrca.specieslist@noaa.gov. If you are a federal agency (or
representative) and have followed the steps outlined on the California Species List Tools web page
(http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/maps_data/california_species_list_tools.html), you have generated an official Endangered Species
Act species list.
Messages sent to this email address are not responded to directly. For project specific questions, please contact your local
NMFS office.
Northern California/Klamath (Arcata) 707-822-7201
North-Central Coast (Santa Rosa) 707-387-0737
Southern California (Long Beach) 562-980-4000
California Central Valley (Sacramento) 916-930-3600
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Sorvari, Tina
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sorvari, Tina
Monday, March 25, 2019 1:40 PM
'nmfswcrca.specieslist@noaa.gov'
Federal Highway Administration – California Division, Sacramento I Street Bridge BRLS
5002 (164) City of Sacramento

Hello- I am requesting an ESA species list. Please see below. Thank you.
Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration – California Division
Federal Agency Address: 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100, Sacramento, CA 95814
4708
Non-Federal Agency Representative: California Department of Transportation
Non-Federal Agency Representative Address: 703 B Street, Marysville, CA
95901
Project Name: City of Sacramento - various infrastructure projects: BRLS
5002(164)
Point-of-Contact Tina Sorvari – ICF 916-231-9738 tina.sorvari@icf.com

Sacramento West
Quad Number 38121‐E5
Quad Name

ESA Anadromous Fish
SONCC Coho ESU (T) ‐
CCC Coho ESU (E) ‐
CC Chinook Salmon ESU (T) ‐

X
SRWR Chinook Salmon ESU (E) ‐ X
CVSR Chinook Salmon ESU (T) ‐

NC Steelhead DPS (T) ‐
CCC Steelhead DPS (T) ‐
SCCC Steelhead DPS (T) ‐
SC Steelhead DPS (E) ‐
CCV Steelhead DPS (T) ‐

X

Eulachon (T) ‐
sDPS Green Sturgeon (T) ‐

X

ESA Anadromous Fish Critical Habitat
SONCC Coho Critical Habitat ‐
CCC Coho Critical Habitat ‐
CC Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat ‐
CVSR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat ‐

X
1

SRWR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat ‐

X

NC Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐
CCC Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐
SCCC Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐
SC Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐
CCV Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐

X

Eulachon Critical Habitat ‐
sDPS Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat ‐

X

ESA Marine Invertebrates
Range Black Abalone (E) ‐
Range White Abalone (E) ‐
ESA Marine Invertebrates Critical Habitat

Black Abalone Critical Habitat ESA Sea Turtles
East Pacific Green Sea Turtle (T) ‐
Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (T/E) ‐
Leatherback Sea Turtle (E) ‐
North Pacific Loggerhead Sea Turtle (E) ‐
ESA Whales
Blue Whale (E) ‐
Fin Whale (E) ‐
Humpback Whale (E) ‐
Southern Resident Killer Whale (E) ‐
North Pacific Right Whale (E) ‐
Sei Whale (E) ‐
Sperm Whale (E) ‐
ESA Pinnipeds
Guadalupe Fur Seal (T) ‐
Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat ‐
Essential Fish Habitat
Coho EFH ‐
Chinook Salmon EFH ‐
Groundfish EFH ‐

X
X

Coastal Pelagics EFH ‐
Highly Migratory Species EFH ‐
MMPA Species (See list at left)
ESA and MMPA Cetaceans/Pinnipeds
See list at left and consult the NMFS Long Beach office
562-980-4000
MMPA Cetaceans ‐
MMPA Pinnipeds ‐
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Sacramento East
Quad Number 38121‐E4
Quad Name

ESA Anadromous Fish
SONCC Coho ESU (T) ‐
CCC Coho ESU (E) ‐
CC Chinook Salmon ESU (T) ‐

X
SRWR Chinook Salmon ESU (E) ‐ X
CVSR Chinook Salmon ESU (T) ‐

NC Steelhead DPS (T) ‐
CCC Steelhead DPS (T) ‐
SCCC Steelhead DPS (T) ‐
SC Steelhead DPS (E) ‐
CCV Steelhead DPS (T) ‐

X

Eulachon (T) ‐
sDPS Green Sturgeon (T) ‐

X

ESA Anadromous Fish Critical Habitat
SONCC Coho Critical Habitat ‐
CCC Coho Critical Habitat ‐
CC Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat ‐
CVSR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat ‐

X

SRWR Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat ‐
NC Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐
CCC Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐
SCCC Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐
SC Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐
CCV Steelhead Critical Habitat ‐

X

Eulachon Critical Habitat ‐
sDPS Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat ‐

X

ESA Marine Invertebrates
Range Black Abalone (E) ‐
Range White Abalone (E) ‐
ESA Marine Invertebrates Critical Habitat

Black Abalone Critical Habitat ESA Sea Turtles
East Pacific Green Sea Turtle (T) ‐
Olive Ridley Sea Turtle (T/E) ‐
Leatherback Sea Turtle (E) ‐
North Pacific Loggerhead Sea Turtle (E) ‐
ESA Whales
Blue Whale (E) ‐
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Fin Whale (E) ‐
Humpback Whale (E) ‐
Southern Resident Killer Whale (E) ‐
North Pacific Right Whale (E) ‐
Sei Whale (E) ‐
Sperm Whale (E) ‐
ESA Pinnipeds
Guadalupe Fur Seal (T) ‐
Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat ‐
Essential Fish Habitat
Coho EFH ‐
Chinook Salmon EFH ‐
Groundfish EFH ‐

X
X

Coastal Pelagics EFH ‐
Highly Migratory Species EFH ‐
MMPA Species (See list at left)
ESA and MMPA Cetaceans/Pinnipeds
See list at left and consult the NMFS Long Beach office
562-980-4000
MMPA Cetaceans ‐
MMPA Pinnipeds ‐
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic a nd Atmosphe ric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
West Coast Region
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5-100
Sacramento, Califo rn ia 95814-4700
Refer to NMFS No: WCR-2018-9970

JUN 2 5 20l8
Ms. Sue Bauer
Branch Chief
North Region Environmental Planning M-1
District 3
California Department of Transportation
703 B Street
Marysville, California 95907

Re:

Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(2) Biological Opinion, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act Essential Fish Habitat Response, and Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act Recommendations for the Sacramento River I Street Bridge
Replacement Project in Sacramento and Yolo Counties (03-3F090)

Dear Ms. Bauer:
Thank you for your letter of August 8, 2016, and biological assessment (BA), requesting
initiation of consultation with NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) for the
Sacramento River I Street Bridge Replacement Project (Project) in Sacramento and Yolo
counties.
This biological opinion (BO) is based on the final BA for the Sacramento River I Street Bridge
Replacement Project in Sacramento and Yolo counties. Based on the best available scientific and
commercial information, the BO concludes that the Project is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of the Federally listed threatened California Central Valley steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss), Central Valley spring-run Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha), Sacramento River winter-run Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), or
the Southern distinct population segment of North American green sturgeon (Acipencer
medirostris) and is not likely to destroy or adversely modify their designated critical habitats.
NMFS has included an incidental take statement with reasonable and prudent measures and nondiscretionary tenns and conditions that are necessary and appropriate to avoid, minimize, or
monitor incidental take oflisted species associated with the Project.
This letter also transmits NMFS's review of potential effects of the Project on essential
fish habitat (EFH) for Pacific Coast Salmon, designated under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MSA). This review was pursuant to section 305(b) of the
MSA, implementing regulations at 50 CFR 600.920, and agency guidance for use of the ESA
consultation process to complete EFH consultation. The analysis concludes that the project will
adversely affect the EFH of Pacific Coast Salmon in the action area. The EFH consultation
concludes with conservation recommendations.
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The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has a statutory requirement under
section 305(b)(4)(B) of the MSA to submit a detailed written response to NMFS within 30 days
of receipt of these conservation recommendations, and 10 days in advance of any action, that
includes a description of measures adopted by Caltrans for avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating
the impact of the project on EFH (50 CFR § 600.920(j)). If unable to complete a final response
within 30 days, Caltrans should provide an interim written response within 30 days before
submitting its final response. In the case of a response that is inconsistent with our
recommendations, Caltrans must explain its reasons for not following the recommendations,
including the scientific justification for any disagreements with NMFS over the anticipated
effects of the I Street Bridge Repair Project and the measures needed to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate (also referred to as compensate by NMFS) such effects.
Please contact LTJG Caroline Wilkinson at the California Central Valley Office ofNMFS at
(916) 930-3731 or via email at caroline.wilkinson@noaa.gov if you have any questions
concerning this section 7 consultation, or if you require additional information.
Sincerely,

r

1/(M.'AekBarry A. Thom
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
cc: To the file: 151422-WCR2017-SA00319
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1. INTRODUCTION
This Introduction section provides information relevant to the other sections of this document
and is incorporated by reference into Sections 2 and 3 below.
1.1 Background
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) prepared the biological opinion (BO) and
incidental take statement (ITS) portions of this document in accordance with section 7(b) of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.), and implementing regulations at
50 CFR 402.
We also completed an essential fish habitat (EFH) consultation on the proposed action, in
accordance with section 305(b)(2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSA) (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) and implementing regulations at 50 CFR 600.
Because the proposed action would modify a stream or other body of water, NMFS also provides
recommendations and comments for the purpose of conserving fish and wildlife resources, and
enabling the Federal agency to give equal consideration with other project purposes, as required
under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).
We completed pre-dissemination review of this document using standards for utility, integrity,
and objectivity in compliance with applicable guidelines issued under the Data Quality Act
(DQA) (section 515 of the Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year
2001, Public Law 106-554). The document will be available through NMFS’ Public Consultation
Tracking System https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov. A complete record of this consultation is on file at
NMFS California Central Valley Office.
1.2 Consultation History
•
•
•

•
•

On August 28, 2015, NMFS issued a species list to California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans).
On November 17, 2015, LTJG Sean Luis participated in a site visit to the proposed I
Street Bridge site.
On August 8, 2016, the NMFS West Coast Region – California Central Valley Office
(CCVO) received a consultation initiation request and Biological Assessment (BA) from
Caltrans for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project (Project). This Project is a
cooperation between Caltrans and the Cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento,
California.
On January 10, 2017, NMFS CCVO received an email update from Caltrans that less
rock slope protection (RSP) would be required than initially expected, thus reducing the
permanent impacts for this Project.
On April 4, 2017, NMFS requested more information about the use and movement of the
barge in the waterway during times outside of the in-water work window.
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•
•

On June 5, 2017, NMFS received via email a memorandum dated May 19, 2017, with
updated information about the use of the barge, a further update to the amount of RSP to
be used, and a document that addressed errata in the original BA.
On May 22, 2018, the consultation was initiated based on Caltrans’ timeline.

1.3 Proposed Federal Action
“Action” means all activities or programs of any kind authorized, funded, or carried out, in
whole or in part, by Federal agencies (50 CFR 402.02). “Interrelated actions” are those that are
part of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification. “Interdependent
actions” are those that have no independent utility apart from the action under consideration (50
CFR 402.02). No interrelated actions or interdependent actions were identified.
Under the MSA, Federal action means any action authorized, funded, or undertaken, or proposed
to be authorized, funded, or undertaken by a Federal Agency (50 CFR 600.910).
Under the FWCA, an action occurs whenever the waters of any stream or other body of water are
proposed or authorized to be impounded, diverted, the channel deepened, or the stream or other
body of water otherwise controlled or modified for any purpose whatever, including navigation
and drainage, by any department or agency of the United States, or by any public or private
agency under Federal permit or license” (16 USC 662(a)).
NMFS recognizes that Caltrans has assumed the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA)
responsibilities under Federal environmental laws for ESA section 7 consultation on this project as
allowed by a Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA Assignment) with the FHWA effective
December 23, 2016.

The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, propose
to replace the existing I Street Bridge between the cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento,
California with a new bridge. The Project will replace the existing functionally obsolete and
structurally deficient bridge, and replace it with a larger, safer bridge approximately 1,000 feet
north of the existing bridge. The existing bridge will be left in place to remain in use as a railroad
bridge. Work on this project is expected to begin in spring 2019 and complete construction by
mid-summer 2021. In-water work will be conducted over two seasons from May 1 through
November 30. The new bridge will consist of two vehicle lanes, on-street Class II bike lanes, and
sidewalks along both sides. The proposed bridge will be approximately 860 feet long, composed
of five spans, with an approximately 330-foot long movable center span to meet United States
Coast Guard (USCG) requirements.
1.3.1 Construction of New Bridge
The new bridge will consist of two fixed-span approach structures that tie into the Sacramento
and West Sacramento banks of the river. The two fixed-span approaches will be 72 feet wide and
approximately 200 feet and 270 feet in length on the Sacramento and West Sacramento banks,
respectively. The center span of the bridge will consist of a movable span that meets USCG
requirements. The movable span will be approximately 330 feet in length. The bridge soffit
elevation will be set 3 feet above the 200-year water surface elevation to comply with the Central
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Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) freeboard requirements. Each of the fixed-span
approaches will consist of two spans. Each approach structure will consist of an abutment on the
bank of the river, a center pier within the river located around the existing bank toe of slope, and
the another set of piers that also supports the movable center span. The movable center span will
provide a 278-foot clear channel opening centered near the middle of the river. The moveable
span will likely be a vertical lift bridge that will raise the center span to a minimum vertical
clearance of 59 feet over the maximum river elevation of 31 feet.
Due to the existing soil conditions, the bridge will be constructed on deep pile foundations. Table
1 summarizes the type and size of piles that will be used during construction of the new bridge,
and the depth to which the piles will be installed. The abutments for the fixed-span approach
structures at the river bank will consist of approximately 50 piles per abutment that are driven or
cast-in-drill-hole (CIDH), to a depth of approximately 70 feet below the original ground
elevation. The center piers for the two fixed-span approach structures (located approximately at
the bank toe of slope in the river, below the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM)) will consist
of 50 driven or CIDH piles per pier that are approximately 70 feet below the original ground
elevation. If driven piles are selected for either the abutments or piers, the piles will be precast
concrete or steel. The foundations for the movable span will consist of four large-diameter castin-steel-shell (CISS) piles per pier. Each pile will be 108 inches in diameter, extending
approximately 140 feet below the original ground elevation, and will be driven with a vibratory
hammer and/or with a hydraulic oscillator/rotator system.
Table 1. Piles Proposed to Construct I Street Bridge
Pile Location
Abutments 1 and 6

Piers 2 and 5
Piers 3 and 4
Bridge Fender System
Temporary trestle
Spud piles
Cofferdams

Total Number
of Piles to be
Installed

Pile Diameter/ Type
16-in diameter steel
16-in square precast concrete
(alternative to 16-in diameter steel
16-in diameter steel
16-in square precast concrete
(alternative to 16-in diameter steel
108-in steel casings
16-in diameter concrete
16-in diameter steel
16-in H pile (alternative to 16-in
diameter steel pile above)
16-in diameter steel
Sheet piles

Depth of Installation
below ordinary
ground elevation
(feet)

Temporary
or
Permanent
Installation

100

70

Permanent

100

70

Permanent

8
60

140
30

Permanent
Permanent

160

70

Temporary

8
180

40
25

Temporary
Temporary

The proposed Project would include the placement of temporary and permanent fill (bridge piers
and RSP) below the OHWM and would result in the temporary and permanent loss of aquatic
habitat area and volume, rearing and migration habitat for anadromous fish. A total of up to 0.07
acre of permanent impacts on perennial stream and anadromous fish habitat in the Sacramento
River would result from the following bridge components and RSP to be placed below the
OHWM. The two fixed-span approach structures for the new bridge would be constructed on
center piers (Piers 2 and 5) with foundations each consisting of 50 driven or CIDH piles. The
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piles would be covered by pile caps. The footprint for Piers 2 and 5 on the river bottom would
total 2,500 square feet (0.06 acre). The movable span section of the bridge would be constructed
on a foundation of four 108-inch diameter CISS piles in the riverbed. The CISS piles, consisting
of hollow steel shells, would be driven into the channel bottom using drivers and cranes on the
temporary trestle or mounted on barges to temporarily place the steel shells at the desired
location for each pile. Once the steel shells are in place, the soil inside the shell would be drilled
out, and concrete would be poured into the dewatered hollow shells. The piles would be covered
by pile caps. The footprint for Piers 3 and 4 on the river bottom would total 464 square feet
(0.001 acre). A bridge fender system would be constructed around the movable span piers that
would include approximately 30 driven piles around each pier. The footprint of the bridge fender
system on the river bottom would total 85 square feet (0.002 acre). RSP (1/4-ton, Method B)
would be installed along 120 linear feet of shoreline (approximately 60 linear feet on City of
Sacramento shoreline and 60 linear feet on City of West Sacramento shoreline). This would
include covering approximately 300 square feet (0.007 acre) of the bank below the OHWM on
the City of Sacramento shoreline. A total of up to 37 cubic yards of RSP would be placed below
the OHWM and a total of up to 574 cubic yards of RSP would be placed above the OHWM.
Overall, a total of 0.07 acres of critical habitat below the OHWM will be lost to hardscape by the
repair of the levee and the placement of bridge piers and RSP. An additional 1.26 acres will be
affected by shade created by the new bridge structure. A total of 1.44 acres of cottonwood
riparian habitat will be permanently lost to hardscape by the levee and bridge structures, 0.44 of
which is below the OHWM.
The new bridge will include a fender system around the moveable span piers to protect the piers
from watercraft in the river. The fender system will consist of approximately 30 driven concrete
piles around each of the movable span piers (Table 1). The piles will be driven to a depth of
about 30 feet below the river bottom.
Construction of the new bridge foundations and approach structures will require the use of
temporary work trestles. The trestles will be constructed during the first construction season
using temporary piles within the river. Each trestle will include approximately 80 driven steel
piles. Either 16-inch diameter hollow piles or 16-inch H piles (Table 1).
1.3.2 Roadway, Bikeway, and Levee Modifications
The new bridge alignment will require several roadway modifications. In Sacramento, Railyards
Boulevard will be extended west onto the new bridge over the Sacramento River. East of Bercut
Drive, Railyards Boulevard will consist of two westbound lanes and one eastbound lane.
Between Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive, Railyards Boulevard will consist of two westbound
lanes and three eastbound lanes. The intersection of Railyards Boulevard with Jibboom Street
and Bercut Drive will consist of either a signalized intersection or a roundabout with two lanes in
each direction. West of the Jibboom Street intersection, Railyards Boulevard will consist of one
lane in each direction.
Bercut Drive will be modified from Railyards Boulevard north approximately 500 feet. Bercut
Drive will have two northbound lanes at the Railyards Boulevard intersection, tapering down to
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one northbound and one southbound lane at the northern project limits. Any improvements to
Bercut Drive south of Railyards Boulevard are not part of this Project.
Improvements to Jibboom Street will extend 550 feet north of Railyards Boulevard. Jibboom
Street will consist of one travel lane in each direction, on-street Class II bike lanes, a sidewalk
along the west side of the roadway, and retaining walls of various heights along both sides of the
road. Improvements to or extension of Jibboom Street south of Railyards Boulevard are not part
of this Project.
This Project includes raising the roadway profile for Railyards Boulevard to approximately 6 feet
higher than the original ground elevation at the Jibboom Street intersection. The profile
adjustment will satisfy the Central Valley Flood Protection Board requirements to provide 3 feet
of clearance between the 200-year floodwater surface elevation and the bridge soffit, or low
chord of the bridge.
In West Sacramento, modifications to the alignment of C Street will cut off access to four
residential parcels and one multifamily parcel located along 2nd Street north of C Street. The new
alignment will connect to C Street approximately 150 feet east of the 3rd Street intersection and
continue north approximately 300 feet. The new alignment will then make a 90-degree left turn
and connect to 3rd Street approximately 300 feet north of C Street. The new alignment will
require right-of-way acquisition from seven individual parcels and removal of three structures,
two individual residences and one apartment building.
Between the bridge touchdown location along C Street in West Sacramento and the 4th Street/C
Street intersection, the roadway will consist of one westbound travel lane, two eastbound travel
lanes, a center left-turn lane, on-street Class II bike lanes, on-street parking along the north side
of the roadway, and sidewalks along both sides of the roadway. As the roadway through this
section currently consist of the proposed number of travel lanes, the widening to occur in this
area will support the Class II bike lanes and wider sidewalks.
Along C Street between 4th Street and 5th Street, the roadway will consist of one travel lane in
each direction, left-turn lanes, on-street Class II bike lanes, and sidewalks along both sides of the
road. All of the improvements through this section will be accommodated within the existing
roadway limits.
Reconstruction of the existing Class I bikeway, the Sacramento River Parkway, along Jibboom
Street, will occur approximately 500 feet north and 300 feet south of Railyards Boulevard.
Grade-separation of the path under the proposed bridge structure will accommodate a continuous
off-street Class I path along this section. Cyclists and pedestrians approaching Railyards
Boulevard in either direction will have the option to continue along the path under the new
bridge, avoiding the need to cross the roadway. Cyclists and pedestrians traveling along the path
will have the option to connect to Railyards Boulevard and cross over the new bridge into West
Sacramento or turn east into Sacramento. Due to the limited horizontal clearance between the
Sacramento River and the Interstate 5 (I-5) viaduct structure, retaining walls will be constructed
along the path to account for the vertical elevation difference between Jibboom Street and that
pat that will continue under the new bridge. Retaining walls will be 16 feet or less in height.
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In West Sacramento, improvements to the levee will occur 300 feet north and 300 feet south of
the proposed C Street alignment in order to bring the levee into current standards required by
Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations. Modifications will require 3:1 side slopes on both
the landside and waterside of the levee and a 20-foot wide crown at the top of the levee. Levee
improvements will also include a slurry cutoff wall, which will extend to a depth of 110 feet
below the original ground elevation. The proposed roadway profile will cross over the levee at
approximately 6 feet higher than the original ground elevation. To maintain access to the levee
for inspection and maintenance, access roads will be constructed from the new roadway to the
top of the improved levee section. The proposed grading for the levee will require relocation of a
water tower located along 2nd Street just north of the proposed C Street alignment. Relocation of
the water tower will be approximately 43 feet to the northwest of the existing location.
The proposed levee maintenance road will serve as the future Class I River Walk Park Trail
extension in West Sacramento. Similar to the trail improvements proposed above for
Sacramento, grade-separation of the trail will occur under the proposed bridge structure. Cyclists
and pedestrians approaching C Street in either direction will have the option to continue along
the trail under the new structure, avoiding the need to cross the roadway. Cyclists and
pedestrians who are traveling along the trail also will have the option to connect to C Street to
cross over the proposed bridge into Sacramento or head west on C Street.
1.3.3 Over-water Construction Site Access
This Project will require the usage of temporary trestles and barges in order to provide contractor
access to the river portion of the Project area. Trestles and barges will provide staging areas for
construction materials, a working platform for cranes, and general construction support. The
temporary trestles will consist of 160 16-inch diameter steel piles or 16-inch H-piles that will be
driven into place with an impact hammer. A temporary work platform will be built around the
steel piles. The platform will be removed at the end of the first construction season, but the piles
will remain in place for the duration of the entire Project.
Barges will also be used to provide access to the Project location. Each barge will be anchored to
the river bottom with four 16-inch diameter steel spud piles that will be driven into place with an
impact hammer. Up to two barges will be anchored in the river at one time. Barges will be
repositioned in the channel throughout construction only as needed to complete the work. The
barges will be removed after the completion of bridge construction.
1.3.4 In-water Construction Activities
In-water construction activities consist of construction activities that occur below the OHWM.
In-water work will occur only within the period of May 1 to November 30 during each of the
construction seasons. The work window will allow most of the in-water construction work to be
completed during the first construction season. Other construction activities above the OHWM
may continue to occur outside of the in-water work window.
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In-water construction activities will include the following:
•

•
•
•

•

•
•

Installation and removal of 160 steel piles with a vibratory hammer and an impact
hammer for the temporary falsework platforms (trestles). The piles will be embedded
approximately 70 feet below the original ground elevation, based on preliminary
engineering and site analysis.
Installation and removal of eight steel spud piles with an impact hammer for anchoring
barges. The piles will be embedded approximately 40 feet into the substrate, based on
preliminary engineering and site analysis.
Installation of steel sheet piles with a vibratory driver for temporary cofferdams.
Installation of 100 steel piles for piers 2 and 5 with an impact hammer for the new bridge
(although work will occur within dewatered cofferdams, underwater sound will propagate
beyond the dewatered cofferdams). The piles will be embedded approximately 70 feet into
the substrate, based on preliminary engineering and site analysis.
Installation of eight 108-inch-diameter steel casings for piers 3 and 4 with a vibratory
hammer and/or hydraulic oscillator/rotator system for the new bridge. The piles will be
embedded approximately 140 feet into the substrate, based on preliminary engineering
and site analysis.
Installation of 30 concrete piles with an impact hammer for the new bridge fender system.
The piles will be embedded approximately 30 feet into the substrate, based on preliminary
engineering and site analysis.
Installation of RSP along the shorelines of Sacramento and West Sacramento to prevent
erosion. Approximately 120 linear feet of shoreline will be lined with rock, 60 linear feet
on each city’s shoreline. A total of up to 37 cubic yards of RSP will be placed below the
OHWM.

1.3.5 Avoidance and Minimization Measures
•
•

•

•

Bubble curtains will be installed around piles during impact driving and proofing
operations to dampen underwater sound shockwaves.
The construction contractor will conduct several dry or dead blows with the
hammer initially to frighten fish away from the pile before the pile is driven or
proofed with an impact pile driver. Implementation of several dry or dead blows
with the hammer to initially frighten fish away is being proposed because the use
of a cushioning block or similar feature would result in more strikes being
needed to drive the piles, thereby resulting in a greater chance of exceeding the
cumulative sound exposure levels (SELs) without significantly reducing peak
SELs.
Install orange construction fencing between the construction area and adjacent
sensitive biological resources
o The Project proponent and/or their contractor will install orange construction
fencing between the construction area and adjacent sensitive biological resource
areas including protected trees to be avoided.
Conduct environmental awareness training for construction employees
o A qualified biologist will conduct the training, which will inform the
construction crews on the need to avoid effects to listed anadromous fish
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•

•

•

•

species and their habitats, identify where these species and habitats are most
likely to occur, and cover the reporting protocol, restrictions, and guidelines
that must be followed to reduce or avoid effects to species and habitats
during the Project.
Conduct periodic biological monitoring
o A qualified biological monitor will visit the site a minimum of once per
week to ensure the fencing has remained in place and that activities are
being conducted in accordance with the agreed upon Project schedule and
agency conditions of approval.
o Certain construction activities will require a biological monitor for the
duration of the activity or during the initial disturbance of an area. These
activities include impact pile driving, turbidity monitoring, and fish capture
and relocation.
Conduct all in-water construction activities between May 1 and November 30 and
during daylight hours only
o All in-water construction work, including pile driving (in-water and on shore
within 250 feet of the Sacramento River), installation of cofferdams, removal of
temporary sheet piles, and placement of RSP will occur within the in-water work
window.
o In-water work will only occur during daylight to allow fish to use nighttime hours
for feeding and unobstructed passage.
Implement measures to minimize sound levels during pile driving
o The contractor will vibrate all piles to the maximum depth possible before
using an impact hammer.
o No more than 20 piles will be driven per day.
o Pile driving will occur on no more than 75 total days during construction.
o For the piles for the bridge piers and for temporary trestle piles, the number of
strikes per day will be limited to 16,000 (i.e. 800 hammer strikes per pile, per
day).
o For the bridge fender piles, the number of strikes per day will be limited to
20,000 (i.e. 1,000 hammer strikes per pile per day).
o The smallest pile driver and minimum force necessary will be used to
complete the work.
o Sound attenuation devices such as a bubble curtain or similar will be used in
order to minimize the extent to which the interim peak and cumulative SEL
thresholds are exceeded.
o No pile driving will occur at night.
Develop and implement a hydroacoustic monitoring plan. The plan will be submitted to
NMFS and other resource agencies for approval at least 60 days before the start of
project activities. The plan will include the following requirements:
o The project proponent and/or the contractor will monitor underwater noise levels
during all impact pile driving activities on land and in water to ensure the peak and
cumulative SELs do not exceed estimated values.
o The monitoring plan will describe the methods and equipment that will be used to
document the extent of underwater sounds produced by pile driving, including the
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•

number, location, distances, and depths of hydrophones and associated monitoring
equipment.
o The monitoring plan will include a reporting schedule for daily summaries of the
hydroacoustic monitoring results and for more comprehensive reports to be
provided to the resource agencies on a monthly basis during the pile-driving
season.
o The daily reports will include the number of piles installed per day; the number of
strikes per pile; the interval between strikes; the peak Sound Pressure Level, SEL, and
RMS per strike; and the accumulated SEL per day at each monitoring station.
o The Project proponent or its contractors will ensure that a qualified fish biologist is
on site during impact pile driving to document any occurrences of stressed, injured,
or dead fish. If stressed, injured, or dead fish are observed during pile driving, the
Project proponent and/or its construction contractor will reduce the number of
strikes per day to ensure that fish are no longer showing signs of stress, injury, or
mortality.
Protect water quality and prevent erosion and sedimentation in drainages and
wetlands by producing a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and using
best management practices (BMPs). BMPs will include:
o All earthwork or foundation activities involving wetlands or the intermittent
vegetated stream will occur in the dry season (between May 1 and October 31).
All in-water work within the Sacramento River will be conducted between May 1
and November 30 to minimize or avoid potential impacts on sensitive life stages
(migration and rearing) of listed fish species.
o Equipment used in and around drainages and wetlands will be in good working
order and free of dripping or leaking engine fluids. All vehicle maintenance will
be performed at least 300 feet from all streams. Any necessary equipment washing
will be carried out where the water cannot flow into drainages or wetlands.
o Develop a hazardous material spill prevention control and countermeasure plan
before construction begins. The plan will include strict onsite handling rules to
keep construction and maintenance materials from entering the river, including
procedures related to refueling, operating, storing, and staging construction
equipment and to preventing and responding to spills. The plan also will identify
the parties responsible for monitoring a spill response. During construction, any
spills will be cleaned up immediately according to the spill prevention control and
countermeasure plan. The Project proponent will review and approve the
contractors’ spill prevention control and countermeasure plan before allowing
construction to begin.
o Prohibit the following types of materials from being rinsed or washed into the
streets, shoulder areas, or gutters: concrete, solvents and adhesives, thinners,
paints, fuels, sawdust, dirt, gasoline, asphalt and concrete saw slurry, and heavily
chlorinated water.
o Take any surplus concrete rubble, asphalt, or other rubble from construction to a
local landfill.
o Prepare and implement an erosion and sediment control plan for the proposed
Project that will include the following provisions and protocols. The SWPPP for

12

•

•

the Project will detail the applications and type of measures and the allowable
exposure of unprotected soils.
o Discharge from dewatering operations, if needed, and runoff from disturbed areas
will be made to conform to the water quality requirements of the waste discharge
permit issued by the Recreational Water Quality Criteria.
o Apply temporary erosion control measures, such as sandbagged silt fences,
throughout construction of the proposed Project and remove them after the
working area is stabilized or as directed by the engineer. Soil exposure will be
minimized through use of temporary BMPs, groundcover, and stabilization
measures. Exposed dust-producing surfaces will be sprinkled daily, if necessary,
until wet. This measure will be controlled to avoid producing runoff. Paved roads
will be swept daily following construction activities.
o The contractor will conduct periodic maintenance of erosion and sediment control
measures.
o Plant an appropriate seed mix of native species on disturbed areas upon
completion of construction.
o Cover or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously
graded areas inactive for 10 days or more) that could contribute sediment to
waterways.
o Enclose and cover exposed stockpiles of dirt or other loose, granular construction
materials that could contribute sediment to waterways. Material stockpiles will be
located in non-traffic areas only. Side slopes will not be steeper than 2:1. A filter
fabric fence and interceptor dike will surround all stockpile areas.
• Contain soil and filter runoff from disturbed areas by berms, vegetated filters,
silt fencing, straw wattle, plastic sheeting, catch basins, or other means
necessary to prevent the escape of sediment from the disturbed area.
• Use other temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw
bales/wattles, silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag
dikes, and temporary revegetation or other ground cover) to control erosion
from disturbed areas as necessary.
• Avoid earth or organic material from being deposited or placed where it may
be directly carried into the channel.
Monitor turbidity in the Sacramento River
o The Project proponent will require the construction contractor to monitor turbidity
levels in the Sacramento River during in-water construction activities (e.g., pile
driving, extraction of temporary sheet piles used for cofferdams, placement of
RSP). Turbidity will be measured using standard techniques upstream and
downstream of the construction area to determine whether changes in ambient
turbidity levels exceed 20%, the threshold derived from the Sacramento and San
Joaquin Rivers Basins Plan (Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
2011). If it is determined that turbidity levels exceed the 20% threshold, then the
Project proponent and/or its contractors will adjust work to ensure that turbidity
levels do not exceed the 20% threshold.
Implement cofferdam restrictions
o The extent of cofferdam footprints will be limited to the minimum necessary
to support construction activities.
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•

o Sheet piles used for cofferdams will be installed and removed using a vibratory
0pile driver.
o Cofferdams will not be left in place over winter where they could be overtopped
by winter/spring flows and when juveniles of listed species are most likely to be
present in the construction area.
o All pumps used during dewatering of cofferdams will be screened according
to California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and NMFS
guidelines for screens.
o Cofferdam dewatering and fish rescue/relocation from within cofferdams
will commence immediately following cofferdam closure.
Prepare and implement a fish rescue and relocation plan. The fish rescue and relocation
plan will be submitted to the resource agencies [CDFW, NMFS, and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS)] for approval at least 60 days before initiating activities to
install cofferdams. At a minimum, the plan will include the following:
o A requirement that fish rescue and relocation activities will commence immediately
after cofferdam closure and that dewatering has sufficiently lowered water levels
inside cofferdams to make it feasible to rescue fish.
o A description of the methods and equipment proposed to collect, transfer, and
release all fish trapped within cofferdams. Capture methods may include seining,
dip netting, and/or electrofishing as approved by CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS.
CDFW, NMFS, USFWS, and the Project proponent and/or contractor will
cooperatively develop the precise methods and equipment.
o A requirement that only CDFW-, NMFS-, and USFWS-approved fish biologists
will conduct the fish rescue and relocation.
o A requirement that fish biologists will contact CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS
immediately if any listed species are found dead or injured.
o A requirement that a fish rescue and relocation report be prepared and submitted to
CDFW, NMFS, and USFWS within 5 business days following completion of the
fish relocation. Data will be provided in tabular form and at a minimum will
include the species and number rescued and relocated, approximate size of each
fish (or alternatively, approximate size range if large number of individuals are
encountered), date and time of their capture, and general condition of all live fish
(e.g., good–active with no injuries; fair–reduced activity with some superficial
injuries; poor–difficulty swimming/orienting with major injuries). For dead fish,
additional data will include fork length and description of injuries and/or possible
cause of mortality if it can be determined.
Prevent the spread or introduction of aquatic invasive species (AIS) including invasive
mussels and aquatic plants and hydrilla. The Project proponent or its contractors will
implement the following actions to prevent the potential spread or introduction of AIS
associated with barges and other construction activities:
o The Project proponent or its contractors will coordinate with the CDFW’s Invasive
Species Program to ensure that the appropriate BMPs are implemented to prevent
the spread or introduction of AIS.
o Educate construction supervisors and managers about the importance of controlling
and preventing the spread of AIS.
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•

o Train vessel and equipment operators and maintenance personnel in the recognition
and proper prevention, treatment, and disposal of AIS.
o To the extent feasible, prior to departure of vessels from their place of origin and
before in-water construction equipment is allowed to operate within the waters of
the Sacramento River, thoroughly inspect and remove and dispose of all dirt, mud,
plant matter, and animals from all surfaces that are submerged or may become
submerged, or places where water can be held and transferred to the surrounding
water.
Minimize or avoid temporary construction lighting and permanent bridge lighting from
directly radiating on water surfaces of the Sacramento River. The effects of nighttime
lighting on special-status fish species will be minimized or avoided by implementing
the following actions:
o Temporary Construction Lighting
• Avoiding construction activities at night, to the maximum extent practicable.
• Using the minimal amount of lighting necessary to safely and effectively
illuminate the work areas.
• Shielding and focusing lights on work areas and away from the water surface of
the Sacramento River, to the maximum extent practicable.
o Permanent Bridge Lighting
• Minimizing nighttime lighting of the bridge structure for aesthetic purposes.
• Using the minimal amount of lighting necessary to safely and effectively
illuminate vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian areas on the bridge.
• Shielding and focusing lights on vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian areas and
away from the water surface of the Sacramento River, to the maximum extent
practicable.
Onsite mitigation
o Disturbed areas will be reseeded with an appropriate seed mix of native species on
disturbed areas upon completion of construction.
o To mitigate for the loss of 1.44 acres of riparian forest, onsite mitigation will be
used to the greatest extent practicable. Planted species will be similar to those
removed and all plants will be fitted with exclusion cages or other protection from
herbivory. Plants will be monitored and irrigated for 3 years or as required in the
project permits. If 75 percent of the plants survive at the end of the monitoring
period, the re-vegetation will be considered successful. If the survival criterion is
not met at the end of the monitoring period, planting and monitoring will be
repeated after mortality causes have been identified and corrected.
o The 0.44 acres of affected shaded riverine aquatic habitat (SRA) below the OHWM
will be replaced at a 3:1 ratio by planting native riparian trees in temporary impact
areas and along existing onsite or offsite unshaded banks along the Sacramento
River.
o Plant riparian trees that are intended to provide SRA cover along the water’s edge
at summer low flows up to the OHWM and at sufficient densities to provide shade
along at least 85% of the bank’s length when the trees reach maturity.
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1.3.6 Mitigation Banking
Caltrans plans to mitigate for the impacts of the I Street Bridge Replacement Project by
purchasing credits from a NMFS approved mitigation bank at a 3:1 ratio for permanent
impacts on critical habitat below the OHWM and in water column habitat, totaling 1.33 acres
from the new bridge piers and RSP (0.07 acre) and from the bridge shading of aquatic habitat
(1.26 acre). Caltrans proposes to mitigate the permanent loss of critical habitat through the
purchase of 3.99 acres of mitigation credits at a NMFS-approved fish conservation bank.
Caltrans will compensate for the permanent fill of 1.85 acres of other waters of the United
States in the Sacramento River by purchasing mitigation bank credits at either (1) a minimum
of 2:1, for a total of up to 3.7 acres, if credits are for preservation of habitat; or (2) a minimum
of 1:1, for a total of 1.85 acres, if the credits are for creation of habitat.
Additionally, Caltrans plans to mitigate for the loss of 1.44 acres of riparian forest by
mitigating onsite to the maximum extent practicable. Offsite compensation will be used to
achieve no net loss of existing in-kind riparian cover habitat values. Caltrans will compensate
for the loss of 1.44 acres of riparian forest by purchasing mitigation bank credits at either (1) a
minimum of 2:1, for a total of up to 2.88 acres, if credits are for preservation of habitat; or (2)
a minimum of 1:1, for a total of 1.44 acres, if the credits are for creation of habitat.
In addition to the mitigation for the loss of riparian forest habitat, specific measures will be
included onsite to compensate for the loss of SRA cover. The 0.44 acres of affected SRA
below the OHWM will be mitigated onsite at a 3:1 ratio. However, the acreage will not be
duplicated; such that the acreage of riparian forest habitat restored for SRA cover mitigation
will apply towards riparian forest habitat mitigation requirements.
2. ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT:
BIOLOGICAL OPINION AND INCIDENTAL TAKE STATEMENT
The ESA establishes a national program for conserving threatened and endangered species of
fish, wildlife, plants, and the habitat upon which they depend. As required by section 7(a)(2) of
the ESA, each Federal agency must ensure that its actions are not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of endangered or threatened species, or adversely modify or destroy their
designated critical habitat. Per the requirements of the ESA, Federal action agencies consult with
NMFS and section 7(b)(3) requires that, at the conclusion of consultation, NMFS provides an
opinion stating how the agency’s actions will affect listed species and their critical habitats. If
incidental take is reasonably certain to occur, section 7(b)(4) requires NMFS to provide an ITS
that specifies the impact of any incidental taking and includes non-discretionary reasonable and
prudent measures (RPMs) and terms and conditions to minimize such impacts.
2.1 Analytical Approach
This BO includes both a jeopardy analysis and an adverse modification analysis. The jeopardy
analysis relies upon the regulatory definition of “to jeopardize the continued existence of” a
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listed species, which is “to engage in an action that would be expected, directly or indirectly, to
reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of a listed species in the wild
by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of that species” (50 CFR 402.02).
Therefore, the jeopardy analysis considers both survival and recovery of the species.
This BO relies on the definition of "destruction or adverse modification," which “means a direct
or indirect alteration that appreciably diminishes the value of critical habitat for the conservation
of a listed species. Such alterations may include, but are not limited to, those that alter the
physical or biological features essential to the conservation of a species or that preclude or
significantly delay development of such features” (81 FR 7214; February 11, 2016).
The designations of critical habitat for CV spring-run Chinook, CCV steelhead, winter-run
Chinook, and sDPS green sturgeon use the term primary constituent element (PCE) or essential
features. The new critical habitat regulations (81 FR 7414) replace this term with physical or
biological features (PBFs). The shift in terminology does not change the approach used in
conducting a ‘‘destruction or adverse modification’’ analysis, which is the same, regardless of
whether the original designation identified PCEs, PBFs, or essential features. In this BO, we use
the term PBF to mean PCE or essential feature, as appropriate for the specific critical habitat.
We use the following approach to determine whether a proposed action is likely to jeopardize
listed species or destroy or adversely modify critical habitat:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Identify the rangewide status of the species and critical habitat expected to be adversely
affected by the proposed action.
Describe the environmental baseline in the action area.
Analyze the effects of the proposed action on both species and their habitat using an
“exposure-response-risk” approach.
Describe any cumulative effects in the action area.
Integrate and synthesize the above factors by: (1) Reviewing the status of the species and
critical habitat; and (2) adding the effects of the action, the environmental baseline, and
cumulative effects to assess the risk that the proposed action poses to species and critical
habitat.
Reach a conclusion about whether species are jeopardized or critical habitat is adversely
modified.
If necessary, suggest a reasonable and prudent alternative (RPA) to the proposed action.

2.1.1 Conservation Banking in the Context of the ESA Environmental Baseline
Conservation (or mitigation) banks present a unique situation in terms of how they are used in
the context of the Effects Analysis and the Environmental Baseline in ESA section 7
consultations. When NMFS is consulting on a proposed action that includes conservation bank
credit purchases, it is likely that physical restoration work at the bank site has already occurred
and/or that a section 7 consultation occurred at the time of bank establishment. A traditional
interpretation of “environmental baseline” might suggest that the overall ecological benefits of
the conservation bank actions belong in the Environmental Baseline. However, under this
interpretation, all proposed actions, whether or not they included proposed credit purchases,
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would benefit from the environmental 'lift' of the entire conservation bank because it would
be factored into the environmental baseline. In addition, where proposed actions did include
credit purchases, it would not be possible to attribute their benefits to the proposed action,
without double-counting. These consequences undermine the purposes of conservation
banks and also do not reflect their unique circumstances. Specifically, conservation banks
are established based on the expectation of future credit purchases. In addition, credit
purchases as part of a proposed action will also be the subject of a future section 7
consultation.
It is therefore appropriate to treat the beneficial effects of the bank as accruing incrementally
at the time of specific credit purchases, not at the time of bank establishment or at the time
of bank restoration work. Thus, for all projects within the service area of a conservation
bank, only the benefits attributable to credits sold are relevant to the environmental baseline.
Where a proposed action includes credit purchases, the benefits attributable to those credit
purchases are considered effects of the action.
That approach is taken in this BO.
2.2 Rangewide Status of the Species and Critical Habitat
This BO examines the status of each species that will be adversely affected by the proposed
action. The status is determined by the level of extinction risk that the listed species face, based
on parameters considered in documents such as recovery plans, status reviews, and listing
decisions. This informs the description of the species’ likelihood of both survival and recovery.
The species status section also helps to inform the description of the species’ current
“reproduction, numbers, or distribution” as described in 50 CFR 402.02. This BO also examines
the condition of critical habitat throughout the designated area, evaluates the value of the various
watersheds and coastal and marine environments that make up the designated area, and discusses
the current function of the essential PBFs that help to form that value for the conservation of the
species.
In 2016, NMFS completed a status review of 28 species of Pacific salmon, steelhead and
eulachon, including Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon (winter-run Chinook), Central
Valley spring-run Chinook salmon (CV spring-run Chinook), and California Central Valley
(CCV) steelhead, and concluded that the species’ status should remain as previously listed (81
FR 33468). The 2016 status reviews for winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook, and CCV
steelhead found that, although the listings should remain unchanged, the status of these
populations have suffered in 2014 and 2015 from the unprecedented California drought. An
updated status review for sDPS green sturgeon was issued recently, concluding that the status of
sDPS green sturgeon should remain as threatened (NMFS 2015).
The descriptions of the status of species and conditions of the designated critical habitats in this
BO are a synopsis of the detailed information available on NMFS’ West Coast Region website.
The following federally listed species ESUs or DPSs and designated critical habitat occur in the
action area and may be affected by the proposed action.
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Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon ESU (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)
Listed as endangered (70 FR 37160, June 28, 2005)
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon designated critical habitat
(58 FR 33212, June 16, 1993)
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected_species/salmon_steelhead/salmon_and_steelh
ead_listings/chinook/sacramento_river_winter_run/sacramento_river_winter_run_chinook.html
Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon ESU (O. tshawytscha)
Listed as threatened (70 FR 37160, June 28, 2005)
Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon designated critical habitat
(70 FR 52488, September 2, 2005)
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected_species/salmon_steelhead/salmon_and_steelh
ead_listings/chinook/central_valley_spring_run/central_valley_spring_run_chinook.html
California Central Valley steelhead DPS (O. mykiss)
Listed as threatened (71 FR 834, January 5, 2006)
California Central Valley steelhead designated critical habitat
(70 FR 52488, September 2, 2005)
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected_species/salmon_steelhead/salmon_and_steelh
ead_listings/steelhead/california_central_valley/california_central_valley_steelhead.html
Southern DPS of North American green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris)
Listed as threatened (71 FR 17757, April 7, 2006)
Southern DPS of North American green sturgeon designated critical habitat
(74 FR 52300, October 9, 2009)
http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/protected_species/green_sturgeon/green_sturgeon_pg.h
tml
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Table 2. ESA listing history.
Species
Sacramento River
winter-run Chinook
salmon ESU
Central Valley
spring-run Chinook
salmon ESU

Scientific
Name
Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha
Oncorhynchus
tshawytscha

California Central
Oncorhynchus
Valley steelhead DPS
mykiss
Southern DPS of
North American
green sturgeon

Acipenser
medirostris

Original Final
Listing Status
1/4/1994
59 FR 440
Endangered
9/16/1999
64 FR 50394
Threatened
3/19/1998
63 FR 13347
Threatened
4/7/2006
71 FR 17757
Threatened

Current
Final Listing
Status
6/28/2005
70 FR 37160
Endangered
6/28/2005
70 FR 37160
Threatened
1/5/2006
71 FR 834
Threatened
4/7/2006
71 FR 17757
Threatened

Critical Habitat
Designated
6/16/1993
58 FR 33212
9/2/2005
70 FR 52488
9/2/2005
70 FR 52488
10/9/2009
74 FR 52300

2.2.1 Sacramento River Winter-run Chinook Salmon
2.2.1.1 Summary of Sacramento River Chinook Salmon ESU Viability
There are several criteria (only one is required) that would qualify winter-run Chinook at
moderate risk of extinction, and since there is still only one population that spawns downstream
of Keswick Dam, that population will be at high risk of extinction in the long-term according to
the criteria in Lindley et al. (2007). Recent trends in those criteria are: (1) continued low
abundance; (2) a negative growth rate over 6 years (2006–2012), which is two complete
generations; (3) a significant rate of decline since 2006; and (4) increased risk of catastrophe
from oil spills, wildfires, or extended drought (climate change). The most recent 5-year status
review (NMFS 2016) on winter-run Chinook concluded that the ESU had increased to a high risk
of extinction. In summary, the most recent biological information suggests that the extinction
risk for winter-run Chinook has increased from moderate risk to high risk of extinction since
2005, and that several listing factors have contributed to the recent decline, including drought
and poor ocean conditions (NMFS 2011b).
2.2.1.2 Critical Habitat: Physical and Biological Features for Sacramento River Winter-run
Chinook Salmon
NMFS designated critical habitat for winter-run Chinook on June 16, 1993 (58 FR 33212).
Critical habitat was delineated as the Sacramento River from Keswick Dam at RM 302 to Chipps
Island, RM 0, at the westward margin of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta), including
Kimball Island, Winter Island, and Brown’s Island; all waters from Chipps Island westward to
the Carquinez Bridge, including Honker Bay, Grizzly Bay, Suisun Bay, and the Carquinez Strait;
all waters of San Pablo Bay westward of the Carquinez Bridge, and all waters of San Francisco
Bay north of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge from San Pablo Bay to the Golden Gate
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Bridge. In the Sacramento River, critical habitat includes the river water, river bottom, and the
adjacent riparian zone.
Critical habitat for winter-run Chinook is defined as specific areas (listed below) that contain the
PBFs considered essential to the conservation of the species. This designation includes the river
water, river bottom (including those areas and associated gravel used by winter-run Chinook as
spawning substrate), and adjacent riparian zone used by fry and juveniles for rearing (June 16,
1993, 58 FR 33212). NMFS limits “adjacent riparian zones” to only those areas above a stream
bank that provide cover and shade to the nearshore aquatic areas. Although the bypasses (e.g.,
Yolo, Sutter, and Colusa) are not currently designated critical habitat for winter-run Chinook,
NMFS recognizes that they may be utilized when inundated with Sacramento River flood flows
and are important rearing habitats for juvenile winter-run Chinook. Also, juvenile winter-run
Chinook may use tributaries of the Sacramento River for non-natal rearing. Critical habitat also
includes the estuarine water column and essential foraging habitat and food resources used by
winter-run Chinook as part of their juvenile outmigration or adult spawning migration.
The following is the status of the PBFs that are considered to be essential for the conservation of
winter-run Chinook (June 16, 1993, 58 FR 33212):
1. Access from the Pacific Ocean to Appropriate Spawning Areas
Adult migration corridors should provide satisfactory water quality, water quantity, water
temperature, water velocity, cover, shelter and safe passage conditions in order for adults to
reach spawning areas. Adult winter-run Chinook generally migrate to spawning areas during the
winter and spring. At that time of year, the migration route is accessible to the appropriate
spawning grounds on the upper 60 miles of the Sacramento River, however much of this
migratory habitat is degraded and they must pass through a fish ladder at the AndersonCottonwood Irrigation District Dam (ACID). In addition, the many flood bypasses are known to
strand adults in agricultural drains due to inadequate screening (Vincik and Johnson 2013). Since
the primary migration corridors are essential for connecting early rearing habitat with the ocean,
even the degraded reaches are considered to have a high intrinsic conservation value to the
species.
2. The Availability of Clean Gravel for Spawning Substrate
Suitable spawning habitat for winter-run Chinook exists in the upper 60 miles of the Sacramento
River between Keswick Dam and Red Bluff Diversion Dam (RBDD). However, the majority of
spawning habitat currently being used occurs in the first 10 miles downstream of Keswick Dam.
The available spawning habit is completely outside the historical range utilized by winter-run
Chinook upstream of Keswick Dam. Because Shasta and Keswick dams block gravel
recruitment, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) annually injects spawning gravel
into various areas of the upper Sacramento River. With the supplemented gravel injections, the
upper Sacramento River reach continues to support a small naturally-spawning winter-run
Chinook population. Even in degraded reaches, spawning habitat has a high conservation value
as its function directly affects the spawning success and reproductive potential of listed
salmonids.
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3. Adequate River Flows for Successful Spawning, Incubation of Eggs, Fry Development
and Emergence, and Downstream Transport of Juveniles
An April 5, 1960, Memorandum of Agreement between Reclamation and the CDFW originally
established flow objectives in the Sacramento River for the protection and preservation of fish
and wildlife resources. In addition, Reclamation complies with the 1990 flow releases required in
State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) Water Rights Order (WRO) 90-05 for the
protection of Chinook salmon. This order includes a minimum flow release of 3,250 cubic feet
per second (cfs) from Keswick Dam from September through February during all water year
types, except critically dry. NMFS issued a 2009 BO on the long-term operations of the CV
Project and State Water Project (CVP/SWP) that requires a minimum flow release of 3,250 cubic
feet per second (cfs) from Keswick Dam from September through February during all water year
types (NMFS 2009a).
4. Water Temperatures at 5.8–14.1°C (42.5–57.5°F) for Successful Spawning, Egg
Incubation, and Fry Development
Summer flow releases from Shasta Reservoir for agriculture and other consumptive uses drive
operations of Shasta and Keswick dam water releases during the period of winter-run Chinook
spawning, egg incubation, fry development, and emergence. This pattern, the opposite of the predam hydrograph, benefits winter-run by providing cold water for miles downstream during the
hottest part of the year. The extent to which winter-run Chinook habitat needs are met depends
on Reclamation’s other operational commitments, including those to water contractors, Delta
requirements pursuant to State Water Rights Decision 1641 (D-1641), and Shasta Reservoir end
of September storage levels required in the NMFS 2009 BO (NMFS 2009a) WRO 90-05 requires
Reclamation to operate Shasta, Keswick, and Spring Creek Powerhouse to meet a daily average
water temperature of 13.3°C (56°F) at RBDD. They also provide the exception that the water
temperature compliance point (TCP) may be modified when the objective cannot be met at
RBDD. Based on these requirements, Reclamation models monthly forecasts and determines
how far downstream 13.3°C (56°F) can be maintained throughout the winter-run Chinook
spawning, egg incubation, and fry development stages.
The TCP changes and moves upstream each year to meet this objective. As the TCP moves
upstream, the value of that habitat is degraded by reducing the spawning area in size and
imprinting upon the next generation to return further upstream.
5. Habitat and Adequate Prey Free of Contaminants
Water quality conditions have improved since the 1980s due to stricter standards and
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Superfund site cleanups. No longer are there fish kills
in the Sacramento River caused by the heavy metals (e.g., lead, zinc and copper) found in the
Spring Creek runoff. However, legacy contaminants such as mercury (and methyl mercury),
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), heavy metals and persistent organochlorine pesticides
continue to be found in watersheds throughout the CV. In 2010, the EPA, listed the Sacramento
River as impaired under the Clean Water Act, section 303(d), due to high levels of pesticides,
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herbicides, and heavy metals
(http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/category5_rep
ort.shtml). Although most of these contaminants are at low concentrations in the food chain, they
continue to work their way into the base of the food web, particularly when sediments are
disturbed and previously entombed compounds are released into the water column.
Adequate prey for juvenile salmon to survive and grow consists of abundant aquatic and
terrestrial invertebrates that make up the majority of their diet before entering the ocean.
Exposure to these contaminated food sources such as invertebrates may create delayed sublethal
effects that reduce fitness and survival (Laetz et al. 2009). Contaminants are typically associated
with areas of urban development, agriculture, or other anthropogenic activities (e.g., mercury
contamination as a result of gold mining or processing). Areas with low human impacts
frequently have low contaminant burdens, and therefore lower levels of potentially harmful
toxicants in the aquatic system. Freshwater rearing habitat has a high intrinsic conservation value
even if the current conditions are significantly degraded from their natural state.
6. Riparian and Floodplain Habitat that Provides for Successful Juvenile Development and
Survival
The channelized, leveed, and riprapped river reaches and sloughs that are common in the
Sacramento River system typically have low habitat complexity, low abundance of food
organisms, and offer little protection from predators. Juvenile life stages of salmonids are
dependent on the natural functioning of this habitat for successful survival and recruitment. Ideal
habitat contains natural cover, such as riparian canopy structure, submerged and overhanging
large woody material (LWM), aquatic vegetation, large rocks and boulders, side channels, and
undercut banks that augment juvenile and adult mobility, survival, and food supply. Riparian
recruitment is prevented from becoming established due to the reversed hydrology (i.e., high
summer time flows and low winter flows prevent tree seedlings from establishing). However,
there are some complex, productive habitats within historical floodplains [e.g., Sacramento River
reaches with setback levees (i.e., primarily located upstream of the City of Colusa)] and flood
bypasses (i.e., fish in Yolo and Sutter bypasses experience rapid growth and higher survival due
to abundant food resources) seasonally available that remain in the system. Nevertheless, the
current condition of degraded riparian habitat along the mainstem Sacramento River restricts
juvenile growth and survival (Michel 2010, Michel et al. 2013).
7. Access Downstream so that Juveniles can Migrate from the Spawning Grounds to San
Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean
Freshwater emigration corridors should be free of migratory obstructions, with water quantity
and quality conditions that enhance migratory movements. Migratory corridors are downstream
of the Keswick Dam spawning areas and include the mainstem of the Sacramento River to the
Delta, as well as non-natal rearing areas near the confluence of some tributary streams.
Migratory habitat condition is strongly affected by the presence of barriers, which can include
dams (i.e., hydropower, flood control, and irrigation flashboard dams), unscreened or poorly
screened diversions, degraded water quality, or behavioral impediments to migration. For
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successful survival and recruitment of salmonids, freshwater migration corridors must function
sufficiently to provide adequate passage. Unscreened diversions that entrain juvenile salmonids
are prevalent throughout the mainstem Sacramento River and in the Delta. Predators such as
striped bass (Morone saxatilis) and Sacramento pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus grandis) tend to
concentrate immediately downstream of diversions, resulting in increased mortality of juvenile
Chinook salmon.
Water pumping at the CVP/SWP export facilities in the South Delta at times causes the flow in
the river to move back upstream (reverse flow), further disrupting the emigration of juvenile
winter-run Chinook by attracting and diverting them to the interior Delta, where they are
exposed to increased rates of predation, other stressors in the Delta, and entrainment at pumping
stations. NMFS’ BO on the long-term operations of the CVP/SWP (NMFS 2009a) sets limits to
the strength of reverse flows in the Old and Middle rivers, thereby keeping salmon away from
areas of highest mortality. Regardless of the condition, the remaining estuarine areas are of high
conservation value because they provide factors that function as rearing habitat and as an area of
transition to the ocean environment.
2.2.2 Central Valley Spring-run Chinook salmon
2.2.2.1 Summary of CV Spring-run Chinook salmon DPS Viability
Since the independent populations in Butte, Deer and Mill creeks are the best trend indicators for
ESU viability, NMFS can evaluate risk of extinction based on Viable Salmonid Population
(VSP) parameters in these watersheds. Lindley et al. (2007) indicated that the CV spring-run
Chinook populations in the Central Valley had a low risk of extinction in Butte and Deer creeks,
according to their population viability analysis (PVA) model and other population viability
criteria (i.e., population size, population decline, catastrophic events, and hatchery influence,
which correlate with VSP parameters abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and diversity).
The Mill Creek population of CV spring-run Chinook was at moderate extinction risk according
to the PVA model, but appeared to satisfy the other viability criteria for low-risk status.
However, CV spring-run Chinook failed to meet the “representation and redundancy rule” since
there are only demonstrably viable populations in one diversity group (northern Sierra Nevada)
out of the three diversity groups that historically contained them, or out of the four diversity
groups as described in the NMFS Central Valley Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan. Over the
long term, these three remaining populations are considered vulnerable to catastrophic events,
such as volcanic eruptions from Mount Lassen or large forest fires due to the close proximity of
their headwaters to each other. Drought is also considered to pose a significant threat to the
viability of the CV spring-run Chinook populations in these three watersheds due to their close
proximity to each other. One large event could eliminate all three populations.
In the 2011 status review of CV spring-run Chinook, the authors concluded that the ESU status
had likely deteriorated on balance since the 2005 status review and the Lindley et al. (2007)
assessment, with two of the three extant independent populations (Deer and Mill creeks) of CV
spring-run Chinook slipping from low or moderate extinction risk to high extinction risk.
Additionally, Butte Creek remained at low risk, although it was on the verge of moving towards
high risk, due to the rate of population decline. In contrast, CV spring-run Chinook in Battle and

24

Clear creeks had increased in abundance since 1998, reaching levels of abundance that place
these populations at moderate extinction risk. Both of these populations have likely increased at
least in part due to extensive habitat restoration. The Southwest Fisheries Science Center
concluded in their viability report (Williams et al. 2011) that the status of CV spring-run
Chinook has probably deteriorated since the 2005 status review and that its extinction risk has
increased. The degradation in status of the three formerly low- or moderate-risk independent
populations is cause for concern.
In the 2016 status review, NMFS found, with a few exceptions, CV spring-run Chinook salmon
populations have increased through 2014 returns since the last status review (2010/2011), which
moved the Mill and Deer creek populations from the high extinction risk category to moderate,
and Butte Creek remaining in the low risk of extinction category. Additionally, the Battle Creek
and Clear Creek populations continued to show stable or increasing numbers in that period,
putting them at moderate risk of extinction based on abundance. Overall, the Southwest Fisheries
Science Center concluded in their viability report that the status of CV spring-run Chinook
salmon (through 2014) had probably improved since the 2010/2011 status review and that the
ESU’s extinction risk may have decreased. However, the 2015 returning fish were extremely low
(1,488), with additional pre-spawn mortality reaching record lows. Since the effects of the 2012
to 2015 drought have not been fully realized, NMFS anticipates at least several more years of
very low returns, which may result in severe rates of decline (NMFS 2016b).
2.2.2.2 Critical Habitat: Physical and Biological Features for CV Spring-Run Chinook Salmon
Critical habitat was designated for CV spring-run Chinook on September 2, 2005 (70 FR 52488).
Critical habitat for CV spring-run Chinook includes stream reaches of the Feather, Yuba and
American rivers, Big Chico, Butte, Deer, Mill, Battle, Antelope, and Clear creeks, the
Sacramento River, as well as portions of the northern Delta. Critical habitat includes the stream
channels in the designated stream reaches and the lateral extent as defined by the OHWM. In
areas where the OHWM has not been defined, the lateral extent will be defined by the bankfull
elevation which is the level at which water begins to leave the channel and move into the
floodplain; it is reached at a discharge that generally has a recurrence interval of one to two years
on the annual flood series (Bain and Stevenson 1999) (70 FR 52488). Critical habitat for CV
spring-run Chinook is defined as specific areas that contain the PBFs essential to the
conservation of the species. Following are the inland habitat types used as PBFs for CV springrun Chinook.
1. Spawning Habitat
Freshwater spawning sites are those with water quantity and quality conditions and substrate
supporting spawning, incubation, and larval development. Most spawning habitat in the CV for
Chinook salmon is located in areas directly downstream of dams containing suitable
environmental conditions for spawning and incubation. Spawning habitat for CV spring-run
Chinook occurs on the mainstem Sacramento River between RBDD and Keswick Dam and in
tributaries such as Mill, Deer, and Butte creeks; as well as the Feather and Yuba rivers, Big
Chico, Battle, Antelope, and Clear creeks. However, little spawning activity has been recorded in
recent years on the Sacramento River mainstem for CV spring-run Chinook. Even in degraded
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reaches, spawning habitat has a high conservation value as its function directly affects the
spawning success and reproductive potential of listed salmonids.
2. Freshwater Rearing Habitat
Freshwater rearing sites are those with water quantity and floodplain connectivity to form and
maintain physical habitat conditions and support juvenile growth and mobility; water quality and
forage supporting juvenile salmonid development; and natural cover such as shade, submerged
and overhanging LWM, log jams and beaver dams, aquatic vegetation, large rocks and boulders,
side channels, and undercut banks. Both spawning areas and migratory corridors comprise
rearing habitat for juveniles, which feed and grow before and during their outmigration. Nonnatal, intermittent tributaries also may be used for juvenile rearing. Rearing habitat condition is
strongly affected by habitat complexity, food supply, and the presence of predators of juvenile
salmonids. Some complex, productive habitats with floodplains remain in the system (e.g., the
lower Cosumnes River, Sacramento River reaches with setback levees [i.e., primarily located
upstream of the City of Colusa]) and flood bypasses (i.e., Yolo and Sutter bypasses). However,
the channelized, leveed, and riprapped river reaches and sloughs that are common in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin system typically have low habitat complexity, low abundance of food
organisms, and offer little protection from piscivorous fish and birds. Freshwater rearing habitat
also has a high intrinsic conservation value even if the current conditions are significantly
degraded from their natural state. Juvenile life stages of salmonids are dependent on the function
of this habitat for successful survival and recruitment.
3. Freshwater Migration Corridors
Ideal freshwater migration corridors are free of migratory obstructions, with water quantity and
quality conditions that enhance migratory movements. They contain natural cover such as
riparian canopy structure, submerged and overhanging large woody objects, aquatic vegetation,
large rocks and boulders, side channels, and undercut banks that augment juvenile and adult
mobility, survival, and food supply. Migratory corridors are downstream of the spawning areas
and include the lower mainstems of the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and the Delta. These
corridors allow the upstream passage of adults and the downstream emigration of juveniles.
Migratory habitat condition is strongly affected by the presence of barriers, which can include
dams (i.e., hydropower, flood control, and irrigation flashboard dams), unscreened or poorly
screened diversions, degraded water quality, or behavioral impediments to migration. For
successful survival and recruitment of salmonids, freshwater migration corridors must function
sufficiently to provide adequate passage. For adults, upstream passage through the Delta and
much of the Sacramento River is not a problem, yet a number of challenges exist on many
tributary streams. For juveniles, unscreened or inadequately screened water diversions
throughout their migration corridors and a scarcity of complex in-river cover have degraded this
PBF. However, since the primary migration corridors are used by numerous populations and are
essential for connecting early rearing habitat with the ocean, even the degraded reaches are
considered to have a high intrinsic conservation value to the species.
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4. Estuarine Areas
Estuarine areas free of migratory obstructions with water quality, water quantity, and salinity
conditions supporting juvenile and adult physiological transitions between fresh and salt water
are included as a PBF. Natural cover such as submerged and overhanging LWM, aquatic
vegetation, and side channels are suitable for juvenile and adult foraging.
The remaining estuarine habitat for these species is severely degraded by altered hydrologic
regimes, poor water quality, reductions in habitat complexity, and competition for food and
space with exotic species. Regardless of the condition, the remaining estuarine areas are of high
conservation value because they provide factors that function to provide predator avoidance, as
rearing habitat and as an area of transition to the ocean environment.
2.2.3 California Central Valley steelhead
Summary of CCV Steelhead DPS Viability
All indications are that natural CCV steelhead have continued to decrease in abundance and in
the proportion of naturally spawned fish to hatchery produced fish over the past 25 years (Good
et al. 2005, NMFS 2011a, NMFS 2016a); the long-term abundance trend remains negative.
Hatchery production and returns are dominant over natural fish, and one of the four hatcheries is
dominated by Eel/Mad River origin steelhead stock. Continued decline in the ratio between
naturally-produced juvenile steelhead to hatchery juvenile steelhead in fish monitoring efforts
indicates that the wild population abundance is declining. Hatchery releases (100 percent adipose
fin-clipped fish since 1998) have remained relatively constant over the past decade, yet the
proportion of adipose fin-clipped hatchery smolts to unclipped naturally produced smolts
captured in monitoring studies has steadily increased over the past several years.
Although there have been recent restoration efforts in the San Joaquin River tributaries, CCV
steelhead populations in the San Joaquin Basin continue to show an overall very low abundance,
and fluctuating return rates. Lindley et al. (2007) developed viability criteria for Central Valley
salmonids. Using data through 2005, Lindley et al. (2007) found that data were insufficient to
determine the status of any of the naturally-spawning populations of CCV steelhead, except for
those spawning in rivers adjacent to hatcheries, which were likely to be at high risk of extinction
due to extensive spawning of hatchery-origin fish in natural areas.
The widespread distribution of wild CCV steelhead in the Central Valley provides the spatial
structure necessary for the DPS to survive and avoid localized catastrophes. However, most wild
CCV steelhead populations are very small, are not monitored, and may lack the resiliency to
persist for protracted periods if subjected to additional stressors, particularly widespread stressors
such as climate change (NMFS 2011a). The genetic diversity of CCV steelhead has likely been
impacted by low population sizes and high numbers of hatchery fish relative to wild fish. The
life-history diversity of the DPS is mostly unknown, as very few studies have been published on
traits such as age structure, size at age, or growth rates in CCV steelhead.
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The 2016 status review (NMFS 2016a) concluded that overall, the status of CCV steelhead
appears to have changed little since the 2011 status review when the Technical Recovery Team
concluded that the DPS was in danger of extinction. Further, there is still a general lack of data
on the status of wild populations. There are some encouraging signs, as several hatcheries in the
Central Valley have experienced increased returns of steelhead over the last few years. There has
also been a slight increase in the percentage of wild steelhead in salvage at the south Delta fish
facilities, and the percentage of wild fish in those data remains much higher than at Chipps
Island. The new video counts at Ward Dam show that Mill Creek likely supports one of the best
wild steelhead populations in the Central Valley, though at much reduced levels from the 1950s
and 60s. Restoration and dam removal efforts in Clear Creek continue to benefit CCV steelhead.
However, the catch of unmarked (wild) steelhead at Chipps Island is still less than 5 percent of
the total smolt catch, which indicates that natural production of steelhead throughout the Central
Valley remains at very low levels.
2.2.3.1 Critical Habitat: Physical and Biological Features for CCV Steelhead
Critical habitat was designated for CCV steelhead on September 2, 2005 (70 FR 52488). Critical
habitat for CCV steelhead includes stream reaches such as those of the Sacramento, Feather, and
Yuba rivers, and Deer, Mill, Battle, and Antelope creeks in the Sacramento River basin; the San
Joaquin River, including its tributaries, and the waterways of the Delta. Critical habitat includes
the stream channels in the designated stream reaches and the lateral extent as defined by the
OHWM. In areas where the OHWM has not been defined, the lateral extent will be defined by
the bankfull elevation which is the level at which water begins to leave the channel and move
into the floodplain; it is reached at a discharge that generally has a recurrence interval of 1 to 2
years on the annual flood series (Bain and Stevenson 1999) (70 FR 52488). Critical habitat for
CCV steelhead is defined as specific areas that contain the PBFs and physical habitat elements
essential to the conservation of the species. Following are the inland habitat types used as PBFs
for CCV steelhead.
1. Freshwater Spawning Habitat
Freshwater spawning sites are those with water quantity and quality conditions and substrate
supporting spawning, incubation, and larval development. Most of the available spawning habitat
for steelhead in the CV is located in areas directly downstream of dams due to inaccessibility to
historical spawning areas upstream and the fact that dams are typically built at high gradient
locations. These reaches are often impacted by the upstream impoundments, particularly over the
summer months, when high temperatures can have adverse effects upon salmonids spawning and
rearing downstream of the dams. Even in degraded reaches, spawning habitat has a high
conservation value as its function directly affects the spawning success and reproductive
potential of listed salmonids.
2. Freshwater Rearing Habitat
Freshwater rearing sites are those with water quantity and floodplain connectivity to form and
maintain physical habitat conditions and support juvenile growth and survival; water quality and
forage supporting juvenile development; and natural cover such as shade, submerged and
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overhanging LWM, log jams, aquatic vegetation, large rocks and boulders, side channels, and
undercut banks. Both spawning areas and migratory corridors comprise rearing habitat for
juveniles, which feed and grow before and during their outmigration. Non-natal, intermittent
tributaries also may be used for juvenile rearing. Rearing habitat condition is strongly affected by
habitat complexity, food supply, and the presence of predators of juvenile salmonids. Some
complex, productive habitats with floodplains remain in the system (e.g., the lower Cosumnes
River, Sacramento River reaches with setback levees [i.e., primarily located upstream of the City
of Colusa]) and flood bypasses (i.e., Yolo and Sutter bypasses). However, the channelized,
leveed, and riprapped river reaches and sloughs that are common in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
system typically have low habitat complexity, low abundance of food organisms, and offer little
protection from either fish or avian predators. Freshwater rearing habitat also has a high
conservation value even if the current conditions are significantly degraded from their natural
state. Juvenile life stages of salmonids are dependent on the function of this habitat for successful
survival and recruitment.
3. Freshwater Migration Corridors
Ideal freshwater migration corridors are free of migratory obstructions, with water quantity and
quality conditions that enhance migratory movements. They contain natural cover such as
riparian canopy structure, submerged and overhanging large woody objects, aquatic vegetation,
large rocks and boulders, side channels, and undercut banks that augment juvenile and adult
mobility, survival, and food supply. Migratory corridors are downstream of the spawning areas
and include the lower mainstems of the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and the Delta. These
corridors allow the upstream and downstream passage of adults, and the emigration of smolts.
Migratory habitat condition is strongly affected by the presence of barriers, which can include
dams (i.e., hydropower, flood control, and irrigation flashboard dams), unscreened or poorly
screened diversions, degraded water quality, or behavioral impediments to migration. For
successful survival and recruitment of salmonids, freshwater migration corridors must function
sufficiently to provide adequate passage. For this reason, freshwater migration corridors are
considered to have a high conservation value even if the migration corridors are significantly
degraded compared to their natural state.
4. Estuarine Areas
Estuarine areas free of migratory obstructions with water quality, water quantity, and salinity
conditions supporting juvenile and adult physiological transitions between fresh and salt water
are included as a PBF. Natural cover such as submerged and overhanging LWM, aquatic
vegetation, and side channels, are suitable for juvenile and adult foraging. Estuarine areas are
considered to have a high conservation value as they provide factors which function to provide
predator avoidance and as a transitional zone to the ocean environment.
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2.2.4 Southern DPS of North American Green Sturgeon
2.2.4.1 Summary of sDPS Green Sturgeon Viability
The viability of sDPS green sturgeon is constrained by factors such as a small population size,
lack of multiple populations, and concentration of spawning sites into just a few locations. The
risk of extinction is believed to be moderate because, although threats due to habitat alteration
are thought to be high and indirect evidence suggests a decline in abundance, there is much
uncertainty regarding the scope of threats and the viability of population abundance indices
(NMFS 2011c). Viability is defined as an independent population having a negligible risk of
extinction due to threats from demographic variation, local environmental variation, and genetic
diversity changes over a 100-year timeframe (McElhany et al. 2000). The best available
scientific information does not indicate that the extinction risk facing sDPS green sturgeon is
negligible over a long-term (~100 year) time horizon; therefore, the sDPS is not believed to be
viable. To support this statement, the PVA that was done for sDPS green sturgeon in relation to
stranding events (Thomas et al. 2013) may provide some insight. While this PVA model made
many assumptions that need to be verified as new information becomes available, it was
alarming to note that over a 50-year time period the DPS declined under all scenarios where
stranding events were recurrent over the lifespan of a green sturgeon.
Although the population structure of sDPS green sturgeon is still being refined, it is currently
believed that only one population of sDPS green sturgeon exists. Lindley et al. (2007), in
discussing winter-run Chinook, states that an ESU represented by a single population at
moderate risk of extinction is at high risk of extinction over the long run. This concern applies to
any DPS or ESU represented by a single population, and if this were to be applied to sDPS green
sturgeon directly, it could be said that sDPS green sturgeon face a high extinction risk. However,
the position of NMFS, upon weighing all available information (and lack of information) has
stated the extinction risk to be moderate (NMFS 2011c).
There is a strong need for additional information about sDPS green sturgeon, especially with
regard to a robust abundance estimate, a greater understanding of their biology, and further
information about their habitat needs.
2.2.4.2 Southern DPS of North American Green Sturgeon Critical Habitat
Critical habitat was designated for the sDPS green sturgeon on October 9, 2009 (74 FR 52300).
A full and exact description of all sDPS green sturgeon critical habitat, including excluded areas,
can be found at 50 CFR 226.219. Critical habitat includes the stream channels and waterways in
the Delta to the OHWM. Critical habitat also includes the main stem Sacramento River upstream
from the I Street Bridge to Keswick Dam, the Feather River upstream to the fish barrier dam
adjacent to the Feather River Fish Hatchery, and the Yuba River upstream to Daguerre Dam.
Coastal marine areas include waters out to a depth of 60 fathoms, from Monterey Bay in
California, to the Strait of Juan de Fuca in Washington. Coastal estuaries designated as critical
habitat include San Francisco Bay, Suisun Bay, San Pablo Bay, and the lower Columbia River
estuary. Certain coastal bays and estuaries in California (Humboldt Bay), Oregon (Coos Bay,
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Winchester Bay, Yaquina Bay, and Nehalem Bay), and Washington (Willapa Bay and Grays
Harbor) are also included as critical habitat for sDPS green sturgeon.
Critical habitat for sDPS green sturgeon includes PBFs within the defined area that are essential
to the conservation of the species. PBFs for sDPS green sturgeon have been designated for
freshwater riverine systems, estuarine habitats, and nearshore coastal areas. In keeping with the
focus on the California CV, we will limit our discussion to freshwater riverine systems and
estuarine habitats.
2.2.4.2.1 Freshwater Riverine Systems
1. Food Resources
Abundant food items for larval, juvenile, sub-adult, and adult life stages for sDPS green sturgeon
should be present in sufficient amounts to sustain growth, development, and support basic
metabolism. Although specific information on food resources for green sturgeon within
freshwater riverine systems is lacking, they are presumed to be generalists and opportunists that
feed on similar prey as other sturgeons (Israel and Klimley 2008). Seasonally abundant drifting
and benthic invertebrates have been shown to be the major food items of shovelnose and pallid
sturgeon in the Missouri River (Wanner et al. 2007), lake sturgeon in the St. Lawrence River
(Nilo et al. 2006), and white sturgeon in the lower Columbia River (Muir et al. 2000). As
sturgeons grow, they begin to feed on oligochaetes, amphipods, smaller fish, and fish eggs as
represented in the diets of lake sturgeon (Nilo et al. 2006), pallid sturgeon (Gerrity et al. 2006),
and white sturgeon (Muir et al. 2000).
2. Substrate Type or Size
Critical habitat in the freshwater riverine system should include substrate suitable for egg
deposition and development, larval development, sub-adults, and adult life stages. For example,
spawning is believed to occur over substrates ranging from clean sand to bedrock, with
preferences for cobble (Emmett et al. 1991, Moyle et al. 1995). Eggs are likely to adhere to
substrates, or settle into crevices between substrates (Van Eenennaam et al. 2001, Deng et al.
2002). Larvae exhibited a preference for benthic structure during laboratory studies (Van
Eenennaam et al. 2001, Deng et al. 2002, Kynard et al. 2005), and may seek refuge within
crevices, but use flat-surfaced substrates for foraging (Nguyen and Crocker 2007).
3. Water Flow
An adequate flow regime is necessary for normal behavior, growth, and survival of all life stages
in the upper Sacramento River. Such a flow regime should include stable and sufficient water
flow rates in spawning and rearing reaches to maintain water temperatures within the optimal
range for egg, larval, and juvenile survival and development (11°C - 19°C or 51.8°F - 66.2°F)
(Mayfield and Cech 2004, Van Eenennaam et al. 2005, Allen et al. 2006). Sufficient flow is also
needed to reduce the incidence of fungal infestations of the eggs, and to flush silt and debris from
cobble, gravel, and other substrate surfaces to prevent crevices from being filled in and to
maintain surfaces for feeding. Successful migration of adult green sturgeon to and from
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spawning grounds is also dependent on sufficient water flow. Spawning in the Sacramento River
is believed to be triggered by increases in water flow to about 14,000 cfs [average daily water
flow during spawning months: 6,900 – 10,800 cfs; (Brown 2007)]. In Oregon’s Rogue River,
nDPS green sturgeon have been shown to emigrate to sea during the autumn and winter when
water temperatures dropped below 10°C (50°F) and flows increased (Erickson et al. 2002). On
the Klamath River, the fall outmigration of nDPS green sturgeon has been shown to coincide
with a significant increase in discharge resulting from the onset of the rainy season (Benson et al.
2007). On the Sacramento River, flow regimes are largely dependent on releases from Shasta
Dam, thus the operation of this dam could have profound effects upon sDPS green sturgeon
habitat.
4. Water Quality
Adequate water quality, including temperature, salinity, oxygen content, and other chemical
characteristics are necessary for normal behavior, growth, and viability of all life stages. Suitable
water temperatures include: stable water temperatures within spawning reaches, temperatures
within 11°C - 17°C (51.8°F – 62.6°F) (optimal range is 14°C - 16°C (57.2°F – 60.8°F)) in
spawning reaches for egg incubation (March-August) (Van Eenennaam et al. 2005),
temperatures below 20°C (68°F) for larval development (Werner et al. 2007), and temperatures
below 24°C (75.2°F) for juveniles (Mayfield and Cech 2004, Allen et al. 2006). Suitable salinity
levels range from fresh water [< 3 parts per thousand (ppt)] for larvae and early juveniles to
brackish water (10 ppt) for juveniles prior to their transition to salt water. Prolonged exposure to
higher salinities may result in decreased growth and activity levels and even mortality (Allen and
Cech 2007) . Adequate levels of dissolved oxygen (DO) are needed to support oxygen
consumption by early life stages, ranging from 61.78 to 76.06 mg O2 hr-1 kg-1 for juveniles
(Allen and Cech 2007). Suitable water quality also includes water with acceptably low levels of
contaminants (i.e., pesticides, organochlorines, selenium, elevated levels of heavy metals, etc.)
that may disrupt normal development of embryonic, larval, and juvenile stages of green sturgeon.
Poor water quality can have adverse effects on growth, reproductive development, and
reproductive success. Studies on the effects of water contaminants upon green sturgeon are
needed; studies performed upon white sturgeon have clearly demonstrated the negative impacts
contaminants can have upon white sturgeon biology (Fairey et al. 1997, Foster et al. 2001a,
Foster et al. 2001b, Kruse and Scarnecchia 2002, Feist et al. 2005). Legacy contaminants such as
mercury persist in the watershed and pulses of pesticides have been identified in winter storm
discharges throughout the Sacramento River basin, the Central Valley, and the Delta.
5. Migratory Corridor
Safe and unobstructed migratory pathways are necessary for adult green sturgeon to migrate to
and from spawning habitats, and for larval and juvenile green sturgeon to migrate downstream
from spawning and rearing habitats within freshwater rivers to rearing habitats within the
estuaries. Unobstructed passage throughout the Sacramento River up to Keswick Dam (RM 302)
is important, because optimal spawning habitats for green sturgeon are believed to be located
upstream of the RBDD (RM 242).
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6. Depth
Deep pools of ≥ 5 m (16 ft) depth are critical for adult green sturgeon spawning and for summer
holding within the Sacramento River. Summer aggregations of green sturgeon are observed in
these pools in the upper Sacramento River upstream of Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District (GCID).
The significance and purpose of these aggregations are unknown at the present time, but may be
a behavioral characteristic of green sturgeon. Adult green sturgeon in the Klamath and Rogue
rivers also occupy deep holding pools for extended periods, presumably for feeding, energy
conservation, and/or refuge from high water temperatures (Erickson et al. 2002, Benson et al.
2007). As described above approximately 54 pools with adequate depth have been identified in
the Sacramento River upstream of the GCID location.
7. Sediment Quality
Sediment should be of the appropriate quality and characteristics necessary for normal behavior,
growth, and viability of all life stages. This includes sediments free of contaminants [e.g.,
elevated levels of heavy metals such as mercury, copper, zinc, cadmium, and chromium,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and organochlorine pesticides] that can result in
negative effects on any life stage of green sturgeon or their prey. Based on studies of white
sturgeon, bioaccumulation of contaminants from feeding on benthic species may negatively
affect the growth, reproductive development, and reproductive success of green sturgeon. The
Sacramento River and its tributaries have a long history of contaminant exposure from
abandoned mines, separation of gold ore from mine tailings using mercury, and agricultural
practices with pesticides and fertilizers that result in deposition of these materials in the sediment
horizons in the river channel. The San Joaquin River is a source for many of these same
contaminants, although pollution and runoff from agriculture are the predominant driving force.
Disturbance of these sediment horizons by natural or anthropogenic actions can liberate
sequestered contaminants into the river. This is a continuing concern throughout the watershed.
2.2.4.2.2 Estuarine Habitats
1. Food Resources
Abundant food items within estuarine habitats and substrates for juvenile, sub-adult, and adult
life stages are required for the proper functioning of this PBF for green sturgeon. Green sturgeon
feed primarily on worms, mollusks, and crustaceans (Moyle 2002). Radtke (1966) studied the
diet of juvenile sDPS green sturgeon and found their stomach contents to include a mysid
shrimp, amphipods, and other unidentified shrimp. These prey species are critical for the rearing,
foraging, growth, and development of juvenile, sub-adult, and adult green sturgeon within the
bays and estuaries. Currently, the estuary provides these food resources, although annual
fluctuations in the population levels of these food resources may diminish the contribution of one
group to the diet of green sturgeon relative to another food source.
Invasive species are a concern because they may replace the natural food items consumed by
green sturgeon. The Asian overbite clam (Corbula amurensis) is one example of a prolific
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invasive clam species in the Delta. It has been observed to pass through white sturgeon
undigested (Kogut 2008).
2. Water Flow
Within bays and estuaries adjacent to the Sacramento River (i.e., the Delta and the Suisun, San
Pablo, and San Francisco Bays), sufficient flow into the bay and estuary to allow adults to
successfully orient to the incoming flow and migrate upstream to spawning grounds is required.
Sufficient flows are needed to attract adult green sturgeon to the Sacramento River from the bay
and to initiate the upstream spawning migration into the upper river. The specific quantity of
flow required is a topic of ongoing research.
3. Water Quality
Adequate water quality, including temperature, salinity, oxygen content, and other chemical
characteristics, is necessary for normal behavior, growth and viability of all life stages. Suitable
water temperatures for juvenile green sturgeon should be below 24°C (75oF). At temperatures
above 24°C, juvenile green sturgeon exhibit decreased swimming performance (Mayfield and
Cech 2004) and increased cellular stress (Allen et al. 2006). Suitable salinities in the estuary
range from brackish water (10 ppt) to salt water (33 ppt). Juveniles transitioning from brackish to
salt water can tolerate prolonged exposure to salt water salinities, but may exhibit decreased
growth and activity levels (Allen and Cech 2007), whereas sub-adults and adults tolerate a wide
range of salinities (Kelly et al. 2007). Sub-adult and adult green sturgeon occupy a wide range of
DO levels, but may need a minimum DO level of at least 6.54 mg O2/l (Kelly et al. 2007, Moser
and Lindley 2007).
Suitable water quality also includes water free of contaminants (e.g., pesticides, organochlorines,
elevated levels of heavy metals) that may disrupt the normal development of juvenile life stages,
or the growth, survival, or reproduction of sub-adult or adult stages. In general, water quality in
the Delta and estuary meets these criteria, but local areas of the Delta and downstream bays have
been identified as having deficiencies. Discharges of agricultural drain water have also been
implicated in local elevations of pesticides and other related agricultural compounds within the
Delta and the tributaries and sloughs feeding into the Delta. Discharges from petroleum
refineries in Suisun and San Pablo bay have been identified as sources of selenium to the local
aquatic ecosystem (Linville et al. 2002).
4. Migratory Corridor
Safe and unobstructed migratory pathways are necessary for timely passage of adult, sub-adult,
and juvenile fish within the region’s different estuarine habitats and between the upstream
riverine habitat and the marine habitats. Within the waterways comprising the Delta and bays
downstream of the Sacramento River, safe and unobstructed passage is needed for juvenile green
sturgeon during the rearing phase of their life cycle. Passage within the bays and the Delta is also
critical for adults and sub-adults for feeding and summer holding, as well as to access the
Sacramento River for their upstream spawning migrations and to make their outmigration back
into the ocean. Within bays and estuaries outside of the Delta and the areas comprised by Suisun,
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San Pablo, and San Francisco bays, safe and unobstructed passage is necessary for adult and subadult green sturgeon to access feeding areas, holding areas, and thermal refugia, and to ensure
passage back out into the ocean. Currently, safe and unobstructed passage has been diminished
by human actions in the Delta and bays. The CVP and SWP, responsible for large volumes of
water diversions, alter flow patterns in the Delta due to export pumping and create entrainment
issues in the Delta at the pumping and fish facilities. Power generation facilities in Suisun Bay
create risks of entrainment and thermal barriers through their operations of cooling water
diversions and discharges. Installation of seasonal barriers in the South Delta and operations of
the radial gates in the Delta Cross Channel facilities alter migration corridors available to green
sturgeon. Actions such as the hydraulic dredging of ship channels and operations of large ocean
going vessels create additional sources of risk to green sturgeon within the estuary. Commercial
shipping traffic can result in the loss of fish, particularly adult fish, through ship and propeller
strikes.
5. Water Depth
A diversity of depths is necessary for shelter, foraging, and migration of juvenile, sub-adult, and
adult life stages. Sub-adult and adult green sturgeon occupy deep (≥ 5 m) holding pools within
bays, estuaries, and freshwater rivers. These deep holding pools may be important for feeding
and energy conservation, or may serve as thermal refugia (Benson et al. 2007). Tagged adults
and sub-adults within the San Francisco Bay estuary primarily occupied waters with depths of
less than 10 meters, either swimming near the surface or foraging along the bottom (Kelly et al.
2007). In a study of juvenile green sturgeon in the Delta, relatively large numbers of juveniles
were captured primarily in shallow waters from 3 – 8 feet deep, indicating juveniles may require
shallower depths for rearing and foraging (Radtke 1966).
Currently, there is a diversity of water depths found throughout the San Francisco Bay estuary
and Delta waterways. Most of the deeper waters, however, are composed of artificially
maintained shipping channels, which do not migrate or fluctuate in response to the hydrology in
the estuary in a natural manner. Shallow waters occur throughout the Delta and San Francisco
Bay. Extensive “flats” occur in the lower reaches of the Sacramento and San Joaquin river
systems as they leave the Delta region and are even more extensive in Suisun and San Pablo
bays. In most of the region, variations in water depth in these shallow water areas occur due to
natural processes, with only localized navigation channels being dredged (e.g., the Napa River
and Petaluma River channels in San Pablo Bay).
6. Sediment Quality
Sediment quality (i.e., chemical characteristics) is necessary for normal behavior, growth, and
viability of all life stages. This includes sediments free of contaminants (e.g., elevated levels of
selenium, PAHs, and organochlorine pesticides) that can cause negative effects on all life stages
of green sturgeon (see description of sediment quality for riverine habitats above).
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2.2.5 Global Climate Change
One major factor affecting the rangewide status of the threatened and endangered anadromous
fish in the CCV and aquatic habitat at large is climate change. Warmer temperatures associated
with climate change reduce snowpack and alter the seasonality and volume of seasonal
hydrograph patterns (Cohen et al. 2000). Central California has shown trends toward warmer
winters since the 1940s (Dettinger et al. 2004). Projected warming is expected to affect Central
Valley Chinook salmon. Because the runs are restricted to low elevations as a result of
impassable rim dams, if climate warms by 5°C (9°F), it is questionable whether any Central
Valley Chinook salmon populations can persist (Williams 2006).
For winter-run Chinook, the embryonic and larval life stages that are most vulnerable to warmer
water temperatures occur during the summer, so this run is particularly at risk from climate
warming. CV Spring-run Chinook adults are vulnerable to climate change because they oversummer in freshwater streams before spawning in autumn (Thompson et al. 2011). CV Springrun Chinook spawn primarily in the tributaries to the Sacramento River and those tributaries
without cold-water refugia (usually input from springs) will be more susceptible to impacts of
climate change. Although steelhead will experience similar effects of climate change to Chinook
salmon, as they are also blocked from the vast majority of their historic spawning and rearing
habitat, the effects may be even greater in some cases, as juvenile steelhead need to rear in the
stream for one to two summers prior to emigrating as smolts. In the Central Valley, summer and
fall temperatures below the dams in many streams already exceed the recommended
temperatures for optimal growth of juvenile steelhead, which range from 14°C to 19°C (57°F to
66°F). ACID is considered the upriver extent of green sturgeon passage in the Sacramento
River. The upriver extent of green sturgeon spawning, however, is approximately 30 kilometers
downriver of ACID where water temperature is higher than ACID during late spring and
summer. Thus, if water temperatures increase with climate change, temperatures adjacent to
ACID may remain within tolerable levels for the embryonic and larval life stages of green
sturgeon, but temperatures at spawning locations lower in the river may be more affected.
In summary, observed and predicted climate change effects are generally detrimental to the
species (McClure 2011, Wade et al. 2013), so unless offset by improvements in other factors, the
status of the species and critical habitat is likely to decline over time. The climate change
projections referenced above cover the period between the present and approximately 2100.
While there is uncertainty associated with projections, which increases over time, the direction of
change is relatively certain (McClure et al. 2013).
2.3 Action Area
“Action area” means all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not
merely the immediate area involved in the action (50 CFR 402.02). The action area is not the
same as the Project area because the action area must delineate all areas where federally-listed
salmon, steelhead, and green sturgeon may be effected by the implementation of the proposed
action.
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The Project area is located along the Sacramento River in Sacramento and Yolo counties. The
current and proposed I Street Bridges adjoin the cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento in
the Sacramento West U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle, Range 4 East Township 9
North. The center of the existing bridge lies approximately at position 38.58627°, -121.50640°.
The center of the proposed new bridge will lie approximately 1,000 feet north of the existing
bridge approximately at position 38.58928°, -121.50635°.
The bridge crosses a portion of the lower Sacramento River. The action area encompasses 4,325
linear meters (14,190 feet) of the Sacramento River, to include 1,410 meters (4,626 feet)
upstream and 2,915 meters (9,564 feet) downstream from the bridge which will effectively stop
acoustic propagation. The action area encompasses the full lateral extent of the river. The action
area includes the portion of the river determined to likely experience potential adverse effects
resulting from the Project, including sedimentation, turbidity, and hydroacoustic impacts.
Since the proposed action includes the purchase of mitigation credits from a conservation bank,
the Action Area also includes the areas affected by the four conservation or mitigation banks that
have service areas relevant to the project. These include the Fremont Landing Conservation
Bank, a 100-acre floodplain site along the Sacramento River (Sacramento River Mile 106),
Bullock Bend Mitigation Bank, a 119.65-acre floodplain site along the Sacramento River at the
confluence of the Feather River (Sacramento River Mile 80), Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation
Bank, a 493-acre site located at the confluence of the Cosumnes and Mokelumne Rivers in
Sacramento County, and the Liberty Island Conservation Bank, a 147.91-acre floodplain site at
the lower end of the Yolo Bypass.
2.4 Environmental Baseline
The “environmental baseline” includes the past and present impacts of all Federal, state, or
private actions and other human activities in the action area, the anticipated impacts of all
proposed Federal projects in the action area that have already undergone formal or early section
7 consultation, and the impact of state or private actions which are contemporaneous with the
consultation in process (50 CFR 402.02).
The action area encompasses 4,325 linear meters (14,190 feet) of the Sacramento River. The
action area includes the portion of the river determined to likely experience potential adverse
effects resulting from the project including sedimentation, turbidity, and hydroacoustic impacts.
2.4.1 Mitigation Banking and Environmental Baseline
There are several conservation or mitigation banks approved by NMFS with service areas that
include the action area considered in this BO. These banks occur within critical habitat for
sDPS green sturgeon, winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook, and CCV steelhead. These
include:
Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank: Established in September 2009, the Cosumnes
Floodplain mitigation bank is a 493-acre site located at the confluence of the Cosumnes and
Mokelumne Rivers in Sacramento County. This bank is authorized by NMFS to provide credits
for Floorplain Mosaic Wetlands, Floodplain Riparian Habitat, and Shaded Riverine Aquatic
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Habitat. There are floodplain mosaic wetlands, floodplain riparian habitat, and shaded riverine
aquatic habitat credits available. To date, there have been 17,407.3 of 78,172.4 credits sold and
the ecological value (increased rearing habitat for juveniles) of the sold credits are part of the
environmental baseline. All features of this bank are designated critical habitat for the species
analyzed in this BO.
Fremont Landing Conservation Bank: Established in 2006, the Fremont Landing
Conservation Bank is a 100-acre floodplain site along the Sacramento River (Sacramento River
Mile 106) and is approved by NMFS to provide credits for impacts to Sacramento River
winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook and CCV steelhead. There are off-channel shaded
aquatic habitat credits, riverine shaded aquatic habitat credits and floodplain credits available.
To date, there have been 28.2 of 100 credits sold and the ecological value (increased rearing
habitat for juvenile salmonids) of the sold credits are part of the environmental baseline. All
features of this bank are designated critical habitat for the species analyzed in this BO.
Bullock Bend Mitigation Bank: Established in 2016, the Bullock Bend Mitigation Bank is a
116.15-acre floodplain site along the Sacramento River at the confluence of the Feather River
(Sacramento River Mile 80) and is approved by NMFS to provide credits for impacts to
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook and CCV steelhead. There are
salmonid floodplain restoration, salmonid floodplain enhancement and salmonid riparian forest
credits available. To date, there have been 56.52 of 116.15 credits sold and the ecological value
(increased rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids) of the sold credits are part of the
environmental baseline. All features of this bank are designated critical habitat for the species
analyzed in this BO.
Liberty Island Conservation Bank: Established in 2010, the Liberty Island Conservation Bank
is a 147.91-acre floodplain site at the lower end of the Yolo Bypass and is approved by NMFS
to provide credits for impacts to Sacramento River winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run
Chinook, sDPS Green Sturgeon, and CCV steelhead. There are salmonid riparian and salmonid
marsh credits available. To date, there have been 139.11 credits sold and the ecological value
(increased rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids) of the sold credits are part of the
environmental baseline. All features of this bank are designated critical habitat for the species
analyzed in this BO.
2.4.2 Status of Listed Species in the Action Area
The action area functions primarily as rearing habitat and as a migration corridor for winter-run
Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook, CCV steelhead, and sDPS green sturgeon. Various life stages
of these species may be found within the action area throughout the year. Due to Project timing
and location, fish in the action area are expected to be over 2g. This larger size means that they
have different susceptibilities to effects from sound caused by pile driving.
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook Salmon
Of the four anadromous fish species addressed in this BO, winter-run Chinook faces the greatest
risk of extinction. This is due to a severe reduction in historical spawning habitat in the
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Sacramento River watershed. Listed as federally endangered, winter-run Chinook geographical
distribution is confined to the mainstem Sacramento River, extending as far north as Keswick
Dam. Spawning occurs below Keswick Dam and the mainstem Sacramento River serves as a
migratory corridor. Figure 1 includes temporal occurrence and relative abundances for adults and
juveniles in the mainstem Sacramento River and at Knights Landing, respectively. The Knights
Landing data is indicative of juvenile presence and run timing in the action area, but the adult
data is more indicative of upstream presence.
Based on salvage records at the CVP and SWP fish collection facilities, juvenile winter-run
Chinook are expected in the action area starting in December. Based on these data, their presence
in the action area is expected to peak in March and then rapidly decline from April through June.
The majority of winter-run juveniles will enter the action area during February through June.
Presence of adult Chinook salmon is interpolated from historical data. Adult winter-run Chinook
are expected to enter the action area starting in January, with the majority of adults passing
through the action area from February to April. As such, adult winter-run Chinook are not
expected to be in the action area during the in-water work window, although juvenile winter-run
Chinook may be present during this time.
Based on the temporal presence of winter-run Chinook in the lower Sacramento River, the
timing of the Proposed project, and the location of the action area, it is likely that adult and
juvenile Sacramento River winter-run Chinook salmon will be using the action area during the
in-water work window.
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Sources: aYoshiyama et al. (1998); Moyle (2002); bMyers et al. (1998) ; c Williams (2006) ; d Martin et al. (2001); e
Knights Landing Rotary Screw Trap Data, CDFW (1999-2011); f,g Delta Juvenile Fish Monitoring Program,
USFWS (1995-2012)

Figure 1. The temporal occurrence of adult (a) and juvenile (b) winter-run in the
Sacramento River. Darker shades indicate months of greatest relative abundance.
CV spring-run Chinook Salmon

The mainstem of the Sacramento River serves as a primary migratory corridor for both upstream
and downstream migration of CV spring-run Chinook, connecting spawning habitat within the
Sacramento River basin to the San Francisco Bay estuary and the Pacific Ocean. CV spring-run
Chinook share a similar geographical distribution as well as many life history characteristics
with CCV steelhead and the PBFs of their critical habitat are concurrently defined (see “Status of
Critical Habitat in the Action Area” section). Figure 2 includes temporal occurrence and relative
abundances for adults and juveniles in the mainstem Sacramento River and at Knights Landing,
respectively. Similar to winter-run Chinook, the Knights Landing data are indicative of juvenile
presence and run timing in the action area, but the adult data are more indicative of upstream
presence.
CVP and SWP salvage records and the northern and Central Delta fish monitoring data indicate
that juvenile CV spring-run Chinook first begin to appear in the action area in December and
January, but that a significant presence does not occur until March and peaks in April. By May,
the salvage of juvenile CV spring-run Chinook declines sharply and essentially ends by the end
of June. The data from the northern and central Delta fish monitoring programs indicate that a
small proportion of the annual juvenile CV spring-run Chinook emigration occurs in January and
is considered to be mainly composed of yearling CV spring-run Chinook juveniles based on their
size at date. Adult CV spring-run Chinook are expected to start entering the action area in
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approximately January. Low levels of adult migration are expected through early March. The
peak of adult spring-run Chinook movement through the action area is expected to occur from
April through June with adults continuing to enter the system through the summer.
Based on the temporal presence of CV spring-run Chinook in the lower Sacramento River, the
timing of the in-water work associated with the proposed Project, and the location of the action
area, it is likely that adult and juvenile CV spring-run Chinook will be using the action area
during the proposed in-water work.
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Note: Yearling spring-run Chinook salmon rear in their natal streams through the first summer following their birth.
Downstream emigration generally occurs the following fall and winter. Most young-of-the-year spring-run Chinook
salmon emigrate during the first spring after they hatch.

Figure 2. The temporal occurrence of adult (a) and juvenile (b) Central Valley spring-run
Chinook salmon in the Sacramento River. Darker shades indicate months of greatest
relative abundance.
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CCV steelhead
Steelhead are well-distributed throughout the Central Valley below the major rim dams (Good et
al. 2005, NMFS 2011a, NMFS 2016a). The mainstem of the Sacramento River serves as a
primary migratory corridor for both upstream and downstream migration, connecting spawning
habitat within the Sacramento River basin to the San Francisco Bay estuary and the Pacific
Ocean. All adult CCV steelhead originating in the Sacramento River watershed will have to
migrate through the action area in order to reach their spawning grounds and to return to the
ocean following spawning. Likewise, all CCV steelhead smolts originating in the Sacramento
River watershed will also have to pass through the action area during their emigration to the
ocean. The Sacramento River may provide some rearing benefit to emigrating steelhead smolts.
Figure 3 includes temporal occurrence and relative abundances for adults and juveniles in the
mainstem Sacramento River and at Knights Landing, respectively. Similar to winter-run and CV
spring-run Chinook, the Knights Landing data are indicative of juvenile presence and run timing
in the action area, but the adult data are more indicative of upstream presence.
CCV steelhead smolts will first start to appear in the action area in November. This is based on
the records from the CVP and SWP fish salvage facilities, as well as the fish-monitoring program
in the northern and central Delta. Their presence increases through December and January, peaks
in February and March, and declines in April. By June, the emigration has essentially ended,
with only a small number of fish being salvaged through the summer at the CVP and SWP. Adult
steelhead are expected to move through the action area throughout the year with the peak of
upriver immigration expected to occur August through November. There is potential exposure to
adult steelhead moving back downstream in a post-spawn condition (kelts) through the action
area during the February to May period. It is expected that more kelts will be observed earlier in
the period (February) due to the timing of spawning in the Sacramento River basin.
Based on the temporal presence of adult and juvenile steelhead in the lower Sacramento River,
the timing of the proposed project, and the location of the action area, it is likely that adult
steelhead will be using the action area as a migration corridor during construction. Additionally,
it is likely that juvenile steelhead may be emigrating through the action area during construction.
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Report Card Data 2007; 6NMFS analysis of 1998-2011 CDFW data; 7Johnson and Merrick (2012); 8NMFS analysis
of 1998-2011 USFWS data; 9NMFS analysis of 2003-2011 USFWS data; 10unpublished EBMUD RST data for
2008-2013; 11Oakdale RST data (collected by FishBio) summarized by John Hannon (Reclamation) ; 12Schaffter
(1980).

Figure 3. The temporal occurrence of (a) adult and (b) juvenile California Central Valley
steelhead at locations in the Central Valley. Darker shades indicate months of greatest
relative abundance.
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sDPS green sturgeon
The upper mainstem Sacramento River is the only area where consistent annual spawning by
sDPS green sturgeon has been confirmed via the presence of eggs and larvae (Poytress et al.
2015). The action area is located on the main migratory route for adults moving upstream to
spawn, post spawn adults migrating back to the ocean, juvenile outmigrants, and rearing subadults. Juvenile green sturgeon from the sDPS are routinely collected at the SWP and CVP
salvage facilities throughout the year. Based on the salvage records, green sturgeon may be
present during any month of the year, and have been particularly prevalent during July and
August. Adult green sturgeon begin to enter the Delta in late February and early March during
the initiation of their upstream spawning run. The peak of adult entrance into the Delta appears
to occur in late February through early April with fish arriving upstream in April and May.
Adults continue to enter the Delta until early summer (June-July) as they move upriver to spawn.
It is also possible that some adult green sturgeon will be moving back downstream in April and
May through the action area, either as early post spawners or as unsuccessful spawners. Some
adult green sturgeon have been observed to rapidly move back downstream following spawning,
while others linger in the upper river until the following fall.
2.4.3 Status of Critical Habitat in the Action Area
Sacramento River winter-run Chinook Salmon
Critical habitat for Sacramento River winter-run Chinook occurs in the action area. As defined in
the federal register notice designating winter-run Chinook critical habitat, the essential physical
and biological habitat features of winter-run Chinook are: (1) migratory corridors for both
upstream and downstream migration; (2) clean gravel for spawning; (3) adequate flow conditions
for spawning, eggs, and larvae; (4) adequate temperature conditions for spawning, eggs, and
larvae; (5) habitat and prey items that are free of contaminants; and (6) rearing habitat for
juveniles. The features that occur within the action area are migratory corridors, habitat and prey
items, and rearing habitat for juveniles. Each of these features has been degraded from historical
conditions. Naturally-occurring floodplain habitat has been largely removed near the action area
due to bank revetment and other levee repair actions, limiting habitat value for juvenile rearing.
Habitat complexity has been reduced due to revetment activities and removal of vegetation,
reducing macroinvertebrate production, shelter from predators, and thermal refugia. The
mainstem Sacramento River also contains inorganic nutrients and contaminants from agriculture
and industrial practices throughout the Sacramento River watershed. These contaminants can
greatly degrade water quality, especially in summer months.
CCV steelhead and CV spring-run Chinook Salmon
The action area includes critical habitat that has been designated for CCV steelhead and CV
spring-run Chinook. Critical habitat was designated under the same federal register notice for
these two species, as their habitat requirements are very similar. PBFs within the action area for
these two species include: (1) freshwater rearing sites, and (2) freshwater migration corridors.
Both of these PBFs have been degraded from their historical condition due to human activity on
and near the mainstem Sacramento River. Naturally-occurring floodplain habitat has been largely
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removed near the action area due to bank revetment and other levee repair actions, limiting
habitat value for juvenile rearing. Similarly, habitat complexity has been reduced due to
revetment activities and removal of vegetation, reducing macroinvertebrate production, shelter
from predators, and thermal refugia.
sDPS Green Sturgeon
Critical habitat for sDPS green sturgeon also occurs in the action area. The PBFs of sDPS green
sturgeon critical habitat that are within the action area include (1) food resources, (2) adequate
flow regime for all life stages, (3) water quality, (4) migratory corridors, (5) adequate water
depth for all life stages, and (6) adequate sediment quality. The mainstem Sacramento River
serves primarily as a migration corridor for green sturgeon. Insufficient data exists regarding the
dynamics of juvenile rearing in the mainstem Sacramento River, but they are thought to exhibit
at least some rearing behavior in the river before entering the Delta. Compared to the salmonid
species addressed in this BO, the PBFs of green sturgeon critical habitat within the action area
have not been negatively affected to the same degree. Because sub-adult and adult life stages are
associated with benthic habitat, water quality and low flow conditions are likely the most
deleterious factors influencing green sturgeon critical habitat PBFs. Due to a highly altered flow
regime in the Sacramento River watershed and a recent drought event, flows through the action
area are often inconsistent in summer months and have been greatly decreased from historical
levels. Less is known about the habitat preference and reach-scale spatial orientation of
juveniles, though they are most likely affected by these factors as well.
Factors Affecting Listed Species and Critical Habitat in the Action Area
This section will focus on factors that are specific to the action area.
The mainstem Sacramento River has been degraded from its historic condition and many
anthropomorphic and naturally occurring factors have led to the decline of anadromous fish in
the surrounding lotic ecosystem. Due to the construction of Keswick and Shasta dams, as well as
various other dams constructed on Sacramento River tributaries, flows and temperatures through
the action area have been altered from their natural and historic regimes. Altered flow regimes
can influence migratory cues, water quality (including contaminants, dissolved oxygen, and
nutrients for primary productivity), and temperature.
Drought conditions have played a significant role from 2012 through 2016, as flows have
decreased and temperatures have increased, leading to unfavorable environmental conditions in
the river. This has resulted in direct and indirect impacts to listed fish as well as impacts to
critical habitat. Increased temperatures have the potential to disrupt aquatic macroinvertebrate
production, leading to declines in food availability in the action area (Ward and Stanford 1982).
In addition, due to low flows, high concentrations of inorganic nutrients from agricultural
activity may occur in the action area (Paerl et al. 2011). For CV spring-run Chinook and CCV
steelhead, rearing site and migration corridor PBFs have been partially degraded as a result of
flow and temperature alteration due to dam construction. Winter-run Chinook PBFs affected by
altered temperatures and flows include: migratory corridors for both upstream and downstream
migration; adequate flow conditions; adequate temperature conditions; and rearing habitat for
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juveniles. Affected PBFs for green sturgeon include adequate flow regime for all life stages,
water quality, and migratory corridors.
The areas surrounding the portion of the Sacramento River that flows through the action area
have been heavily urbanized. This has likely increased the amount of contaminant loading in the
aquatic ecosystem. Heavy metals, PAHs, petroleum products, plastics, fertilizers, and many other
contaminants can enter the river via urban runoff. In particular, the action area is adjacent to the
Southern Pacific Railyard site in downtown Sacramento, a “superfund” site designated by the
State of California due to excessive contamination of soils and groundwater over a 240-acre area
with lead and other contaminants (Lee and Jones-Lee 1994).
Levees have been constructed along the banks of the Sacramento River, substantially reducing
the density of riparian vegetation within the action area. Riparian vegetation provides a large
host of ecosystem services and its removal has diminished habitat value within the action area.
Riparian vegetation plays a key role in the conservation value of rearing habitat for all salmonid
life stages. It provides shading to lower stream temperatures; increases the recruitment of LWM
into the river, increasing habitat complexity; provides shelter from predators and; enhances the
productivity of aquatic macroinvertebrates (Anderson and Sedell 1979, Pusey and Arthington
2003). It has also been shown to directly influence channel morphology and may be directly
correlated with improved water quality in aquatic systems (Schlosser and Karr 1981, Dosskey et
al. 2010).
Importance of the Action Area to the Survival and Recovery of Listed Species
The mainstem Sacramento River contains rearing habitat and a migration corridor for the
juvenile life stage of all species addressed in this BO. The action area comprises approximately
14,190 feet linear feet of the river (2.6 RM) which may serve as rearing habitat for juveniles. The
lower mainstem Sacramento River totals 302 RM from Keswick Dam to Rio Vista, making the
action area approximately 0.8% of the total length of rearing habitat in the river. Although it is a
small proportion of the total, the rearing habitat in the action area is important because it is
downstream of major tributaries such as the Yuba River and Feather River, providing rearing
opportunities for juveniles out-migrating from those systems.
Because it provides passage for all species between the Delta and their spawning habitat
upstream, the migration corridor PBF is extremely important for their survival and recovery.
Adults of all species returning from the ocean to spawn utilize the Sacramento River mainstem to
travel upstream into various areas of the watershed. CCV steelhead and CV spring-run Chinook
access a number of spawning reaches upstream of the action area, including the Yuba River,
Feather River, and smaller mainstem tributaries such as Battle Creek, Antelope Creek,
Cottonwood Creek, and many others. Winter-run Chinook access spawning sites in the mainstem
Sacramento River below Keswick Dam; and sDPS green sturgeon access sites in the mainstem
Sacramento River below Keswick Dam, in the Feather River, and potentially in the Yuba River.
Annual recruitment of each of these species is partially dependent on available passage through
the action area as they occupy a large geographical range upstream.
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2.5

Effects of the Action

Under the ESA, “effects of the action” means the direct and indirect effects of an action on the
species or critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or
interdependent with that action, that will be added to the environmental baseline (50 CFR
402.02). Indirect effects are those that are caused by the proposed action and are later in time, but
still are reasonably certain to occur.
The proposed action includes activities that may directly or indirectly impact winter-run
Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook, CCV steelhead, and sDPS green sturgeon and/or the critical
habitat of these species. The following is an analysis of the potential direct and indirect effects to
listed fish species and/or their critical habitat that may occur because of implementing the I
Street Bridge Replacement Project.
2.5.1 Effects of the Proposed Action to Listed Fish Species
2.5.1.1 Direct Effects
Listed salmonids may be impacted by instream construction activities. Construction-related
effects may include debris falling into the active channel, interactions with the construction
barge, tools and/or equipment falling into the active channel, or noise generated by displaced
rock and sediment and the operation of construction machinery. Adult winter-run Chinook are
known to migrate through the action area; juvenile and adult CCV steelhead, sDPS green
sturgeon, and CV spring-run Chinook are known to rear in and migrate through the action area
Any of these species/life stages may be present during the scheduled in-water work window and
may be negatively affected by construction-related effects. BMPs, avoidance, and minimization
techniques will be implemented, minimizing the probability of construction-related effects in the
action area.
Salmonid behavioral response to noise and disturbance caused by construction activities may
negatively influence fish’s downstream migration. Fish that migrate downstream may be exposed
to short-term stress from being displaced from their rearing area and needing to locate a new
rearing area. As such, listed salmonids may experience crowding and competition with resident
fish for food and habitat, which can lead to reduced growth. Further, listed salmonids may be
subject to increased predation risk while they are locating new rearing areas, leading to reduced
survival. However, displaced fish will likely relocate to areas downstream that have suitable
habitat and low competition; therefore, these potential negative effects are not expected to occur.
Since only a small number of listed salmonids are likely to be in the action area and temporarily
displaced by the proposed Project, it is not expected to affect the survival chances of individual
fish or affect the population based on the size of the area that will be affected and the small
number of fish likely to be displaced.
Instream construction activities may cause mortality, or reduced abundance, of benthic aquatic
macroinvertebrates within the area where the bridge repairs will occur due to coarse sediment
smothering. These effects to aquatic macroinvertebrates will be temporary and rapid
recolonization (about 2 weeks to 2 months) is expected (Merz and Chan 2005). Furthermore,
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downstream drift is expected to temporarily benefit any downstream, drift-feeding organisms,
including juvenile salmonids. The amount of food available for juvenile salmonids and other
listed salmonids is therefore expected to return to at least to pre-Project conditions.
Although listed fish may be exposed to construction areas with reduced prey base, listed fish will
be able to retreat to adjacent suitable habitat, and food resources will only be temporarily
impacted. Therefore, effects of instream construction activities are expected to be minor and are
unlikely to result in injury or death.
2.5.1.2 Indirect Effects
2.5.1.2.1 Unintentional Spill of Hazardous Substances
During construction, the potential exists for spills or leakage of toxic substances that could enter
the Sacramento River. Refueling, operation, and storage of construction equipment and materials
could result in accidental spills of pollutants (e.g., fuels, lubricants, concrete, sealants, and oil).
High concentrations of contaminants can cause direct and indirect effects to fish. Direct effects
include mortality from exposure or increased susceptibility to disease that reduces the overall
health and survival of the exposed fish. The severity of these effects depends on the contaminant,
the concentration, duration of exposure, and sensitivity of the affected life stage. A potential
indirect effect of contamination is reduced prey availability; invertebrate prey survival could be
reduced following exposure, therefore making food less available for fish. Fish consuming
infected prey may also absorb toxins directly. For salmonids, potential direct and indirect effects
of reduced water quality during project construction will be addressed by utilization of
vegetable-based lubricants and hydraulic fluids in equipment operated in the wet channel, and by
implementing the construction site housekeeping measures incorporated in the project SWPPP.
These measures include provisions to control erosion and sedimentation, as well as a Spill
Prevention and Response Plan to avoid, and if necessary, clean up accidental releases of
hazardous materials.
With these best management practices in place, impacts from contaminants are expected to be
discountable for listed species.
2.5.1.2.2 Fish Rescue and Relocation
Prior to dewatering the area behind the sheet piles, fish will be captured and relocated from the
area to be dewatered. Capture methods may include seining, dip netting, and/or electrofishing.
The fish capture/relocation is included in this Project in order to avoid or minimize injury or
death to fish due to dewatering. However, the handling of fish rescue itself may cause stress,
injury, or death, even though it will be conducted by a qualified fish biologist and done
according to a NMFS-approved relocation plan.
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2.5.1.2.3 Sediment and Turbidity
Construction activities related to the bridge construction will temporarily disturb soil and
riverbed sediments, resulting in the potential for temporary increases in turbidity and suspended
sediments in the action area. Turbidity plumes are expected to affect a portion of the channel
width and extend up to 600 feet downstream of the site. Construction-related increases in
sedimentation and siltation above the background level could potentially affect fish species and
their habitat by reducing juvenile survival, interfering with feeding activities, causing breakdown
of social organization, and reducing primary and secondary productivity. The magnitude of
potential effects on fish depends on the timing and extent of sediment loading and flow in the
river before, during, and immediately following construction.
High concentrations of suspended sediment can have both direct and indirect effects on
salmonids. The severity of these effects depends on the sediment concentration, duration of
exposure, and sensitivity of the affected life stage. Based on the types and duration of proposed
in-water construction methods, short-term increases in turbidity and suspended sediment may
disrupt feeding activities or result in avoidance or displacement of fish from preferred habitat.
Juvenile salmonids have been observed to avoid streams that are chronically turbid (Lloyd 1987)
or move laterally or downstream to avoid turbidity plumes (Sigler et al. 1984). Sigler et al.
(1984) found that prolonged exposure to turbidities between 25 and 50 nephelometric turbidity
units (NTUs) resulted in reduced growth and increased emigration rates of juvenile coho salmon
and steelhead compared to controls. These findings are generally attributed to reductions in the
ability of salmon to see and capture prey in turbid water (Waters 1995). Chronic exposure to
high turbidity and suspended sediment may also affect growth and survival by impairing
respiratory function, reducing tolerance to disease and contaminants, and causing physiological
stress (Waters 1995). Berg and Northcote (1985) observed changes in social and foraging
behavior and increased gill flaring (an indicator of stress) in juvenile coho salmon at moderate
turbidity (30-60 NTUs). In this study, behavior returned to normal quickly after turbidity was
reduced to lower levels (0-20 NTU).
Any increase in turbidity associated with instream work is likely to be brief and occur only near
the site, attenuating downstream as suspended sediment settles out of the water column.
Temporary spikes in suspended sediment may result in behavioral avoidance of the site by fish;
several studies have documented active avoidance of turbid areas by juvenile and adult
salmonids (e.g., Sigler et al. 1984, Lloyd 1987, Servizi and Martens 1992).
Although less is known about the timing of rearing and migration of sDPS green sturgeon, both
adult and juvenile life stages are known to utilize the action area as a migration corridor and may
exhibit rearing behavior there as well. Less is known about the specific detrimental physical and
physiological effects of sedimentation and turbidity to sturgeon. However, it is thought that high
levels of turbidity can generally result in gill fouling, reduced temperature tolerance, reduced
swimming capacity and reduced forage capacity in lotic fishes (Wood and Armitage 1997).
Individual fish that encounter increased turbidity or sediment concentrations will likely move
away from affected areas into more suitable surrounding habitat. In-water work will only occur
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from May 1 to November 30, which will limit the duration of the turbidity effects. Gravel will be
washed to reduce the introduction of fine sediments to the stream.
Based on the proposed Project description, sedimentation events and elevation of turbidity
associated with construction are expected to be minor and transient in nature. In addition,
avoidance and minimization techniques will be implemented in this Project as well as BMPs
pertaining to the minimization of sedimentation and turbidity ensuring the turbidity does not
exceed the 20% threshold derived from the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers Basins Plan.
These actions will minimize the extent of adverse effects associated with the proposed action.
2.5.1.2.4 Acoustic Effects
Piles that are driven into river bed substrate propagate sound through the water, which can
damage a fish’s swim bladder and other organs by causing sudden rapid changes in pressure,
rupturing or hemorrhaging tissue in the bladder (Gisiner 1998, Popper et al. 2006). The swim
bladder is the primary physiological mechanism that controls a fish’s buoyancy. A perforated or
hemorrhaged swim bladder has the potential to compromise the ability of a fish to orient itself
both horizontally and vertically in the water column. This can result in diminished ability to feed,
migrate, and avoid predators. Sensory cells and other internal organ tissue may also be damaged
by noise generated during pile driving activities as sound reverberates through a fish’s viscera
(Gaspin 1975). In addition, morphological changes to the form and structure of auditory organs
(saccular and lagenar maculae) have been observed after intense noise exposure (Hastings 1995).
It is important to note that acute injury resulting from acoustic impacts should be scaled based on
the mass of a given fish. Juveniles and fry have less inertial resistance to a passing sound wave
and are therefore more at risk for non-auditory tissue damage (Popper and Hastings 2009).
Fish can also be injured or killed when exposed to lower sound pressure levels for longer periods
of time. Hastings (1995) found death rates of 50 percent and 56 percent for gouramis
(Trichogaster sp.) when exposed to continuous sounds at 192 dB (re 1 μPa) at 400 Hz and 198
dB (re 1 μPa) at 150 Hz, respectively, and 25 percent for goldfish (Carassius auratus) when
exposed to sounds of 204 dB (re 1 μPa) at 250 Hz for 2 hours or less. Hastings (1995) also
reported that acoustic “stunning,” a potentially lethal effect resulting in a physiological shutdown
of body functions, immobilized gourami within 8 to 30 minutes of exposure to the
aforementioned sounds.
Multiple studies have shown responses in the form of behavioral changes in fish due to humanproduced noise (Wardle et al. 2001, Slotte et al. 2004, Popper and Hastings 2009). Instantaneous
behavioral responses may range from slight variations, a mild awareness, to a startle response.
Fish may also vacate their normally-occupied positions in their habitat for short or long
durations. Depending on the behavior that is being disrupted, the direct and indirect negative
effects could vary. Behavioral effects could affect juvenile fish more than adults, as there are
essential behaviors to their maturation and survival, such as feeding, sheltering, and migration.
An example of a significant, direct negative effect would be interruption or alteration of
migratory behavior. In the context of the proposed action area, the migratory behavior of juvenile
salmonids and green sturgeon may be affected by various pile driving and acoustic impacts.
Though pile driving may affect migratory behavior, it is not expected to prevent salmonids and
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sturgeon from passing upstream or downstream because pile driving will not be continuous
through the day (maximum 16,000 strikes per day), and will not occur at night, when the
majority of fish migrate.
The permanent piles for the bridge abutments will be installed on land using an impact hammer.
The proposed action includes installation of 100, 16-inch diameter steel or 16-inch precast
concrete piles. According to an October 2012 update to the Caltrans hydroacoustic compendium
(Caltrans 2012), the installation of 16-inch diameter steel piles with an impact hammer on land
will result in single-strike sound levels of 198 dBpeak and 183 dBroot mean square (RMS) at 10 meters
(32.8 feet) from the pile with an estimated sound exposure level (SEL) of 171 dB. According to
Caltrans (2012), the installation of 16-inch precast concrete piles with the use of an impact
hammer on land will result in single-strike sound levels of 192 dBpeak and 181 dBRMS at 10
meters (32.8 feet) from the pile with an estimated SEL of 174 dB. For both the steel and pre-cast
concrete piles, the estimated peak sound level (183 dB) is below the interim threshold (206 dB)
for fish injury for a single strike. However, cumulative acoustic effects are expected for any
situation in which multiple strikes are being made to an object with a single strike peak dB level
above the effective quiet threshold of 150 dB.
The piles for the temporary trestle will be installed in water using an impact hammer with
attenuation. The proposed action includes installation of 160 piles for the temporary trestle. Piles
will either be 16-inch diameter steel or 16-inch H piles. According to Caltrans (2012), the
installation of 16-inch diameter steel piles will result in single-strike sound levels of 208 dBpeak
and 187 dBRMS at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the pile with an estimated SEL of 176 dB. Use of
attenuation, such as a bubble curtain, is assumed to provide a minimum 5 dB of sound reduction
for all sound levels. According to Caltrans (2012), the installation of 16-inch H piles will result
in single-strike sound levels of 195 dBpeak and 180 dBRMS at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the pile
with an estimated SEL of 170 dB. Use of attenuation, such as a bubble curtain, is assumed to
provide a minimum 5 dB of sound reduction for all sound levels.
The permanent piles for piers 2 and 5 will be installed inside a de-watered cofferdam using an
impact hammer. The proposed action includes installation of 100, 16-inch diameter steel or 16inch precast concrete piles. The dewatered cofferdams are assumed to provide 5 dB of
attenuation, so following Caltrans (2012), the installation of 16-inch diameter steel piles with an
impact hammer and 5dB of attenuation will result in single-strike sound levels of 203 dBpeak and
182 dBRMS at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the pile with an estimated SEL of 171 dB. With the use
of attenuation, the installation of 16-inch precast concrete piles with the use of an impact
hammer behind a de-watered cofferdam will result in single-strike sound levels of 183 dBpeak and
171 dBRMS at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the pile with an estimated SEL of 161 dB. For both the
steel and pre-cast concrete piles, the estimated peak sound level is below the interim threshold
for fish injury for a single strike. However, cumulative acoustic effects are expected for any
situation in which multiple strikes are being made to an object with a single strike peak dB level
above the effective quiet threshold of 150 dB.
The permanent piles for the bridge fender system will be installed using an impact hammer that
will be operated from a construction barge. The proposed action includes installation of 60, 16inch precast concrete piles. According to Caltrans (2012), the installation of 16-inch precast
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concrete piles with the use of an impact hammer and no attenuation will result in single-strike
sound levels of 188 dBpeak and 176 dBroot mean square (RMS) at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the pile with
an estimated SEL of 166 dB. With the use of attenuation, the maximum single-strike sound level
is estimated to be 183 dBpeak and 171 dBRMS at 10 meters (32.8 feet) from the pile and an
estimated SEL of 161 dB. For both the attenuated and unattenuated scenarios, the estimated peak
sound level is below the interim threshold for fish injury for a single strike. However, cumulative
acoustic effects are expected for any situation in which multiple strikes are being made to an
object with a single strike peak dB level above the effective quiet threshold of 150 dB.
Spud piles to keep the barge in place will be installed in water using an impact hammer either
with or without attenuation. The proposed action will use eight, 16-inch diameter steel piles to
affix the barge in place. According to Caltrans (2012), the installation of 16-inch diameter steel
piles will result in single-strike sound levels of 208 dBpeak and 187 dBRMS at 10 meters (32.8 feet)
from the pile with an estimated SEL of 176 dB. Use of attenuation, such as a bubble curtain, is
assumed to provide a minimum 5 dB of sound reduction for all sound levels.
The permanent piles for piers 3 and 4 will be eight, 108-inch steel casings. The piles for piers 3
and 4 will be installed using either a vibratory hammer or a hydraulic driven oscillator/rotator
system. Additionally, the cofferdams will be installed using a vibratory driver. No impact
driving will be used for the cofferdams. Neither the vibratory hammer nor a hydraulic driven
oscillator/rotator system are expected to cause injury to fish. This is because the injury threshold
for fish is higher using these machines because the shape of the sound is different.
NMFS currently uses a dual metric criteria to assess onset of injury for fish exposed to pile
driving sounds [Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group (FHWG) 2008]. Specifically, this
includes a peak level of 206 dB and an accumulated SEL of 187 dB for fish equal to or greater
than 2 grams. If either threshold is exceeded, then physical injury is assumed to occur. There is
uncertainty as to the behavioral response of fish exposed to high levels of underwater sound
produced when driving piles in or near water. Based on the information currently available, and
until new data indicate otherwise, NMFS uses a 150 dB RMS threshold for behavioral responses
in salmonids and green sturgeon. Though the dB value is the same, the 150 dB RMS threshold
for behavioral effects is unrelated to the 150 dB effective quiet threshold.
Distances to the thresholds for acoustic effects under the different construction scenarios are
summarized in Table 3.
Avoidance and minimization measures for pile driving include, the seasonal work window which
will avoid many sensitive life stages, limiting pile driving to daylight hours to allow migration
through the area at night, vibrating piles to the maximum extent possible, the use of a vibratory
driver for the cofferdams, the use of a vibratory hammer or hydraulic oscillator/rotator system
for the large casings at piers 3 and 4, and the use of attenuation methods such as installing inside
a dewatered cofferdam or the use of bubble curtains.
Sound has the ability to injure fish physically by damaging a fish’s swim bladder and other
organs by causing sudden rapid changes in pressure, rupturing or hemorrhaging tissue in the
bladder. Additionally, it can harass fish by instigating behavioral changes. These behavioral
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changes can also lead to injury or death, such as fish being scared into higher predation areas.
This project will involve impact pile driving with a bubble curtain used as attenuation and
vibratory hammers. The calculations above state that there is the potential for the cumulative
acoustic effects to exceed the effective quiet threshold allowing for injury or behavioral changes.
Based on the acoustic effects analysis (Table 3), peak sound pressures are estimated to be above
the thresholds for injury and/or mortality of listed fish within 0 to 14 meters (0 to 45.9 feet) of
the pile driving, depending on the size of piles used and the use of sound attenuation techniques.
Peak sound pressures are not estimated to be above the threshold for injury and/or mortality of
listed fish >14 meters (or 45.9 feet) from the pile driving. Cumulative sound exposure levels are
expected to exceed the 187 dB threshold for physical injury for fish greater than 2 grams, from
54 to 541 meters (177 to 1,774.9 feet) of the pile, depending on the size of piles used and the use
of sound attenuation techniques (Table 3). Non-injurious behavioral effects are expected to occur
from 251 to 2,929 meters (828.4 to 9,609.6 feet) of the pile, depending on the size of pile used
and the use of sound attenuation techniques (Table 3). Through avoidance and minimization
measures, the effect of sound on listed species will be minimized.
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Table 3. Acoustic effects under different construction scenarios.
Distance (m) to Threshold
Pile
Location

Pile
Type

Driver
Type

Number
Piles Strikes Reference
of
Attenuation Peak
Per
Per
Distance
Strikes
(dB)
(dB)
Day
Day
(m)
Installation
Per Pile

SEL
(dB)

RMS
(dB)

Onset of Physical Injury

Behavior

Peak Cumulative SEL dB
RMS dB
dB
Fish >2 g Fish < 2 g

206 dB 187 dB

Abutments
1 and 6

16-inch
diameter
steel

Piers 2
and 5

Bridge
Fender
System

Spud Piles

Piers 3
and 4

150 dB

Impact

Land

800

20

16000

10

0

198

171

183

3

251

251

1585

Impact

Land

800

20

16000

10

0

192

174

181

1

398

398

1166

Impact

Water

800

20

16000

10

0

208

176

187

14

541

541

2929

Impact

Water with
attenuation

800

20

16000

10

5

203

171

182

6

251

251

1359

16-inch
H pile

Impact

Water

800

20

16000

10

0

195

170

180

2

215

215

1000

16-inch
H pile

Impact

Water with
attenuation

800

20

16000

10

5

190

165

175

1

100

100

464

800

20

16000

10

5

203

171

182

6

251

251

1359

16-inch
precast
concrete

16-inch
diameter
steel
Temporary
Trestle

183 dB

16-inch
diameter
steel

16-inch
diameter
steel
16-inch
precast
concrete

16-inch
diameter
concrete
16-inch
diameter
concrete
16-inch
diameter
steel
16-inch
diameter
steel

Impact

Inside dewatered
cofferdam

Impact

Inside dewatered
cofferdam

800

20

16000

10

5

183

161

171

0

54

54

251

Impact

Water

1000

20

20000

10

0

188

166

176

1

117

117

541

Impact

Water with
attenuation

1000

20

20000

10

5

183

161

171

0

54

54

251

Impact

Water

800

8

6400

10

0

208

176

187

14

541

541

2929

Impact

Water with
attenuation

800

8

6400

10

5

203

171

182

6

251

251

1359

Water

NA

2
weeks
/pile

NA

Vibratory pile driving not expected to cause injury to fish

Water

NA

NA

Hydraulic oscillator/rotator systems rotate piles into place and do not generate high
underwater noise levels

108-inch
Vibratory
steel
hammer
casings

Hydraulic
108-inch
driven
steel
oscillator
casings
/ rotator

2
weeks
/pile
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2.5.2 Effects of the Proposed Action to Critical Habitat
Critical habitat has been designated in the action area for winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run
Chinook, California Central Valley steelhead, and southern DPS of green sturgeon. The PBFs
that occur within the action area for winter-run Chinook are: (1) migratory corridors for both
upstream and downstream migration, (2) habitat and prey items that are free of contaminants,
and (3) riparian habitat for juvenile rearing. The PBFs within the action area for sDPS green
sturgeon are: (1) food resources, (2) adequate flow regime for all life stages, (3) water quality,
(4) migratory corridors, (5) adequate water depth for all life stages, and (6) adequate sediment
quality. The PBFs within the action area for CV spring-run Chinook and CCV steelhead are (1)
freshwater rearing sites and (2) freshwater migration corridors.
Migratory corridors for winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook, CCV steelhead, and sDPS
green sturgeon are likely to be negatively affected by the proposed action. The bridge piers and
fenders associated with the proposed Action will create a permanent increase to in-river
obstructions, but, given the width of the river and that many of the piles are aligned with each
other along the trajectory of the river flow, this should not negatively impact the migration
corridors in either direction for listed species. There will be a permanent loss of 0.44 acres SRA
below the OHWM, and an additional permanent loss of 1 acre of cottonwood riparian habitat
above the OHWM that supports critical habitat. Additionally, RSP and bridge pilings will
permanently affect 1.33 acres of critical habitat. This loss of critical habitat results in on-site
adverse impact to the designated critical habitat of listed species.
Habitat and prey items for winter-run Chinook (PBF 2) may be temporarily affected by
contaminants due to the proposed action. Habitat may be contaminated via increased turbidity
and sediments in the water column due to pile driving, the construction barge running aground,
and the removal of temporary trestle and spud piles. Additionally, water, sediments, and
potential prey items may become contaminated from petrochemicals from construction
equipment. Contamination is not likely to persist after construction work is complete, so the
habitat and prey items will likely not be permanently affected due to the proposed action.
Avoidance and mitigation efforts for sedimentation and contamination are discussed in section
1.3.5.
While the proposed action is not likely to affect flow conditions for sDPS green sturgeon (PBF
2) within the action area, the presence of the barge during the in-water work window may
temporarily affect localized flow conditions, since the barge will be anchored via piles driven
into the corners of the barge.
Food resources for sDPS green sturgeon (PBF 1) may be temporarily affected by contaminants
due to the proposed action. Potential prey items may become contaminated from petrochemicals
from construction equipment. Contamination is not likely to persist after construction work is
complete, so food resources will likely not be permanently affected due to the proposed action.
Avoidance and mitigation efforts for sedimentation and contamination are discussed in section
1.3.5.
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The proposed action may affect water quality for sDPS green sturgeon (PBF 3). The water may
be contaminated via increased turbidity and sediments in the water column due to pile driving,
the construction barge running aground, and temporary trestle and spud pile removal.
Additionally, the water may become contaminated from petrochemicals from construction
equipment. Contamination is not likely to persist after construction work is complete, so the
water will likely not be permanently affected due to the proposed action. Avoidance and
mitigation efforts for sedimentation and contamination are discussed in section 1.3.5.
Sediment quality for sDPS green sturgeon (PBF 6) may be temporarily affected by contaminants
due to the proposed action. Sediments may become contaminated from petrochemicals from
construction equipment. Contamination is not likely to persist after construction work is
complete, so the habitat and prey items will likely not be permanently affected due to the
proposed action. Avoidance and mitigation efforts for contamination are discussed in section
1.3.5.
2.5.3 Mitigation /Conservation Bank Credit Purchases
The proposed action also includes off-site mitigation for permanent impacts to streambed
designated critical habitat of ESA listed anadromous salmonids at a ratio of 3:1 for permanent
impacts to habitat below the OHWM and in-water column habitat; totaling 1.33 acres from the
new bridge piers and RSP, and from the bridge shading of aquatic habitat. Caltrans will
additionally compensate for the permanent fill of 1.85 acres of other waters of the United
States in the Sacramento River by purchasing mitigation bank credits at either (1) a minimum
of 2:1, for a total of up to 3.7 acres, if credits are for preservation of habitat; or (2) a minimum
of 1:1, for a total of 1.85 acres, if the credits are for creation of habitat. Caltrans plans to
mitigate for the loss of 1.44 acres of riparian forest by mitigating onsite to the maximum extent
practicable. Offsite compensation will be used to achieve no net loss of existing in-kind
riparian cover habitat values. Caltrans will compensate for the loss of 1.44 acres of riparian
forest by purchasing mitigation bank credits at either (1) a minimum of 2:1, for a total of up to
2.88 acres, if credits are for preservation of habitat; or (2) a minimum of 1:1, for a total of 1.44
acres, if the credits are for creation of habitat.
The purchase of mitigation credits will address the loss of ecosystem functions due to the
modification of the riverbank and streambed. These credit purchases are ecologically relevant to
the impacts and the species affected because the NMFS-approved conservation/mitigation banks
that serve the Project area include SRA, riparian forest and floodplain credits with habitat values
that are already established and meeting performance standards. In addition, the banks are
located in areas that will benefit the ESUs/DPSs affected by the proposed action.
The purchase of credits provides a high level of certainty that the benefits of a credit purchase
will be realized because each of the NMFS-approved banks considered in this BO have
mechanisms in place to ensure credit values are met over time. Such mechanisms include
legally-binding conservation easements, long-term management plans, detailed performance
standards, credit release schedules that are based on meeting performance standards, monitoring
plans and annual monitoring reporting to NMFS, non-wasting endowment funds that are used to
manage and maintain the bank and habitat values in perpetuity, performance security
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requirements, a remedial action plan, and site inspections by NMFS. In addition, each bank has a
detailed credit schedule and credit transactions and credit availability are tracked on the
Regulatory In-lieu Fee and Bank Information Tracking System (RIBITS). RIBITS was
developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, with support from the Environmental
Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the FHWA, and NMFS to provide better
information on mitigation and conservation banking and in-lieu fee programs across the country.
RIBITS allows users to access information on the types and numbers of mitigation and
conservation bank and in-lieu fee program sites, associated documents, mitigation credit
availability, service areas, as well as information on national and local policies and procedures
that affect mitigation and conservation bank and in-lieu fee program development and operation.
RIBITS also contains links to bank establishment documents. The Bullock Bend Mitigation
Bank was established June 23, 2016; the Cosumnes Floodplain Mitigation Bank was established
August 4, 2008; the Fremont Landing Conservation Bank was established October 19, 2006; and
the Liberty Island Conservation Bank was established July 21, 2010.
2.6 Cumulative Effects
“Cumulative effects” are those effects of future state or private activities, not involving Federal
activities, that are reasonably certain to occur within the action area of the Federal action subject
to consultation (50 CFR 402.02). Future Federal actions that are unrelated to the proposed action
are not considered in this section because they require separate consultation pursuant to section 7
of the ESA.
Some continuing non-Federal activities are reasonably certain to contribute to climate effects
within the action area. However, it is difficult if not impossible to distinguish between the action
area’s future environmental conditions caused by global climate change that are properly part of
the environmental baseline vs. cumulative effects. Therefore, all relevant future climate-related
environmental conditions in the action area are described in the environmental baseline (Section
2.4).
2.6.1 Water Diversions
Water diversions for municipal and industrial use are found in action area. Depending on the
size, location, and season of operation, any of the diversions that are unscreened may entrain and
kill many life stages of aquatic species, including juvenile listed anadromous fish species.
2.6.2 Increased Urbanization
Increases in urbanization and housing developments can affect habitat by altering watershed
characteristics, and changing both water use and storm water runoff patterns. Increased growth
will place additional burdens on resource allocations, including natural gas, electricity, and
water, as well as on infrastructure such as wastewater sanitation plants, roads and highways, and
public utilities. Some of these actions, particularly those that are situated away from waterbodies,
will not require Federal permits, and thus will not undergo review through the ESA section 7
consultation process with NMFS.
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Increased urbanization also is expected to result in increased recreational activities in the region.
Among the activities expected to increase in volume and frequency is recreational boating.
Boating activities typically result in increased wave action and propeller wash in waterways.
This potentially will degrade riparian and wetland habitat by eroding channel banks and midchannel islands, thereby causing an increase in siltation and turbidity. Wakes and propeller wash
also churn up benthic sediments thereby potentially re-suspending contaminated sediments and
degrading areas of submerged vegetation. This, in turn, will reduce habitat quality for the
invertebrate forage base required for the survival of juvenile salmonids and green sturgeon
moving through the system. Increased recreational boat operation is anticipated to result in more
contamination from the operation of gasoline and diesel powered engines on watercraft entering
the associated water bodies.
2.6.3 Rock Revetment and Levee Repair Projects
Cumulative effects include non-Federal riprap projects. Depending on the scope of the action,
some non-Federal riprap projects carried out by state or local agencies do not require Federal
permits. These types of actions and illegal placement of riprap occur within the Sacramento
River watershed. The effects of such actions result in continued degradation, simplification and
fragmentation of riparian and freshwater habitat.
2.7 Integration and Synthesis
The Integration and Synthesis section is the final step in our assessment of the risk posed to
listed species and critical habitats as a result of implementing the proposed action. In this section,
we add the effects of the action (Section 2.5) to the environmental baseline (Section 2.4) and the
cumulative effects (Section 2.6), taking into account the status of the species and critical habitat
(Section 2.2), to formulate the agency’s biological opinion as to whether the proposed action is
likely to: (1) Reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of a listed
species in the wild by reducing its numbers, reproduction, or distribution; or (2) appreciably
diminishes the value of designated critical habitat for the conservation of the species.
In our Range-wide Status of the Species section, NMFS summarized the current likelihood of
extinction of each of the listed species. We described the factors that have led to the current
listing of each species under the ESA and across their ranges. These factors include past and
present human activities and climatological trends and ocean conditions that have been identified
as influential to the survival and recovery of the listed species. Beyond the continuation of the
human activities affecting the species, we also expect that ocean condition cycles and climatic
shifts will continue to have both positive and negative effects on the species’ ability to survive
and recover. The Environmental Baseline section reviewed the status of the species and the
factors that are affecting their survival and recovery in the action area. The Effects of the Action
section reviewed the exposure of the species and critical habitat to the proposed action and
cumulative effects. NMFS then evaluated the likely responses of individuals, populations, and
critical habitat. This Integration and Synthesis section will consider all of these factors to
determine the proposed action's influence on the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of
the listed species, and on the conservation value of designated critical habitats.

59

In order to estimate the risk to CCV steelhead, CV spring-run Chinook, winter-run Chinook, and
green sturgeon as a result of the proposed action, NMFS uses a hierarchical approach. The
condition of the ESU or DPS is summarized from the Status of the Species section of this BO.
We then consider how the status of populations in the action area, as described in the
Environmental Baseline, is affected by the proposed action. Effects on individuals are
summarized, and the consequence of those effects is applied to establish risk to the diversity
group, ESU, or DPS.
Status of the Species and Environmental Baseline
There are several criteria that would qualify the winter-run Chinook population at moderate risk
of extinction (continued low abundance, a negative growth rate over two complete generations,
significant rate of decline since 2006, increased hatchery influence on the population, and
increased risk of catastrophe), and because there is still only one population that spawns below
Keswick Dam, winter-run Chinook are at a high risk of extinction in the long term. Although
many of the PBFs of winter-run Chinook critical habitat are currently degraded and provide
limited high quality habitat, the spawning habitat, migratory corridors, and rearing habitat that
remain are considered to have high intrinsic value for the conservation of the species.
CV spring-run Chinook remain at moderate risk of extinction based on the evaluation for years
2012 – 2014 (Williams et al. 2016). However, based on the severity of the drought and the low
escapements, as well as increased pre-spawn mortality in Butte, Mill, and Deer creeks in 2015,
there is concern that these CV spring-run Chinook strongholds will deteriorate into high
extinction risk in the coming years based on the population size or rate of decline criteria (NMFS
2016b). Although many of the PBFs of CV spring-run Chinook critical habitat are currently
degraded and provide limited high quality habitat, the spawning habitat, migratory corridors, and
rearing habitat that remain are considered to have high intrinsic value for the conservation of the
species.
The status of the CCV steelhead DPS appears to have remained unchanged since the 2016 status
review and the DPS is likely to become endangered within the near future throughout all or a
significant portion of its range (NMFS 2016a). Many of the PBFs of CCV steelhead critical
habitat are degraded and provide limited high quality habitat. Although the current conditions of
CCV steelhead critical habitat are significantly degraded, the spawning habitat, migratory
corridors, and rearing habitat that remain in the Sacramento watershed are considered to have
high intrinsic value for the conservation of the species, as they are critical to ongoing recovery
efforts.
The viability of sDPS green sturgeon is constrained by factors such as a small population size,
lack of multiple populations, and concentration of spawning sites into just a few locations. The
risk of extinction is believed to be moderate (NMFS 2015). Currently, many of the PBFs of
sDPS green sturgeon are degraded and provide limited high quality habitat. Factors that lessen
the quality of migratory corridors for juveniles include unscreened or inadequately screened
diversions, altered flows in the Delta, and presence of contaminants in sediment. Although
currently many of the PBFs of sDPS green sturgeon critical habitat are degraded and provide
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limited high quality habitat, the spawning habitat, migratory corridors, and rearing habitat that
remain are considered to have high intrinsic value for the conservation of the species.
The evidence presented in the Environmental Baseline section indicates that past and present
activities within the Sacramento River basin have caused significant habitat loss, degradation,
and fragmentation. This has significantly reduced the quality and quantity of the remaining PBFs
within action area of the Sacramento River for the populations of CCV steelhead, winter and CV
spring-run Chinook, and sDPS green sturgeon that utilize this area. Alterations in the flow
regimes of the Sacramento River system, removal of riparian vegetation and shallow water
habitat, recued habitat complexity, construction of armored levees for flood protection, and the
influx of contaminants from agricultural and urban dischargers have also substantially reduced
the functionality of the waterways.
Cumulative Effects
Water diversions, increased urbanization, and continuing rock revetment and levee projects can
be reasonably assumed to occur in the future in the action area. The effects of these actions result
in the continued degradation, simplification, and fragmentation of the riparian and freshwater
habitat. Some of these actions, particularly those which are situated away from waterbodies, will
not require Federal permits, and thus will not undergo review through the ESA section 7
consultation process with NMFS.
Summary of the Effects of the Proposed Action
Fish will be harassed, injured, or killed during completion of the proposed action through various
pathways. Direct effects from Project activities could result in physically crushing fish, negative
effects through behavioral responses, or prey items killed from sediment or pollutant buildup.
Any spills or leaks of toxic substances from construction equipment could cause direct or
indirect effects to fish that risk mortality or reduces the overall health and survival of exposed
fish. A rescue and relocation plan involves capturing fish and physically handling and relocating
them, which risks injury and death. Construction-related increases in sedimentation and siltation
above background level could potentially affect fish species and their habitat reducing survival
of juveniles or interfering with feeding, migrating, and rearing activities. A large and varied
amount of pile driving can create enough sound to damage a fish’s internal organs or affect their
migration and behavioral responses. Avoidance and mitigation measures, as well as BMPs, have
been put in place to decrease any negative effects to listed species.
Critical habitat has been designated in the action area for winter-run Chinook, spring-run
Chinook, CCV steelhead, and sDPS green sturgeon. PBFs affected for each species are listed in
section 2.5.2. The proposed action will permanently affect an area that already contains degraded
PBFs. The migratory corridors and rearing habitat that remain are considered to have high
intrinsic value for the conservation of the species. Therefore, the loss of any amount of these
PBFs in the action area would negatively affect all of the listed species that utilize the action
area.
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NMFS Recovery Plan
The NMFS Recovery Plan for salmonids proposes actions to be taken on the Sacramento River
to enhance fish passage and habitat. Four of these actions relevant to the proposed action are (1)
Restore and maintain riparian and floodplain ecosystems along both banks of the Sacramento
River to provide a diversity of habitat types including riparian forest, gravel bars and bare cut
banks, shady vegetated banks, side channels, and sheltered wetlands, such as sloughs and oxbow
lakes following the guidance of the Sacramento River Conservation Area Handbook. (2) Ensure
that riverbank stabilization projects along the Sacramento River utilize biotechnical techniques
that restore riparian habitat, rather than solely using the conventional technique of adding riprap.
(3) Curtail further development in active Sacramento River floodplains through zoning
restrictions, county master plans, and other Federal, State, and county planning and regulatory
processes. (4) Implement projects that promote native riparian (e.g.,willows) species including
eradication projects for nonnative species (e.g., Arundo, tamarisk). The proposed Project reduces
the riparian ecosystem by converting critical habitat to hardscape. The levee repair regrades an
existing levee and contributes to the continued rip rapping of the riparian habitat along the
Sacramento River. This bridge represents new development in active Sacramento River
floodplains and removes permanently 1.4 acres of cottonwood riparian habitat.
Summary
According to the most recent status reviews, CV spring-run Chinook, winter-run Chinook, CCV
steelhead, and sDPS green sturgeon are at some level or threat or risk of extinction due to past
and present activities within the Sacramento River basin that have caused significant habitat loss,
degradation, and fragmentation. Cumulative effects like water diversions, increased urbanization,
and continuing rock and levee projects will all continue to happen in the action area without
necessarily requiring federal permitting. During this proposed Project, fish will be harassed,
injured, or killed during completion of the proposed action through various pathways. Direct
effects from the Project as well as pollution events, rescue and relocation, turbidity increases,
pile driving, and a loss of critical habitat all have the potential to affect fish. Avoidance and
mitigation measures, as well as BMPs, have been put in place to decrease any negative effects to
listed species.
The proposed construction will temporarily decrease the action area’s ability to safety support
listed fish at a variety of life stages and will increase the risk of mortality events or behavioral
changes. Permanent effects will be seen on 1.44 acres of cottonwood riparian habitat (both
above and below the OHWM) and 1.33 acres of critical habitat below the OHWM in the form of
RSP and pier piling placement. These valuable areas that support critical habitat will be turned
into hardscape. These permanent impacts only represent a small loss in the scope of the available
habitat, but the high intrinsic conservation value of the area means this loss will be detrimental
for the listed species that use the action area. On and offsite mitigation will attempt to address the
loss of ecosystem function due to the modification of the riverbank and streambed (see section
1.3.6). Measures are included in the proposed action to protect fish and designated critical
habitat. These measures, in addition to the purchase of mitigation credits, are expected to prevent
the negative effects to individuals, populations, and designated critical habitat from reducing
appreciably the likelihood of either the survival or recovery of a listed species in the wild by
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reducing their numbers, reproduction, or distribution; or appreciably diminishing the value of
designated critical habitat for the conservation of the species.
2.8 Conclusion
After reviewing and analyzing the current status of the listed species and critical habitat, the
environmental baseline within the action area, the effects of the proposed action, any effects of
interrelated and interdependent activities, and cumulative effects, it is NMFS’ biological opinion
that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of winter-run
Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook, CCV steelhead, and sDPS green sturgeon, or destroy or
adversely modify their designated critical habitats.
2.9 Incidental Take Statement
Section 9 of the ESA and Federal regulations pursuant to section 4(d) of the ESA prohibit the
take of endangered and threatened species, respectively, without a special exemption. “Take” is
defined as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to attempt
to engage in any such conduct. “Harm” is further defined by regulation to include significant
habitat modification or degradation that actually kills or injures fish or wildlife by significantly
impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, spawning, rearing, migrating,
feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 222.102). “Incidental take” is defined by regulation as takings
that result from, but are not the purpose of, carrying out an otherwise lawful activity conducted
by the Federal agency or applicant (50 CFR 402.02). Section 7(b)(4) and section 7(o)(2) provide
that taking that is incidental to an otherwise lawful agency action is not considered to be
prohibited taking under the ESA if that action is performed in compliance with the terms and
conditions of this ITS.
2.9.1 Amount or Extent of Take
In the biological opinion, NMFS determined that incidental take is reasonably certain to occur as
follows:
NMFS anticipates incidental take of juvenile winter-run Chinook, adult and juvenile CV springrun Chinook, adult and juvenile CCV steelhead, and subadult sDPS green sturgeon from impacts
directly related to sedimentation and turbidity, pile driving and impairment of essential behavior
patterns as a result of these activities, potential fish entrainment, and the possibility deleterious
materials entering the waterway at the project construction site. The incidental take is expected
to be in the form of harm, harassment, or mortality of winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run
Chinook, CCV steelhead, and sDPS green sturgeon resulting from the installation and removal of
temporary and permanent piles during bridge construction. Incidental take is expected to occur
for any in-water work window seasons when of winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook,
CCV steelhead, and sDPS green sturgeon individuals could potentially be in the action area.
NMFS cannot, using the best available information, quantify the anticipated incidental take of
individual winter-run Chinook, CV spring-run Chinook, CCV steelhead, and sDPS green
sturgeon because of the variability and uncertainty associated with the population size of the
species, annual variations in the timing of migration, and uncertainties regarding individual
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habitat use of the action area. However, it is possible to describe the ecological surrogates for the
incidental take.
It is impossible to precisely quantify and track the amount or number of individuals that are
expected to be incidentally taken (injure, harm, kill, etc.) per species as a result of the proposed
action due to the variability and uncertainty associated with the response of listed species to the
effects of the proposed action, the varying population size of each species, annual variations in
the timing of spawning and migration, individual habitat use within the action area, and difficulty
in observing injured or dead fish. However, it is possible to estimate the extent of incidental take
by designating as ecological surrogates, those elements of the project that are expected to result
in incidental take, that are more predictable and/or measurable, with the ability to monitor those
surrogates to determine the extent of take that is occurring.
Ecological surrogates are Project elements that are expected to result in take and are somewhat
predictable and/or measurable. Ecological surrogates can be monitored to approximate the level
of take that occurs. Ecological surrogates for construction effects are described below. Overall,
the number of listed fish that may be incidentally taken during activities is expected to be small,
due to the proposed work window.
1) Direct Effects
Incidental take is expected to occur from construction-related effects in the form of injury or
death of listed species. Additionally, take in the form of harassment is likely to occur as a result
of displacement due to construction operations. Disruption of habitat utilization is likely to result
in increased predation risk, decreased feeding, and increased competition. The behavioral
modifications are expected to result from disruption of habitat use. Fish may become entrained in
the new steel piles and may be injured or killed if the piles are dewatered. Two cofferdams are to
be dewatered and will remain in place only during construction of the new bridge piers. The
dimensions of each cofferdam are 25 feet by 80 feet, or 2,000 square feet. The temporary
cofferdams and trestle piles will occupy 0.095 acres of river bottom during construction. This
area contains the permanent effects and serves as the ecological surrogate for direct effects
because it is where construction or dewatering will directly affect listed species. There is not a
stronger ecological surrogate based on the information available at this time. It is not possible to
quantify the exact numbers of individuals that may be affected. If Caltrans exceeds the 0.095
acre footprint, the proposed Project will be considered to have exceeded anticipated take levels,
thus requiring Caltrans to cease operations and coordinate with NMFS within 24 hours on ways
to reduce the amount of take down to anticipated levels.
2) Rescue and Relocation
The proposed Project involves a fish rescue and relocation plan designed to recover any fish
caught in cofferdams. It is impossible to estimate how many fish may need to be relocated from
cofferdams. A fish rescue and relocation plan will be used as an ecological surrogate. If this plan
is not submitted to the resource agencies for approval at least 60 days prior to initiating activities
to install cofferdams, the proposed Project will be considered to have exceeded anticipated take
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levels, thus requiring Caltrans to coordinate with NMFS on ways to reduce the amount of take
down to anticipated levels.
3) Increased Sedimentation and Turbidity
The analysis of the effects of the proposed Project anticipates that the turbidity levels produced
by installation and removal of piles will not exceed 20% over background, the threshold derived
from the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers Basins Plan. The 20% turbidity level is being used
as an ecological surrogate. If turbidity exceeds 20% over background levels, and construction
activities fail to halt and adjust work to return to acceptable levels, the proposed Project will be
considered to have exceeded anticipated take levels, thus requiring Caltrans to cease operations
and coordinate with NMFS within 24 hours on ways to reduce the amount of take down to
anticipated levels.
4) Pile Driving and Acoustic Impacts
The proposed Project effects anticipates installation of all of the steel piles for the new fenders to
be driven by vibratory and impact hammers. Pile driving with an impact hammer will occur
during daylight hours, but will likely not be continuous throughout the entire working day. The
Project will use the piles listed in Table 3. All piles will be driven during the in-water pile
driving work window, between May 1 and November 30.
Pile driving with an impact hammer is expected to cause incidental take in the form of injury and
mortality to salmonids and sturgeon through exposure to temporary high noise levels or
sustained exposure to lower sound levels (> 206 dB peak or 183 or 187 dB SEL) within the
water column during the installation of the piles. NMFS will use the area of sound pressure wave
impacts extending into the water column from each pile, and the time period for pile driving as a
surrogate for number of fish.
Based on the acoustic effects analysis (Table 3), peak sound pressures are estimated to be above
the thresholds for injury and/or mortality of listed fish within 0 to 14 meters (0 to 45.9 feet) of
the pile driving, depending on the size of piles used and the use of sound attenuation techniques.
Peak sound pressures are not estimated to be above the threshold for injury and/or mortality of
listed fish >14 meters (or 45.9 feet) from the pile driving. Cumulative sound exposure levels are
expected to exceed the 187 threshold for physical injury for fish greater than 2 grams from 54
to541 meters (177 to 1,774.9 feet) of the pile, depending on the size of piles used and the use of
sound attenuation techniques (Table 3). Non-injurious behavioral effects are expected to occur
from 251 to 2,929 meters (828.4 to 9,609.6 feet) of the pile, depending on the size of pile used
and the use of sound attenuation techniques (Table 3). If Caltrans’ monitoring indicates that
sound levels greater than 206 dB peak, 187 dB or 183 dB cumulative SEL, or 150 dB RMS
extend beyond the distances expected for the pile size and attenuation type, the amount of
incidental take would be exceeded. If these ecological surrogates are not met and maintained, the
proposed Project will be considered to have exceeded anticipated take levels, thus requiring
Caltrans to cease operations and coordinate with NMFS within 24 hours on ways to reduce the
amount of take down to anticipated levels.
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5) Loss of Habitat
NMFS anticipates that ESA listed anadromous fish may be harmed as a result of significant
habitat impacts that will increase the likelihood of injury and death from habitat modifications at
the repair site that reduce the quantity and quality of rearing habitat and by creating habitat
conditions that increase the likelihood predation.
It is impossible to precisely quantify and track the amount or number of individuals that are
expected to be incidentally harmed as a result of the proposed action due to the varying
population size (annually and seasonally), annual variations in the timing of spawning and
migration, variation in individual habitat use with the action area, and difficulty in making
observations of injured or dead fish. The ecological surrogate for incidental take associated with
the action is the permanent loss of 1.33 acres of habitat below the OHWM and the degradation of
riparian vegetation where migrating and rearing juveniles of the species exist within the footprint
of the proposed action.
Anticipated incidental take will be exceeded if the ecological surrogates described in the sections
above are not met, the Action is not implemented as described in the BA prepared for this
Action, all conservation measures are not implemented as described in the BA (including
successful completion of monitoring and reporting criteria), or the Action is not implemented in
compliance with the terms and conditions of this incidental take statement. If these ecological
surrogates are not met and maintained, the proposed action will be considered to have exceeded
anticipated take levels, thus requiring Caltrans to cease and coordinate with NMFS within 24
hours on ways to reduce the amount of take down to anticipated levels.
2.9.2 Effect of the Take
In the biological opinion, NMFS determined that the amount or extent of anticipated take,
coupled with other effects of the proposed action, is not likely to result in jeopardy to the species
or destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.
2.9.3 Reasonable and Prudent Measures
“Reasonable and prudent measures” are nondiscretionary measures that are necessary or
appropriate to minimize the impact of the amount or extent of incidental take (50 CFR 402.02).
The measures described below are non-discretionary, and must be undertaken by Caltrans so that
they become binding conditions of any contracts or permits, as appropriate, for the exemption in
section 7(o)(2) to apply. Caltrans has a continuing duty to regulate the activity covered by this
incidental take statement. If Caltrans (1) fails to assume and implement the terms and conditions
or (2) fails to require its contractor(s) to adhere to the terms and conditions of the incidental take
statement through enforceable terms that are added to the permit or grant document, the
protective coverage of section 7(o)(2) may lapse. In order to monitor the impact of incidental
take, Caltrans must report the progress of the action and its impact on the species to NMFS as
specified in the incidental take statement [50 CFR§402.14(i)(3)].
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1. Measures shall be taken to minimize sedimentation events and turbidity plumes.
2. Measures shall be taken to reduce the potential sound impacts.
3. Measures shall be taken to revegetate temporarily impacted areas below and above the
OHWM with native plants and shrubs.
4. Caltrans shall monitor and report on the amount or extent of incidental take.
2.9.4 Terms and Conditions
The terms and conditions described below are non-discretionary, and Caltrans or any applicant
must comply with them in order to implement the RPMs (50 CFR 402.14). Caltrans or any
applicant has a continuing duty to monitor the impacts of incidental take and must report the
progress of the action and its impact on the species as specified in this ITS (50 CFR 402.14). If
the entity to whom a term and condition is directed does not comply with the following terms
and conditions, protective coverage for the proposed action would likely lapse.
The following terms and conditions implement reasonable and prudent measure 1: Measures
shall be taken to minimize sedimentation events and turbidity plumes.
a) BMPs shall be implemented to prevent sediment incursion into the active channel.
b) Water discharged into the Sacramento River during construction will be filtered with a
filter bag, diverted to a settling tank or infiltration area, and/or treated in a manner to
ensure that discharges conform to the water quality requirements of the waste discharge
permit.
c) Turbidity and settable solids shall be monitored according to water quality permits. If
acceptable limits are exceeded, work shall be suspended until acceptable measured levels
are achieved.
The following terms and conditions implement reasonable and prudent measure 2: Measures
shall be taken to reduce the potential sound impacts.
a) Noise attenuation methods, such as a bubble curtain, shall be used.
b) Pile driving shall not be conducted at night when migration is most prevalent.
The following terms and conditions implement reasonable and prudent measure 3: Measures
shall be taken to revegetate impacted areas below and above the OHWM with native plants and
shrubs.
a) All mitigation credits shall be purchased from a NMFS approved conservation bank.
b) All mitigation credits shall be purchased prior to the end of construction.
c) Documentation of the purchase of mitigation credits shall be sent to NMFS.
d) Plants placed on-site as a form of mitigation shall be irrigated and maintained for 3 years.
e) The removal of existing riparian and native vegetation shall be minimized to the
maximum extent practicable.
The following terms and conditions implement reasonable and prudent measure 4: Caltrans shall
monitor and report on the amount or extent of incidental take.
a) Caltrans shall provide a report of project activities to NMFS by December 31 of each
construction year.
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b) The report shall include project schedules, project completions, and details regarding
project implementation for each given year.
c) This report shall include a summary description of in-water constraint activities,
avoidance and minimization measures taken, and any observed take incidents.
d) Caltrans shall visually monitor the waterway in the action area during operations for any
affected fish, including, but not limited to, CV spring-run Chinook, CCV steelhead,
winter-run Chinook, and the sDPS green sturgeon. Observation of affected fish shall be
reported to NMFS by telephone at (916) 930-3600, by FAX at (916) 930-3629, or at the
address given below within 24 hours of the incident. Operations shall be halted
immediately until Caltrans coordinates with NMFS to determine the cause of the incident
and whether any additional protective measures are necessary to protect listed salmonids
and green sturgeon. Any protective measures that are determined necessary to protect
listed salmonids and sturgeon shall be implemented as soon as practicable within 72
hours of the incident. Affected fish are defined as:
a. Dead or moribund fish at the water surface;
b. Showing signs of erratic swimming behavior or other obvious signs of distress;
c. Gasping at the water surface; or
d. Showing signs of other unusual behavior.
A follow-up written notification shall also be submitted to NMFS which includes the
date, time, and location that the carcass or injured specimen was found, a color
photograph, the cause of injury or death, if known, and the name and affiliation of the
person who found the specimen. Written notification shall be submitted to NMFS at the
above address. Any dead specimen(s) shall be placed in a cooler with ice and held for
pick up by NMFS personnel or an individual designated by NMFS to do so.
Updates and reports required by these terms and conditions shall be submitted to:
Assistant Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
California Central Valley Office
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 5-100
Sacramento California 95814-4607
2.10 Conservation Recommendations
Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA directs Federal agencies to use their authorities to further the
purposes of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of the threatened and
endangered species. Specifically, conservation recommendations are suggestions regarding
discretionary measures to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on listed
species or critical habitat or regarding the development of information (50 CFR 402.02).
(1) Caltrans should work cooperatively with other State and Federal agencies, private
landowners, governments, and local watershed groups to identify opportunities for
cooperative analysis and funding to support salmonid and sturgeon habitat restoration
projects within the Sacramento River Basin.
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(2) Caltrans should use a vibratory hammer whenever possible to avoid acoustic impacts
to ESA-listed fish.
(3) Equipment used for the Project shall be thoroughly inspected off-site for drips or
leaks.
(4) To the extent practicable, equipment shall be serviced with petroleum or other
contaminant sources off-site.
(5) Equipment used for the Project shall be thoroughly cleaned off-site to prevent
introduction of contaminants.
2.11 Reinitiation of Consultation
This concludes formal consultation for I Street Bridge Replacement Project.
Reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary Federal agency involvement
or control over the action has been retained or is authorized by law and if: (1) The amount or
extent of incidental taking specified in the ITS is exceeded, (2) new information reveals effects
of the agency action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent
not considered in this opinion, (3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that
causes an effect on the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in this opinion, or
(4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action (50
CFR 402.16).
3. MAGNUSON-STEVENS FISHERY CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT ACT
ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT RESPONSE
Section 305(b) of the MSA directs Federal agencies to consult with NMFS on all actions or
proposed actions that may adversely affect EFH. The MSA (section 3) defines EFH as “those
waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.”
Adverse effect means any impact that reduces quality or quantity of EFH, and may include direct
or indirect physical, chemical, or biological alteration of the waters or substrate and loss of (or
injury to) benthic organisms, prey species and their habitat, and other ecosystem components, if
such modifications reduce the quality or quantity of EFH. Adverse effects on EFH may result
from actions occurring within EFH or outside of it and may include site-specific or EFH-wide
impacts, including individual, cumulative, or synergistic consequences of actions (50 CFR
600.810). Section 305(b) also requires NMFS to recommend measures that can be taken by the
action agency to conserve EFH.
This analysis is based, in part, on the EFH assessment provided by Caltrans and descriptions of
EFH for Pacific Coast salmon (PFMC 2014) contained in the fishery management plan (FMP)
developed by the PFMC and approved by the Secretary of Commerce.
3.1

Essential Fish Habitat Affected by the Project

EFH designated under the Pacific Coast Salmon FMP may be affected by the proposed action.
Additional species that utilize EFH designated under this FMP within the action area include
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fall-run/late fall-run Chinook salmon. Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPCs) that may be
either directly or indirectly adversely affected include (1) complex channels and floodplain
habitats, and (2) thermal refugia.
3.2

Adverse Effects on Essential Fish Habitat

Effects to the HAPCs listed in section 3.1 are discussed in context of effects to critical habitat
PBFs as designated under the ESA in section 2.5.2. Effects to ESA-listed critical habitat and
EFH HAPCs are appreciably similar; therefore, no additional analyses are conducted. A list of
adverse effects to EFH HAPCs is included in this EFH consultation. Affected HAPCs are
indicated by number corresponding to the list in section 3.1:
Pile Driving:
• Permanent loss of habitat (1)
Sedimentation and Turbidity:
• Reduced habitat complexity (1)
• Reduced size and connectivity of spawning patches (1)
• Increased scouring (1)
• Degraded water quality (1,2)
• Reduction in aquatic macroinvertebrate production (1)
Contaminants and Pollution-related Effects:
• Degraded water quality (1, 2)
• Reduction in aquatic macroinvertebrate production (1)
De-watering of Piles and/or Attenuation Casing:
• Degraded water quality (1, 2)
• Temporary loss of habitat (1, 2)
Vegetation removal:
• Permanent loss of natural shade cover (2)
• Permanent loss of habitat (1)
3.3

Essential Fish Habitat Conservation Recommendations

The following are EFH conservation recommendations for the proposed Project:
(1) Caltrans should work cooperatively with other State and Federal agencies, private
landowners, governments, and local watershed groups to identify opportunities for
cooperative analysis and funding to support salmonid and sturgeon habitat restoration
projects within the Sacramento River Basin. HAPCs that would benefit from
implementation of restoration projects include (1) complex channels and floodplain
habitats and (2) thermal refugia.
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(2) Caltrans should post interpretive signs within the action area describing the presence
of listed fish and/or critical habitat as well as highlighting their ecological and
cultural value.
Fully implementing the EFH conservation recommendations above would protect EFH for
Pacific coast salmon by avoiding or minimizing the adverse effects described in section 3.2.
3.4

Statutory Response Requirement

As required by section 305(b)(4)(B) of the MSA, Caltrans must provide a detailed response in
writing to NMFS within 30 days after receiving an EFH Conservation Recommendation. Such a
response must be provided at least 10 days prior to final approval of the action if the response is
inconsistent with any of NMFS’ EFH Conservation Recommendations unless NMFS and the
Federal agency have agreed to use alternative time frames for the Federal agency response. The
response must include a description of measures proposed by the agency for avoiding,
minimizing, mitigating, or otherwise offsetting the impact of the activity on EFH. In the case of a
response that is inconsistent with the Conservation Recommendations, the Federal agency must
explain its reasons for not following the recommendations, including the scientific justification
for any disagreements with NMFS over the anticipated effects of the action and the measures
needed to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or offset such effects [50 CFR 600.920(k)(1)].
In response to increased oversight of overall EFH program effectiveness by the Office of
Management and Budget, NMFS established a quarterly reporting requirement to determine how
many conservation recommendations are provided as part of each EFH consultation and how
many are adopted by the action agency. Therefore, we ask that in your statutory reply to the EFH
portion of this consultation, you clearly identify the number of conservation recommendations
accepted.
3.5

Supplemental Consultation

Caltrans must reinitiate EFH consultation with NMFS if the proposed action is substantially
revised in a way that may adversely affect EFH, or if new information becomes available that
affects the basis for NMFS’ EFH Conservation Recommendations [50 CFR 600.920(l)].
4. FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT
The purpose of the FWCA is to ensure that wildlife conservation receives equal consideration,
and is coordinated with other aspects of water resources development (16 USC 661). The FWCA
establishes a consultation requirement for Federal agencies that undertake any action to modify
any stream or other body of water for any purpose, including navigation and drainage (16 USC
662(a)), regarding the impacts of their actions on fish and wildlife, and measures to mitigate
those impacts. Consistent with this consultation requirement, NMFS provides recommendations
and comments to Federal action agencies for the purpose of conserving fish and wildlife
resources, and providing equal consideration for these resources. NMFS’ recommendations are
provided to conserve wildlife resources by preventing loss of and damage to such resources. The

71

FWCA allows the opportunity to provide recommendations for the conservation of all species
and habitats within NMFS’ authority, not just those currently managed under the ESA and MSA.
The following recommendations apply to the proposed action:
(1) Caltrans should post interpretive signs within the action area describing the presence
of listed fish and/or critical habitat as well as highlighting their ecological and
cultural value.
The action agency must give this recommendation equal consideration with the other aspects of
the proposed action so as to meet the purpose of the FWCA.
This concludes the FWCA portion of this consultation.
5. DATA QUALITY ACT DOCUMENTATION AND PRE-DISSEMINATION REVIEW
The Data Quality Act (DQA) specifies three components contributing to the quality of a
document. They are utility, integrity, and objectivity. This section of the opinion addresses these
DQA components, documents compliance with the DQA, and certifies that this opinion has
undergone pre-dissemination review.
5.1

Utility

Utility principally refers to ensuring that the information contained in this consultation is helpful,
serviceable, and beneficial to the intended users. The intended users of this opinion is Caltrans.
Other interested users could include City of Sacramento, City of West Sacramento, U.S. Coast
Guard, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife.
Individual copies of this opinion were provided to Caltrans. This opinion will be posted on the
Public Consultation Tracking System website (https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov/pctsweb/homepage.pcts). The format and naming adheres to conventional standards for style.
5.2

Integrity

This consultation was completed on a computer system managed by NMFS in accordance with
relevant information technology security policies and standards set out in Appendix III, ‘Security
of Automated Information Resources,’ Office of Management and Budget Circular A-130; the
Computer Security Act; and the Government Information Security Reform Act.
5.3

Objectivity

Information Product Category: Natural Resource Plan
Standards: This consultation and supporting documents are clear, concise, complete, and
unbiased; and were developed using commonly accepted scientific research methods. They
adhere to published standards including the NMFS ESA Consultation Handbook, ESA
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regulations, 50 CFR 402.01 et seq., and the MSA implementing regulations regarding EFH, 50
CFR 600.
Best Available Information: This consultation and supporting documents use the best available
information, as referenced in the References section. The analyses in this opinion and EFH
consultation contain more background on information sources and quality.
Referencing: All supporting materials, information, data and analyses are properly referenced,
consistent with standard scientific referencing style.
Review Process: This consultation was drafted by NMFS staff with training in ESA and MSA
implementation, and reviewed in accordance with West Coast Region ESA quality control and
assurance processes.
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Native American Consultation

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hoffman, Robin
Tuesday, April 07, 2015 7:17 AM
'nahc@nahc.ca.gov'
SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project
I-St-Bridge_NAHC-request_04072015.pdf

Importance:

High

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

I would like to request a Sacred Lands File search and list of Native American contacts for the City of Sacramento’s I St.
Bridge Replacement Project. The formal request form and APE map is attached. Please let me know if you have any
questions.
Thank you,
Robin D. Hoffman, MA, RPA | Senior Consultant – Archaeologist | 916.231.7684 (w) | 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

1

Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95501
(916) 373-3710
(916) 373-5471 – Fax
nahc@nahc.ca.gov
Information Below is Required for a Sacred Lands File Search

Project:

I St. Bridge Replacement Project

County: Sacramento; Yolo
USGS Quadrangle
Sacramento East; Sacramento West
Name:
Township: 9N
Range: 4E
Section(s): [Rancho New Helvetia]
Company/Firm/Agency:
ICF International
Contact Person: Robin D. Hoffman
Street Address: 630 K St., Suite 400
City:

Zip: 95814

Sacramento, CA

Phone: (916) 231-7684
(916) 737-3030
Fax:

Extension:

Email: robin.hoffman@icfi.com
Project Description:
The City of Sacramento proposes to replace the existing I St. Bridge spanning the Sacramento River
between the Cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento. The purpose of the Project is to reduce
congestion, improve traffic operations, and enhance safety. The Project will use federal funds and is
subject to compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as well as CEQA. Caltrans is the
lead federal agency for the Project.

✔ Project Location Map is attached

SLF&Contactsform: rev: 05/07/14

Path: K:\Projects_1\mark_thomas\xxxxx_14_I_St_Bridge\mapdoc\cultural\APE_20150326.mxd; User: 19016; Date: 4/3/2015

Legend
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Architectural/Built APE
Archaeological APE

´

0

300

600

Feet

Figure 1
Area of Potential Effects
I Street Bridge

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Microsoft Outlook
"Debbie Pilas-Treadway"
Relayed: FW: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project
Thursday, April 09, 2015 9:18:47 AM
FW SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project.msg

Delivery to these recipients or groups is complete, but no delivery notification was sent by the destination server:
'Debbie Pilas-Treadway' (dpt_nahc@pacbell.net) <mailto:dpt_nahc@pacbell.net>
Subject: FW: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project

From:
To:
Bcc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:
Importance:

Hoffman, Robin
"Debbie Pilas-Treadway"
Sorvari, Tina; Havelaar, Christiaan
FW: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project
Tuesday, April 28, 2015 9:19:00 AM
I-St-Bridge_NAHC-request_04072015.pdf
High

Ms. Pilas-Treadway,
    Could you please confirm that the NAHC is still processing the Sacred Lands File request referred
to in the subject line of this email. If so, do you have any estimate on when the request might be
completed? For your use, the original request with attached documentation is included as an
attachment to this email.
Thank you,
-Robin

From: dpt_nahc@pacbell.net [mailto:dpt_nahc@pacbell.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 9:32 AM
To: Hoffman, Robin
Subject: Re: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project
Thanks Robin, we will start to process your request.
Debbie

On Thursday, April 9, 2015 9:18 AM, "Hoffman, Robin" <Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com> wrote:

Ms. Pilas-Treadway,
   I am forwarding you the SLF and contacts request below, with attached
documentation, that was sent Tuesday to nahc@nahc.ca.gov. I have yet to receive a
receipt of delivery or read receipt, so I would like to confirm that the NAHC received
it. If not, could you please process the request at your convenience.
Thank you,
Robin D. Hoffman, MA, RPA | Senior Consultant – Archaeologist | 916.231.7684 (w) | 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

From: Hoffman, Robin
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 7:17 AM
To: 'nahc@nahc.ca.gov'
Subject: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement
Project
Importance: High
I would like to request a Sacred Lands File search and list of Native American

contacts for the City of Sacramento’s I St. Bridge Replacement Project. The formal
request form and APE map is attached. Please let me know if you have any
questions.
Thank you,
Robin D. Hoffman, MA, RPA | Senior Consultant – Archaeologist | 916.231.7684 (w) | 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

Sacred Lands File & Native American Contacts List Request
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
1550 Harbor Blvd, Suite 100
West Sacramento, CA 95501
(916) 373-3710
(916) 373-5471 – Fax
nahc@nahc.ca.gov
Information Below is Required for a Sacred Lands File Search

Project:

I St. Bridge Replacement Project

County: Sacramento; Yolo
USGS Quadrangle
Sacramento East; Sacramento West
Name:
Township: 9N
Range: 4E
Section(s): [Rancho New Helvetia]
Company/Firm/Agency:
ICF International
Contact Person: Robin D. Hoffman
Street Address: 630 K St., Suite 400
City:

Zip: 95814

Sacramento, CA

Phone: (916) 231-7684
(916) 737-3030
Fax:

Extension:

Email: robin.hoffman@icfi.com
Project Description:
The City of Sacramento proposes to replace the existing I St. Bridge spanning the Sacramento River
between the Cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento. The purpose of the Project is to reduce
congestion, improve traffic operations, and enhance safety. The Project will use federal funds and is
subject to compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as well as CEQA. Caltrans is the
lead federal agency for the Project.

✔ Project Location Map is attached

SLF&Contactsform: rev: 05/07/14

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Microsoft Outlook
"Debbie Pilas-Treadway"
Relayed: FW: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project
Tuesday, April 28, 2015 9:20:15 AM
FW SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project.msg

Delivery to these recipients or groups is complete, but no delivery notification was sent by the destination server:
'Debbie Pilas-Treadway' (dpt_nahc@pacbell.net) <mailto:dpt_nahc@pacbell.net>
Subject: FW: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

dpt_nahc@pacbell.net
Hoffman, Robin
Re: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project
Tuesday, April 28, 2015 9:36:24 AM

The letter was typed up yesterday and will be faxed out today. Thanks for the follow up.
Debbie Treadway
Native American Heritage Commission

On Tuesday, April 28, 2015 9:19 AM, "Hoffman, Robin" <Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com> wrote:

Ms. Pilas-Treadway,
    Could you please confirm that the NAHC is still processing the Sacred Lands File
request referred to in the subject line of this email. If so, do you have any estimate on
when the request might be completed? For your use, the original request with attached
documentation is included as an attachment to this email.
Thank you,
-Robin

From: dpt_nahc@pacbell.net [mailto:dpt_nahc@pacbell.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 9:32 AM
To: Hoffman, Robin
Subject: Re: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement
Project
Thanks Robin, we will start to process your request.
Debbie

On Thursday, April 9, 2015 9:18 AM, "Hoffman, Robin" <Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com> wrote:

Ms. Pilas-Treadway,
   I am forwarding you the SLF and contacts request below, with attached
documentation, that was sent Tuesday to nahc@nahc.ca.gov. I have yet to receive a
receipt of delivery or read receipt, so I would like to confirm that the NAHC received
it. If not, could you please process the request at your convenience.
Thank you,
Robin D. Hoffman, MA, RPA | Senior Consultant – Archaeologist | 916.231.7684 (w) | 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

From: Hoffman, Robin
Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 7:17 AM
To: 'nahc@nahc.ca.gov'
Subject: SLF and Contacts Request - City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement
Project
Importance: High
I would like to request a Sacred Lands File search and list of Native American
contacts for the City of Sacramento’s I St. Bridge Replacement Project. The formal
request form and APE map is attached. Please let me know if you have any
questions.
Thank you,
Robin D. Hoffman, MA, RPA | Senior Consultant – Archaeologist | 916.231.7684 (w) | 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Jason Camp
THPO, United Indian Community of the Auburn
Rancheria
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Jason Camp:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Gene Whitehouse, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
Marcos Guerrero, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
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June 10, 2015
The Honorable Cynthia Clarke
Native Cultural Renewal Committee, Yocha Dehe
Wintun Nation
P.O. Box 18
Brooks, CA 95606

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Cynthia Clarke:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Leland Kinter, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Grayson Coney
Cultural Director, T’si‐Akim Maidu
P.O. Box 1316
Colfax, CA 95713

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Grayson Coney:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.
Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Eileen Moon, T’si‐Akim Maidu
Don Ryberg, T’si‐Akim Maidu

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Rose Enos
15310 Bancroft Road
Auburn, CA 95603

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Rose Enos:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.
Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Kesner Flores
P.O. Box 1047
Wheatland, CA 95692

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Kesner Flores:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.
Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Daniel Fonseca
Cultural Resources Director, Shingle Springs Band
of Miwok Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, CA 95682

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Daniel Fonseca:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Nicholas Fonseca, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
Hermo Olanio, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Nicholas Fonseca
Chairperson, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok
Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, CA 95682

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Nicholas Fonseca:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Daniel Fonseca, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
Hermo Olanio, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Marcos Guerrero
Tribal Preservation Committee, United Indian
Community of the Auburn Rancheria
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Marcos Guerrero:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Gene Whitehouse, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
Jason Camp, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Leland Kinter
Chairperson, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
P.O. Box 18
Brooks, CA 95606

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Leland Kinter:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.
Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Native Cultural Renewal Committee, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
Cynthia Clarke, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Eileen Moon
Vice Chairperson, T’si‐Akim Maidu
P.O. Box 1246
Grass Valley, CA 95945

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Eileen Moon:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.
Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Grayson Coney, T’si‐Akim Maidu
Don Ryberg, T’si‐Akim Maidu

June 10, 2015
The Honorable April Wallace Moore
19630 Placer Hills Road
Colfax, CA 95713

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable April Wallace Moore:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.
Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3

June 10, 2015
The Honorable
Native Cultural Renewal Committee, Yocha Dehe
Wintun Nation
P.O. Box 18
Brooks, CA 95606

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Native Cultural Renewal Committee:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Leland Kinter, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
Cynthia Clarke, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Hermo Olanio
Vice Chairperson, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok
Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, CA 95682

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Hermo Olanio:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Daniel Fonseca, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
Nicholas Fonseca, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Don Ryberg
Chairperson, T’si‐Akim Maidu
P.O. Box 1246
Grass Valley, CA 95945

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Don Ryberg:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.
Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Eileen Moon, T’si‐Akim Maidu
Grayson Coney, T’si‐Akim Maidu

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Gene Whitehouse
Chairperson, United Indian Community of the
Auburn Rancheria
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Gene Whitehouse:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.

June 10, 2015
Page 2

Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.
Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Marcos Guerrero, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
Jason Camp, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria

June 10, 2015
The Honorable Charlie Wright
Chairperson, Cortina Band of Indians
P.O. Box 1630
Williams, CA 95987

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Re:
Invitation to Consultation for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and
City of West Sacramento
Dear Honorable Charlie Wright:
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing to
construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new vehicle,
bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in
Sacramento (see attached map). The proposed bridge would include a moveable center span to allow
passage for watercraft. Additional roadwork would include new signalized intersections at Jibboom
Street and Bercut Drive connecting at Railyards Boulevard and the extension of C Street from the
intersection of 3rd Street to the proposed bridge. The River Walk Park in West Sacramento and the
Sacramento River Parkway trail in Sacramento, which connects to the American River Bike Trail at
Discovery Park, would be extended to the new roadway and pass underneath the abutments of the
proposed bridge. In West Sacramento, a portion of the existing levee where the proposed bridge
alignment connects to C Street would be reconstructed; the improved levee portion would include a
slurry cutoff wall. The existing I Street Bridge would continue to be used by the railroad. Vehicle and
pedestrian traffic would be removed. The existing approach structures for Jibboom Street, I Street and J
Street in the City of Sacramento and C Street in the City of West Sacramento would be demolished. The
proposed bridge crossing could also accommodate future transit options, including a streetcar
alignment within the bridge. No such use is proposed as part of this project; any future streetcar
expansion would be considered separately.
ICF International archaeologist Christiaan Havelaar, Co‐Principal Investigator, is a consultant
representing the City of Sacramento and will be contacting you to initiate Native American consultation.
Mr. Havelaar will be requesting information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural
properties, values, or other cultural resource considerations within the project area so this information
may be incorporated into the planning phase of the project.
Please consider this letter and preliminary project information as the initiation of Section 106
consultation pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.

June 10, 2015
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Due to federal funding, Caltrans will provide oversight to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act as well as other federal laws and regulations.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City of Sacramento as they move forward with
their project. If you have any questions or concerns with the project, please contact Christiaan Havelaar
via email (christiaan.havelaar@icfi.com) or at his office (916‐737‐3000). Mr. Havelaar’s mailing address
is:
Christiaan Havelaar
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.
Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department

Attachments:

cc:

Project Location map
Draft Area of Potential Effects map

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Jason Camp
THPO, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Jason Camp:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Gene Whitehouse, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
Marcos Guerrero, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Cynthia Clarke
Native Cultural Renewal Committee, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
P.O. Box 18
Brooks, CA 95606
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Cynthia Clarke:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Leland Kinter, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Grayson Coney
Cultural Director, T’si‐Akim Maidu
P.O. Box 1316
Colfax, CA 95713
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Grayson Coney:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Eileen Moon, T’si‐Akim Maidu
Don Ryberg, T’si‐Akim Maidu

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Rose Enos
15310 Bancroft Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Rose Enos:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Kesner Flores
P.O. Box 1047
Wheatland, CA 95692
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Kesner Flores:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Daniel Fonseca
Cultural Resources Director, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Daniel Fonseca:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Nicholas Fonseca, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
Hermo Olanio, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Nicholas Fonseca
Chairperson, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Nicholas Fonseca:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Daniel Fonseca, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
Hermo Olanio, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Marcos Guerrero
Tribal Preservation Committee, United Indian Community of the
Auburn Rancheria
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Marcos Guerrero:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Gene Whitehouse, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
Jason Camp, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Leland Kinter
Chairperson, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
P.O. Box 18
Brooks, CA 95606
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Leland Kinter:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Native Cultural Renewal Committee, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
Cynthia Clarke, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Eileen Moon
Vice Chairperson, T’si‐Akim Maidu
P.O. Box 1246
Grass Valley, CA 95945
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Eileen Moon:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Grayson Coney, T’si‐Akim Maidu
Don Ryberg, T’si‐Akim Maidu

November 4, 2015
The Honorable April Wallace Moore
19630 Placer Hills Road
Colfax, CA 95713
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable April Wallace Moore:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Native Cultural Renewal Committee
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
P.O. Box 18
Brooks, CA 95606
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Native Cultural Renewal Committee:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
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Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Leland Kinter, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
Cynthia Clarke, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Hermo Olanio
Vice Chairperson, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
P.O. Box 1340
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Hermo Olanio:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
Page 2

Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Daniel Fonseca, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
Nicholas Fonseca, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Don Ryberg
Chairperson, T’si‐Akim Maidu
P.O. Box 1246
Grass Valley, CA 95945
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Don Ryberg:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
Page 2

Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Eileen Moon, T’si‐Akim Maidu
Grayson Coney, T’si‐Akim Maidu

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Gene Whitehouse
Chairperson, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Gene Whitehouse:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
Page 2

Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Marcos Guerrero, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
Jason Camp, United Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Charlie Wright
Chairperson, Cortina Band of Indians
P.O. Box 1630
Williams, CA 95987
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Charlie Wright:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
Page 2

Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hoffman, Robin
Friday, November 13, 2015 11:21 AM
'mdelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov'
City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting
I-St-Bridge_Letter_Kinter_11042015.pdf

Marilyn,
It was nice to talk with you. As you requested, the original meeting invitation letter is attached. Please let me know if
you have any questions or comments.
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

1

November 4, 2015
The Honorable Leland Kinter
Chairperson, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
P.O. Box 18
Brooks, CA 95606
Re:

03‐SAC‐0‐SAC
PROJ # BRLS 5002(164)
I Street Bridge Replacement

Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

Dear Honorable Leland Kinter:
As described in our letter to you dated June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento (City), in cooperation with
the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, is proposing the I Street Bridge Replacement Project, which
would construct a new bridge across the Sacramento River. The new bridge would provide a new
vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian crossing connecting C Street in West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in Sacramento.
The City invites you to attend an informational meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in
West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The
purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information and give you the
opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project. So that the meeting can
be as productive as possible, by November 11, please share with us any relevant information or
materials (e.g., sensitivity maps) you have so that we may better tailor the discussion.
Your comments and concerns will be important to the City as we move forward with the project. ICF
International is an environmental consultant representing the City—please contact their archaeologist
Robin Hoffman via email at robin.hoffman@icfi.com or telephone at 916‐231‐7684 with any questions
or concerns, or if you are willing to share information prior to the meeting. Mr. Hoffman’s mailing
address is:
Robin Hoffman
ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
If you have questions regarding the content of this letter you can contact me at
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or 916‐808‐2762.

November 4, 2015
Page 2

Sincerely,

Dana Mahaffey, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
cc:

Erin Dwyer, Caltrans D3
Jesse Gothan, City of Sacramento
Native Cultural Renewal Committee, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
Cynthia Clarke, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hoffman, Robin
Friday, November 13, 2015 11:26 AM
Marcos Guerrero (mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com); 'jcamp@auburnrancheria.com'
Invitation to Information Meeting for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project

This is a follow‐up email to the City of Sacramento’s (City[‘s]) November 4, 2015 letter inviting you to attend an
informational meeting regarding the City’s I Street Bridge Replacement Project. As noted in the letter, the meeting will
be held on Monday, November 16, 2015 at 10 a.m. in West Sacramento at the public parking lot located at the
intersection of 2nd Street and C Street. The purpose of the meeting is to provide you with additional project information
and give you the opportunity to share any information you may have regarding sites, traditional cultural properties,
values, or other cultural resources considerations associated with the project.
Could you please let me know if you are planning on attending the meeting and if you have any information or materials
(e.g., sensitivity maps) you have and would like to share regarding the project. Also, please let me know if you have any
questions or comments.
Thanks again,
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

1

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Marilyn Delgado <MDelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov>
Friday, November 13, 2015 1:27 PM
Hoffman, Robin
Anthony Flores
RE: City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting

Importance:

High

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Robin,
Thank you for sending me the letter. We will have someone at the meeting and will notify you later today who will be in
attendance.
Thank you,
Marilyn
Marilyn Delgado
Director of Cultural Resources
and California Tribal College
Tewe Kewe Cultural Center
PO Box 18 | Brooks, CA 95606
c 530.723.0444 | p 530.796.3400 | f 530.796.2143
mdelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov
www.yochadehe.org
From: Hoffman, Robin [mailto:Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 1:23 PM
To: Marilyn Delgado
Subject: City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting

Marilyn,
It was nice to talk with you. As you requested, the original meeting invitation letter is attached. Please let me know if
you have any questions or comments.
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

1

Meeting Notes
Project: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
Date, Time: November 16, 2015, 10:00 am
Location: West Sacramento, on‐site (parking area at 2nd Street and C Street)
Attendees: City of Sacramento:

Jesse Gotham (Supervising Engineer, Project Manager), Dana Mahaffey
(Associate Planner)
City of West Sacramento:
Jason McCoy (Senior Transportation Planner), David Tilley (Principal Planner),
Katy Jacobson (Senior Program Manager)
United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC):
Tristan Evans (Cultural Resources Administrative Assistant)
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation (YDWN):
Anthony Flores (Site Protection Manager), Laverne Bill (Tribal Monitor)
Mark Thomas & Company:
Zach Siviglia (Project Manager), Megan Johnson (Project Engineer)
ICF International (ICF):
Claire Bromund (Project Manager), Robin Hoffman (Project Archaeologist),
Tina Sorvari (Project Coordinator/Archaeologist)



Introductions and sign‐in



Robin Hoffman distributed two exhibits: Area of Potential Effects (APE) map (signed by Caltrans)
and project design elements drawing



Zach Siviglia provided an overview of the project:




Purpose/need, funding


Community‐centered bridge needed, vehicular/pedestrian/cyclist safety currently an issue,
must be movable for river boat traffic.



Federal funds provided to City of Sacramento. Project also involves a large number of
regulatory agencies. Caltrans is the lead federal agency, City of Sacramento is the lead local
agency.

Described project and alternatives (Alts. 1 and 2 in West Sacramento)


Alternative 1 has been eliminated from further consideration because it is not feasible to
relocate the levee.



Removal of existing approach structures will consist of removing the superstructure, cutting
existing piers/supports at ground level, breaking up and removing footings to
approximately 3 feet deep, then backfilling the area with soil.

I St. Bridge Replacement Project
Notes of Meeting Held 11/16/2015
Page 2 of 2


Abutment areas and new roadway approach area will require ground
disturbance/excavation of approximately 3 feet deep to remove existing vegetation and
organic material, then excavation of approximately 10‐15 feet deep on water side of existing
levee for installation of abutment. The existing levee will be slightly cut on water side to
allow for gradual slope to new levee profile. In West Sacramento, the levee will be extended
west (land side) to comply with levee design standards – fill will be used to extend levee.
Slurry wall will be installed in middle of new levee profile at new road location plus
approximately 50 feet north and south of new road location. Slurry wall will be in a trench
approximately 3‐4 feet wide and between 70 and 110 feet deep. Abutments will be
constructed with approximately 50 piles driven to depths of approximately 70 feet (W. Sac
side) and 80 feet (Sac side).



Two piers will be installed on both sides of river at existing toe of riverbank/levee.



Two additional piers will be placed within river channel.



Current dirt path on water side of existing levee on W. Sac side is approximate location of
new bike path.



Bike lane along C Street will require small amount of excavation (maximum 3 feet) on south
side of C Street, then a concrete bike path on top.



Group walked along W. Sac levee portion of project site.



Anthony Flores (YDWN) asked if the archaeological survey had been conducted and if an Extended
Phase I (XPI) will be conducted.


Robin Hoffman replied that the pedestrian survey had been completed and explained what
resources (all historic‐period) had been identified. Hoffman stated that whether an XPI would
be necessary was still being determined by Caltrans.



Hoffman provided Flores with a set of six maps showing historic Sanborn Maps with the APE
overlaid. Hoffman stated that he would provide Flores, Laverne Bill, and Tristan Evans, via email,
with the maps in electronic format. Hoffman also said he would share the project cultural resources
records search results with Flores, Bill, and Evans.



Hoffman asked Flores, Bill, and Evans if they had any questions or comments.




Evans stated that Marcos Guerrero (UAIC) had asked him to tell Hoffman that UAIC knows of a
Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) within or close to the APE on both sides of the river, and
that UAIC knows of archaeological sites within or close to the APE on both sides of the river.
Evans stated that UAIC requests additional consultation and would like to share information the
TCPs and archaeological sites, in addition to discussing potential project effects.
Flores stated that YDWN would like additional consultation and would be providing the City of
Sacramento with a formal letter regarding the project.



Claire Bromund asked the group if anyone had any additional questions or comments – to which
everyone stated they did not.



Meeting adjourned.

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hoffman, Robin
Monday, November 16, 2015 11:58 AM
'Marilyn Delgado'
RE: City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting

Marilyn,
We just finished our meeting regarding the I St. Bridge Replacement Project. It was great to see Anthony and Laverne
again. We are preparing a summary to send out to the attendees, but I cannot make out Laverne’s email address from
the sign‐in sheet. When you have the chance, could you please send me his address so we can include him in the email.
Thank you,
‐Robin
From: Marilyn Delgado [mailto:MDelgado@yochadehe‐nsn.gov]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 1:27 PM
To: Hoffman, Robin <Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com>
Cc: Anthony Flores <AFlores@yochadehe‐nsn.gov>
Subject: RE: City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting
Importance: High
Robin,
Thank you for sending me the letter. We will have someone at the meeting and will notify you later today who will be in
attendance.
Thank you,
Marilyn
Marilyn Delgado
Director of Cultural Resources
and California Tribal College
Tewe Kewe Cultural Center
PO Box 18 | Brooks, CA 95606
c 530.723.0444 | p 530.796.3400 | f 530.796.2143
mdelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov
www.yochadehe.org
From: Hoffman, Robin [mailto:Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 1:23 PM
To: Marilyn Delgado
Subject: City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting

Marilyn,
It was nice to talk with you. As you requested, the original meeting invitation letter is attached. Please let me know if
you have any questions or comments.
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
1

Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

2

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hoffman, Robin
Monday, November 16, 2015 4:46 PM
'tevans@auburnrancheria.com'
Marcos Guerrero (mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com); 'jcamp@auburnrancheria.com'
I St. Bridge Replacement Project Historic Maps and Records Search Results
I-St-Bridge_HistoricMap_Overlays.pdf

Tristan,
It was nice to meet you today and to have the chance to discuss the I St. Bridge Replacement Project. Attached are the
historic map overlays I promised you.
Thanks again for taking the time to meet,
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

1

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Hoffman, Robin
Monday, November 16, 2015 4:49 PM
'aflores@yochadehe-nsn.gov'; 'lbill@yochadehe-nsn.gov'
'Marilyn Delgado'
I Street Bridge Replacement Project Historic Map Overlays
I-St-Bridge_HistoricMap_Overlays.pdf

Anthony and Laverne,
It was nice to see you today and to have the chance to discuss the I St. Bridge Replacement Project. Attached are
electronic copies of the historic map overlays I promised you.
Thanks again for taking the time to meet,
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

1

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Marilyn Delgado <MDelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov>
Monday, November 16, 2015 5:03 PM
Hoffman, Robin
RE: City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Hi Robin,
I’m just catching up on my emails from today. I see that you got Laverne’s email address! I am glad they were there to
assist.
Thank you,
Marilyn
Marilyn Delgado
Director of Cultural Resources
and California Tribal College
Tewe Kewe Cultural Center
PO Box 18 | Brooks, CA 95606
c 530.723.0444 | p 530.796.3400 | f 530.796.2143
mdelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov
www.yochadehe.org
From: Hoffman, Robin [mailto:Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com]
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 11:58 AM
To: Marilyn Delgado
Subject: RE: City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting

Marilyn,
We just finished our meeting regarding the I St. Bridge Replacement Project. It was great to see Anthony and Laverne
again. We are preparing a summary to send out to the attendees, but I cannot make out Laverne’s email address from
the sign‐in sheet. When you have the chance, could you please send me his address so we can include him in the email.
Thank you,
‐Robin
From: Marilyn Delgado [mailto:MDelgado@yochadehe‐nsn.gov]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 1:27 PM
To: Hoffman, Robin <Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com>
Cc: Anthony Flores <AFlores@yochadehe‐nsn.gov>
Subject: RE: City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting
Importance: High
Robin,

1

Thank you for sending me the letter. We will have someone at the meeting and will notify you later today who will be in
attendance.
Thank you,
Marilyn
Marilyn Delgado
Director of Cultural Resources
and California Tribal College
Tewe Kewe Cultural Center
PO Box 18 | Brooks, CA 95606
c 530.723.0444 | p 530.796.3400 | f 530.796.2143
mdelgado@yochadehe-nsn.gov
www.yochadehe.org
From: Hoffman, Robin [mailto:Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com]
Sent: Friday, November 13, 2015 1:23 PM
To: Marilyn Delgado
Subject: City of Sacramento I St. Bridge Replacement Project Meeting

Marilyn,
It was nice to talk with you. As you requested, the original meeting invitation letter is attached. Please let me know if
you have any questions or comments.
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

2

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bromund, Claire
Monday, November 16, 2015 4:28 PM
aflores@yochadehe-nsn.gov; l.bill@yochadehe-nsn.gov; tevans@auburnrancheria.com;
(JGothan@cityofsacramento.org); Dana Mahaffey; Jason McCoy
(mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org); davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org;
katyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; Zach Siviglia; Megan Johnson; Hoffman, Robin;
Sorvari, Tina
Dwyer, Erin T@DOT
I Street Bridge Replacement Project Info Meeting Sign-in Sheet
I-St-Bridge_InfoMtg_signin-11162015.pdf

Attached is the sign‐in list for this morning’s meeting. Thank you for your participation. Follow‐up communications
summarizing what was discussed will be sent out separately.
CLAIRE BROMUND | Senior Project Manager | 916.231.9520 (d) | claire.bromund@icfi.com | icfi.com
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916.737.3000 (o)

Connect with us on social media.

1

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bromund, Claire
Monday, November 16, 2015 4:47 PM
Hoffman, Robin
FW: I Street Bridge Replacement Project Info Meeting Sign-in Sheet

FYI
From: Tristan Evans [mailto:tevans@auburnrancheria.com]
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 4:44 PM
To: Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icfi.com>
Cc: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Jason Camp <jcamp@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project Info Meeting Sign‐in Sheet
Hi Claire,
Thank you for sending this over and for taking the time to meet with UAIC. I know Marcos and Jason look forward to
following up with further consultation.
‐Tristan
From: Bromund, Claire [mailto:Claire.Bromund@icfi.com]
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 4:28 PM
To: aflores@yochadehe‐nsn.gov; l.bill@yochadehe‐nsn.gov; Tristan Evans <tevans@auburnrancheria.com>;
(JGothan@cityofsacramento.org) <JGothan@cityofsacramento.org>; Dana Mahaffey
<DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org>; Jason McCoy (mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org)
<mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org>; davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org; katyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; Zach
Siviglia <zsiviglia@markthomas.com>; Megan Johnson <mjohnson@markthomas.com>; Hoffman, Robin
<Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com>; Sorvari, Tina <Tina.Sorvari@icfi.com>
Cc: Dwyer, Erin T@DOT <erin.dwyer@dot.ca.gov>
Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project Info Meeting Sign‐in Sheet
Attached is the sign‐in list for this morning’s meeting. Thank you for your participation. Follow‐up communications
summarizing what was discussed will be sent out separately.
CLAIRE BROMUND | Senior Project Manager | 916.231.9520 (d) | claire.bromund@icfi.com | icfi.com
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916.737.3000 (o)

Connect with us on social media.

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of the Electronic
Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15, U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the
Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the federal government unless a specific
statement to the contrary is included in this e-mail.

1

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tristan Evans <tevans@auburnrancheria.com>
Monday, November 16, 2015 5:15 PM
Hoffman, Robin
Marcos Guerrero; Jason Camp
RE: I St. Bridge Replacement Project Historic Maps and Records Search Results

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Hi Robin,
Thank you for taking the time to meet with UAIC. I know Jason and Marcos are looking forward to further consultation
on the project, but site visits are always appreciated.
‐Tristan
From: Hoffman, Robin [mailto:Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com]
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 4:46 PM
To: Tristan Evans <tevans@auburnrancheria.com>
Cc: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Jason Camp <jcamp@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St. Bridge Replacement Project Historic Maps and Records Search Results
Tristan,
It was nice to meet you today and to have the chance to discuss the I St. Bridge Replacement Project. Attached are the
historic map overlays I promised you.
Thanks again for taking the time to meet,
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of the Electronic
Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15, U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the
Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the federal government unless a specific
statement to the contrary is included in this e-mail.

1

Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tristan Evans <tevans@auburnrancheria.com>
Wednesday, November 18, 2015 4:55 PM
Hoffman, Robin
Marcos Guerrero; Jason Camp
RE: I St. Bridge Replacement Project Historic Maps and Records Search Results

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow Up
Flagged

Hi Robin,
Thank you for taking the time to meet with UAIC and for sending over those maps. Marcos would like to have a follow‐
up meeting to discuss the project. Does Monday, November 30 work? If not we can schedule some other dates.
From: Hoffman, Robin [mailto:Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com]
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 4:46 PM
To: Tristan Evans <tevans@auburnrancheria.com>
Cc: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Jason Camp <jcamp@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St. Bridge Replacement Project Historic Maps and Records Search Results
Tristan,
It was nice to meet you today and to have the chance to discuss the I St. Bridge Replacement Project. Attached are the
historic map overlays I promised you.
Thanks again for taking the time to meet,
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of the Electronic
Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15, U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the
Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the federal government unless a specific
statement to the contrary is included in this e-mail.
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Hoffman, Robin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hoffman, Robin
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 11:18 AM
Marcos Guerrero
Jason Camp; 'Tristan Evans'
RE: I St. Bridge Replacement Project Historic Maps and Records Search Results

Marcos,
Yes, let’s set up a meeting, though it’ll have to be after November 30. Mark Thomas (the engineering company) is
putting together some more detailed maps that will be good to have at the meeting and it might take them another
week or so to finish them. We, or the City, will get back to you soon to schedule a meeting.
Best,
Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107

From: Tristan Evans [mailto:tevans@auburnrancheria.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 4:55 PM
To: Hoffman, Robin <Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com>
Cc: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Jason Camp <jcamp@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: RE: I St. Bridge Replacement Project Historic Maps and Records Search Results
Hi Robin,
Thank you for taking the time to meet with UAIC and for sending over those maps. Marcos would like to have a follow‐
up meeting to discuss the project. Does Monday, November 30 work? If not we can schedule some other dates.
From: Hoffman, Robin [mailto:Robin.Hoffman@icfi.com]
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2015 4:46 PM
To: Tristan Evans <tevans@auburnrancheria.com>
Cc: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Jason Camp <jcamp@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St. Bridge Replacement Project Historic Maps and Records Search Results
Tristan,
It was nice to meet you today and to have the chance to discuss the I St. Bridge Replacement Project. Attached are the
historic map overlays I promised you.
Thanks again for taking the time to meet,
‐Robin
Please note my new contact information below
Robin Hoffman, MA, RPA | Archaeologist | 415.677.7183 (w) 707.494.3349 (c)
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 620 Folsom Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94107
1

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of the Electronic
Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15, U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the
Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the federal government unless a specific
statement to the contrary is included in this e-mail.
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From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 8:58 AM
To: Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>
Cc: Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Cherilyn Neider <cneider@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi
McAdams <mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St Bridge Replacement Project
Good Morning Tom,
Are you available to meet on the I St Bridge Replacement Project. Can you send over some dates to schedule the
meeting?
In the meantime I have a few questions:
 How come there was no AB52 consultation for the preparation of the CEQA or NEPA documents?
 What is the CEQA document being prepared and has it been certified? MND/EIR?
 What is the NEPA document being prepared and has it been approved? CatEx/EIS?
 UAIC would like copies of the following CEQA documents: MND/EIR and MMRP.
 UAIC would like copies of the following NEPA documents: CatEx/EIS, and ROD.
 Who at Caltrans is the lead on the project for the NEPA and Section 106?
 Is the FOE final or can we still make changes? Is looks signed.
 Is the City conducting Section 106 consultation on behalf of Caltrans or is ICF?
 What is ICF’s role?
 Who will be consulting and making edits to the CRMP, ESA AP, and project PA?
 Has SHPO commented on the project? If so, I would like a copy of SHPO’s comments.
 When does the 30 comment period end and what time are final comments due?
We are very pleased the City agreed to complete archaeological and geoarchaeological testing, include tribal monitor for
all studies, testing, and ground‐disturbing work. Thanks you and we look forward to consulting further on this project.
Marcos Guerrero

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of the Electronic
Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15, U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the
Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the federal government unless a specific
statement to the contrary is included in this e-mail.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tom Buford
Marcos Guerrero
Matthew Moore; Cherilyn Neider; Melodi McAdams; "Lisa Machado"; Bromund, Claire; Zachary Siviglia
RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project
Friday, October 26, 2018 12:00:18 PM

Marcos:
I’ve discussed your inquiries with Claire Bromund at ICF. Please see below. I’ve added Lisa Machado
at Caltrans to the email stream:
In the meantime I have a few questions:
How come there was no AB52 consultation for the preparation of the CEQA or NEPA
documents?
AB 52 only applies to CEQA and the project started prior to the effective date of AB 52. The Notice of
Preparation of the EIR was released on September 22, 2014. AB 52 does not apply to this project.
What is the CEQA document being prepared and has it been certified? MND/EIR?
EIR. Not yet certified.
What is the NEPA document being prepared and has it been approved? CatEx/EIS?
EA. FONSI not yet issued.
UAIC would like copies of the following CEQA documents: MND/EIR and MMRP.
See project website for Draft EIR/EA circulated in September 2017.
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Public-Works/Engineering-Services/Projects/Current-Projects/IStreet-Bridge-Replacement
UAIC would like copies of the following NEPA documents: CatEx/EIS, and ROD.
See project website for Draft EIR/EA circulated in September 2017.
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Public-Works/Engineering-Services/Projects/Current-Projects/IStreet-Bridge-Replacement
Who at Caltrans is the lead on the project for the NEPA and Section 106?
Lisa Machado is the District 3 lead.
Is the FOE final or can we still make changes? Is looks signed.
The FOE is approved. However, comments received from consulting tribes will be considered.
Is the City conducting Section 106 consultation on behalf of Caltrans or is ICF?
Caltrans is responsible for Section 106 consultation and is overseeing the City’s consultation efforts
being done on Caltrans’ behalf.
What is ICF’s role?
ICF is the City’s environmental consultant.

Who will be consulting and making edits to the CRMP, ESA AP, and project PA?
SHPO is reviewing the FOE concurrent with the United Auburn Indian Community and Yocha Dehe
Wintun Nation. Any comments received from either tribe will be considered.
Has SHPO commented on the project? If so, I would like a copy of SHPO’s comments.
SHPO is reviewing the FOE concurrent with the UAIC and Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation.
When does the 30 comment period end and what time are final comments due?
Per the letter sent to the UAIC dated October 3, 2018, the 30 day comment period ends 30 days
after receipt of the document. Our records indicate the document was delivered to the UAIC on
October 5, so the 30 day period will end on November 5.
Please give me a call with any questions or follow up.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 8:58 AM
To: Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>
Cc: Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Cherilyn Neider
<cneider@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams <mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St Bridge Replacement Project
Good Morning Tom,
Are you available to meet on the I St Bridge Replacement Project. Can you send over some dates to
schedule the meeting?
In the meantime I have a few questions:
How come there was no AB52 consultation for the preparation of the CEQA or NEPA
documents?
What is the CEQA document being prepared and has it been certified? MND/EIR?
What is the NEPA document being prepared and has it been approved? CatEx/EIS?
UAIC would like copies of the following CEQA documents: MND/EIR and MMRP.
UAIC would like copies of the following NEPA documents: CatEx/EIS, and ROD.
Who at Caltrans is the lead on the project for the NEPA and Section 106?
Is the FOE final or can we still make changes? Is looks signed.
Is the City conducting Section 106 consultation on behalf of Caltrans or is ICF?
What is ICF’s role?
Who will be consulting and making edits to the CRMP, ESA AP, and project PA?
Has SHPO commented on the project? If so, I would like a copy of SHPO’s comments.

When does the 30 comment period end and what time are final comments due?
We are very pleased the City agreed to complete archaeological and geoarchaeological testing,
include tribal monitor for all studies, testing, and ground-disturbing work. Thanks you and we look
forward to consulting further on this project.
Marcos Guerrero

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Machado, Lisa@DOT
Marcos Guerrero
Schinke, Kendall@DOT; Bright, Lisa@DOT; Matthew Moore; Melodi McAdams; Tom Buford; Bromund, Claire;
Bhattal, Thaleena@DOT
RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Tuesday, October 30, 2018 7:36:47 AM

Hello Marcos,
Hopefully I can help to clarify some of the major points. The CEQA document is an EIR and the
NEPA document is an EA-FONSI. The combined draft EIR/EA can be found at the following
website under the “Environmental Documents” section:
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Public-Works/Engineering-Services/Projects/CurrentProjects/I-Street-Bridge-Replacement
Once the project-specific Programmatic Agreement (PA) is signed by the SHPO and the
Caltrans DEA Chief, it will be officially executed. The PA will be appended to the final EIR/EA.
The PA documents how Caltrans and the City of Sacramento will complete Section 106 for the
project in accordance with 36 CFR §§ 800.4(b)(2) and 800.5(a)(3) and Stipulation XII.A of the
Caltrans Section 106 PA. The PA allows us to phase the identification and evaluation of
potential historic properties in the APE and it allows us to complete the Section 106 process
after approval of the final environmental document. As the draft PA itself describes, due to
the nature of the project, it was deemed appropriate to phase the Section 106 process with
the PA. These kinds of documents are discussed briefly in Exhibit 2.10 of the Caltrans SER:
http://www.dot.ca.gov./ser/vol2/ex_2_10_moa.pdf
Thank you,

Lisa Machado, M.A.
Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology)
California Department of Transportation, District 3
703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901
(530) 741-4450
Fax: (530) 741-4457

From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 4:33 PM
To: Machado, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi
McAdams <mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford

<TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Thanks Lisa,
I will reach out to Tom. I would like any additional clarification you have on the NEPA process.
My understanding is the CEQA document will be an MND and the NEPA document will be a
CatEx with project specific PA. If you have guidance or literature describing how this all works I
would appreciate the chance to learn more about it. Best,
Marcos

From: Machado, Lisa@DOT [mailto:Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 10:40 AM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi
McAdams <mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford
<TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE

Good morning Marcos,
Lisa Bright forwarded me the email below because I am the Caltrans point of
contact for the Section 106 compliance for most Local Assistance projects in
District 3. Because the City of Sacramento is the project proponent for the I
Street Bridge Replacement, it is best to send any questions or concerns about
the documents directly to the City’s point of contact. I believe that you have
already been in communication with Tom Buford from the City. Because it is
the City’s project, they are the primary decision makers. As the Section 106
lead, Caltrans will help to facilitate consultation and ensure that it meets the
standards of Section 106. Again, if you have comments about the documents,
please send them to the City directly. You may include me on that
communication if you wish. Please let me know if you have any questions or
concerns.
Thank you,
Lisa Machado, M.A.

Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology)
California Department of Transportation, District 3
703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901
(530) 741-4450
Fax: (530) 741-4457
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 8:25 AM
To: Bright, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore
<mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello Lisa,
Do you know who the point of contact is for the I St Bridge Replacement
Project FOE. UAIC would like to consult on the ESA and FOE.
Thank you,
Marcos

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for
purposes of the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce
Act (E-Sign Act), 15, U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic
Transactions Act of any state or the federal government unless a
specific statement to the contrary is included in this e-mail.

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for
purposes of the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce
Act (E-Sign Act), 15, U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic
Transactions Act of any state or the federal government unless a
specific statement to the contrary is included in this e-mail.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Tom Buford
Kathleen Solorio (ksolorio@yochadehe-nsn.gov)
Bromund, Claire; Pappas, Steve; Caltrans; Jesse Gothan; "Lisa Machado"; Zachary Siviglia
I Street Bridge Replacement Project (YD-06232015-01)
Thursday, November 1, 2018 7:52:44 AM
Yocha Dehe to City 10.22.2018.pdf
Yocha Dehe re I Street Bridge 10.3.2018.pdf

Ms. Solorio:
We received the attached letter dated October 22, 2018 from Mr. Leland Kinter, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer, in response to our October 3, 2018 letter sent to Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
regarding the I Street Bridge Replacement Project. Mr. Kinter requested that we contact you to
coordinate the data and time for a meeting in order to initiate formal consultation. Our October 3rd
letter is the latest correspondence with the Yocha Dehe for this project and it requested the Yocha
Dehe’s review of the most recent cultural documents prepared for the project. Would you please let
us know if the Yocha Dehe will be providing comments?
Consultation regarding the I Street Bridge project began in June of 2015 when the City of
Sacramento sent a letter to Mr. Leland Kinter, and to the representatives of other area tribes, to
initiate consultation under Section 106, in coordination with Caltrans. In a response letter that same
month, Mr. James Kinter requested a site visit. In November 2015, invitation letters for an
informational site visit were sent. The site visit was held on November 16 and Mr. Anthony Flores
and Mr. Laverne Bill were among those who attended.
In October of 2016, the City sent a letter to Mr. Leland Kinter indicating that Extended Phase I (XPI)
excavations would be conducted in a limited area in West Sacramento; we then followed up with a
second letter in November 2016 explaining that the XPI would not occur as originally scheduled but
instead a project-specific programmatic agreement (PA) would be executed to ensure that the XPI
would be conducted at an appropriate time in relation to project construction activities. The
November 2016 letter also indicated that the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation would be offered the
opportunity to be a concurring party to the PA.
The PA is now written and with our October 3 letter was a USB drive that contained the project’s
Section 106 Finding of Effect document, the PA, a Cultural Resources Management Plan, and an
Environmentally Sensitive Area Action Plan. Caltrans sent the same documents to the California
Office of Historic Preservation for concurrent review. The project-specific PA will be executed by
Caltrans and the State Historic Preservation Officer prior to approval of the project. In the October 3
letter, we asked that any comments the Yocha Dehe had on the documents be provided within 30
days of receipt of the documents. Our records indicate the letter and documents were received on
October 5, so please provide any comments you have by November 5.
We look forward to discussing how best to facilitate coordination with the Yocha Dehe as we
implement the requirements of the PA. We value the Yocha Dehe’s participation and continued
input regarding the I Street Bridge Replacement Project. For your reference, attached to this email
are the following items.

October 22, 2018 letter from Leland Kinter, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation, Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer
October 3, 2018 letter from Tom Buford, City of Sacramento Community Development
Department, Principal Planner
If you have any questions regarding these matters, please let me know. I can be reached via email at
tbuford@cityofsacramento.org, and by telephone at (916) 799-1531.
Tom

Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Marcos Guerrero
Tom Buford; Machado, Lisa@DOT
Schinke, Kendall@DOT; Bright, Lisa@DOT; Matthew Moore; Melodi McAdams; Bromund, Claire
RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Thursday, November 15, 2018 1:39:26 PM
RE I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map.msg

Hello Tom,
the comments were in reference to the MMs we submitted 11/15/2016. I am glad to see these have
been addressed in the PA/CRMP. I think it would be good to walk the APE especially on the Yolo
County side to see all of the historic debris in the foot print. I believed the undertaking has a high
potential to disturb redeposited and intact archaeological deposits including human remains.
Here are UAIC’s comments to the FOE - PA/CRMP:
Additional geoarchaeological and archaeological testing shall be complete and include tribal
monitoring. This include any proposed geotechnical work.
My understanding is that the survey and geoarch/XPI testing will be completed after agency
approval, access to the properties are granted and USACE 408 permission are given.
For all Phase II proposals and data recovery requirements, UAIC would like discuss all curation and
reporting requirements. CalTrans is familiar with this request and it would be better addressed with
the Preservation Committee.
CRMP fails to address how TCRs will be identified, evaluated, monitored and reburied. This is
especially relevant for sites that are found in a disturbed or redeposited context.
UAIC would like to be included in the development of the prehistoric research design and design of
the interpretive panels.
UAIC would like to have its monitors on site for all ground disturbing activities.
UAIC would like to see Native American designed elements used in the final bridge design aesthetics.

UAIC would prefer to have all Native American cultural items and remains respectfully and
appropriately reburied.
UAIC would like to be included in the PA amendment process and be included as an invited signatory
to the PA.
Ethnography in the CRMP is inaccurate, the entire project area is in Miwok and Nisenan territory.
There are limited archaeological data sets because the NAHC and the SLA is confidential, therefore
none of the pertinent finds and cemeteries near the project area have not been identified. Broderick
is the closest Nisenan Village, it extends throughout the Washington District and the City of West
Sacramento is aware of it. We

From: Tom Buford [mailto:TBuford@cityofsacramento.org]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 12:15 PM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Machado, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Marcos:
Thanks for the inquiry.
The Cultural Resources Management Plan that is included as part of the Finding of Effect and
Programmatic Agreement, includes a specific provision for burials. As you know, this procedure is
regulated by statute, and I believe the provision follows the statutory process and provides adequate
protection. If you’d like to discuss it further, however, please let me know.
As for the mitigation measure you mentioned (CUL-1) I spoke with Claire Bromund and we agree this
has not been part of this project. We can, of course, discuss this further but I believe the procedures
outlined in the Cultural Resources Management Plan will respond to your concerns.
Give me a call with any questions.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 8:28 AM
To: Machado, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund,
Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello Tom,
My major concern is at Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Avoid Potential Effects on Previously
Undiscovered Archaeological Resources. The language at 4a lumps discovery of archaeological

resources with discovery of human remains. These should be separate as we don't want an
archaeologist (or qualified cultural resources specialist) evaluating the significance or making
recommendations for further evaluation and treatment of human remains. I will let you know if we
have any comments on the FOE. The biggest concern with the FOE is how do we deal with the oral
and ethnohistorical information, and how will that be used to identify and mitigate for any impacts?
Since many of the sites that have been found on the Yolo Co side included human remains, it is my
understanding none have been recorded at the NWIC. On recent trail project consultation with the
City of West Sacramento, along the I St Bridge, we noted and recorded historic resources on the
surface, I am wondering if this information can be included?
Have a good morning,
Marcos Guerrero
From: Machado, Lisa@DOT [mailto:Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 10:40 AM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund,
Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE

Good morning Marcos,
Lisa Bright forwarded me the email below because I am the Caltrans point of contact for the
Section 106 compliance for most Local Assistance projects in District 3. Because the City of
Sacramento is the project proponent for the I Street Bridge Replacement, it is best to send any
questions or concerns about the documents directly to the City’s point of contact. I believe
that you have already been in communication with Tom Buford from the City. Because it is the
City’s project, they are the primary decision makers. As the Section 106 lead, Caltrans will help
to facilitate consultation and ensure that it meets the standards of Section 106. Again, if you
have comments about the documents, please send them to the City directly. You may include
me on that communication if you wish. Please let me know if you have any questions or
concerns.
Thank you,
Lisa Machado, M.A.
Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology)
California Department of Transportation, District 3
703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901
(530) 741-4450
Fax: (530) 741-4457

From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 8:25 AM
To: Bright, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore
<mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams <mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello Lisa,
Do you know who the point of contact is for the I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE. UAIC
would like to consult on the ESA and FOE.
Thank you,
Marcos

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Marcos Guerrero
Tom Buford; Machado, Lisa@DOT
Schinke, Kendall@DOT; Bright, Lisa@DOT; Matthew Moore; Melodi McAdams; Bromund, Claire
RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Thursday, November 15, 2018 1:47:14 PM
RE I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map.msg

Hello all,
The comments were in reference to the MMs we submitted 11/15/2016. I am glad to see these have
been addressed in the PA/CRMP. I think it would be good to walk the APE especially on the Yolo
County side to see all of the historic debris in the foot print. I believed the undertaking has a high
potential to contain buried and intact archaeological deposits including human remains. Additional
geoarchaeological and archaeological testing shall be complete and include tribal monitoring. This
include any proposed geotechnical work.
My understanding is that the survey and geoarch/XPI testing will be complete after agency approval,
access to the properties are granted and USACE 408 permission are given.
For all Phase II proposals and data recovery requirements, UAIC would like discuss all curation and
reporting requirements. CalTrans is familiar with this request and it would be better addressed with
the Preservation Committee.
CRMP fails to address how TCRs will be identified, evaluated, monitored and reburied. This is
especially relevant for sites that are found in a disturbed or redeposited context.
UAIC would like to be included in the development of the prehistoric research design and design of
the interpretive panels.
UAIC would like to see native American designed elements used in the final bridge design aesthetics.

UAIC would prefer to have all Native American cultural items and remains respectfully and
appropriately reburied.
UAIC would like to be included in the PA amendment process and be included as an invited signatory
to the PA.
Ethnography in the CRMP is inaccurate the entire project area is in Miwok and Nisenan territory.
There are limited archaeological data sets because the NAHC and the SLA is confidential, therefore
none of the pertinent finds and cemeteries near the project area have not been identified. Broderick
is the closest Nisenan Village, it extends throughout the Washington District and the City of West
Sacramento is aware of it. We would be happy to provide a map and share the knowledge the tribe
has about its ancestral villages which may extend into the project area.
This is the first time seeing the Draft CRMP and UAIC would like to request additional consultation.
UAIC is unfamiliar with the Colusa Pavement Project.

The research questions do not address the values or significance of this place and resources to the
UAIC.
Thank you and we hope to continue this dialog.
Marcos

From: Tom Buford [mailto:TBuford@cityofsacramento.org]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 12:15 PM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Machado, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Marcos:
Thanks for the inquiry.
The Cultural Resources Management Plan that is included as part of the Finding of Effect and
Programmatic Agreement, includes a specific provision for burials. As you know, this procedure is
regulated by statute, and I believe the provision follows the statutory process and provides adequate
protection. If you’d like to discuss it further, however, please let me know.
As for the mitigation measure you mentioned (CUL-1) I spoke with Claire Bromund and we agree this
has not been part of this project. We can, of course, discuss this further but I believe the procedures
outlined in the Cultural Resources Management Plan will respond to your concerns.
Give me a call with any questions.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 8:28 AM
To: Machado, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams

<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund,
Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello Tom,
My major concern is at Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Avoid Potential Effects on Previously
Undiscovered Archaeological Resources. The language at 4a lumps discovery of archaeological
resources with discovery of human remains. These should be separate as we don't want an
archaeologist (or qualified cultural resources specialist) evaluating the significance or making
recommendations for further evaluation and treatment of human remains. I will let you know if we
have any comments on the FOE. The biggest concern with the FOE is how do we deal with the oral
and ethnohistorical information, and how will that be used to identify and mitigate for any impacts?
Since many of the sites that have been found on the Yolo Co side included human remains, it is my
understanding none have been recorded at the NWIC. On recent trail project consultation with the
City of West Sacramento, along the I St Bridge, we noted and recorded historic resources on the
surface, I am wondering if this information can be included?
Have a good morning,
Marcos Guerrero
From: Machado, Lisa@DOT [mailto:Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 10:40 AM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund,
Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE

Good morning Marcos,
Lisa Bright forwarded me the email below because I am the Caltrans point of contact for the
Section 106 compliance for most Local Assistance projects in District 3. Because the City of
Sacramento is the project proponent for the I Street Bridge Replacement, it is best to send any
questions or concerns about the documents directly to the City’s point of contact. I believe
that you have already been in communication with Tom Buford from the City. Because it is the
City’s project, they are the primary decision makers. As the Section 106 lead, Caltrans will help
to facilitate consultation and ensure that it meets the standards of Section 106. Again, if you
have comments about the documents, please send them to the City directly. You may include
me on that communication if you wish. Please let me know if you have any questions or
concerns.
Thank you,

Lisa Machado, M.A.
Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology)
California Department of Transportation, District 3
703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901
(530) 741-4450
Fax: (530) 741-4457
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 8:25 AM
To: Bright, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore
<mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams <mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello Lisa,
Do you know who the point of contact is for the I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE. UAIC
would like to consult on the ESA and FOE.
Thank you,
Marcos
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From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Marcos Guerrero
Sorvari, Tina
DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org; Jesse Gothan (JGothan@cityofsacramento.org); "zsiviglia@markthomas.com"
(zsiviglia@markthomas.com); Robinson, Mark; Bromund, Claire; Melodi McAdams;
katyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; Martinez, Rafael; mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; David W. Tilley
(davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org); Matthew Moore; Erin Dwyer; Melim, Suzanne M@DOT
RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map
Tuesday, November 15, 2016 12:43:05 PM
ATT3_Mitigation Measure CUL (4).docx

Dana/Tina,
UAIC has NAHC SLF sites in the project area. Please see the attached map. Unfortunately many of
the resource concerns we do know about were all located on the Sacramento County side of the
project. The I Street Bridge Replacement project overlaps with a pre-contact lake. There is a concern
that the eastern boundary of the project might hit significant burial sites, the southern portion of the
project (also on the Sacramento county side) might hit a burial site as well. Given the projects
proximity to burial sites on the Eastside I would imagine that there is also overlap on the West
Sacramento side. We do not have any cultural surveys or a high level of confidence on the Westside
of the I Street Bridge along the area we visited yesterday. Therefore, UAIC recommends a
geoarchaeological test plan and archaeological testing, as well as, tribal monitors during all studies,
testing and ground disturbing work.
Mark Robinson mentioned a burial plan of action. UAIC agrees and supports this as well as the
development of the HPMP and HPTPs if necessary. This includes a tribal monitoring plan and
treatment plan.
When the draft PA becomes available UAIC would like to comment on it and THPO Mathew Moore
has requested to be an invited signatory to the PA.    
Please note for future projects that UAIC charges for all records and literatures searches. If you are
interested we could provide one which would provide you with all of the supporting substantial
evidence for the purple cultural bubbles. The map also includes boundaries for previously recorded
CHRIS/NCIC-NWIC sites.
Attached you will also find the Mitigation Measures that we discussed that UAIC would like included
in the DEIR and MMRP. If possible would like them carried over into the DEIS. Let me know if you
have any questions?
With respect,
Marcos Guerrero, RPA
Cultural Resources Manager
United Auburn Indian Community
Tribal Historic Preservation Department
10720 Indian Hill Road
Auburn, CA 95603
Direct: 530-883-2364
Cell: 916-300-8792
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Fax: 530-883-2390

From: Sorvari, Tina [mailto:Tina.Sorvari@icf.com]
Sent: Monday, November 7, 2016 4:25 PM
To: Marcos Guerrero
Cc: Tristan Evans; DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org; Jesse Gothan (JGothan@cityofsacramento.org);
'zsiviglia@markthomas.com' (zsiviglia@markthomas.com); Robinson, Mark; Bromund, Claire; Melodi
McAdams; katyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; Martinez, Rafael; mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; David
W. Tilley (davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org); Matthew Moore; Erin Dwyer; Melim, Suzanne M@DOT
Subject: RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map

Yes, that’ll work. I’ll send an invite shortly. Thanks,
TINA SORVARI 916.231.9738

From: Marcos Guerrero [mailto:mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com]
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2016 3:17 PM
To: Sorvari, Tina
Cc: Tristan Evans; DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org; Jesse Gothan (JGothan@cityofsacramento.org);
'zsiviglia@markthomas.com' (zsiviglia@markthomas.com); Robinson, Mark; Bromund, Claire; Melodi
McAdams; katyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; Martinez, Rafael; mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; David
W. Tilley (davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org); Matthew Moore; Erin Dwyer; Melim, Suzanne M@DOT
Subject: RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map

Hello Tina,
How about Monday November 14th at 1pm?
From: Sorvari, Tina [mailto:Tina.Sorvari@icf.com]
Sent: Monday, November 7, 2016 12:25 PM
To: Marcos Guerrero
Cc: Tristan Evans; DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org; Jesse Gothan (JGothan@cityofsacramento.org);
'zsiviglia@markthomas.com' (zsiviglia@markthomas.com); Robinson, Mark; Bromund, Claire; Melodi
McAdams; katyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; Martinez, Rafael; mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; David
W. Tilley (davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org); Matthew Moore; Erin Dwyer; Melim, Suzanne M@DOT
Subject: RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map

Hello Marcos,
Do either of the dates/times below work for you? Thanks,
Wed. Nov. 9 – 10:00 AM
Mon. Nov. 14 –any time after noon
TINA SORVARI 916.231.9738

From: Marcos Guerrero [mailto:mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com]
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 3:53 PM
To: Sorvari, Tina
Subject: RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map

Hello Tina,
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Do you have any additional proposed times/dates to meet?
mg
From: Sorvari, Tina [mailto:Tina.Sorvari@icf.com]
Sent: Friday, October 14, 2016 5:27 PM
To: Marcos Guerrero
Cc: Tristan Evans; DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org; Jesse Gothan (JGothan@cityofsacramento.org);
'zsiviglia@markthomas.com' (zsiviglia@markthomas.com); Robinson, Mark; Bromund, Claire; Melodi
McAdams; katyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; Martinez, Rafael; mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org; David
W. Tilley (davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org); Matthew Moore; Erin Dwyer; Melim, Suzanne M@DOT
Subject: RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map

Hi Marcos,
The City of Sacramento would like to meet with your regarding the I Street Bridge Replacement
project so that you can provide information on any resources you are aware of within the project’s
Area of Potential Effects (APE). At the November 16, 2015 field visit, Tristan Evans indicated that
UAIC knows of a potential Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) in or near the APE on both sides of the
Sacramento River, as well as an archaeological site in or near the APE also on both sides of the
Sacramento River.
Since you’re planning to be in West Sacramento for another project site visit on the morning of
Tuesday, October 25, I’d like to propose a meeting with the City of Sacramento at 9:00 a.m. nearby.
We could meet at the small parking area at the southwest corner of 2nd Street and C Street, which is
within the APE for the I Street Bridge project. The cultural reports prepared for the project are not
yet approved by the lead agencies so cannot yet be shared. However, during the field meeting, the
results of the research done to date will be discussed.
Please respond at your earliest convenience to let us know if this time and day work for you.
Thank you,
TINA SORVARI 916.231.9738

From: Marcos Guerrero [mailto:mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 9:25 AM
To: Sorvari, Tina; Matthew Moore
Cc: Tristan Evans; DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org; Jesse Gothan (JGothan@cityofsacramento.org);
'zsiviglia@markthomas.com' (zsiviglia@markthomas.com); Robinson, Mark; Bromund, Claire; Melodi
McAdams
Subject: RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map

Hello Tina,
The UAIC has known cultural resources in your project area. We would like to set up at time to visit
the project area.
Can you send over all cultural resources reports and records search?
Thanks,
mg
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From: Sorvari, Tina [mailto:Tina.Sorvari@icf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 9:13 AM
To: Gene Whitehouse
Cc: Marcos Guerrero; Tristan Evans; DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org; Jesse Gothan
(JGothan@cityofsacramento.org); 'zsiviglia@markthomas.com' (zsiviglia@markthomas.com); Robinson,
Mark; Bromund, Claire
Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project APE Map

Dear Mr. Whitehouse,
In a letter to you from the City of Sacramento dated October 5, 2016, the referenced map was
inadvertently left out. Please see the attached for the draft project area of potential effects map.
If you have any questions please contact Dana Mahaffey at DMahaffey@cityofsacramento.org or
916-808-2762 or the project archaeologist, Mark Robinson at Mark.Robinson@icf.com or 916231-7608.
Thank you.
TINA SORVARI | Project Coordinator | +1.916.231.9738 direct | tina.sorvari@icf.com | icf.com
ICF | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814 USA | +1.916.834.4722 mobile

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.
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Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Avoid Potential Effects on Previously Undiscovered
Archaeological Resources.
To minimize the potential for destruction of or damage to previously undiscovered
archaeological and Cultural resources and to identify any such resources at the earliest
possible time during project-related earthmoving activities, The Project Proponent and its
construction contractor(s) will implement the following measures:
1. Paid Native American Monitors from culturally affiliated Native American Tribes
will be invited to monitor the vegetation grubbing, stripping, grading, or other
ground-disturbing activities in the project area to determine the presence or absence
of any cultural resources. Native American Representatives from cultural affiliated
Native American Tribes act as a representative of their Tribal government and shall
be consulted before any cultural studies or ground-disturbing activities begin.
2. Native American Representatives and Native American Monitors have the authority
to identify sites or objects of significance to Native Americans and to request that
work be stopped, diverted, or slowed if such sites or objects are identified within the
direct impact area; however, only a Native American Representative can recommend
appropriate treatment of such sites or objects.
3. A consultant and construction worker cultural resources awareness brochure and
training program for all personnel involved in project implementation will be
developed in coordination with interested Native American Tribes. The brochure will
be distributed and the training will be conducted in coordination with qualified
cultural resources specialists and Native American Representatives and Monitors
from culturally affiliated Native American Tribes before any stages of project
implementation and construction activities begin on the project site. The program will
include relevant information regarding sensitive archaeological resources, including
applicable regulations, protocols for avoidance, and consequences of violating State
laws and regulations. The worker cultural resources awareness program will also
describe appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for resources that have the
potential to be located on the project site and will outline what to do and whom to
contact if any potential archaeological resources or artifacts are encountered. The
program will also underscore the requirement for confidentiality and culturallyappropriate treatment of any find of significance to Native Americans and behaviors,
consistent with Native American Tribal values.
4. The Project Proponent will include a construction-related inadvertent discovery plan in
the construction contractor’s contract conditions, which must be finalized and approved
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before ground-disturbing construction activities, including excavation or fill, begin. The
construction-related inadvertent discovery plan will require the construction contractor to
take the following actions if cultural resources such as bone, shell, artifacts, human
remains, historic period structural features, architectural elements, bottles, ceramics,
bricks, etc. are discovered after ground-disturbing construction activities begin:
a. If potential archaeological resources cultural resources, articulated, or
disarticulated human remains are discovered by Native American Representatives
or Monitors from interested Native American Tribes, qualified cultural resources
specialists, or other Project personnel during construction activities, work will
cease in the immediate vicinity of the find (based on the apparent distribution of
cultural resources), whether or not a Native American Monitor from an interested
Native American Tribe is present. A qualified cultural resources specialist and
Native American Rrepresentatives and Monitors from culturally affiliated Native
American Tribes will assess the significance of the find and make
recommendations for further evaluation and treatment as necessary. These
recommendations will be documented in the project record. For any
recommendations made by interested Native American Tribes which are not
implemented, a justification for why the recommendation was not followed will
be provided in the project record.
b. No construction activities will occur within 100 feet of an area under a stop work
order. The Project Proponent will honor all reasonable requests by a Native American
Monitor from interested Native American Tribes to stop work in a specified area for
48 hours, or until Native American Representatives have provided a reasonable path
for work to resume, whichever occurs first.
c. Following a finding that the discovery represents a potential historical or cultural
resource, an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for a
Professional Archaeologist will delineate the resource according to industrystandard methods, taking into consideration recommendations and findings of
Native American Representatives or Monitors from interested Native American
Tribes. Recordation of Native American resources will be conducted in a
respectful manner consistent with the behaviors identified by the Native American
Monitor. The delineation will identify and map the full extent of the site. The site
boundary will be recorded using GPS and the site boundary will be flagged to
include a 100-foot buffer.
5. Avoidance and preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to
a cultural resource and may be accomplished by several means, including:
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a. Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites; incorporating sites within
parks, green-space, or other open space; covering archaeological sites; deeding a
site to a permanent conservation easement; or other preservation and protection
methods agreeable to consulting parties and regulatory authorities with
jurisdiction over the activity. Recommendations for avoidance of cultural
resources will be reviewed by The Project Proponent, interested Native American
Tribes, and the appropriate agencies, in light of factors such as costs, logistics,
feasibility, design, technology, and social, cultural, and environmental
considerations and the extent to which avoidance is consistent with project
objectives. Avoidance and design alternatives may include realignment within the
project area to avoid cultural resources, modification of the design to eliminate or
reduce impacts to cultural resources, or modification or realignment to avoid
highly significant features within a cultural resource. Native American
Representatives from interested Native American Tribes will be allowed to review
and comment on these analyses and shall have the opportunity to meet with THE
PROJECT PROPONENT and its representatives who have technical expertise to
identify and recommend feasible avoidance and design alternatives, so that
appropriate and feasible avoidance and design alternatives can be identified.
b. If the resource can be avoided, the construction contractor(s), with paid Native
American Monitors from culturally affiliated Native American Tribes present,
will install protective fencing outside the site boundary, including a buffer area,
before construction restarts. The construction contractor(s) will maintain the
protective fencing throughout construction to avoid the site during all remaining
phases of construction. The area will be demarcated as an “Environmentally
Sensitive Area.” Native American Representatives from interested Native
American Tribes and The Project Proponent will also consult to develop measures
for long term management of the resource and routine operation and maintenance
within culturally sensitive areas that retain resource integrity, including tribal
cultural integrity, and including archaeological material, Traditional Cultural
Properties, and cultural landscapes, in accordance with state and federal guidance
including National Register Bulletin 30 (Guidelines for Evaluating and
Documenting Rural Historic Landscapes), Bulletin 36 (Guidelines for Evaluating
and Registering Archaeological Properties), and Bulletin 38 (Guidelines for
Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties); National Park
Service Preservation Brief 36 (Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning,
Treatment and Management of Historic Landscapes) and using the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) Native American Traditional Cultural
Landscapes Action Plan for further guidance. Use of temporary and permanent
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forms of protective fencing will be determined in consultation with Native
American Representatives from interested Native American Tribes.
c. If preservation in place using appropriate covering or capping is the selected
approach, the construction contractor(s) and maintenance personnel will install
geotechnical fabric as a protective cover to the surface of the resource and then
cap or cover the resource with a layer of local or certified clean soil. A copy of
the clean soil certificate will be provided to interested Native American Tribes
before a resource is capped or covered. The layer of soil will be thick enough that
construction activities will not penetrate the protective cap or otherwise disturb
the resource. An archaeologist who meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for
a Professional Archaeologist and a Native American Monitor must be present
during installation of any protective cover and capping of a resource. Native
American Representatives and Monitors from interested Native American Tribes
will also be invited to attend the installation and capping. Both temporary and
permanent forms of resource capping will be determined in consultation with
interested Native Americans. The limits of the area to be capped will be
demarcated in the field by a Native American Monitor in consultation with a The
Project Proponent representative and cultural resources specialists.
6. If avoidance is infeasible, a Treatment Plan that identifies how identified properties that
have been determined to be eligible for the CRHR or NRHP will be treated under CEQA
shall be prepared and implemented in consultation with The Project Proponent and
Native American Representatives from culturally affiliated Native American Tribes (if
the resources are prehistoric or Native American in nature). In all cases, treatment will be
carried out with dignity and respect. Interested Native American Tribes will be consulted
on the research approach, methods and whether burial or data recovery or alternate
mitigation is culturally-appropriate for the find. Alternative mitigation will be considered
for cultural resources instead of burial and archaeological data recovery, curation, testing,
and analysis. Work may proceed on other parts of the project site while treatment is being
carried out, to the extent it does not interfere with respectful treatment. In the formulation
of any Treatment Plan, the following considerations shall be made:
a. Concerning scientific handling, testing, or field or laboratory analysis of
archaeological sites and materials, The Project Proponent will consult with
interested Native American Tribes and USACE to identify an acceptable
procedure. The Project Proponent will assume for the purposes of this project that
NHPA Section 106 consultation will be approached in a manner consistent with
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation letter dated March 31, 2015,
regarding resolution of adverse effects in the Feather River West Levee Project
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matter. However, The Project Proponent is not the lead agency for Section 106
compliance. The Project Proponent, as the lead CEQA agency, will not require
scientific handling, testing, or field or laboratory analysis, and will consider
various types of mitigation including non-traditional approaches to treatment and
will recognize the state policy in PRC Section 5097.991 that Native American
remains and grave goods shall be repatriated.
b. The Project Proponent and the MLD will implement the Burial Avoidance and
Recovery Plan if human remains or burial objects are observed during
construction. If human remains are discovered during any phase of the project,
The Project Proponent and the contractors will coordinate with the county coroner
and NAHC to make the determinations and perform the management steps
prescribed in California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California
PRC Section 5097.98.
c. For any treatment and plans, The Project Proponent will assume for the purposes
of this project that NHPA Section 106 consultation will be approached in a
manner consistent with the ACHP letter dated March 31, 2015, regarding
resolution of adverse effects in the Feather River West Levee Project matter.
However, The Project Proponent is not the lead agency for Section 106
compliance. The Project Proponent, as the lead CEQA agency, will not require
scientific handling, testing, or field or laboratory analysis, and will consider
various types of mitigation including non-traditional approaches to treatment and
will recognize the state policy in PRC Section 5097.991 that Native American
remains and grave goods shall be repatriated.
7. Following completion of major construction activities, The Project Proponent and its
consultant, in consultation with Native American Representatives from culturally
affiliated Native American Tribes, will prepare a report that documents what, if any,
cultural resources or human remains were discovered during project implementation, how
impacts to each resource (whether discovered during construction or during inventory
and consultation) were avoided or what treatment was instituted, the condition of each
resource after project implementation, recommendations for how additional impacts can
be avoided, and recommendations for management of each resource. Interested Native
American Tribes will be provided reasonable time to review and comment on the draft
and draft final confidential report. Any comments made by interested Native American
Tribes will be documented in the project record, and recommended revisions will be
considered for inclusion in the final reports. For any recommendations made by
interested Native American Tribes which are not incorporated into the report, a
justification for why the recommendation was not followed will be provided in the report.
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a. Interested Native American Tribes will be provided reasonable time to review and
comment on the draft and draft final reports. Any comments made by interested
Native American Tribes will be documented in the project record, and
recommended revisions will be considered for inclusion in the final reports. For
any recommendations made by culturally affiliated Native American Tribes
which are not incorporated into the report, a justification for why the
recommendation was not followed will be provided in the report. Records of all
Native American consultation conducted under CEQA will be confidentially
provided to the lead Federal agency responsible for compliance with NEPA and
Section 106 of the NHPA.
b. Should any Native American cultural resources be encountered, resource
documentation will take into consideration recommendations and comments made
by culturally affiliated Native American Tribes. These comments and
recommendations will be documented in the project reports and in the resource
records. For any recommendations made by culturally affiliated Native American
Tribes which are not adopted by The Project Proponent, a justification for why the
recommendation was not followed will be provided in the report.
c. The Project Proponent or a The Project Proponent representative may request
additional information, or notify the appropriate interested Native American
Tribe, if they disagree with identification, recommendations or actions made by a
Native American Representative or Monitor from an interested Native American
Tribe. Similarly a Native American Representative or Monitor from an interested
Native American Tribe may notify or request additional information from THE
PROJECT PROPONENT if they disagree with identification, recommendations,
or actions made by THE PROJECT PROPONENT or one of its representatives.
Timing:

During all ground-disturbing construction phases.

Responsibility:

The Project Proponent and its construction contractor(s).

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Avoid Potential Effects on Previously Undiscovered
Paleontological Resources.
To minimize the potential for destruction of or damage to potentially unique,
scientifically important paleontological resources during project-related earthmoving
activities, The Project Proponent and its construction contractor(s) will implement the
following measures:
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1. Before the start of any project-related earthmoving activities, The Project Proponent
shall retain a qualified archaeologist or paleontologist to train all construction
personnel involved with earthmoving activities, including the site superintendent,
regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance and types of fossils
likely to be seen during construction, and proper notification procedures should
fossils be encountered.
2. If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the
construction crew shall notify The Project Proponent and shall immediately cease
work in the vicinity of the find. The Project Proponent shall retain a qualified
paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a recovery plan in accordance
with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines (1996). The recovery plan may
include but is not limited to a field survey, construction monitoring, sampling and
data recovery procedures, museum storage coordination for any specimen recovered,
and a report of findings. Recommendations in the recovery plan that are determined
by The Project Proponent to be necessary and feasible shall be implemented before
construction activities can resume at the site where the paleontological resources were
discovered.
Timing:

During all ground-disturbing construction phases.

Responsibility:

The Project Proponent and its construction contractor(s).

Mitigation Measure CUL-3: Avoid Potential Effects on Undiscovered Burials.
To minimize the potential for destruction of or damage to undiscovered burials during
project-related earthmoving activities, The Project Proponent and its construction
contractor(s) will implement the following measures:
1. In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are
uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, all ground-disturbing work
potentially damaging excavation in the area of the burial and a 150-foot radius
shall halt and the County Coroner shall be notified immediately. The coroner is
required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of
receiving notice of a discovery on private or state lands (Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5[b]). If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a
Native American, he or she must contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours of
making that determination (Health and Safety Code Section 7050[c]). The NAHC
shall designate a Most Likely Descendant for the human remains. After the
coroner’s findings have been made, an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the
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Interior’s Professional Standards for Archaeologists and the NAHC-designated
Most Likely Descendant shall determine the ultimate treatment and disposition of
the remains and take appropriate steps to ensure that additional human interments
are not disturbed. The responsibilities of Placer and Nevada County for acting
upon notification of a discovery of Native American human remains are identified
in PRC Section 5097.9.
2. Native American human remains, associated grave goods, and items associated
with Native American human remains that are subject to California PRC Section
5097.98 will not be subjected to scientific analysis, handling, testing or field or
laboratory analysis without written consent from the Most Likely Descendant. If
human remains are present, treatment shall conform to the requirements of state
law under California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and PRC Section
5097.87, unless the discovery occurs on federal land. The Project Proponent
agrees to comply with other related state laws, including PRC Section 5097.9.
Timing:

During all ground-disturbing construction phases.

Responsibility:

The Project Proponent and its construction contractor(s).

Additional mitigation measures for large projects or projects with known burials, and the
following mitigation measures for projects in areas where there aren’t any known resources
include:
 Develop a standard operating procedure, points of contact, timeline and schedule for the
project so all possible damages can be avoided or alternatives and cumulative impacts
properly accessed.
 If potential archaeological resources cultural resources, articulated, or disarticulated
human remains are discovered by Native American Representatives or Monitors from
interested Native American Tribes, qualified cultural resources specialists, or other
Project personnel during construction activities, work will cease in the immediate vicinity
of the find (based on the apparent distribution of cultural resources), whether or not a
Native American Monitor from an interested Native American Tribe is present. A
qualified cultural resources specialist and Native American Representatives and Monitors
from culturally affiliated Native American Tribes will assess the significance of the find
and make recommendations for further evaluation and treatment as necessary. These
recommendations will be documented in the project record. For any recommendations
made by interested Native American Tribes which are not implemented, a justification
for why the recommendation was not followed will be provided in the project record.
 If adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, unique archeology, or other cultural
resources occurs, then consultation with UAIC regarding mitigation contained in the
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Public Resources Code sections 21084.3(a) and (b) and CEQA Guidelines section 15370
should occur, in order to coordinate for compensation for the impact by replacing or
providing substitute resources or environments.

11/15/2018 Email Attachment

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tom Buford
Marcos Guerrero; Machado, Lisa@DOT
Schinke, Kendall@DOT; Bright, Lisa@DOT; Matthew Moore; Melodi McAdams; Bromund, Claire; Zachary Siviglia
RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE: Response to Your Email
Friday, November 16, 2018 6:51:42 AM

Marcos:
I received your email of November 15, 2018 regarding the I Street Bridge project , and I’ve
provided our responses to your questions below in italics, including input from the project
team.
The comments were in reference to the MMs we submitted 11/15/2016. I am glad to see
these have been addressed in the PA/CRMP. I think it would be good to walk the APE
especially on the Yolo County side to see all of the historic debris in the foot print. I
believed the undertaking has a high potential to contain buried and intact archaeological
deposits including human remains. Additional geoarchaeological and archaeological
testing shall be complete and include tribal monitoring. This include any proposed
geotechnical work.
In response to your comments sent by email on 11/15/2016, the City mailed a letter, dated
11/18/2016, which explained that the plan for the proposed limited archaeological trenching
to test for the presence or absence of cultural resources in the West Sacramento portion of the
APE just prior to project construction would be described in the project-specific PA. The City
will propose that monitors be present during the archaeological testing and during initial
ground disturbing construction activities in sensitive areas. We appreciate that you think your
comments have been addressed.
During the site visit held on 11/14/2016, when unpaved portions of the project footprint in
West Sacramento were walked, you, Matthew Moore, and Danny Rey did not identify or point
out locations of any historic debris. If you have new information specific to the I Street Bridge
project area, please share it with us so it can be taken into consideration.
My understanding is that the survey and geoarch/XPI testing will be complete after
agency approval, access to the properties are granted and USACE 408 permission are
given.
Pedestrian survey of the entire APE was performed in April 2015. Extended Phase I
excavations will occur after agency approval and prior to project construction. Extended
Phase I testing in the form of archaeological monitoring of geotechnical borings will also
occur prior to construction.
For all Phase II proposals and data recovery requirements, UAIC would like discuss all
curation and reporting requirements. CalTrans is familiar with this request and it would
be better addressed with the Preservation Committee.
Chapter VI of the CRMP includes a requirement that Phase II evaluation and data recovery
documentation be reviewed by PA parties, including the UAIC.
CRMP fails to address how TCRs will be identified, evaluated, monitored and reburied.
This is especially relevant for sites that are found in a disturbed or redeposited context.

The CRMP addresses documentation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act and so does not address tribal cultural resources pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The term “tribal cultural resources” was defined in
Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), and applies to CEQA, not Section 106. The I Street Bridge Project
started prior to the effective date of AB 52. The Notice of Preparation of the EIR was released
on September 22, 2014 so AB 52 does not apply to this project.
UAIC would like to be included in the development of the prehistoric research design
and design of the interpretive panels.
The prehistoric research design is described in Chapter IV of the CRMP. If you have specific
comments and input, please provide them so they can be considered if preparation and
implementation of Phase II evaluation and data recovery documentation becomes necessary.
The Phase II Proposal will discuss the results of the XPI testing, and will revisit the research
design and methods presented in the CRMP and revise them if needed. The interpretive panel
will document the history of the joint railroad-automobile use of the I Street Bridge,
emphasizing the non-rail uses. If the UAIC has information relevant to the bridge, we would
be happy to receive and consider it. Based on the resources identified during testing, other
forms of mitigation may be discussed in the future, if warranted.
UAIC would like to see Native American designed elements used in the final bridge
design aesthetics.
We would be happy to receive your ideas for bridge aesthetics so they can be considered by
the project architect.
UAIC would prefer to have all Native American cultural items and remains respectfully
and appropriately reburied.
Caltrans will ensure that, to the extent permitted by applicable law and regulation, the views
of the tribes and the Most Likely Descendant(s) are taken into consideration when decisions
are made about the sensitive and dignified treatment and disposition of the Native American
human remains and associated items. It is the intent of Caltrans and the City of Sacramento
that human remains will not be unnecessarily disturbed and will not be disinterred unless
absolutely necessary to protect them from damage or destruction. However, collections, or
portions thereof, of archaeological resources identified during testing and ground disturbing
activities that are eligible for the NRHP are proposed to be curated as stated in the CRMP.
After resources are found, we can discuss this further depending upon the constituents of those
resources.
UAIC would like to be included in the PA amendment process and be included as an
invited signatory to the PA.
The UAIC will have opportunity to actively participate in implementation of the project and
the PA. The UAIC has been invited to sign the PA as a concurring party per Caltrans standard
procedure.
Ethnography in the CRMP is inaccurate the entire project area is in Miwok and Nisenan
territory. There are limited archaeological data sets because the NAHC and the SLA is
confidential, therefore none of the pertinent finds and cemeteries near the project area
have not been identified. Broderick is the closest Nisenan Village, it extends throughout

the Washington District and the City of West Sacramento is aware of it. We would be
happy to provide a map and share the knowledge the tribe has about its ancestral
villages which may extend into the project area.
The CRMP does acknowledge that lands west of the Sacramento River were utilized by the
Nisenan as well. The City would be happy to receive any site-specific information the UAIC
has that would benefit the Extended Phase I excavations. In response to prior requests for
information, the UAIC has not made the project team aware or shared any information about
a village site that may extend into the project area in West Sacramento. If you have new
information specific to the I Street Bridge project area, please share it with us so it can be
taken into consideration.
This is the first time seeing the Draft CRMP and UAIC would like to request additional
consultation. UAIC is unfamiliar with the Colusa Pavement Project.
The CRMP was approved by Caltrans in late August of 2018 and sent to the UAIC in early
October with a request for comments within 30 days of receipt. We would be happy to
continue consultation with the UAIC as the project continues to move forward. It was in that
spirit that the Finding of Effect and PA were sent to the UAIC.
The research questions do not address the values or significance of this place and
resources to the UAIC.
Please provide specific information as to the values and significance of this place so that it
can be considered in the plans for Extended Phase I excavations and during the
implementation of the evaluation procedures described in the CRMP. We wish to incorporate
this kind of information in the documents but need more details in order to do so.
Thank you for your continuing input and interest in the project. If you have any questions
regarding the information we have provided above, please let me know.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 1:47 PM
To: Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Machado, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello all,
The comments were in reference to the MMs we submitted 11/15/2016. I am glad to see these have
been addressed in the PA/CRMP. I think it would be good to walk the APE especially on the Yolo

County side to see all of the historic debris in the foot print. I believed the undertaking has a high
potential to contain buried and intact archaeological deposits including human remains. Additional
geoarchaeological and archaeological testing shall be complete and include tribal monitoring. This
include any proposed geotechnical work.
My understanding is that the survey and geoarch/XPI testing will be complete after agency approval,
access to the properties are granted and USACE 408 permission are given.
For all Phase II proposals and data recovery requirements, UAIC would like discuss all curation and
reporting requirements. CalTrans is familiar with this request and it would be better addressed with
the Preservation Committee.
CRMP fails to address how TCRs will be identified, evaluated, monitored and reburied. This is
especially relevant for sites that are found in a disturbed or redeposited context.
UAIC would like to be included in the development of the prehistoric research design and design of
the interpretive panels.
UAIC would like to see native American designed elements used in the final bridge design aesthetics.

UAIC would prefer to have all Native American cultural items and remains respectfully and
appropriately reburied.
UAIC would like to be included in the PA amendment process and be included as an invited signatory
to the PA.
Ethnography in the CRMP is inaccurate the entire project area is in Miwok and Nisenan territory.
There are limited archaeological data sets because the NAHC and the SLA is confidential, therefore
none of the pertinent finds and cemeteries near the project area have not been identified. Broderick
is the closest Nisenan Village, it extends throughout the Washington District and the City of West
Sacramento is aware of it. We would be happy to provide a map and share the knowledge the tribe
has about its ancestral villages which may extend into the project area.
This is the first time seeing the Draft CRMP and UAIC would like to request additional consultation.
UAIC is unfamiliar with the Colusa Pavement Project.
The research questions do not address the values or significance of this place and resources to the
UAIC.
Thank you and we hope to continue this dialog.
Marcos

From: Tom Buford [mailto:TBuford@cityofsacramento.org]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 12:15 PM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Machado, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Marcos:
Thanks for the inquiry.
The Cultural Resources Management Plan that is included as part of the Finding of Effect and
Programmatic Agreement, includes a specific provision for burials. As you know, this procedure is
regulated by statute, and I believe the provision follows the statutory process and provides adequate
protection. If you’d like to discuss it further, however, please let me know.
As for the mitigation measure you mentioned (CUL-1) I spoke with Claire Bromund and we agree this
has not been part of this project. We can, of course, discuss this further but I believe the procedures
outlined in the Cultural Resources Management Plan will respond to your concerns.
Give me a call with any questions.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 8:28 AM
To: Machado, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund,
Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello Tom,
My major concern is at Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Avoid Potential Effects on Previously
Undiscovered Archaeological Resources. The language at 4a lumps discovery of archaeological

resources with discovery of human remains. These should be separate as we don't want an
archaeologist (or qualified cultural resources specialist) evaluating the significance or making
recommendations for further evaluation and treatment of human remains. I will let you know if we
have any comments on the FOE. The biggest concern with the FOE is how do we deal with the oral
and ethnohistorical information, and how will that be used to identify and mitigate for any impacts?
Since many of the sites that have been found on the Yolo Co side included human remains, it is my
understanding none have been recorded at the NWIC. On recent trail project consultation with the
City of West Sacramento, along the I St Bridge, we noted and recorded historic resources on the
surface, I am wondering if this information can be included?
Have a good morning,
Marcos Guerrero
From: Machado, Lisa@DOT [mailto:Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 10:40 AM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund,
Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE

Good morning Marcos,
Lisa Bright forwarded me the email below because I am the Caltrans point of contact for the
Section 106 compliance for most Local Assistance projects in District 3. Because the City of
Sacramento is the project proponent for the I Street Bridge Replacement, it is best to send any
questions or concerns about the documents directly to the City’s point of contact. I believe
that you have already been in communication with Tom Buford from the City. Because it is the
City’s project, they are the primary decision makers. As the Section 106 lead, Caltrans will help
to facilitate consultation and ensure that it meets the standards of Section 106. Again, if you
have comments about the documents, please send them to the City directly. You may include
me on that communication if you wish. Please let me know if you have any questions or
concerns.
Thank you,
Lisa Machado, M.A.
Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology)
California Department of Transportation, District 3
703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901
(530) 741-4450
Fax: (530) 741-4457

From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 8:25 AM
To: Bright, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore
<mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams <mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello Lisa,
Do you know who the point of contact is for the I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE. UAIC
would like to consult on the ESA and FOE.
Thank you,
Marcos

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Marcos Guerrero
Tom Buford; Machado, Lisa@DOT
Schinke, Kendall@DOT; Bright, Lisa@DOT; Matthew Moore; Melodi McAdams; Bromund, Claire; Zachary Siviglia
RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE: Response to Your Email
Tuesday, December 4, 2018 7:07:04 AM
River Walk Trail Extension - Exhibits v2.pdf
18_0806_West_Sac_River_Walk_Draft_ISMND.PDF

Good morning Tom,
Thank you very much for your detailed comments below. I attached the IS/MND and an exhibit UAIC
submitted regarding culturally sensitive areas within the River Walk project area in West
Sacramento, Yolo Co. In these areas mixed and redeposited prehistoric and historic were observed.
The majority of it appears to be historic. From my experience this often leads to additional finds
during construction. However, as you mentioned there are measures in place to complete geoarcheological and an extended phase I survey.
Please see my comments below regarding the City’s I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE response to
comments.
Best,
Marcos
From: Tom Buford [mailto:TBuford@cityofsacramento.org]
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 6:52 AM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Machado, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>; Zachary Siviglia
<zsiviglia@markthomas.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE: Response to Your Email

Marcos:
I received your email of November 15, 2018 regarding the I Street Bridge project , and I’ve
provided our responses to your questions below in italics, including input from the project
team.
The comments were in reference to the MMs we submitted 11/15/2016. I am glad to see
these have been addressed in the PA/CRMP. I think it would be good to walk the APE
especially on the Yolo County side to see all of the historic debris in the foot print. I
believed the undertaking has a high potential to contain buried and intact archaeological
deposits including human remains. Additional geoarchaeological and archaeological
testing shall be complete and include tribal monitoring. This include any proposed
geotechnical work.
In response to your comments sent by email on 11/15/2016, the City mailed a letter, dated
11/18/2016, which explained that the plan for the proposed limited archaeological trenching

to test for the presence or absence of cultural resources in the West Sacramento portion of the
APE just prior to project construction would be described in the project-specific PA. The City
will propose that monitors be present during the archaeological testing and during initial
ground disturbing construction activities in sensitive areas. We appreciate that you think your
comments have been addressed.
During the site visit held on 11/14/2016, when unpaved portions of the project footprint in
West Sacramento were walked, you, Matthew Moore, and Danny Rey did not identify or point
out locations of any historic debris. If you have new information specific to the I Street Bridge
project area, please share it with us so it can be taken into consideration.
See attached exhibit for your future reference.

My understanding is that the survey and geoarch/XPI testing will be complete after
agency approval, access to the properties are granted and USACE 408 permission are
given.
Pedestrian survey of the entire APE was performed in April 2015. Extended Phase I
excavations will occur after agency approval and prior to project construction. Extended
Phase I testing in the form of archaeological monitoring of geotechnical borings will also
occur prior to construction.
Understood.

For all Phase II proposals and data recovery requirements, UAIC would like discuss all
curation and reporting requirements. CalTrans is familiar with this request and it would
be better addressed with the Preservation Committee.
Chapter VI of the CRMP includes a requirement that Phase II evaluation and data recovery
documentation be reviewed by PA parties, including the UAIC.
This is true, but if human remains are discovered then the option will need to be reconsidered.
UAIC wishes Caltrans would revisit and update the guidance to include language and
guidelines that are respectful and appropriate the Native American Community. I understand
this is a much larger topic.

CRMP fails to address how TCRs will be identified, evaluated, monitored and reburied.
This is especially relevant for sites that are found in a disturbed or redeposited context.
The CRMP addresses documentation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act and so does not address tribal cultural resources pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The term “tribal cultural resources” was defined in
Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), and applies to CEQA, not Section 106. The I Street Bridge Project
started prior to the effective date of AB 52. The Notice of Preparation of the EIR was released
on September 22, 2014 so AB 52 does not apply to this project.

Understood thank you for the clarification.

UAIC would like to be included in the development of the prehistoric research design
and design of the interpretive panels.
The prehistoric research design is described in Chapter IV of the CRMP. If you have specific
comments and input, please provide them so they can be considered if preparation and
implementation of Phase II evaluation and data recovery documentation becomes necessary.
The Phase II Proposal will discuss the results of the XPI testing, and will revisit the research
design and methods presented in the CRMP and revise them if needed. The interpretive panel
will document the history of the joint railroad-automobile use of the I Street Bridge,
emphasizing the non-rail uses. If the UAIC has information relevant to the bridge, we would
be happy to receive and consider it. Based on the resources identified during testing, other
forms of mitigation may be discussed in the future, if warranted.
UAIC would appreciate if the bridge and interpretive panels included recognition of the
Nisenan (South Maidu) and Miwok who continue to inhabit the area. These places were rich
fishing villages.

UAIC would like to see Native American designed elements used in the final bridge
design aesthetics.
We would be happy to receive your ideas for bridge aesthetics so they can be considered by
the project architect.
For basket designs it would be best to contact someone like Brian Bibby. He would be familiar
with the native designs that would encompass the entire Nisenan/Miwok community that
includes tribes like UAIC, Wilton, Shingle Springs, and Ione. UAIC would be happy to host a
meeting with your design team.

UAIC would prefer to have all Native American cultural items and remains respectfully
and appropriately reburied.
Caltrans will ensure that, to the extent permitted by applicable law and regulation, the views
of the tribes and the Most Likely Descendant(s) are taken into consideration when decisions
are made about the sensitive and dignified treatment and disposition of the Native American
human remains and associated items. It is the intent of Caltrans and the City of Sacramento
that human remains will not be unnecessarily disturbed and will not be disinterred unless
absolutely necessary to protect them from damage or destruction. However, collections, or
portions thereof, of archaeological resources identified during testing and ground disturbing
activities that are eligible for the NRHP are proposed to be curated as stated in the CRMP.
After resources are found, we can discuss this further depending upon the constituents of those
resources.
UAIC would like to be included in the PA amendment process and be included as an
invited signatory to the PA.

The UAIC will have opportunity to actively participate in implementation of the project and
the PA. The UAIC has been invited to sign the PA as a concurring party per Caltrans standard
procedure.
UAIC has request to be an above the line “invited signatory” not a concurring party. UAIC
understands that it has been invited to sign the PA as a concurring party.

Ethnography in the CRMP is inaccurate the entire project area is in Miwok and Nisenan
territory. There are limited archaeological data sets because the NAHC and the SLA is
confidential, therefore none of the pertinent finds and cemeteries near the project area
have not been identified. Broderick is the closest Nisenan Village, it extends throughout
the Washington District and the City of West Sacramento is aware of it. We would be
happy to provide a map and share the knowledge the tribe has about its ancestral
villages which may extend into the project area.
The CRMP does acknowledge that lands west of the Sacramento River were utilized by the
Nisenan as well. The City would be happy to receive any site-specific information the UAIC
has that would benefit the Extended Phase I excavations. In response to prior requests for
information, the UAIC has not made the project team aware or shared any information about
a village site that may extend into the project area in West Sacramento. If you have new
information specific to the I Street Bridge project area, please share it with us so it can be
taken into consideration.
There are major villages and cemeteries where an extensive amount of individuals have been
removed. These are ususally found along the river. The two that PGE and the City has worked
are located between 3rd to 6th St and E to G St. Kim Carpenter at FW worked on the sites and
may be willing to share the information she has.

This is the first time seeing the Draft CRMP and UAIC would like to request additional
consultation. UAIC is unfamiliar with the Colusa Pavement Project.
The CRMP was approved by Caltrans in late August of 2018 and sent to the UAIC in early
October with a request for comments within 30 days of receipt. We would be happy to
continue consultation with the UAIC as the project continues to move forward. It was in that
spirit that the Finding of Effect and PA were sent to the UAIC.
It is not clear why Caltrans approved the CRMP in August 2018 prior to it being sent to
October. Please provide a consultation schedule for the CRMP or if is approved final?

The research questions do not address the values or significance of this place and
resources to the UAIC.
Please provide specific information as to the values and significance of this place so that it
can be considered in the plans for Extended Phase I excavations and during the

implementation of the evaluation procedures described in the CRMP. We wish to incorporate
this kind of information in the documents but need more details in order to do so.
In order to provide specific information it would be best to set up a meeting with my staff to
discuss the values and significance that are important to the UAIC.

Thank you for your continuing input and interest in the project. If you have any questions
regarding the information we have provided above, please let me know.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 1:47 PM
To: Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Machado, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello all,
The comments were in reference to the MMs we submitted 11/15/2016. I am glad to see these have
been addressed in the PA/CRMP. I think it would be good to walk the APE especially on the Yolo
County side to see all of the historic debris in the foot print. I believed the undertaking has a high
potential to contain buried and intact archaeological deposits including human remains. Additional
geoarchaeological and archaeological testing shall be complete and include tribal monitoring. This
include any proposed geotechnical work.
My understanding is that the survey and geoarch/XPI testing will be complete after agency approval,
access to the properties are granted and USACE 408 permission are given.
For all Phase II proposals and data recovery requirements, UAIC would like discuss all curation and
reporting requirements. CalTrans is familiar with this request and it would be better addressed with
the Preservation Committee.
CRMP fails to address how TCRs will be identified, evaluated, monitored and reburied. This is
especially relevant for sites that are found in a disturbed or redeposited context.
UAIC would like to be included in the development of the prehistoric research design and design of
the interpretive panels.

UAIC would like to see native American designed elements used in the final bridge design aesthetics.

UAIC would prefer to have all Native American cultural items and remains respectfully and
appropriately reburied.
UAIC would like to be included in the PA amendment process and be included as an invited signatory
to the PA.
Ethnography in the CRMP is inaccurate the entire project area is in Miwok and Nisenan territory.
There are limited archaeological data sets because the NAHC and the SLA is confidential, therefore
none of the pertinent finds and cemeteries near the project area have not been identified. Broderick
is the closest Nisenan Village, it extends throughout the Washington District and the City of West
Sacramento is aware of it. We would be happy to provide a map and share the knowledge the tribe
has about its ancestral villages which may extend into the project area.
This is the first time seeing the Draft CRMP and UAIC would like to request additional consultation.
UAIC is unfamiliar with the Colusa Pavement Project.
The research questions do not address the values or significance of this place and resources to the
UAIC.
Thank you and we hope to continue this dialog.
Marcos

From: Tom Buford [mailto:TBuford@cityofsacramento.org]
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 12:15 PM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>; Machado, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Marcos:
Thanks for the inquiry.
The Cultural Resources Management Plan that is included as part of the Finding of Effect and
Programmatic Agreement, includes a specific provision for burials. As you know, this procedure is

regulated by statute, and I believe the provision follows the statutory process and provides adequate
protection. If you’d like to discuss it further, however, please let me know.
As for the mitigation measure you mentioned (CUL-1) I spoke with Claire Bromund and we agree this
has not been part of this project. We can, of course, discuss this further but I believe the procedures
outlined in the Cultural Resources Management Plan will respond to your concerns.
Give me a call with any questions.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 8:28 AM
To: Machado, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund,
Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello Tom,
My major concern is at Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Avoid Potential Effects on Previously
Undiscovered Archaeological Resources. The language at 4a lumps discovery of archaeological
resources with discovery of human remains. These should be separate as we don't want an
archaeologist (or qualified cultural resources specialist) evaluating the significance or making
recommendations for further evaluation and treatment of human remains. I will let you know if we
have any comments on the FOE. The biggest concern with the FOE is how do we deal with the oral
and ethnohistorical information, and how will that be used to identify and mitigate for any impacts?
Since many of the sites that have been found on the Yolo Co side included human remains, it is my
understanding none have been recorded at the NWIC. On recent trail project consultation with the
City of West Sacramento, along the I St Bridge, we noted and recorded historic resources on the
surface, I am wondering if this information can be included?
Have a good morning,
Marcos Guerrero
From: Machado, Lisa@DOT [mailto:Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 10:40 AM
To: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Bright, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore <mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams
<mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>; Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund,

Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE

Good morning Marcos,
Lisa Bright forwarded me the email below because I am the Caltrans point of contact for the
Section 106 compliance for most Local Assistance projects in District 3. Because the City of
Sacramento is the project proponent for the I Street Bridge Replacement, it is best to send any
questions or concerns about the documents directly to the City’s point of contact. I believe
that you have already been in communication with Tom Buford from the City. Because it is the
City’s project, they are the primary decision makers. As the Section 106 lead, Caltrans will help
to facilitate consultation and ensure that it meets the standards of Section 106. Again, if you
have comments about the documents, please send them to the City directly. You may include
me on that communication if you wish. Please let me know if you have any questions or
concerns.
Thank you,
Lisa Machado, M.A.
Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology)
California Department of Transportation, District 3
703 B Street, Marysville, CA 95901
(530) 741-4450
Fax: (530) 741-4457
From: Marcos Guerrero <mguerrero@auburnrancheria.com>
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2018 8:25 AM
To: Bright, Lisa@DOT <Lisa.Bright@dot.ca.gov>
Cc: Schinke, Kendall@DOT <kendall.schinke@dot.ca.gov>; Matthew Moore
<mmoore@auburnrancheria.com>; Melodi McAdams <mmcadams@auburnrancheria.com>
Subject: I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE
Hello Lisa,
Do you know who the point of contact is for the I St Bridge Replacement Project FOE. UAIC
would like to consult on the ESA and FOE.
Thank you,
Marcos
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Kira Davis
llongee@yochadehe-nsn.gov; rgeary@yochadehe-nsn.gov; lbill@yochadehe-nsn.gov; ibojorquez@yochadehensn.gov
Jason Hickey; McCoy, Jason; "Jesse Gothan"; Zach Siviglia; Bromund, Claire
I Street Bridge Replacement - FOE/PA
Monday, December 17, 2018 11:58:54 AM

Hi All,
Below is a link to download the Finding of Effect for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project which
includes the Programmatic Agreement.
https://markthomas.filetransfers.net/downloadPublic/osmludjwufq67ht              
Please let me know if you have any issues downloading the document.
Thanks,
Kira Davis, PE
Project Engineer
(916) 381-9100 front desk
(916) 403-5768 direct
MARK THOMAS
markthomas.com

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tom Buford
Melodi McAdams; Matthew Moore
Cherilyn Neider; Bromund, Claire; Zachary Siviglia
I Street Bridge: Discussion of tribal cultural resources
Wednesday, January 9, 2019 12:40:06 PM

Matthew/Melinda:
We received an email from Marcos Guerrero on November 15, 2018 with inquiries regarding the I
Street Bridge project. The project team has worked since that time on preparing appropriate
responses. I’ve included them below.
The City’s responses to the questions are set forth below in italics. We have included follow-up
emails from UAIC in ( ).
UAIC, 11/15/2018: The comments were in reference to the MMs we submitted 11/15/2016. I am
glad to see these have been addressed in the PA/CRMP. I think it would be good to walk the APE
especially on the Yolo County side to see all of the historic debris in the foot print. I believed the
undertaking has a high potential to contain buried and intact archaeological deposits including
human remains. Additional geoarchaeological and archaeological testing shall be complete and
include tribal monitoring. This include any proposed geotechnical work.
City, 11/16/2018: In response to your comments sent by email on 11/15/2016, the City mailed a
letter, dated 11/18/2016, which explained that the plan for the proposed limited archaeological
trenching to test for the presence or absence of cultural resources in the West Sacramento portion of
the APE just prior to project construction would be described in the project-specific PA. The City will
propose that monitors be present during the archaeological testing and during initial ground
disturbing construction activities in sensitive areas. We appreciate that you think your comments
have been addressed.
During the site visit held on 11/14/2016, when unpaved portions of the project footprint in West
Sacramento were walked, you, Matthew Moore, and Danny Rey did not identify or point out locations
of any historic debris. If you have new information specific to the I Street Bridge project area, please
share it with us so it can be taken into consideration.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018 w/ message: See attached exhibit for your future reference.)
City, 1/8/2019: Thank you for the sensitivity map. As noted in the transmission of the latest
comments, monitoring of geotechnical drilling as well as an Extended Phase I survey are planned.
West Sacramento’s Initial Study for the River Walk Trail Extension Project (attached to your email)
has negative conclusions for archaeological resources, including historic debris. Would you please
elaborate on the previously identified and observed resources mentioned above? No indication was
given during prior site visits for I Street Bridge that there was historic debris in the project footprint.
Nothing has been observed during the surveys and project site visits conducted in 2015, 2016, and
2017.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: My understanding is that the survey and geoarch/XPI testing will be complete
after agency approval, access to the properties are granted and USACE 408 permission are given.
City, 11/16/2018: Pedestrian survey of the entire APE was performed in April 2015. Extended Phase I
excavations will occur after agency approval and prior to project construction. Extended Phase I
testing in the form of archaeological monitoring of geotechnical borings will also occur prior to
construction.

( See UAIC, 12/4/2018: Understood.)
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: For all Phase II proposals and data recovery requirements, UAIC would like
discuss all curation and reporting requirements. CalTrans is familiar with this request and it
would be better addressed with the Preservation Committee.
City, 11/16/2018: Chapter VI of the CRMP includes a requirement that Phase II evaluation and data
recovery documentation be reviewed by PA parties, including the UAIC.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: This is true, but if human remains are discovered then the option will need to
be reconsidered. UAIC wishes Caltrans would revisit and update the guidance to include language
and guidelines that are respectful and appropriate the Native American Community. I understand
this is a much larger topic. )
City, 1/8/2019: If human remains are identified, they will be treated consistent with existing code and
standard legal practices (California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and California Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5). The remains will be treated in consultation with the designated Most
Likely Descendent.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: CRMP fails to address how TCRs will be identified, evaluated, monitored and
reburied. This is especially relevant for sites that are found in a disturbed or redeposited context.
City, 11/16/2018: The CRMP addresses documentation under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and so does not address tribal cultural resources pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The term “tribal cultural resources” was defined in Assembly Bill
52 (AB 52), and applies to CEQA, not Section 106. The I Street Bridge Project started prior to the
effective date of AB 52. The Notice of Preparation of the EIR was released on September 22, 2014 so
AB 52 does not apply to this project.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: Understood thank you for the clarification.)
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: UAIC would like to be included in the development of the prehistoric research
design and design of the interpretive panels.
City, 11/16/2018: The prehistoric research design is described in Chapter IV of the CRMP. If you have
specific comments and input, please provide them so they can be considered if preparation and
implementation of Phase II evaluation and data recovery documentation becomes necessary. The
Phase II Proposal will discuss the results of the XPI testing, and will revisit the research design and
methods presented in the CRMP and revise them if needed. The interpretive panel will document the
history of the joint railroad-automobile use of the I Street Bridge, emphasizing the non-rail uses. If the
UAIC has information relevant to the bridge, we would be happy to receive and consider it. Based on
the resources identified during testing, other forms of mitigation may be discussed in the future, if
warranted.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: UAIC would appreciate if the bridge and interpretive panels included
recognition of the Nisenan (South Maidu) and Miwok who continue to inhabit the area. These places
were rich fishing villages. )
City, 1/8/2019: The interpretive panels were incorporated into the project due to the potential effects

of the project on the current I Street Bridge itself. If it is determined that mitigation under Section 106
is required for Native American resources, we can discuss, at a later time, the possibility of
incorporation of Native American information into panels.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: UAIC would like to see Native American designed elements used in the final
bridge design aesthetics.
City, 11/16/2018: We would be happy to receive your ideas for bridge aesthetics so they can be
considered by the project architect.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: For basket designs it would be best to contact someone like Brian Bibby. He
would be familiar with the native designs that would encompass the entire Nisenan/Miwok
community that includes tribes like UAIC, Wilton, Shingle Springs, and Ione. UAIC would be happy to
host a meeting with your design team. )
City, 1/8/2019: We appreciate your offer to meet with the City’s design team to discuss opportunities
for incorporating Native American design elements into the project. The design team is still in the
initial data gathering phase for the aesthetic design process, so a meeting the UAIC and other local
tribal representatives would be very helpful as the design process evolves over the next few months.
Based on our current schedule, we would be looking at a meeting around April/May of this year. We
will coordinate with all representatives over the next few months to schedule the follow up meeting.
_______
UAIC, Nov 15: UAIC would prefer to have all Native American cultural items and remains
respectfully and appropriately reburied.
City, 11/16/2018: Caltrans will ensure that, to the extent permitted by applicable law and regulation,
the views of the tribes and the Most Likely Descendant(s) are taken into consideration when decisions
are made about the sensitive and dignified treatment and disposition of the Native American human
remains and associated items. It is the intent of Caltrans and the City of Sacramento that human
remains will not be unnecessarily disturbed and will not be disinterred unless absolutely necessary to
protect them from damage or destruction. However, collections, or portions thereof, of
archaeological resources identified during testing and ground disturbing activities that are eligible for
the NRHP are proposed to be curated as stated in the CRMP. After resources are found, we can
discuss this further depending upon the constituents of those resources.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: UAIC would like to be included in the PA amendment process and be included
as an invited signatory to the PA.
City, 11/16/2018: The UAIC will have opportunity to actively participate in implementation of the
project and the PA. The UAIC has been invited to sign the PA as a concurring party per Caltrans
standard procedure.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: UAIC has request to be an above the line “invited signatory” not a concurring
party. UAIC understands that it has been invited to sign the PA as a concurring party.)
City, 1/8/2019: It is Caltrans’ policy to invite tribes to be concurring parties on all agreement
documents. We would appreciate your involvement in this project as such.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: Ethnography in the CRMP is inaccurate the entire project area is in Miwok and
Nisenan territory. There are limited archaeological data sets because the NAHC and the SLA is
confidential, therefore none of the pertinent finds and cemeteries near the project area have not

been identified. Broderick is the closest Nisenan Village, it extends throughout the Washington
District and the City of West Sacramento is aware of it. We would be happy to provide a map and
share the knowledge the tribe has about its ancestral villages which may extend into the project
area.
City, 11/16/2018: The CRMP does acknowledge that lands west of the Sacramento River were utilized
by the Nisenan as well. The City would be happy to receive any site-specific information the UAIC has
that would benefit the Extended Phase I excavations. In response to prior requests for information,
the UAIC has not made the project team aware or shared any information about a village site that
may extend into the project area in West Sacramento. If you have new information specific to the I
Street Bridge project area, please share it with us so it can be taken into consideration.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: There are major villages and cemeteries where an extensive amount of
individuals have been removed. These are ususally found along the river. The two that PGE and the
City has worked are located between 3rd to 6th St and E to G St. Kim Carpenter at FW worked on the
sites and may be willing to share the information she has. )
City, 1/8/2019: We appreciate the information about work in the vicinity outside of the APE. Those
sites will be reviewed as part of the Extended Phase I effort to inform the testing plan.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: This is the first time seeing the Draft CRMP and UAIC would like to request
additional consultation. UAIC is unfamiliar with the Colusa Pavement Project.
City, 11/16/2018: The CRMP was approved by Caltrans in late August of 2018 and sent to the UAIC in
early October with a request for comments within 30 days of receipt. We would be happy to continue
consultation with the UAIC as the project continues to move forward. It was in that spirit that the
Finding of Effect and PA were sent to the UAIC.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: It is not clear why Caltrans approved the CRMP in August 2018 prior to it
being sent to October. Please provide a consultation schedule for the CRMP or if is approved final? )
City, 1/8/2019: Caltrans District 3 approved the current version to allow it to be sent to SHPO and the
Tribes for review and comment. Until the SHPO concurs with the Programmatic Agreement, the
documents are still in the process of review.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: The research questions do not address the values or significance of this place
and resources to the UAIC.
City, 11/16/2018: Please provide specific information as to the values and significance of this place so
that it can be considered in the plans for Extended Phase I excavations and during the
implementation of the evaluation procedures described in the CRMP. We wish to incorporate this
kind of information in the documents but need more details in order to do so.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: In order to provide specific information it would be best to set up a meeting
with my staff to discuss the values and significance that are important to the UAIC.)
City, 1/8/2019: We would be happy to meet with you to get specific information you have that would
help with the development of the Extended Phase I effort. Once the Programmatic Agreement is
signed and approved, we will arrange a meeting to discuss this information in preparation of the
Extended Phase I Proposal.
Thank you for your continuing input and interest in the project. If you have any questions regarding
the information we have provided above, please let me know.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager

Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Cherilyn Neider
Tom Buford; Melodi McAdams; Matthew Moore
Bromund, Claire; Zachary Siviglia
RE: I Street Bridge: Discussion of tribal cultural resources
Monday, January 14, 2019 11:34:09 AM

Hi Tom,
Thank you for sharing the City’s responses. We are planning to review and respond by the end of this
week.
Many thanks,
Cherilyn

Cherilyn Neider

Tribal Historic Preservation
United Auburn Indian Community
530.883.2394

From: Tom Buford [mailto:TBuford@cityofsacramento.org]
Sent: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 12:40 PM
To: Melodi McAdams; Matthew Moore
Cc: Cherilyn Neider; Bromund, Claire; Zachary Siviglia
Subject: I Street Bridge: Discussion of tribal cultural resources
Matthew/Melinda:
We received an email from Marcos Guerrero on November 15, 2018 with inquiries regarding the I
Street Bridge project. The project team has worked since that time on preparing appropriate
responses. I’ve included them below.
The City’s responses to the questions are set forth below in italics. We have included follow-up
emails from UAIC in ( ).
UAIC, 11/15/2018: The comments were in reference to the MMs we submitted 11/15/2016. I am
glad to see these have been addressed in the PA/CRMP. I think it would be good to walk the APE
especially on the Yolo County side to see all of the historic debris in the foot print. I believed the
undertaking has a high potential to contain buried and intact archaeological deposits including
human remains. Additional geoarchaeological and archaeological testing shall be complete and
include tribal monitoring. This include any proposed geotechnical work.
City, 11/16/2018: In response to your comments sent by email on 11/15/2016, the City mailed a
letter, dated 11/18/2016, which explained that the plan for the proposed limited archaeological
trenching to test for the presence or absence of cultural resources in the West Sacramento portion of
the APE just prior to project construction would be described in the project-specific PA. The City will
propose that monitors be present during the archaeological testing and during initial ground
disturbing construction activities in sensitive areas. We appreciate that you think your comments
have been addressed.
During the site visit held on 11/14/2016, when unpaved portions of the project footprint in West
Sacramento were walked, you, Matthew Moore, and Danny Rey did not identify or point out locations
of any historic debris. If you have new information specific to the I Street Bridge project area, please
share it with us so it can be taken into consideration.

(See UAIC, 12/4/2018 w/ message: See attached exhibit for your future reference.)
City, 1/8/2019: Thank you for the sensitivity map. As noted in the transmission of the latest
comments, monitoring of geotechnical drilling as well as an Extended Phase I survey are planned.
West Sacramento’s Initial Study for the River Walk Trail Extension Project (attached to your email)
has negative conclusions for archaeological resources, including historic debris. Would you please
elaborate on the previously identified and observed resources mentioned above? No indication was
given during prior site visits for I Street Bridge that there was historic debris in the project footprint.
Nothing has been observed during the surveys and project site visits conducted in 2015, 2016, and
2017.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: My understanding is that the survey and geoarch/XPI testing will be complete
after agency approval, access to the properties are granted and USACE 408 permission are given.
City, 11/16/2018: Pedestrian survey of the entire APE was performed in April 2015. Extended Phase I
excavations will occur after agency approval and prior to project construction. Extended Phase I
testing in the form of archaeological monitoring of geotechnical borings will also occur prior to
construction.
( See UAIC, 12/4/2018: Understood.)
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: For all Phase II proposals and data recovery requirements, UAIC would like
discuss all curation and reporting requirements. CalTrans is familiar with this request and it
would be better addressed with the Preservation Committee.
City, 11/16/2018: Chapter VI of the CRMP includes a requirement that Phase II evaluation and data
recovery documentation be reviewed by PA parties, including the UAIC.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: This is true, but if human remains are discovered then the option will need to
be reconsidered. UAIC wishes Caltrans would revisit and update the guidance to include language
and guidelines that are respectful and appropriate the Native American Community. I understand
this is a much larger topic. )
City, 1/8/2019: If human remains are identified, they will be treated consistent with existing code and
standard legal practices (California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and California Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5). The remains will be treated in consultation with the designated Most
Likely Descendent.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: CRMP fails to address how TCRs will be identified, evaluated, monitored and
reburied. This is especially relevant for sites that are found in a disturbed or redeposited context.
City, 11/16/2018: The CRMP addresses documentation under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and so does not address tribal cultural resources pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The term “tribal cultural resources” was defined in Assembly Bill
52 (AB 52), and applies to CEQA, not Section 106. The I Street Bridge Project started prior to the
effective date of AB 52. The Notice of Preparation of the EIR was released on September 22, 2014 so
AB 52 does not apply to this project.

(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: Understood thank you for the clarification.)
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: UAIC would like to be included in the development of the prehistoric research
design and design of the interpretive panels.
City, 11/16/2018: The prehistoric research design is described in Chapter IV of the CRMP. If you have
specific comments and input, please provide them so they can be considered if preparation and
implementation of Phase II evaluation and data recovery documentation becomes necessary. The
Phase II Proposal will discuss the results of the XPI testing, and will revisit the research design and
methods presented in the CRMP and revise them if needed. The interpretive panel will document the
history of the joint railroad-automobile use of the I Street Bridge, emphasizing the non-rail uses. If the
UAIC has information relevant to the bridge, we would be happy to receive and consider it. Based on
the resources identified during testing, other forms of mitigation may be discussed in the future, if
warranted.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: UAIC would appreciate if the bridge and interpretive panels included
recognition of the Nisenan (South Maidu) and Miwok who continue to inhabit the area. These places
were rich fishing villages. )
City, 1/8/2019: The interpretive panels were incorporated into the project due to the potential effects
of the project on the current I Street Bridge itself. If it is determined that mitigation under Section 106
is required for Native American resources, we can discuss, at a later time, the possibility of
incorporation of Native American information into panels.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: UAIC would like to see Native American designed elements used in the final
bridge design aesthetics.
City, 11/16/2018: We would be happy to receive your ideas for bridge aesthetics so they can be
considered by the project architect.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: For basket designs it would be best to contact someone like Brian Bibby. He
would be familiar with the native designs that would encompass the entire Nisenan/Miwok
community that includes tribes like UAIC, Wilton, Shingle Springs, and Ione. UAIC would be happy to
host a meeting with your design team. )
City, 1/8/2019: We appreciate your offer to meet with the City’s design team to discuss opportunities
for incorporating Native American design elements into the project. The design team is still in the
initial data gathering phase for the aesthetic design process, so a meeting the UAIC and other local
tribal representatives would be very helpful as the design process evolves over the next few months.
Based on our current schedule, we would be looking at a meeting around April/May of this year. We
will coordinate with all representatives over the next few months to schedule the follow up meeting.
_______
UAIC, Nov 15: UAIC would prefer to have all Native American cultural items and remains
respectfully and appropriately reburied.
City, 11/16/2018: Caltrans will ensure that, to the extent permitted by applicable law and regulation,
the views of the tribes and the Most Likely Descendant(s) are taken into consideration when decisions
are made about the sensitive and dignified treatment and disposition of the Native American human
remains and associated items. It is the intent of Caltrans and the City of Sacramento that human
remains will not be unnecessarily disturbed and will not be disinterred unless absolutely necessary to
protect them from damage or destruction. However, collections, or portions thereof, of
archaeological resources identified during testing and ground disturbing activities that are eligible for

the NRHP are proposed to be curated as stated in the CRMP. After resources are found, we can
discuss this further depending upon the constituents of those resources.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: UAIC would like to be included in the PA amendment process and be included
as an invited signatory to the PA.
City, 11/16/2018: The UAIC will have opportunity to actively participate in implementation of the
project and the PA. The UAIC has been invited to sign the PA as a concurring party per Caltrans
standard procedure.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: UAIC has request to be an above the line “invited signatory” not a concurring
party. UAIC understands that it has been invited to sign the PA as a concurring party.)
City, 1/8/2019: It is Caltrans’ policy to invite tribes to be concurring parties on all agreement
documents. We would appreciate your involvement in this project as such.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: Ethnography in the CRMP is inaccurate the entire project area is in Miwok and
Nisenan territory. There are limited archaeological data sets because the NAHC and the SLA is
confidential, therefore none of the pertinent finds and cemeteries near the project area have not
been identified. Broderick is the closest Nisenan Village, it extends throughout the Washington
District and the City of West Sacramento is aware of it. We would be happy to provide a map and
share the knowledge the tribe has about its ancestral villages which may extend into the project
area.
City, 11/16/2018: The CRMP does acknowledge that lands west of the Sacramento River were utilized
by the Nisenan as well. The City would be happy to receive any site-specific information the UAIC has
that would benefit the Extended Phase I excavations. In response to prior requests for information,
the UAIC has not made the project team aware or shared any information about a village site that
may extend into the project area in West Sacramento. If you have new information specific to the I
Street Bridge project area, please share it with us so it can be taken into consideration.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: There are major villages and cemeteries where an extensive amount of
individuals have been removed. These are ususally found along the river. The two that PGE and the
City has worked are located between 3rd to 6th St and E to G St. Kim Carpenter at FW worked on the
sites and may be willing to share the information she has. )
City, 1/8/2019: We appreciate the information about work in the vicinity outside of the APE. Those
sites will be reviewed as part of the Extended Phase I effort to inform the testing plan.
_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: This is the first time seeing the Draft CRMP and UAIC would like to request
additional consultation. UAIC is unfamiliar with the Colusa Pavement Project.
City, 11/16/2018: The CRMP was approved by Caltrans in late August of 2018 and sent to the UAIC in
early October with a request for comments within 30 days of receipt. We would be happy to continue
consultation with the UAIC as the project continues to move forward. It was in that spirit that the
Finding of Effect and PA were sent to the UAIC.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: It is not clear why Caltrans approved the CRMP in August 2018 prior to it
being sent to October. Please provide a consultation schedule for the CRMP or if is approved final? )
City, 1/8/2019: Caltrans District 3 approved the current version to allow it to be sent to SHPO and the
Tribes for review and comment. Until the SHPO concurs with the Programmatic Agreement, the
documents are still in the process of review.

_______
UAIC, 11/15/2018: The research questions do not address the values or significance of this place
and resources to the UAIC.
City, 11/16/2018: Please provide specific information as to the values and significance of this place so
that it can be considered in the plans for Extended Phase I excavations and during the
implementation of the evaluation procedures described in the CRMP. We wish to incorporate this
kind of information in the documents but need more details in order to do so.
(See UAIC, 12/4/2018: In order to provide specific information it would be best to set up a meeting
with my staff to discuss the values and significance that are important to the UAIC.)
City, 1/8/2019: We would be happy to meet with you to get specific information you have that would
help with the development of the Extended Phase I effort. Once the Programmatic Agreement is
signed and approved, we will arrange a meeting to discuss this information in preparation of the
Extended Phase I Proposal.
Thank you for your continuing input and interest in the project. If you have any questions regarding
the information we have provided above, please let me know.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531

Nothing in this e-mail is intended to constitute an electronic signature for purposes of
the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-Sign Act), 15,
U.S.C. §§ 7001 to 7006 or the Uniform Electronic Transactions Act of any state or the
federal government unless a specific statement to the contrary is included in this email.
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RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project – ID # YD-06232015-01
Wednesday, January 30, 2019 9:47:36 AM
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Thank you, Claire! I have forward the CRMP to the rest of our Site Protection team.
Katie Solorio
CRD Administrative Assistant/GIS Analyst
Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
PO Box 18 | Brooks, CA 95606
c 530.723.2418 | p 530.796.3400 | f 530.796.2143
ksolorio@yochadehe-nsn.gov
www.yochadehe.org

From: Bromund, Claire [mailto:Claire.Bromund@icf.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 11:41 AM
To: Leland Kinter; Laverne Bill
Cc: Kathleen Solorio; Machado, Lisa@DOT; Caltrans; Zachary Siviglia; Jesse Gothan; Jason McCoy;
'David Tilley'; Ron Bess; Sorvari, Tina; Tom Buford
Subject: RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project – ID # YD-06232015-01

Please see the attached files referenced in the email below.
Thank you.
Claire Bromund | Project Director/Project
Manager | 916-231-9520
claire.bromund@icf.com | icf.com
ICF | 630 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

From: Tom Buford <TBuford@cityofsacramento.org>
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 11:38 AM
To: Leland Kinter (lkinter@yochadehe-nsn.gov) <lkinter@yochadehe-nsn.gov>; 'Laverne Bill'
<lbill@yochadehe-nsn.gov>
Cc: 'Katie Solorio' <ksolorio@yochadehe-nsn.gov>; Machado, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>; Caltrans <thaleena.bhattal@dot.ca.gov>; Zachary Siviglia
<zsiviglia@markthomas.com>; Jesse Gothan <JGothan@cityofsacramento.org>; Jason McCoy
<mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org>; 'David Tilley' <davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org>; Ron Bess
<RBess@cityofsacramento.org>; Bromund, Claire <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>; Sorvari, Tina
<Tina.Sorvari@icf.com>
Subject: RE: I Street Bridge Replacement Project – ID # YD-06232015-01

Good morning.
I am re-sending my email from earlier this morning. It bounced back, and I suspect that was because
the CRMP attachment was too large to send via the City’s email system.
If you receive this, we will, by an alternative method (probably via ICF) make the CRMP available.
Thank you for your patience. Please give me a call (my phone works!) with any questions.
Thanks.
Tom
Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531
From: Tom Buford
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 10:11 AM
To: Leland Kinter (lkinter@yochadehe-nsn.gov) <lkinter@yochadehe-nsn.gov>; 'Laverne Bill'
<lbill@yochadehe-nsn.gov>
Cc: 'Katie Solorio' <ksolorio@yochadehe-nsn.gov>; Machado, Lisa@DOT
<Lisa.Machado@dot.ca.gov>; Caltrans <thaleena.bhattal@dot.ca.gov>; 'Zach Siviglia'
<zsiviglia@markthomas.com>; 'Jesse Gothan (JGothan@cityofsacramento.org)'
<JGothan@cityofsacramento.org>; Jason McCoy (mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org)
<mccoyj@cityofwestsacramento.org>; 'David Tilley' <davidt@cityofwestsacramento.org>; Ron Bess
<RBess@cityofsacramento.org>; 'Bromund, Claire' <Claire.Bromund@icf.com>; Sorvari, Tina
<Tina.Sorvari@icf.com>
Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project – ID # YD-06232015-01
Dear Mr. Kinter and Mr. Bill,
Following the conference call discussion held with Mr. Laverne Bill on December 19, 2018, and
receipt of the attached letter from Mr. Leland Kinter dated December 20, 2018, the CRMP was
modified to address the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation comments as summarized below.
Comment summary: Allow tribal monitors to help determine if items are prehistoric.
Response: Text was added to the 5th paragraph on Page 199 to indicate that the
archaeologist will act in consultation with the Native American monitor.
Comment summary: Wet screening of soil samples is considered an unsuitable method.
Remove from methods in CRMP.
Response: The second to last sentence in the second paragraph on Page 200 was deleted.
The deleted sentence read: “If the soil is too moist for conventional screening, wet screening
will be utilized, if necessary.”   The comment letter included deletion of the last sentence in

that same paragraph, however, that sentence (“The specific number and placement of RRUs
will be determined in the field upon exposure of the deposit.”) is not related to the wet
screening method so was not deleted.
Comment summary: During curation of artifacts, items from the west side of the river
should remain separate and be noted uniquely from items collected on the east side.
Response: Text was added to the second paragraph of Page 202 and the first paragraph of
Page 210 to indicate how materials will be organized by the location they were found and
that artifacts collected from Yolo County will remain separate from those collected in
Sacramento County.
Comment summary: In the discussion of how to address the discovery of human remains,
spell out the requirements to contact the coroner and for the coroner to contact the NAHC if
the remains are determined to be prehistoric.
Response: The first and third sentences in the last paragraph on Page 215, “Human
Remains,” were modified to further describe the requirements contained in the code
sections already cited in the document, specifically related to the responsibilities of the
coroner when human remains of Native American origin are identified.
The comment letter and revised CRMP, signed by Caltrans, are attached for your reference. We
believe the modifications address your comments in full. We look forward to continuing consultation
as the project moves forward.
Sincerely,
Tom Buford

Tom Buford, Manager
Environmental Planning Services
(916) 799-1531

State Historic Preservation Office Consultation

STATE OF CALIFORNIA – THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
rd

1725 23 Street, Suite 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-7100
(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053
calshpo@parks.ca.gov
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

February 7, 2017
VIA EMAIL
In reply refer to: FHWA_2016_1229_002
Laura Loeffler, Chief
Environmental Management, M1 Branch
Caltrans District 3
703 B Street
Marysville, CA 95901
Subject: Determinations of Eligibility for the Proposed I Street Bridge Replacement
Project, Sacramento and West Sacramento, CA
Dear Ms. Loeffler:
Thank you for consulting with me about the subject undertaking in accordance with the
January 1, 2014 First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway
Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation
Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it
Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (PA).
The cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento, in cooperation with Caltrans, propose
to construct a new crossing for vehicular and pedestrian traffic over the Sacramento
River that will replace the upper deck of the I Street Bridge, which would no long carry
such traffic. A full project description and the depiction of the area of potential effect
(APE) can be found in Attachment A of the HPSR.
Consultation and identification efforts identified the I Street Bridge, a property listed in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), within the APE.
Caltrans also determined that the Sacramento River East Levee Segment (P-34-000490),
along the east bank of the Sacramento River, is individually eligible under Criterion A as a
physical representation of the precedent set for flood control management in California
between 1850 and 1911, more specifically flood control management policy and
development in the Sacramento Valley. Levees, canals and drainages built within this
timeframe are associated with early advances in water management in California that
resulted in making settlement and expansion of infrastructure in the region possible. It set
the standard for post-1911 efforts to achieve a more unified and standardized approach
to levee construction in the Sacramento Valley. As part of the first Reclamation District,
RD 1, it is a strong example of the pre-1911 era of flood control measures overseen by
local interests.

Ms. Loeffler
February 7, 2017
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Caltrans has also determined that the following properties are not eligible for the NRHP:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

201 3rd Street, West Sacramento, CA
213 3rd Street, West Sacramento, CA
nd
212 2 Street, West Sacramento, CA
214 2nd Street, West Sacramento, CA
216 2nd Street, West Sacramento, CA
Washington Water Company Tower at 231 2nd Street, West Sacramento, CA
Reclamation District 811/900 Levee Segment

Based on my review of the submitted documentation I concur with the above
determinations.
Finally, pursuant to Stipulation VII.C.3. of the PA, Caltrans is considering CA-SAC-658H
to be eligible for the NRHP for the purposes of the project. The site is located adjacent to,
but outside of, the Area of Direct Impact for the project. Caltrans proposes to protect the
site by establishing an Environmentally Sensitive Area and using exclusionary fencing to
avoid impacts.
Due to portions of the project area not being accessible prior to construction, Caltrans is
proposing to prepare a programmatic agreement (PPA) specific to this undertaking to
ensure that identification and evaluation of archaeological properties within the APE, and
any resolution of adverse effects on those properties, is completed. The PPA will have
as an attachment an Archaeological Resources Management Plan which will include a
detailed protocol for identification, evaluation, and treatment of any adversely affected
historic properties, protocols for archaeological monitoring, and evaluation and treatment
of any unanticipated discoveries that may be encountered during implementation.
I look forward to working with Caltrans on the preparation of this agreement document.
Thank you for considering historic properties during project planning. If you have any
questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist of my staff at (916) 445-7014 with e-mail at
natalie.lindquist@parks.ca.gov or Alicia Perez at (916) 445-7020 with e-mail at
alicia.perez@parks.ca.gov .
Sincerely,

Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer

Section 106 Finding of Effects and Project-specific Programmatic Agreement

Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

State of California • Natural Resources Agency

Lisa Ann L. Mangat, Director

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100, Sacramento, CA 95816-7100
Telephone: (916) 445-7000
FAX: (916) 445-7053
calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

October 9, 2018
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
Reply in Reference To: FHWA_2016_1229_002
Mr. David Price, Acting Section 106 Coordinator
Department of Transportation
Division of Environmental Analysis
1120 N Street
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001
Subject: Finding of Effect for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project in Sacramento and Yolo
Counties, California
Dear Mr. Price:
On September 11, 2018, the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) received a letter from the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) continuing consulting with the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) regarding the above referenced undertaking in accordance with
the January 1, 2014 First Amended Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation Regarding
Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it Pertains to the
Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (Section 106 PA). Enclosed
with Caltrans’ letter is a Finding of Effect (FOE), and draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) and
attachments.
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans,
proposes to construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the vehicle crossing
that is currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of
functionally obsolete or structurally deficient bridges (i.e., approach structures). The new
connection also would reduce future traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve
multiple modes of transportation, and comply with current American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), Caltrans, and local agency design standards.
A more detailed description of the undertaking can be found on pages 1 through 12 of the
FOE.
During earlier consultation, Caltrans’ efforts to identify historic properties that may be affected
by the undertaking identified two built environment properties that are National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible or listed in the NRHP: I Street Bridge in Sacramento and West
Sacramento, and the Sacramento River East Levee in Sacramento. Efforts also identified one

Mr. Price
October 9, 2018
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historic-era archaeological resource, CA-SAC-658H that includes 518 pilings, a raised
concrete foundation, and loading ramp associated with the Pioneer Flour Mill, which began
operation in 1853. For the purposes of this undertaking only, Caltrans is treating CA-SAC658H as eligible for listing on the NRHP pursuant to Stipulation VII.C.3 of the Section 106 PA.
Pursuant to Stipulation X.A of the PA, Caltrans has applied the criteria of adverse effect and
finds that the undertaking as currently proposed will not adversely affect the I Street Bridge or
the Sacramento River East Levee. Caltrans also finds that adverse effects to CA-SAC-658H
will be avoided through the establishment of an environmentally sensitive area (ESA). I do not
object to Caltrans’ assessment of no adverse effects to the I Street Bridge, the Sacramento
River East Levee, and CA-SAC-658H.
Due to portions of the area of potential effects (APE) being inaccessible prior to construction,
efforts to identify potential subsurface archaeological deposits for this undertaking could not be
completed. Caltrans has prepared a draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) and attached Cultural
Resources Management Plan (CRMP) for this undertaking to complete the identification,
evaluation, assessment of effects, and resolution of adverse effects of historic properties as a
result of this undertaking.
Caltrans has invited the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation and the United Auburn Indian Community
of the Auburn Rancheria to be concurring parties to the PA, and provided the tribes the FOE,
draft PA and CRMP for review and comment on or around October 4, 2018. Caltrans is
seeking SHPO review and comment on the draft PA and CRMP per Stipulation XI of the
Section 106 PA. In an email sent to Caltrans staff on October 8, 2018, OHP staff indicated that
SHPO review and comment of the draft PA and CRMP would occur after the consulting tribes,
had been afforded a reasonable opportunity to review and comment on the documents.
If you require further information, please contact State Historian Natalie Lindquist at 916-4457014 or at Natalie.Lindquist@parks.ca.gov or Associate State Archaeologist Alicia Perez at
916-445-7020 or at Alicia.Perez@parks.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer

I Street Bridge Replacement Project
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Finding of Effect
Introduction
The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), proposes to construct a new bridge over the Sacramento
River. The new bridge would replace the existing vehicle crossing that is currently accommodated
by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally obsolete or structurally
deficient bridges (i.e., approach structures). The new connection also would reduce future traffic
congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and comply with
current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.

The I Street Bridge Replacement Project (project) is subject to state and federal environmental
review requirements because of the use of federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP) funds from the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Accordingly, project documentation is being prepared in
compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The City of Sacramento is the lead agency under CEQA, with the
City of West Sacramento as a responsible agency, and Caltrans is the lead agency under NEPA. The
FHWA’s other responsibilities for environmental review, consultation, and any other action required
in accordance with applicable federal laws for this project will be carried out by Caltrans under its
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 United States Code (USC) 327.
Because federal funds will be used to construct the project, the cultural resources studies conducted
for this project comply with the terms of the First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the
Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as It Pertains to the Administration of the
Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (January 2014) (Section 106 PA) for compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).
The purpose of this Finding of Effect (FOE) is to evaluate the proposed project’s potential to affect
properties listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), or any
properties considered historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. The Finding of Effect for any
potentially significant buried archaeological resources is not yet known, as resources may still be
discovered during implementation of the project. Therefore, a Programmatic Agreement (PA) has
been prepared, specifying procedures to resolve any potential adverse effects to those properties.

Two built environment properties located in the project area of potential effects (APE) are NRHPeligible or listed in the NRHP: the I Street Bridge in Sacramento and West Sacramento, and the
Sacramento River East Levee in Sacramento. Detailed description of these resources, potential
project effects, and a discussion of the Application of Criteria of Adverse Effect is presented in this
report. Based on this analysis, Caltrans and the cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento conclude
that the project will not adversely affect either property.

To ensure that the project will not result in adverse effects to cultural resources as the project
moves forward into final design, and through construction and completion, conditions are being put
in place to protect cultural resources located in the APE. Specifically, these conditions addressed the
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two built environment NRHP-eligible/listed NRHP resources. In addition, an Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA) will be established to protect CA-SAC-658H, an archaeological resource in the
area of potential effects (APE). Details are outlined in the Programmatic Agreement (PA) and
associated attachments developed for this project. The PA can be found in Appendix C of this report.

Project Description

The City of Sacramento, in cooperation with the City of West Sacramento and Caltrans, proposes to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the vehicle crossing that is currently
accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally obsolete or
structurally deficient bridges (i.e., approach structures). The new connection also would reduce
future traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation,
and comply with current AASHTO, Caltrans, and local agency design standards.

The I Street Bridge Replacement Project (project) is subject to state and federal environmental
review requirements because of the use of federal HBP funds from the FHWA. Accordingly, project
documentation is being prepared in compliance with both CEQA and NEPA. The City of Sacramento
is the lead agency under CEQA, with the City of West Sacramento as a responsible agency, and
Caltrans is the lead agency under NEPA. FHWA’s other responsibilities for environmental review,
consultation, and any other action required in accordance with applicable federal laws for this
project will be carried out by Caltrans under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 USC
327.
This project is included in the Sacramento Area Council of Governments 2016 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS).

Location

The proposed project is located over the Sacramento River between the cities of Sacramento and
West Sacramento, approximately 1,000 feet north of the existing I Street Bridge (Figure 1 in
Appendix A). The project limits starting within the City of Sacramento consist of Railyards
Boulevard from 200 feet east of Bercut Drive on the east, continuing west over the Sacramento River
into the City of West Sacramento along C Street, crossing 2nd Street, and terminating approximately
100 feet west of the 5th Street intersection. The project limits also extend along Bercut Drive
approximately 500 feet north of Railyards Boulevard, along Jibboom Street 550 feet north of
Railyards Boulevard and 300 feet south of Railyards Boulevard, along 3rd Street 50 feet north and
south of C Street, along 4th Street 50 feet north and south of C Street, and along 5th Street 50 feet
north and south of C Street. The total length of the project is approximately 0.42 mile along C Street
and Railyards Boulevard.

Purpose and Need

The proposed project would construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River between the cities of
Sacramento and West Sacramento to replace the vehicle crossing that is currently provided by the
existing I Street Bridge. Construction of the proposed project has independent utility; the project is
not dependent on other projects or improvements to meet the purpose and need.
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Termini for the proposed project were developed through an iterative process involving engineering
design and traffic operations analysis. Preliminary design concepts were tested with the traffic
operations analysis model to evaluate how lane configurations influenced peak-hour conditions.

Purpose

The purpose and objectives of the project are listed below.














Need

The project should construct a new public crossing of the Sacramento River north of the Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR)-owned I Street Bridge from C Street in the City of West Sacramento to
Railyards Boulevard in the City of Sacramento, consistent with the adopted findings of the
Sacramento River Crossings Alternatives Study for Bridge Location 2 in the North Market Area.
The new bridge should meet the requirements of the Neighborhood Friendly Bridge definition
that the City of Sacramento City Council adopted by resolution on October 18, 2011.

In addition to the Neighborhood Friendly Bridge definition, the project should include
pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the new public crossing that meet Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) requirements, and facilitate connections to and from the new crossing and the
Sacramento River Parkway and Riverfront Park trails.
The project would facilitate vehicular and multimodal traffic over the river in order to reduce
traffic congestion, improve safety, and remove a number of structurally deficient or functionally
obsolete bridges (i.e., approach structures) that have reached the limit of their design life.
The proposed structure would be a moveable bridge that satisfies the vertical clearance and
river navigation requirements of the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG).

The project design should accommodate future high-quality transit and the addition of a
streetcar, which would be a separate, stand-alone project being developed by the cities of West
Sacramento and Sacramento.

The new bridge also is intended to improve the connectivity to, and accessibility of, businesses,
recreational areas, and new or redevelopment opportunity sites located in the urban core of
Sacramento and West Sacramento, including the Sacramento Railyards and the River District in
Sacramento and the Washington District in West Sacramento.

The project is needed for the following reasons.


The existing I Street Bridge does not fully comply with current design and traffic operation
standards due to the following conditions.




I Street Bridge limits or restricts traffic capacity and multimodal use. The current bridge
width is not sufficient to provide adequate traffic operations, bicycle lanes, or the ability for
transit service, including busses, across the bridge.

The I Street Bridge and the four associated approach structures are on the eligible bridge list
for federal funds for replacement and/or rehabilitation through the HBP. The I Street Bridge
has been classified as functionally obsolete, and the existing approach structures have been
classified as structurally deficient. The cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento have
decided to pursue replacement through the HBP.
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It is necessary to provide access to and between two proposed transit-oriented infill
development planning areas on opposite sides of the Sacramento River, Washington District and
Sacramento Railyards. To realize the full potential of each of the areas, a pedestrian-friendly,
multimodal connection across the river is necessary and is not provided by the current I Street
Bridge.
The I Street Bridge is not in compliance with ADA standards. Standard and continuous
sidewalks, and bicycle facilities that encourage walking and bicycling are needed to comply with
the ADA and promote the use of alternative modes of travel.

Project Alternatives

This section describes the proposed action and the design alternatives that were developed to meet
the identified need through accomplishing the defined purpose(s), while avoiding or minimizing
environmental impacts. All aspects of the proposed project would comply with applicable provisions
of the Caltrans 2015 Standard Specifications (California Department of Transportation 2015)
(referred to herein as “Standard Specifications”).
The build alternatives under consideration are one bridge alignment for the new bridge over the
Sacramento River and two alternatives for portions of the roadway design in Sacramento.


City of Sacramento Railyards Boulevard/Jibboom Street/Bercut Drive intersection





Alternative 1—Signalized Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive

Alternative 2—Roundabout Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive

No Build (No-Project) Alternative

The proposed project is located in Sacramento and Yolo Counties, over the Sacramento River and
between the cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento, and approximately 1,000 feet north of the
existing I Street Bridge (Figure 1). The total length of the project is approximately 0.42 mile
(2,200 feet) along C Street and Railyards Boulevard. The purpose of the project is to construct a new
public crossing of the Sacramento River north of the UPRR-owned I Street Bridge from C Street in
the City of West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard in the City of Sacramento in order to remove a
series of functionally obsolete or structurally deficient bridges (i.e., approach structures), consistent
with the adopted findings of the Sacramento River Crossings Alternatives Study for Bridge
Location 2 in the North Market Area.

Build Alternatives

One alignment is proposed for the new bridge over the Sacramento River. A new, approximately
860-foot long bridge, consisting of two vehicle lanes, on-street Class II bike lanes, and sidewalks
along both sides, is proposed. The bridge would include two fixed-span approach structures,
approximately 200 feet and 270 feet in length, that tie into the Sacramento and West Sacramento
banks of the river, respectively. The center span of the bridge would be an approximately 330-foot
long movable span that meets the USCG requirements. Roadway improvements on Railyards
Boulevard in Sacramento and C Street in West Sacramento also are proposed. In Sacramento, two
alternatives for portions of the roadway design at the Railyards Boulevard/Jibboom Street/Bercut
Drive intersection are being considered. Figure 2 depicts the proposed project and the roadway
design alternatives, described below.
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City of Sacramento Railyards Boulevard/Jibboom Street/Bercut Drive intersection



Alternative 1—Signalized Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive

Alternative 2—Roundabout Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive

In the City of Sacramento, Alternative 1 consists of signalized intersections at Jibboom Street and
Bercut Drive, while Alternative 2 consists of a roundabout between these two intersections. Beyond
the Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive intersections, the remaining project elements and limits in the
City of Sacramento are similar under both alternatives.

Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives

The proposed project would construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River between Sacramento
and West Sacramento to replace the vehicular crossing that is provided by the existing I Street
Bridge. The project would facilitate vehicular and multimodal traffic over the river in order to
reduce traffic congestion, improve safety, and remove a number of structurally deficient or
functionally obsolete bridges (i.e., approach structures) that have reached the limit of their design
life. While the existing I Street Bridge over the Sacramento River would remain in-place, the
approach structures leading up to the bridge from both directions would be demolished. See
Figure 2 for a depiction of the project limits and the approach structures that would be removed.
The Sacramento River is considered to be a navigable waterway of the United States. Under the
provisions of the General Bridge Act of 1946, as amended, the USCG must approve proposed location
and plans for bridges over navigable waters of the United States prior to commencing construction.
Common design features of the build alternatives are discussed below.

New Bridge Construction and Roadway Modifications
Bridge Construction

The total length of the new bridge would be approximately 860 feet, with up to an 82-foot-wide deck
consisting of two vehicle lanes, on-street Class II bike lanes, and sidewalks along both sides of the
bridge. The bridge would include two fixed-span approach structures that tie into the Sacramento
and West Sacramento banks of the river and are approximately 200 feet and 270 feet in length,
respectively (see Figure 3). The center span of the bridge would be a movable span that meets the
USCG requirements. The movable span is anticipated to be approximately 330 feet in length. The
bridge soffit elevation would be set 3 feet above the 200-year water surface elevation to comply
with the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) freeboard requirements.

The two fixed-span approach structures would be up to 82 feet wide, with a superstructure depth
(or total bridge thickness) of approximately 6 feet. Each approach structure would be a two-span
bridge.

Based on coordination with the USCG, the movable span would provide a 278-foot clear channel
opening approximately centered at the middle of the river. As such, a vertical lift span was identified
as the appropriate type of movable span. Vertical lift span bridges have a movable span that is lifted
vertically to permit passage of boats beneath it. The Tower Bridge over the Sacramento River just
downstream of the existing I Street Bridge is an example of a vertical lift span bridge. Like Tower
Bridge, the proposed project’s bridge would have two towers, one on either side of the lift span. A
counterweight would be suspended in each tower, with each counterweight weighing approximately
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half of the weight of the span. As the bridge is raised, the counterweights would lower. The vertical
lift span would raise the bridge to a minimum vertical clearance of 59 feet over the maximum river
elevation of 31 feet (measured to the 29 National Geodetic Vertical Datum [NGVD]).

The truss depth of the movable span would be approximately 40 feet, with 6 feet of the structure
being below the bridge deck and 34 feet above the bridge deck. The vertical towers would be
approximately 130 feet tall, measured from the bridge soffit elevation. The vertical towers would be
approximately 33 feet in thickness and the same width as the bridge deck. The total bridge width on
the movable span would be 81 feet.

Due to the existing soil conditions, the bridge would be constructed on deep pile foundations. The
abutments for the fixed-span approach structures at the river bank would consist of approximately
50 piles per abutment that are driven or cast-in-drilled-hole (CIDH), to a depth of approximately
70 feet below the original ground elevation. The center piers for the two fixed-span approach
structures (located approximately at the bank toe of slope in the river, below the ordinary high
water mark) would consist of 50 driven or CIDH piles per pier that are approximately 70 feet below
the original ground elevation. If driven piles are selected for either the abutments or piers, the piles
would be precast concrete or steel. The foundations for the movable span would consist of four
large-diameter cast-in-steel-shell piles per pier. Each pile would be 9 feet in diameter, extending
approximately 140 feet below the original ground elevation.

Erosion control measures would be installed around the proposed bridge foundations to prevent
future scour at the bridge supports. It is anticipated that rock slope protection would be installed
around the bridge abutments and piers within the water to control erosion.

A bridge fender system also is planned around the movable span piers to protect the piers from
errant watercrafts that are navigating along the river. The fender system would include
approximately 30 driven concrete or wooden piles around each of the movable span piers. The piles
would be driven to a depth of approximately 30 feet below the original ground elevation.
Temporary Falsework

Temporary falsework platforms would be required to construct the proposed bridge foundations
and approach structures. The platforms would be constructed using temporary piles within the
river. In addition, temporary cofferdams would be required to construct the bridge piers within the
water. The cofferdams would consist of temporary sheetpiles installed around the individual piers.
Dewatering inside the cofferdams would be required.

Roadway Modifications
City of Sacramento

In Sacramento, Bercut Drive would be modified from Railyards Boulevard north approximately
500 feet. Bercut Drive would be designed to have two northbound lanes at the Railyards Boulevard
intersection, tapering down to one northbound lane at the northern project limits and one
southbound lane. Improvements to Bercut Drive south of Railyards Boulevard are not part of, or
needed for, the proposed project and would be constructed if needed as part of a separate future
project.

Proposed improvements on Jibboom Street would extend 550 feet north of Railyards Boulevard. The
roadway would consist of one travel lane in each direction, on-street Class II bike lanes, sidewalk
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along the west side of the roadway, and retaining walls of various heights along both sides of the
road. Extension of Jibboom Street south of Railyards Boulevard is not included in, or needed for, the
proposed project and would be constructed if needed as part of a separate future project.

The proposed roadway profile for Railyards Boulevard would be approximately 6 feet higher than
the original ground elevation at the Jibboom Street intersection. The profile adjustment is needed in
order to satisfy the CVFPB requirements to provide 3 feet of clearance between the 200-year-flood
water surface elevation and the bridge soffit (low chord of the bridge).
City of West Sacramento

Between the bridge touchdown location along C Street in West Sacramento and the 4th Street/
C Street intersection, the roadway would consist of one westbound travel lane, two eastbound travel
lanes (the two eastbound travel lanes would taper down to one eastbound lane east of the 3rd Street
intersection), a center left-turn lane, on-street Class II bike lanes, on-street parking along the north
side of the roadway, and sidewalks along both sides of the roadway. As the roadway through this
section currently consists of the proposed number of travel lanes, the widening through this area is
primarily needed to support the Class II bike lanes and wider sidewalks.
Along C Street between 4th Street and 5th Street, the roadway would consist of one travel lane in
each direction, left-turn lanes, on-street Class II bike lanes, and sidewalks along both sides of the
road. All of the improvements through this section would be accommodated within the existing
roadway limits.
Residential Access

The new C Street alignment would cut off access to four residential parcels and one multifamily
parcel located along 2nd Street, north of C Street. The project would construct a new connection to
C Street approximately 150 feet east of the 3rd Street intersection that would continue north
approximately 300 feet. The new connection would then make a 90-degree left turn and connect to
3rd Street approximately 300 feet north of C Street. The proposed access would be consistent with
the City of West Sacramento’s design standards for a public alley, which consists of a 30-foot wide
public right of way, supporting a 20-foot travel way, a 5-foot sidewalk, and 5-foot buffer to adjacent
parcels. This would require right-of-way acquisition from seven individual parcels and removal of
three structures. One structure is located on Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 010-101-010 and
appears to be an individual residence. Another structure is located on APN 010-101-013 and
appears to be an apartment building that supports up to one individual apartment. The last
structure is located on APN 010-101-004 and appears to be an individual residence.

Class I Bikeway and Levee Modifications and Improvements
City of Sacramento

The existing Class I Sacramento River Parkway trail along Jibboom Street would be reconstructed
approximately 500 feet north and 300 feet south of Railyards Boulevard as part of the proposed
project. In order to provide a continuous levee maintenance road and off-street Class I path along
this section, the path would be grade-separated under the proposed bridge structure. At Railyards
Boulevard, maintenance vehicles would have the ability to ingress or egress the path. Cyclists and
pedestrians approaching Railyards Boulevard in either direction would have the option to continue
along the path under the new structure, avoiding the need to cross the roadway. Cyclists and
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pedestrians who are traveling along the path also would have the option to connect to Railyards
Boulevard and cross over the proposed bridge into West Sacramento or turn east into Sacramento.
Due to the limited horizontal clearance between the river and the Interstate-5 (I-5) viaduct
structure, retaining walls would be needed along the path to account for the vertical elevation
difference between Jibboom Street and the path that continues under the proposed bridge structure.
The maximum retaining wall height along the bike path would be 16 feet.

City of West Sacramento

The proposed project would require improvements to the existing levee along the West Sacramento
side of the river, where the proposed bridge alignment would connect to C Street. The existing levee
does not meet current standards required by Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR).
Extending approximately 300 feet north and south of the proposed C Street alignment, the levee
cross-section would be reconstructed to meet current design standards, which would require 3:1
side slopes on the landside and waterside of the levee, and a 20-foot-wide crown at the top of the
levee. The levee improvements also would include a slurry cutoff wall extending to a depth of
110 feet below the original ground elevation (see Figure 2). In addition, the proposed roadway
profile would be approximately 6 feet higher than the original ground elevation as it crosses over
the levee. In order to maintain access to the levee for inspection and maintenance services, access
roads would be constructed from the new roadway to the top of the improved levee section. The
proposed grading for the levee would require relocation of the existing water tower that is located
along 2nd Street, just north of the proposed C Street alignment. The tower would be relocated to the
northwest, approximately 43 feet from its existing location.
The new levee maintenance road also would serve as the future Class I River Walk Park trail
extension in West Sacramento. Similar to the trail improvements proposed in Sacramento as part of
this project, the trail would be grade-separated under the proposed bridge structure. Cyclists and
pedestrians approaching C Street in either direction would have the option to continue along the
trail under the new structure, avoiding the need to cross the roadway. Cyclists and pedestrians who
are traveling along the trail also would have the option to connect to C Street to cross over the
proposed bridge into Sacramento or head west on C Street.

Storm Water Drainage Management

Drainage for the proposed roadway would be conveyed to the existing storm drain system installed
within Railyards Boulevard in Sacramento and C Street in West Sacramento. Railyards Boulevard
currently drains storm water to the east along the roadway and then into a retention basin south of
Railyards Boulevard. C Street drains storm water west along the roadway and then ultimately south
beyond the project limits. The proposed project would be designed to ensure that existing storm
water conveyance is sufficient, or would increase the capacity of the system to accommodate the
project, if necessary.

As is standard with all construction projects, the contractor would be required to install temporary
best management practices (BMPs) to control any runoff or erosion from the project site into the
surrounding waterways. These temporary BMPs would be installed prior to any construction
operations and would be in place for the duration of the contract. Removal of these BMPs would be
the final operation, along with project site cleanup.
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Structure Demolition and Roadway Modifications
Following completion of the new bridge connections at Railyards Boulevard and C Street, traffic
would be diverted to the new bridge, and the four existing approach structures to the I Street Bridge
would be removed. Bridge numbers 24C0364L, 24C0364R, 22-0033, and 22C0154 would be
demolished; and the foundations would be removed to a depth of 3 feet below the original ground
elevation. Encroachment permits from Caltrans and the UPRR would be needed to complete the
bridge removal. The existing I Street Bridge is owned and operated by the UPRR and would continue
to remain in place and be used by trains following construction of the new bridge.

As part of the removal of the existing approach structures, the project would include modifications
to I Street within the City of Sacramento between the southbound I-5 on-ramp and the 5th Street
intersection. Modifications would include signing and striping revisions, demolition of existing
roadway sections that are no longer required, and removal of bridge abutments and foundations.

Staging, Storage, and Proposed Access during Construction

Two staging areas would be used to store materials and equipment during construction, such as
pipe materials, precast manholes and drop inlets, steel girders, piles, and rebar, along with the
construction equipment when not in use. One area would be located south of Railyards Boulevard
under I-5 in Sacramento; the other area would be located west of the landward side of the levee,
south of the new bridge location in West Sacramento. The staging area located along Railyards
Boulevard would be accessed via the existing intersection at Jibboom Street. The staging area in
West Sacramento would be accessed via the existing 2nd Street connection at 3rd Street, south of
C Street. The staging areas would be in use throughout the construction duration; the areas would
be returned to their pre-project conditions at the completion of the project.

Utility Relocations

A number of public and private utilities would need to be relocated or adjusted to grade as part of
the project, including existing water, sewer, gas, electric, and communication facilities within
Jibboom Street, Bercut Drive, C Street, and 2nd Street.

Traffic Management and Detours during Construction

While most of the project would be constructed outside of existing roadways, some areas would
require temporary detours or staged construction.

Along Jibboom Street at the proposed Railyards Boulevard intersection, the new roadway profile
would be raised approximately 6 feet above the original ground elevation. To maintain access to the
existing Jibboom Street viaduct south of Railyards Boulevard during the roadway construction, a
temporary access road would be needed. The proposed temporary access road would connect to the
existing Jibboom Street viaduct abutment approximately 350 feet south of Railyards Boulevard. The
temporary road would then continue under I-5 and connect to the Railyards Boulevard/Bercut
Drive intersection. The temporary road would require placement of temporary fill material and a
roadway structural section that would be removed after construction of the new bridge. Traffic
traveling north along Jibboom Street would continue north along Bercut Drive to access the
Richards Boulevard/I-5 interchange.
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In order to complete the improvements at Jibboom Street and Railyards Boulevard, Jibboom Street
would be closed to traffic approximately 600 feet north of Railyards Boulevard. Traffic traveling
south along Jibboom Street to continue over the existing I Street Bridge into West Sacramento would
be detoured over to Bercut Drive at Richards Boulevard. Traffic would then use the temporary
access road to connect to the Jibboom Street viaduct structure. The temporary access road would be
in place for approximately 2 years, after which traffic would use the new roadways and new bridge.

The Sacramento River Parkway trail along Jibboom Street also would require temporary re-routing
during construction. The temporary alignment for the trail would follow the temporary Jibboom
Street alignment south of Railyards Boulevard. Cyclists and pedestrians would then continue
following a detour north along Bercut Drive to Richards Boulevard, where they could then connect
back to the Parkway on the west side of I-5. The detour would be in place for approximately 2 years.

During construction, traffic along C Street would be maintained along the existing approach
structure until the new bridge is constructed.

Project Construction Sequence
Exploratory Geotechnical Boring

In order to confirm the nature of underground geological conditions and determine the necessary
final design details prior to construction, several exploratory geotechnical borings would occur in
the project area within the river and on land. Seventeen boring locations are estimated. The
estimated depths of the borings are between 30 and 240 feet, with more shallow borings proposed
on land and deeper borings (240 feet) proposed at in-water bridge pier locations. Approximately
seven of the borings would be in the river levees (five in the west levee and two in the east levee)
(see Figure 4 in Appendix A). Geotechnical exploration would likely be authorized by separate
permits.

Project Construction

Once the engineering details are final, new bridge and roadway construction would occur, followed
by demolition of the four approach structures that connect to the existing I Street Bridge. Once the
new bridge and roadways are constructed, traffic would be diverted to the new bridge in order to
allow demolition adjacent to the existing bridge. Construction of the project is expected to take
approximately 30 months.

Property Acquisition

The project would require temporary construction easements (TCEs) and permanent property
acquisitions along C Street, 3rd Street, and 2nd Street within the City of West Sacramento and along
Railyards Boulevard, Jibboom Street, Bercut Drive, and I Street within the City of Sacramento.
Along C Street in West Sacramento, TCEs and permanent acquisitions would be required along the
south side of the roadway from the intersection of 4th Street to the Sacramento River to
accommodate construction of standard shoulders, bike lanes, and sidewalks.

Along 3rd Street and 2nd Street in West Sacramento, TCEs and permanent acquisitions would be
needed from the UPRR on the south to just north of the B Street intersections for construction of the
proposed roadway and levee improvements.
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Along Railyards Boulevard, Jibboom Street, and Bercut Drive in Sacramento, TCEs and permanent
acquisition would be needed from the currently state-owned right-of-way for I-5 for construction of
the roadway. In addition, TCEs and permanent acquisitions would be needed along Jibboom Street
for the proposed temporary detour road and Class I bikeway improvements.

TCEs would be required along the existing I Street connection in Sacramento to facilitate removal of
the existing viaduct structures. Due to the limited space available in Old Sacramento, it is anticipated
that construction activities would occur by accessing the area from the parking lot at the intermodal
station.

Unique Features of Build Alternatives

In the City of Sacramento, two alternatives for portions of the roadway design at the Railyards
Boulevard/Jibboom Street/Bercut Drive intersection are being considered. Alternative 1 consists of
signalized intersections on Railyards Boulevard at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive, while
Alternative 2 consists of a roundabout between these two intersections. Beyond the Jibboom Street
and Bercut Drive intersections, the remaining project elements and limits are similar under both
alternatives.

Alternative 1—Signalized Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive

Under Alternative 1, Railyards Boulevard would be extended west over the Sacramento River. East
of Bercut Drive, Railyards Boulevard would consist of two westbound lanes and one eastbound lane.
Between Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive, Railyards Boulevard would consist of two westbound
lanes and three eastbound lanes; two eastbound lanes would be trapped into left-turn lanes onto
Bercut Drive, and one eastbound lane would continue along Railyards Boulevard. West of Jibboom
Street, Railyards Boulevard would consist of one lane in each direction.

Alternative 2—Roundabout Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive

Under Alternative 2, Railyards Boulevard would be extended west to the new bridge over the
Sacramento River. East of Bercut Drive, Railyards Boulevard would consist of two westbound lanes
and one eastbound lane. Between Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive, Railyards Boulevard would
consist of a roundabout with two lanes in each direction. One westbound lane would be a trap onto
northbound Jibboom Street, and one westbound lane would continue onto the new bridge. One
eastbound lane would be trapped into left-turn lanes onto Bercut Drive, and one eastbound lane
would continue along Railyards Boulevard. West of Jibboom Street, Railyards Boulevard would
consist of one lane in each direction.

No Build (No-Project) Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, the existing I Street Bridge would remain in use for vehicle, bicycle,
and pedestrian access between the cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento. No changes to traffic
patterns on I Street or C Street would occur. The four approach structures would remain in place
and in use; and there would be no changes to existing roadways, levees, or Class I bikeways.
Improvements and development of transportation infrastructure would continue following the
general plans of both cities, the Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan (approved November 2016) and
the Washington Specific Plan (adopted May 1996). The Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan (City of
Sacramento 2016) identifies the extension of Railyards Boulevard west to a Tee intersection at
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Jibboom Street. Railyards Boulevard at Bercut Drive would consist of two westbound lanes and one
eastbound lane. The same number of lanes on Railyards Boulevard would extend west to the
intersection with Jibboom Street; at this point, the left westbound lane on Railyards Boulevard
would become a dedicated left-turn lane onto southbound Jibboom Street, and the right westbound
lane would be a dedicated right-turn lane onto northbound Jibboom Street.

In West Sacramento, future changes to C Street would be based on the Washington Specific Plan (City
of West Sacramento 1996), which identifies 12-foot-wide sidewalks and 7-foot-wide Class II bike
lanes along the roadway. The connection to the I Street Bridge would not change.

Public Participation

Community/Scoping Meetings
A community open house for the project was held on June 19, 2014, from 5:30 to 7:30 p.m. at the
Stanford Gallery, 111 I Street, Sacramento, California. A public scoping meeting/community
workshop for the project was held on October 9, 2014, from 3:30 to 6:30 p.m. at the Stanford
Gallery, 111 I Street, Sacramento, California. The purpose of the open house was to share
information and receive input from community members on the project.

For both meetings, post cards were mailed to more than 6,000 local residents and businesses; and
notification flyers were sent via e-mail to vicinity businesses, community groups, neighborhood
associations, and interested individuals.

State Historic Preservation Officer

A meeting with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Caltrans, and consulting cultural
resources specialists was held on February 4, 2016, at the Stanford Gallery, 111 I Street,
Sacramento, California in order to present preliminary findings of cultural resources in the area of
potential effects (APE) (Figure 6 in Appendix A). The group discussed preliminary cultural resources
findings, APE delineation, and proposed treatment for historic properties that may be affected by
the project. Resources that were discussed and the results of this consultation follow.

I Street Bridge. Listed in the NRHP in 1982 (National Register #82002233)

All parties agreed that the approach structures to I Street Bridge, which were previously recorded as
non-contributing, did not need to be re-recorded and their removal would not result in an adverse
effect on I Street Bridge.

Sacramento River East Levee Segment (NRHP-Eligible)

The levee would continue to retain its character-defining features, including location, setting, and
alignment. The project would not result in an adverse effect on the levee. Barring any unanticipated
discoveries, the SHPO agreed that the project would result in No Adverse Effect and that the FOE
would reflect this conclusion. No Memorandum of Agreement would be necessary.
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Note: Subsequent to the meeting, due to access restrictions on the west side of the river and the
potential for buried deposits, a PA will now be prepared to ensure completion of the identification
and evaluation of potential historic properties within the project’s APE, and to provide for
resolution of any adverse effects on identified historic properties subsequent to approval of the
project.

Museum and Historical Society Consultation

On June 8, 2015, ICF sent letters describing the project and requesting any information on potential
cultural resources in the APE to the California State Railroad Museum, the Center for California
Studies, the Center for Sacramento History, the Sacramento County Historical Society, the West
Sacramento Historical Society, the Yolo County Archives and Records Center, the Yolo County
Historical Museum, the Yolo County Historical Society, and the Portuguese Historical & Cultural
Society. Letters describing the project and requesting any information on potential cultural
resources in the APE also were sent to Preservation Sacramento on July 9, 2015, and to the
California Department of Parks and Recreation on July 14, 2015. Copies of these letters are included
in Appendix B. Follow-up phone calls were made on October 12, 2015. See Table 1 below for a
summary of these calls.

Table 1. Summary of Communications
Name/Organization
California State
Railroad Museum

Telephone

Date Contacted Summary of Communication

916-849-0679 10/12/2015

Spoke with the Director, Paul Hammond. He did not
have any additional resources to add to those we
identified. His comments centered on the eligibility
of the levee. Paul said that State Parks identified the
stamp in the concrete retaining wall–“Built by S.P.
Co 1913-14”–as a character-defining feature of the
structure that contributes to the significance of the
levee. He viewed subsequent improvements to the
wall–even the segment under the boardwalk
constructed during redevelopment of Old
Sacramento in the late 1960s and early 1970s–as
necessary maintenance that does not diminish the
historical integrity of the structure.

Center for California 916-278-6906 10/12/2015
Studies
Preservation
Sacramento

Spoke with the Director, Steve Boyler. He did not
have any additional resources to add to those we
identified. His comments were limited to voicing his
support in keeping the existing I-Street Bridge and
avoiding impacts on the Transcontinental RR.

916-202-4815 10/12/2015

Called and left a voice message asking to return my
call if there are any questions or concerns regarding
this project.

California
916-653-4272 10/12/2015
Department of Parks
& Recreation
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Name/Organization

Telephone

Date Contacted Summary of Communication

California
916-445-8836 1/29/2016
Department of Parks
& Recreation

Spoke with Dan Osanna, who stated that moving the
Washington water tower a few feet would be
acceptable. He was not worried about the viewshed
from old town Sacramento changing due to removal
of vehicular traffic on I Street Bridge. Mr. Osanna
said he would consider that a No Adverse Effect.
Mr. Osanna mentioned that he had prepared a
report in 1993 for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
as background for the Sacramento Seawall. He also
suggested that ICF contact Kyle Wyatt, Historian for
the Capitol District & Railroad Museum and
provided contact information for Mr. Wyatt.

Kyle Wyatt 916-893-3480 1/29/2016
California State
Historian for Capitol
District & Railroad
Museum

Spoke briefly with Mr. Wyatt, who said he would
need to review the APE map to provide comments.
Told him that ICF would send the APE map after it
went through revisions. The APE map was emailed
to Mr. Wyatt on 5/14/2016.

Center for
Sacramento History

916-808-7072 10/12/2015

Spoke with the receptionist, who was not sure who
would have responded to the letter. The
receptionist said that she would have the Director,
Marcia Eymann, return the call. No return call was
received.

Sacramento County
Historical Society

916-572-9858 10/12/2015

West Sacramento
Historical Society

916-374-1849 10/12/2015

Left a voice message. No return call was received.

Yolo County
Historical Museum

530-666-1045 10/12/2015

Left a voice message. No return call was received.

Left a voice message. No return call was received.

Portuguese
916-381-7356 10/12/2015
Historical & Cultural
Center
Yolo County
Archives & Records
Center

Phone number no longer in service.

530-666-8010 10/12/2015

Left a voice message. No return call was received.

Yolo County
530-661-2212 10/12/2015
Phone number no longer in service.
Historical Society
Note: Calls were made by ICF archaeologist Robin Hoffman.

Native American Consultation

The California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on April 7, 2015, to
request a search of the sacred lands file and an updated list of Native American contacts for the
project area. A response was received from the NAHC on April 28, 2015. Although the search failed
to yield information on Native American cultural resources located within or adjacent to the project
area, the NAHC provided a list of 16 individuals and organizations in the Native American
community that may be able to provide information about cultural resources in the project area (see
Attachment E of the PA).
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On June 10, 2015, the City of Sacramento sent letters to all 16 representatives, including
representatives of the following tribes and individuals.
















Cortina Band of Indians – Charlie Wright

Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians – Daniel Fonseca

Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians – Nicholas Fonseca
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians – Hermo Olanio
T’si‐Akim Maidu – Don Ryberg

T’si‐Akim Maidu – Grayson Coney
T’si‐Akim Maidu – Kesner Flores

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria (UAIC) – Gene Whitehouse
UAIC – Jason Camp

UAIC – Marcos Guerrero

Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation (YDWN) – Leland Kinter
YDWN – Cynthia Clarke

YDWN – Native Cultural Renewal Committee
Unaffiliated individual – Eileen Moon

Unaffiliated individual – April Wallace Moore

The consultation efforts with the individuals and tribes who responded are summarized as follows.

In a letter to ICF dated June 25, 2015, James Kinter of the YDWN requested a site visit and additional
project information. In a letter to the City of Sacramento on June 30, 2015, Daniel Fonseca of the
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians, requested completed records searches and cultural
resources surveys for the project, in addition to requesting that the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok
Indians be included as a consulting party for the identification of any potential Traditional Cultural
Properties or Traditional Cultural Landscapes in the APE. On August 7, 2015, Gene Whitehouse of
the UAIC requested copies of archaeological reports and future environmental documents for the
project, in addition to a site visit to the project to confirm the locations of suspected cultural
resources.

On November 4, 2015, the City of Sacramento sent letters to the same 16 Native American
representatives to whom the City had sent letters on June 10, 2015. These new letters invited the
representatives to attend an onsite informational meeting for the project, where details on project
design and construction would be provided, questions taken regarding the project, and any concerns
regarding traditional cultural properties or other cultural resources would be addressed. Follow-up
phone calls were made to the Native American representatives by ICF archaeologist Robin Hoffman
on November 13, 2015. Hoffman inquired whether the representatives would be attending and
whether they had any concerns or questions. In cases where the call was not answered, Hoffman left
a voicemail.
An onsite information meeting was conducted in the West Sacramento portion of the APE on
November 16, 2015. In attendance were representatives from the YDWN, UAIC, City of Sacramento,
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City of West Sacramento, ICF, and Mark Thomas & Company. Zach Siviglia, lead project engineer of
Mark Thomas & Company, provided detailed descriptions of project funding, purpose, design, and
construction to all in attendance, while the group toured the West Sacramento portion of the APE.
ICF archaeologist Robin Hoffman provided information on the archaeological studies to date for the
project and furnished YDWN and UAIC representatives with maps showing the APE overlain onto
historic maps. UAIC representative Tristan Evans informed Hoffman that the UAIC knows of a
potential Traditional Cultural Property in or near the APE on both sides of the Sacramento River, as
well as an archaeological site in or near the APE on both sides of the Sacramento River, and that the
UAIC would like to set up a meeting with the City of Sacramento to discuss these resources. YDWN
representative Anthony Flores informed Hoffman that the YDWN would like additional consultation
and would be sending a letter to the City of Sacramento stating such. Following the onsite meeting,
UAIC representatives and Hoffman exchanged emails regarding scheduling a meeting. No meeting
date was set.
On October 5, 2016, the City of Sacramento sent letters to notify the YDWN and UAIC that Extended
Phase I (XPI) fieldwork could be conducted in October or November 2016. The letters detailed
previous communications and requested comments and concerns, and requested any further
information the tribes may have. The City of Sacramento also issued an invitation to UAIC
representative Marcos Guerrero for another field meeting on October 14, 2016. A meeting was
scheduled and was conducted in the West Sacramento portion of the APE on November 14, 2016. In
attendance were representatives from the UAIC, City of Sacramento, City of West Sacramento, ICF,
and Mark Thomas & Company. It was subsequently learned that, due to the proximity (within
200 feet) of the proposed excavations to the levee, the XPI cannot be conducted at this time and will
instead need to be conducted immediately prior to actual project construction—at which time, the
necessary flood control agency permits and stipulations will be in place for the entire project.
Mr. Guerrero was informed of this development at the November 14, 2016 meeting.

On November 15, 2016, Mr. Guerrero forwarded an email containing UAIC’s map of the area and
suggested mitigation measures, including a burial plan. In response, on November 21, 2016, the City
of Sacramento sent a letter to Mr. Guerrero. The letter stated that the UAIC will be offered an
opportunity to be a concurring partner to the PA and that standard legal practices (Public Resources
Code 5097.98) regarding the identification of human remains will be followed and described in the
PA; therefore, a burial plan will not be needed. Also on November 21, 2016, a letter was sent to
Leland Kinter of the YDWN to inform the tribe why an XPI will not be conducted at this time and that
the YDWN will be offered an opportunity to be a concurring partner to the PA. Consultation is
ongoing and will continue throughout the life of the project. Native American groups and individuals
will be kept apprised of any developments concerning cultural resources. Attachment E of the PA
presents documentation of the Native American consultation efforts to date.
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Description of Historic Properties
I Street Bridge
Historical Context
Sacramento has since the Gold Rush been at the forefront of railroad and river transportation in the
region. The earliest successful modes of transportation between the port at San Francisco and the
gold fields in the foothills was by boat on the Sacramento River, with the City of Sacramento being
the most important entry point between river traffic and wagons headed to the gold fields. There
was an almost immediate cry among Californians for railroad development to ease the burden of
carrying goods to the gold fields. The Central Pacific Railroad was organized in Sacramento, and
Sacramento was for some time the western terminus of the transcontinental line. This juncture
between busy riverboat traffic and emerging railroad traffic established the need for a moveable
railroad bridge on the Sacramento River—of which the I Street Bridge was the most important
example. 1

The earliest railroad bridge in Sacramento was built by the California Pacific Railroad Company in
1869, about a decade before this early railroad line was taken over by the Central Pacific Railroad.
This bridge was important because it linked the Central Pacific tracks going east with the California
Pacific tracks to the Bay Area, in what would become the key alignment of the Southern Pacific main
line from Oakland to Chicago. This bridge was a timber Howe truss with a 200-foot center swing
span and was at nearly the same location as the I Street Bridge. The Central Pacific Railroad built a
new timber bridge in 1876 at the same location with a center lift span. The Southern Pacific
Railroad, inheritor of nearly all assets of the Central Pacific, built a third bridge at this location in
1894. It too was a timber structure and was double-decked, with railroad tracks on the lower level
and a wagon road on top. That 1894 bridge was in use until the I Street Bridge was built in 1911. 2

In addition to the interface between riverboat and railroad traffic, the I Street crossing grew into an
important crossing for vehicles: wagons in the early years and cars and trucks in later years. As
noted, the 1894 bridge at I Street was double-decked and offered vehicular passage between the two
counties and the cities of Sacramento and what would become the city of West Sacramento in Yolo
County.
The I Street Bridge was designed by John D. Isaacs, consulting engineer for the Southern Pacific
Railroad and a major force in railroad engineering in California and the United States. Isaacs was
responsible for many innovations in railroading; he was a railroad engineer first and a bridge

1 There are

many sources for the history of riverboat traffic in Sacramento. Important studies of navigation in
various eras are discussed in the recent Christopher J. Castenada and Lee Simpson, eds. River City and Valley Life: An
Environmental History of the Sacramento Region, University of Pittsburgh Press, 2013. An even greater body of
literature discusses the railroad history of Sacramento. Especially useful are two recent studies: Richard J. Orsi,
Sunset Limited: The Southern Pacific Railroad and the Development of the American West, 1850–1930, University of
California Press, 2005; and Don L. Hofsommer, The Southern Pacific, 1901–1985, Texas A & M Press, 1986.
2 The various generations of railroad bridges at this crossing are illustrated and discussed in
www.sacramentohistory.org, which links the assets of multiple archives in the Sacramento region.
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engineer second. Nonetheless, the general literature on the life of this master engineer highlights the
I Street Bridge as his single greatest achievement. 3

Isaacs was born in Richmond, Virginia in 1848 and was educated at the University of Virginia. In
1875, he traveled to San Francisco to work for the Southern Pacific Railroad, a job he would hold
until his retirement in 1923. 4 He initially worked as a draftsman in the maintenance of way
department (maintaining the track and related structures). He later became the head of
maintenance of way in the Pacific Northwest operations of the Southern Pacific. He died in San
Francisco in April 1929. 5

Among railroad engineers, Isaacs had a versatile skill set, specializing in no specific aspect of
railroad work but showing a tremendous capacity to handle everything needed to keep a railroad
running. He was a key leader in the Southern Pacific Railroad during its period of most explosive
growth. Although his legacy is most defined by the development of standardized plans for repetitive
structures, he was also a capable designer in dealing with engineering assignments for which a
standard plan was not appropriate. Among his many important individual designs, the I Street
Bridge is generally held to be the most successful. He also was credited with designing some of the
most handsome passenger stations of the Southern Pacific system, including a large Mission Revival
building in San Antonio, Texas.
The massive steel fixed and swing spans were built by the American Bridge Company. The Missouri
Valley Bridge and Iron Company, working with Southern Pacific crews, built the concrete piers and
abutments. The bridge’s date of construction is commonly held to be 1911 because that date is cast
in steel plates and in the abutments. Owing to delays in building the bridge deck, however, service
was delayed until April 1912.

Description

The I Street Bridge is a double-deck steel swing bridge extending from the City of West Sacramento
in Yolo County to the City of Sacramento in Sacramento County, California. The bridge features five
major spans: two long fixed spans on the Yolo County side; both sides of the swing span; and a fixed
span extending from the swing span to the abutment in Sacramento. The configuration of the trusses
is that of a Baltimore Petit, with vertical columns in compression, angled members in tension, and
angled substruts. The swing spans continue the Baltimore Petit configuration but feature a
polygonal top chord [a true Baltimore Petit has a horizontal top chord]. The swing span is a centerbearing pivot, with a massive concrete center pier that is 54 feet in diameter and 80 feet in height.
The two water piers on the Yolo County side and the one water pier on the Sacramento County side
are concrete piers taken to bedrock. Since its construction in 1911, the steel structure carried two
railroad tracks on the bottom level and two lanes of truck and automobile traffic on the upper level.
The approach spans for the automobile level have been rebuilt on several occasions, as highway
traffic changed dramatically. The most recent changes on the Sacramento County side date to
construction of nearby I-5 in the late 1960s. The boundary of this resource is the double-deck
3 “Half a Century of Constructive Railroad Service: An Appreciation of John D. Isaacs,” Engineering News-Record,
Vol. 84, No. 16, April 15, 1920, pp. 756–8.
4 For ease of discussion, the term Southern Pacific Railroad is used to refer to a long list of companies that preceded
it and which succeeded it in some cases. It is likely that Isaacs actually began working for the Central Pacific
Railroad in 1875. See: Orsi, Sunset Limited and Hofsommer, The Southern Pacific.
5 Engineering News-Record, 1929, Vol. 102, p. 775.
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structure from abutment to abutment; it excludes any highway approaches on either side of the
river and any railroad improvements beyond the abutments.
The bridge is currently owned by the UPRR. The cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento are
responsible for maintaining the upper vehicular deck, but the bridge is owned by the railroad.

Photograph 1. General view of I Street Bridge from Old Sacramento.
Since its construction, the I Street Bridge has carried two modes of transportation on the two levels
of the truss. The bottom deck has always carried two lanes of rail traffic. The I Street Bridge was
built in 1911 in large part to ease a bottleneck caused by the previous bridge, which carried only one
track. Each track was allotted 14 feet of horizontal clearance, which dictated the 30-foot width for
the bridge. The upper deck, designed for automobiles and trucks, is carried atop the three approach
spans and about mid-height on the swing span. The 30-foot width on the upper deck is divided into
two 9-foot vehicular lanes and 5-foot sidewalks on either side.
The bridge is carried on two concrete abutments, three fixed span piers, and a giant center pivot
pier. The abutments are concrete and directly below the ends of the fixed spans. There are three
piers apart from the center pivot, two on the Yolo County side and one on the Sacramento County
side. The piers are rectangular with cutwater shapes upstream and downstream. The caisson for the
center pier appears to be round but is actually octagonal. It has a 54-inch diameter and supports a
center pivot with a 42-inch diameter. The piers for the side spans are said to extend to 55 feet,
reaching bedrock; while the center pivot is said to reach to 80 feet. A notable feature of the swing
bridge is that it has been controlled by electric motors since it was built. The control house for the
bridge is tucked in the space created by the peak above the center pier.

As a general rule, the I Street Bridge retains a very high degree of integrity. If the bridge is defined as
extending from one end of the Yolo County fixed spans to the opposing end of the fixed spans in
Sacramento County, very little has changed about this bridge. In 1993, the Southern Pacific Railroad
replaced the center bearing and at the same time replaced the electric motors, bringing in
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alternating current motors to replace the direct current originals. 6 Beyond the limits of the fixed
spans, structural elements related to the bridge have been modified dramatically. The upper deck of
the I Street Bridge is almost entire intact within the lengths of the fixed and moveable spans. The
vehicular approaches to the upper deck, however, have been modified repeatedly. The original
approaches were steep on both sides of the river, and the Yolo County approach featured a sharp
bend, which proved to be dangerous. The Sacramento County approaches were further modified in
the 1970s when I-5 was constructed not far from the eastern edge of the bridge. This juncture
between the bridge and the interstate required construction of a web of on- and off-ramps that
connect with the Sacramento County approach to the bridge.

The bridge is defined as extending from abutment to abutment and from the western end of the Yolo
County fixed spans to the eastern end of the Sacramento County fixed span. All vehicular approaches
beyond these limits are excluded, as are all railroad tracks and structures that extend beyond the
stated limits.

Significance

The I Street Bridge was listed in the NRHP in 1981 based on a nomination form prepared by John W.
Snyder. The integrity of the bridge is largely unchanged since it was evaluated and listed in the
NRHP in 1981 except for its setting. The setting now features significant modern tourist, business,
and housing development, while a significant portion of the Sacramento rail yard, present in 1981,
when the bridge was nominated, is gone. The I Street Bridge meets NRHP eligibility Criterion A in
the area of transportation and Criterion C in the area of engineering. The bridge is significant at the
statewide level.

Significance in Transportation History

The 1911 I Street Bridge is the by far the oldest railroad bridge in California that carries a major or
trunk line across a major crossing. The Southern Pacific Benicia-Martinez Bridge is still in use and is
a notable structure. It was built in 1928 and continues the original California Pacific alignment
between Oakland and Sacramento, the same alignment served by the I Street Bridge. While it is
much longer than the I Street Bridge, it also was built 17 years after the Sacramento River bridge.
There is no extant bridge on the original Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe line into Southern California
that is anywhere near as old as the I Street Bridge. The original Santa Fe crossing of the Colorado
River was commonly called the Red Rock Bridge. It was built in 1890 but abandoned as a railroad
bridge in 1947. The bridge continued as a highway bridge on Route 66 until it was replaced by the
Interstate 10 bridge in 1966. The Red Rock Bridge was demolished in 1978. 7

The I Street Bridge is significant at the state level of significance under Criterion A, in the area of
transportation, as the oldest bridge in the state that carries trunk line traffic across a major crossing.
From the day it was built, the bridge has carried Southern Pacific’s main line freight as well as its
major transcontinental passenger service, the service identified today as the Amtrak California
Zephyr.

the center bearing is described in Payne, 2011 and in Terry Koglin, Moveable Bridge Engineering,
John Wiley & Sons, 2003.
7 There is an older bridge now owned by the Burlington Northern Santa Fe line, the 1909 Arizona and California
Railway bridge over the Colorado River. The Arizona and California, however, was a short line and does not meet
the definition of a main line.
6 The repair to
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Significance in Engineering
The I Street Bridge holds an important place in the history of swing bridge design, helping to prove
that a center pier design could be used for very long and heavy railroad bridges. In his important
1926 study, Moveable Bridges, Otis Hovey of the American Bridge Company analyzed the range of
moveable bridge types. 8 Each type—swing span, lift bridges, bascule, and others—was suited to
specific types of crossings. And each type had within it various subtypes, built as a method of
construction or operation.

Among swing bridges, two subtypes existed at the time the I Street Bridge was built: the center
bearing and rim bearing. A swing bridge comprises a center pier in the water with two equal spans,
which can pivot to a 90-degree position to allow river traffic to pass through. The only difference
between a center bearing and a rim bearing is the manner in which the center pivot is constructed. A
center bearing is supported on the bearing when the bridge is in open or closed positions. The rim
bearing includes a series of rollers at the rim of the center pivot to support the bridge in an open
position. 9

The rim bearing design was developed by English engineers in the early 19th century specifically for
very heavy railroad bridges, based on a belief that the center bearing design would fall apart under
the heavy weight of railroad bridges. 10 The standard belief that the rim-bearing design was best for
a heavy bridge was especially relevant for the double-deck, double-track design of the I Street
Bridge, which at 3,374 tons was the heaviest moveable bridge in the world when it was built.
According to Hovey, the engineer for the I Street Bridge, John D. Isaacs initially planned to install a
rim bearing pivot: “An attempt was first made to design a rim-bearing turntable to carry this great
weight, but the available distance of 8 ft. 4 in. from base of rail to masonry at the center pier was so
small that no method of designing a satisfactory distribution system could be designed.” Isaacs
chose a center bearing, and the vertical alignment problem was solved. In addition, the center
bearing design proved to be remarkably durable and effective; it was in place until the bearing were
replaced in 1996.
The I Street Bridge is significant under NRHP Criterion C in the area of engineering. The bridge was
among the first very heavy bridges to use a center bearing design. It showed the effectiveness of this
design, which was simpler to build and maintain than the rim bearing design, in constructing very
heavy moveable bridges, which arguably are among the most difficult types of structures to design,
build, and maintain.

Sacramento River East Levee
Historical Context

Historically, much of the Sacramento Valley was marsh and swampland, with seasonal flooding and
periodic inundation of normally dry areas. Beginning in the 19th century, flood management and
land reclamation projects were undertaken to make the area habitable for larger populations,
expand agriculture, and improve navigable waters. The history associated with water resources in
California is vast and complex. A large majority of the systems of levees, canals, and drainages that

Hovey, Moveable Bridges, John Wiley & Sons, 1926.
Evaluation, Preservation, and Management, CRC Press, 2010.
10 Terry Koglin, Moveable Bridge Engineering, John Wiley & Sons, 2003.
8 Otis Ellis

9 Hojjat Adeli, Historic Bridges:
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provide water conveyance and flood protection today were originally built in the mid- to late 1800s
to support mining activities and irrigate agricultural lands. Construction efforts to manage water
through reclaiming land and building levees was first undertaken in bits and pieces by individual
property owners and organizations, and then ultimately was upgraded and connected with the aid
of the state and federal governments. 11

The earliest reclamation legislative act was passed by Congress in 1850. Called the Arkansas Act,
this legislation was enacted with the intent to grant swamp and overflow land to states under the
prerequisite that the land could be “reclaimed” and used for agricultural purposes. 12 The act helped
private owners of swamp and overflowed lands obtain funds to reclaim their land by ensuring that
“the proceeds from the sale of these lands be applied to the purpose of reclaiming said lands by
means of levees and drains.” 13 This act assisted in funding the initial construction of levees and
drainage in California by individual property owners along the Sacramento, American, and Feather
Rivers. Five years later, the State of California began encouraging the purchase of swamp and
overflowed lands at $1 per acre. Initially, purchasers were limited to 320 acres of land; over the next
several years, amendments increased the limit to 640 acres.

By 1861, the State legislature had enacted the Swamp and Overflowed Land Act, authorized the
Swamp Land Commissioners, and initiated the formation of reclamation districts. The act
appropriated $200,000 from the previously established Swamp Land Fund for use at the discretion
of the Commission and called for taxation of land to fund reclamation projects. 14 The years from
1861 to 1866 mark the first period of formal organization of reclamation in California. 15 Following a
devastating flood in 1862, by 1863, the act was amended; new commissioners were appointed with
reduced salaries; and provisions were made to employ engineers to study and initiate efforts to
formally design levees and drainage. By 1866, 54 reclamation districts (RDs) had petitioned for
establishment. Of these, only 45 were formally organized and active in building levees and drainage
structures. These initial RDs were limited to 11 of California’s 58 counties: Marin, Napa, Sacramento,
San Joaquin, San Mateo, Solano, Sonoma, Sutter, Tulare, Placer, and Yolo.

The first RD in California, No. 1, encompassed the American Basin, extending from the American
River north to the Bear River. Improvements of lands to protect them from flooding and allow
reclamation of agricultural lands formally began in 1863. By 1865, 26 miles of levees and 20 miles of
drainage canals had been constructed in RD No. 1 (currently RDs 1000 and 1001). The subject levee
segment is associated with RD No. 1.
Between the 1860s and early 1900s, efforts were made to standardize the RDs as regulating bodies.
In 1866, the Swamp and Overflowed Land Act was amended again, abolishing the Swamp Land
Commissioners, discharging their engineers, and transferring the funds allocated through this

11 Karen M. O'Neill, Rivers

by Design: State Power and the Origins of U.S. Flood Control (Durham N.C.: Duke
University Press, 2006), Preface.
12 Norris Hundley, The Great Thirst: Californians and Water -a History, rev. ed. (Berkeley: University of California
Press, ©2001), 80.
13 Harmon S. Bonte, Bulletin No. 37, Financial and General Data Pertaining to Irrigation, Reclamation and other
Public Districts in California. Prepared Under the Direction of the California Irrigation and Reclamation Financing
and Refinancing Commission (State of California Department of Public Works, Publications of the Division of Water
Resources, 1930), pp. 109.
14 Ibid. p. 109.
15 Ibid. p. 115.
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legislation to the various counties to construct levees and drainage. The county surveyors were then
designated as the engineers for RDs in their respective counties.
In 1868, the California legislature passed the Green Act, which would guide the state flood control
policy into to the early 1900s. The act enabled purchasers of swamp or overflow land to create a
district and construct any type of levee or drainage system on their land. The act also removed
restrictions on the amount of acreage individuals or groups could purchase.

By 1880, William Hammond Hall, California’s first State Engineer, submitted a report on irrigation
and flood control to the state legislature. The report outlined the impact of hydraulic mining on the
natural environment and called for creation of centralized water policy and management. 16 During
the late 1800s, other individuals and legislators also made efforts to promote the idea of a
consolidated statewide water management plan at the state and federal level. However, this idea
would not gain any real momentum until the early 1900s. In summary, during this period, individual
property owners or RDs built levees. However, these levees were not standardized in design. They
were also somewhat sporadically built along rivers. Therefore, in some places they might not be
linked together; and if they were linked together, the levees could be different heights and overall
dimensions. During a flood, the property with the least stable levee would be flooded. By the early
part of the 20th century, over 700 RDs had been organized, often with overlapping boundaries.

In 1911, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ California Debris Commission presented its plan to
Congress to unify northern California’s levees and drainages. The plan, which was prepared between
1909 and 1910, came to be known as the Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRFCP). It is
commonly referred to as “the Jackson Report.” Overall, the Jackson Report presented the SRFCP and
suggested standardizing and expanding the existing levee system, including raising the height of
existing levees, and creating new levees. Additionally, the plan proposed adding weirs and bypass
structures to assist in flood control—creating a second river channel that the Sacramento River
could overflow into. The report also emphasized enhancing navigation opportunities along the
Sacramento and Feather Rivers.

By 1910, “391 miles of such structures were already in existence, but only 74 miles of them were
high enough and strong enough to be considered up to necessary standards and grade.” 17 In essence,
the 74 miles of existing levees that met construction standards as stated in the Jackson Report
became the benchmark for levee upgrades moving forward with implementation of the SRFCP. The
Sacramento River East Levee segment, which was part of RD No. 1, was one of the levees within the
74 miles of levees that was built up to a level that no changes were proposed as part of the report.
The Jackson Report projected that the levee upgrades and additional enhancements of the existing
system would be funded by the state or local landowners. Although no federal legislation resulted
from the Jackson Report, California’s Governor Hiram Johnson called a special session of the state
legislature to pass the California State Flood Control Act, approving the SRFCP. As part of this
legislation, “the State Reclamation Board was established to coordinate reclamation, flood control,
and navigation projects with the federal government.” 18 The passage of the California State Flood
Control Act in 1911 marks the origin of a consolidated statewide water management plan, and an
16 Robert Lloyd

Kelley, Battling the Inland Sea: American Political Culture, Public Policy, and the Sacramento Valley,
1850–1986 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989), pp. 191 201–203.
17 Ibid. p 283.
18 O'Neill, Rivers by Design, p. 115.
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organized effort towards standardizing and enhancing the existing levee system that was built
between 1850 and 1911.

Until the early half of the 20th century, the federal government had been reluctant to provide states
aid for flood control. Six years after the Jackson Report was presented to Congress, and the State of
California had begun implementation of the SRFCP, the 1917 Flood Control Act was enacted, The
federal legislation provided some funding for SRFCP tasks; however, funding was largely for
navigation-related projects. (This federal legislation also helped fund levee improvements along the
Mississippi River.)

The 1917 Flood Control Act established the “federal government responsibility to protect lands
adjacent to navigable rivers, and it further institutionalized relations between the federal
government, contractors, and state and local governments.” 19 Essentially, this legislation marked a
shift in national water management; authorizing the federal government to provide states aid for
flood control projects. In the decades following, California was able to make strides in enhancing the
state’s flood control and water management systems that were initiated by this federal legislation
and subsequent aid. By the 1930s, all of the SRFCP weirs were constructed. 20 Overall, SRFCP system
upgrades and improvements were ongoing throughout the 20th century.

Description

Sacramento River East Levee extends 14.5 miles from the American River to the North Beach Lake
Levee, just south of Freeport. The subject segment is earthen and features two basic design types.
The south side of the I Street Bridge features a sloped, 10-foot-tall river bank augmented with a
25-foot, board-formed concrete retaining wall built by the Southern Pacific in 1913–14. The first
12 feet of the levee on the north side of the I Street Bridge also consists of a sloped river bank and a
concrete retaining wall; but the sloped earthen portion is considerably higher, reaching a height of
around 25 feet. The concrete wall in this area is proportionally reduced to approximately 10 feet in
height. The segment north of the concrete retaining wall consists of a sloped river bank, with large
portions protected by rip-rap. Trees grow intermittently along the earthen river bank on both sides
of the bridge. Unlike the RD 900 levee on the west bank of the Sacramento River, this levee lacks the
common trapezoidal levee form defined by two inwardly sloping sides capped with a flat crown.
Instead, the land side and the crown of the levee segment are at grade with the adjacent land,
resulting in a levee with only one sloped side. The levee’s form is a result of numerous efforts by the
City of Sacramento to raise the level of the streets and subsequent height of the levee in the area
beginning in the early 1860s. The aerial view below shows the location of the levee between the
existing I Street Bridge and the location for the proposed replacement structure.

19 Ibid, p. 126.

20 Mitch Russo, Fact Sheet

Sacramento River Flood Control System Weirs and Flood Relief Structures (Sacramento:
State of California Department of Water Resources Division of Flood Management, December 2010), accessed
October 10, 2016, http://www.water.ca.gov/newsroom/docs/WeirsReliefStructures.pdf.
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Photograph 2. Aerial view of Sacramento River East Levee between I Street Bridge and
gauging station (new bridge location is denoted by arrow and “Levee”).

Significance
The subject segment of the Sacramento River East Levee has an important association with two
definitive trends in history at the local level: the First Transcontinental Railroad and water
management in California.

Regarding the association with the First Transcontinental Railroad, as indicated above, the levee
served as the road bed for the mainline between 1867 and 1879. Most of the road bed and the tracks
in the area have been removed, and the small extant portion no longer functions as a mainline. To be
eligible for listing in the NRHP or California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), a segment of
the First Transcontinental Railroad must at a minimum retain its original alignment (integrity of
location) and be in active use as a mainline. Since most of the rail corridor in the study area is no
longer extant, and the portion that is extant functions only as a maintenance spur line for the Old
Sacramento Historic District, no segment of the First Transcontinental Railroad in the study area
meets the minimum requirement for listing in the NRHP or the CRHR. Consequently, although the
levee historically has an association with the First Transcontinental Railroad, this association does
not contribute to the levee’s eligibility due to a lack of historic integrity.
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The Sacramento River East Levee segment does, however, possesses associative significance under
NRHP Criterion A and CRHR Criterion 1 as physical representation of the precedent set for flood
control management in California between 1850 and 1911. California’s earliest reclamation efforts
were established between 1850 (Arkansas Act enacted) and 1911 (State Flood Control Act enacted).
Levees, canals, and drainages built within this timeframe are associated with early advances in
water management in California that resulted in making settlement and expansion of infrastructure
in the region possible. These early flood control structures still maintain their original alignment,
continue to function as mechanisms of flood control, and serve as part of the existing statewide
water management system. As such, these structures are a physical example of the evolution of
reclamation in California—including the earliest efforts to build levees, formation of RDs, and
development of water management public policy. They are the foundation for all reclamation
activities that followed throughout the state after 1911.
The Sacramento River East Levee segment was part of RD No. 1 and was one of the levees that was
built up to a level that no changes were proposed as part of the Jackson Report. Consequently, it is
an example of one of the levee segments constructed between 1850 and 1911 that set the bar for
subsequent levee construction. As such, the Sacramento River East Levee appears eligible for listing
in the NRHP under Criterion A and in the CRHR under Criterion 1. The character-defining features
associated with this segment of the Sacramento River East Levee are its setting, alignment, and
continued function as a flood control mechanism.
In conclusion, the subject segment of the Sacramento River East Levee appears to be individually
eligible for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR under Criterion A/1. Additionally, the Sacramento
River East Levee segment was evaluated in accordance with Section 15064.5(a) (2)-(3) of the State
CEQA Guidelines using the criteria outlined in Section 5024.1 of the California Resources Code, and
it appears to be a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.

CA-SAC-658H

This historic-period archaeological site consists of 518 pilings, a raised concrete foundation, and
loading ramp associated with the Pioneer Flour Mill, which began operation in 1853. The pilings are
located on the east bank of the Sacramento River from south of the I Street Bridge, northward into
the project area (Allan 2002). The concrete foundation and loading ramp are located on the east
bank of the Sacramento River and were identified during field survey for the I Street Bridge. The
foundation measures 40 x 30 x 2 feet (L x W x H). The ramp is attached to the north end of the
foundation, toward the eastern corner, and measures 10 x 18 feet (W x L). No artifacts or additional
features associated with CA-SAC-658H are known at this time.

CA-SAC-658H has not been formally evaluated for its potential to be eligible for listing in the NRHP.
However, the project has recommended that the resource as a whole be considered NRHP and CRHR
eligible for the purposes of this project only.
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Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect
The Criteria of Adverse Effect are given at 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800.5 (1):

Criteria of adverse effect. An adverse effect is found when an project may alter, directly or indirectly,
any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National
Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying
characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to
the original evaluation of the property's eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may
include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the project that may occur later in time, be farther
removed in distance or be cumulative.

Under the Section 106 PA among Caltrans, the California SHPO, the FHWA, and others, there are two
methods of achieving a Finding of No Adverse Effect (FNAE). 21 In one method, an FNAE may be
achieved by adhering to certain “Standard Conditions.” The two most common such conditions are
consistency with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and establishing an ESA
for protection of archaeological properties. For this project, archaeological resources will be
protected by establishing an ESA for one known resource in the APE and by implementing a PA and
Cultural Resources Management Plan (CRMP) for identification, evaluation, and mitigation of as yet
unknown resources that may be discovered in the APE.
Both the PA and its implementation instructions in the Standard Environmental Reference allow for
an FNAE without reliance upon Standard Conditions. This provision is explicitly made on page 4 of
Exhibit 2.8, “Finding of No Adverse effect: Format and Content.” 22

When it is possible to avoid adverse effects to historic properties by placing conditions on the project
that are not standard conditions, as described above, or when consulting with Tribal Historic
Preservation Officers (THPOs) that have assumed Section106 responsibilities, it is still possible to
have a Finding of No Adverse Effect without Standard Conditions (FNAE-No SC) either because the
project design will result in an effect, but the effect is not adverse, or by placing conditions on the
project to avoid adverse effect.

With respect to historic properties—the I Street Bridge (NRHP-listed) and the Sacramento River
East Levee (NRHP-eligible)—this document makes a FNAE without Standard Conditions (FNAE-No
SC). It does so by applying the Criteria of Adverse Effect, including examples of adverse effects, and
concludes that the project does not result in an adverse effect on either eligible resource.

The Criteria of Adverse Effect are quoted above. In addition to the Criteria of Adverse Effect, 36 CFR
800.5 (2) includes a series of examples of adverse effects.

First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of
Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as It Pertains to the
Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (January 2014) (Section 106 PA) for compliance
with Section 106 of the NHPA.
21

22

California Department of Transportation, Standard Environmental Reference, Vol. 2, Exhibit 2.8, “Finding of No
Adverse Effect: Format and Content,” p. 4.
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Examples of adverse effects. Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to:
(i) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;

(ii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with the
Secretary's standards for the treatment of historic properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable
guidelines;
(iii) Removal of the property from its historic location;

(iv) Change of the character of the property's use or of physical features within the property's setting
that contribute to its historic significance;
(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the
property's significant historic features;

(vi) Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and deterioration
are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an Indian tribe or
Native Hawaiian organization; and
(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate and
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property's
historic significance.

In the discussion below, the Criteria of Adverse Effect and examples of adverse effects are applied to
the two NRHP-listed/eligible resources.

I Street Bridge

The I Street Bridge Replacement Project will affect the NRHP-listed I Street Bridge, but the effect will
not be adverse. The project will not diminish the integrity of the resource and will not destroy or
adversely affect any qualifying characteristics of the property. Because the project will remove the
historical non-rail vehicular use of the bridge, however, the responsible agencies propose to
condition an FNAE on development of an interpretive panel to be installed in Old Sacramento to
document the vehicular uses of this bridge.
To analyze more closely the nature of the effect of this project on the I Street Bridge, it is useful to
discuss in detail each of the seven examples of adverse effects as specified in 36 CFR 800.5(2).
(i) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property

As shown in the “Description of Historic Properties,” the NRHP-listed I Street Bridge extends from
the Sacramento end of the 1911 fixed span to the opposing end of the fixed span on the West
Sacramento side. Photograph 3 below shows the terminus on the Sacramento side.
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Photograph 3. Showing terminus of bridge on Sacramento County side. The bridge terminates at the
end of the truss and the abutment, shown to the right of the walkway near the
center of the photograph.
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Photograph 4 below shows the equivalent terminus on the West Sacramento side of the river.

Photograph 4. Showing terminus of bridge on Yolo County side. The bridge terminates at the
end of the truss, shown near the center of the photograph. The pedestrian stair is a
modification, partially attached to the 1911 structure.
The approaches east of the Sacramento terminus and west of the West Sacramento terminus were
built after 1911 (in 1936 and in 1958, respectively) and are not part of the NRHP-listed property.
The project will involve removing the approach spans at both ends of the historic bridge but will not
affect any part of the 1911 structure. The project will result in removal of the intrusive pedestrian
stair shown in Photograph 3, which is not regarded as a contributing element of the resource.
It is concluded that the project will not result in the “physical destruction of or damage to all or part
of the property.”

(ii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with the
Secretary's standards for the treatment of historic properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable guidelines

The project will not alter any part of the NRHP-listed 1911 bridge.

(iii) Removal of the property from its historic location

The project will not remove any part of the NRHP-listed bridge from its historic location. The bridge,
of course, is a moveable structure and rotates several times a day; that manner of relocation will
continue in the same manner as had been the case since 1911.
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(iv) Change of the character of the property's use or of physical features within the property's setting
that contribute to its historic significance
When the project is complete, there will be a change of use for this property and the physical setting
will be modified, but in neither case will this result in an adverse effect.

In terms of use, it must be acknowledged that the I Street Bridge was built with two decks to
accommodate non-rail vehicles on the second level and that use will be discontinued when this
project has been completed. It also must be acknowledged that the setting will be modified through
removal of the east and west approach spans.

This change in use and removal of approach spans would likely have constituted an adverse effect
had those approach spans been part of the original 1911 structures. In actual fact, however, the
approaches on both sides of the river have been replaced and reconfigured so dramatically that they
bear no resemblance to their original condition. Photograph 5 shows the Sacramento approaches to
the I Street Bridge in about 1911. The Sacramento approach was replaced in 1936 with a complex
structure that allowed the I Street Bridge to be accessed from I Street as well as from Jibboom Street
to the north. The Yolo County side approach was replaced in 1958.
The early approach span, as shown in Photograph 5, was narrow, straight, and fitted with sidewalks
with ornate railings. The current condition is shown in Photograph 6, a Google Earth aerial view. It
shows the complicated I Street-Jibboom Street connector on the Sacramento County side (to the
right in this view) and the great curve in the 1958 approach on the Yolo County side (left in this
view).

With reference to use, it should be noted that the significance of the structure in transportation
history is defined entirely by its use by the railroads. The bridge carries one of America’s busiest
trunk lines across a major river crossing. As noted under “Description of Resources,” the I Street
Bridge is the oldest example in California of a bridge carrying a trunk line over a major crossing. By
comparison, the non-rail vehicular use of the bridge is not now and never has been a major factor in
the transportation history of the region.
The responsible agencies for the project propose to minimize the impact of the removal of non-rail
vehicles through erection of an interpretive display, commemorating the century-plus use of this
bridge for non-rail traffic. This display is detailed below, under “Conclusions” and is noted under
Measures and Commitments in the attached PA (Appendix C).
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Photograph 5. Ca. 1911 view of the Sacramento approach to I Street
Bridge. Courtesy of the California State Railroad Museum.

Photograph 6. Google Earth aerial view.
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(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the property's
significant historic features
The overall effect of the project is to remove intrusive visual elements from the setting for the
NRHP-listed I Street Bridge. Removal of the intrusive approach spans will open up better sightlines
to the NRHP-listed bridge, particularly from the Sacramento side of the river. The overall impact in
this regard is beneficial. Consideration was also given to the construction of a new bridge north of
the I Street Bridge. As noted in the previous section, the bridge’s significance is defined entirely by
its use by the railroads. Adding a new bridge north of it will not affect its significance and only
enhance views of it for the public.
(vi) Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and deterioration
are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance

The project will not result in neglect of the I Street Bridge. The bridge has always been owned by the
railroad and will continue to be owned and operated by the railroad.

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate and
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property's historic
significance
The I Street Bridge has never been under federal ownership or control.

Conclusions

As shown in the application of examples of adverse effects, there is no aspect of the project that will
result directly in an adverse effect. The one project impact that will result in a permanent change to
the use of the structure is removal of non-rail vehicles from the bridge. As noted, the bridge was
designed to carry non-rail traffic when it was built in 1911, although in a configuration that is much
different than what exists today.

The agency officials in charge of the I Street Bridge Replacement Project propose to develop an
interpretive display, to be erected in Old Sacramento at a site within clear view of the I Street Bridge.
The display will focus on the removal of vehicular uses from the I Street Bridge, to interpret for
future generations the vehicular uses of the bridge.

The proposed condition is to assemble a freestanding interpretive panel that documents the history
of the joint railroad-automobile use of the I Street Bridge, emphasizing the non-rail uses. It is
proposed that the panel be installed at a location along the levee in Old Sacramento in full view of
the bridge, similar to the view in Photograph 7 below.
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Photograph 7. I Street Bridge downstream on Sacramento side, showing the
view from the proposed location for an interpretive panel.
It is further proposed that the interpretive panel be stylistically consistent with the interpretive
panels for the nearby Tower Bridge, located just outside Old Sacramento and in West Sacramento. A
view of the panel is shown in Photograph 8.

Photograph 8. Showing an interpretive panel already in place near the
Tower Bridge, a short distance downstream from the I Street Bridge.
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Sacramento River East Levee
The proposed project will affect the Sacramento River East Levee at a single point, where the
proposed new bridge will cross the Sacramento River. That general location is shown in the
photographs below. Photograph 9 shows the location under existing conditions, and
Photograph 10 is a photo simulation with the new bridge in place.

Photograph 9. Sacramento River East Levee at a location south of the proposed new bridge.
It will be observed that the levee at this location has a very complex and cluttered setting. The
narrow paved pathway at this location is a pedestrian/bicycle path, called the Sacramento River
Parkway. The ramp to the right is Jibboom Street as it ramps up to the level of the I Street Bridge.
Under the proposed project, Jibboom Street will terminate at Railyards Boulevard, and this on-ramp
will be demolished. The elevated roadway to the right is I-5. The screening at this site and the
structure behind is a water intake structure for the State of California.
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Photograph 10 below shows the levee at the same location with the project completed.

Photograph 10. Photo simulation of same location, showing new bridge in place.
The proposed project will affect the setting for the Sacramento River East Levee but will make
minimal changes to the levee itself. The three major changes to the setting for the levee are removal
of the Jibboom Street on-ramp; construction of the new bridge; and construction of the Railyards
Boulevard approach to the new bridge, passing under I-5. Changes to the levee itself are limited to a
restricted area at or near where the new bridge crosses the levee.

To assess whether the proposed project will have an adverse effect, it is useful to analyze the project
impacts against the examples of adverse effects, as presented in 36 CFR 800.5.
(i) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property

The project will not destroy or damage the levee. Physical impacts will occur where the roadway
meets the bridge abutments. Railyards Boulevard will provide access from the Railyard area of
Sacramento and the new bridge.

Physical impacts on the levee fall into three categories: geotechnical borings; abutments for the new
bridge; and realignment of Jibboom Street and the bicycle-pedestrian path, called the Sacramento
River Parkway. Each category is discussed separately below.
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Geotechnical Boring
Project engineers propose sample borings at three locations on the East River Levee: at the bridge
crossing and at points about 100 feet north and south of the crossing. Within the levee
embankments, hollow-stem auger drilling methods will be used. Hollow-stem auger drilling will be
performed using a drag bit and augers with a nominal 6.5-inch outer diameter and 3.25-inch inner
diameter to allow collection of soil samples from within the augers during drilling. These
geotechnical borings are expected to reach a depth of 30 feet (Figure 5 in Appendix A). Modifications
associated with this testing are restricted to the narrow drill bit and are temporary.

Bridge Abutments

The drawing below (Exhibit 1) illustrates work that will occur at the point in which the proposed
bridge meets the levee. As discussed under the “Description of Historic Properties,” this levee “lacks
the common trapezoidal levee form defined by two inwardly sloping sides capped with a flat crown.
Instead, the land side and the crown of the levee segment are at grade with the adjacent land,
resulting in a levee with only one sloped side.” In that regard, it is difficult to say precisely where the
levee begins and ends except on the sloping river side.
As illustrated in the drawing below, the abutments for the bridge will be placed at the crest of the
levee on the water side. The actual displacement of levee material will be minimal because the
abutment will be placed at the top of the levee.

Exhibit 1. Rendering of abutments and realigned Sacramento River Parkway.
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Realignment of Jibboom Street, Railyards Boulevard, and the Sacramento River
Parkway
As discussed under item (iv) below, the setting for the levee in the vicinity of this project is
dominated by transportation features. Photograph 11 illustrates this setting. This photograph is
taken from the levee looking east toward the Sacramento River Parkway in the foreground, Jibboom
Street in the middle ground, elevated I-5 in the background, with Railyards Boulevard traffic facing
the photographer beneath the interstate.

The project will terminate at Jibboom Street, at the approximate location of the white automobile to
the left in Photograph 11. Railyards Boulevard will be extended directly toward the photographer.
The extension of Railyards Boulevard will pass directly through the current alignment of the
Sacramento River Parkway. This necessitates a realignment of the Parkway. As shown in Exhibit 1,
the Parkway will be realigned to pass under the first river-side span of the new bridge. This will
require building a retaining wall to halt any erosion of the levee. It is estimated that 800 feet of the
Parkway will be realigned.

Photograph 11. Showing existing Sacramento River Parkway, Jibboom Street, and
Railyards Boulevard.
The physical changes to the material of the levee are very small, particularly when considering the
length, width, and height of the resource. The geotechnical testing will involve minor drilling and
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removal of a small amount of levee material. The abutments for the proposed bridge require
removal of a relatively small amount of levee material and installation of piers for the abutment.
Realignment for the Sacramento River Parkway will require removal of more levee material and will
slightly modify the river-side contour of the levee.

On balance, however, these modifications to the levee do not diminish the qualities that qualify it for
listing in the NRHP. As discussed under “Significance,” the integrity of the levee is restricted to its
alignment (location) and function, as well as a marginal integrity of setting. As stated in the report
documenting the levee’s eligibility for listing in the NRHP: “In the case of the Sacramento River East
Levee segment, the structure is still located in its historic setting, retains its historic alignment,
shows evolution of levee construction, and continues to function as a flood control structure. As such
the levee appears to retain its integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling,
association, and a sufficient amount of its integrity of setting.” 23

The report acknowledges that the geometry and materials used in the levee have changed a great
deal over time. Nowhere is this clearer than at this bridge site, where the proposed bridge will cross
the levee. Railyards Boulevard, which serves as the Sacramento approach to the new bridge,
traverses the historic Southern Pacific railyard, as its name suggests. In the historic railyard, the
grade of the railyard land was repeatedly raised to fill in a historic marsh that was fed by both the
American and Sacramento Rivers. 24 As stated in the Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER):
“this levee lacks the common trapezoidal levee form defined by two inwardly sloping sides capped
with a flat crown. Instead, the land side and the crown of the levee segment are at grade with the
adjacent land, resulting in a levee with only one sloped side. The levee’s form is a result of numerous
efforts by the City of Sacramento to raise the level of the streets and subsequent height of the levee
in the area beginning in the early 1860s.”

The HRER through which the levee was found to qualify for listing in the NRHP emphasizes its
integrity of location, its continuing function as a flood control feature, and a marginal degree of
integrity of setting. The minor changes to the river-side profile of the levee for realignment of the
Sacramento River Parkway, the introduction of bridge abutments, and the introduction of the new
bridge to the setting for the levee do not affect the integrity of location or the continuing function of
this flood control feature. The new bridge introduces a transportation element to a setting that is
dominated by transportation features, including I-5, Jibboom Street, and Railyards Boulevard. It is
concluded that the physical changes to the Sacramento River East Levee are so minor that they do
not constitute an adverse effect under this example of an adverse effect.

(ii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with the
Secretary's standards for the treatment of historic properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable guidelines
The levee will be altered at the bridge crossing, where Railyards Boulevard, which currently
terminates at Jibboom Street, will be extended to join the bridge. The levee also will be altered
slightly to accommodate the abutment for the new bridge, which primarily will be built inside the
23

ICF International. 2016. Historical Resources Evaluation Report for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project,
California Department of Transportation, District 3, Sacramento and Yolo Counties, California, ICF 00203.14,
Sacramento, CA. Prepared for Mark Thomas Company, Sacramento, CA and the California Department of
Transportation, District 3, Marysville, CA.
24 That wetlands was called Lake Sutter or, more commonly, China Slough. It is California Historical Landmark
No. 594.
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levee. The changes to the levee itself will be minimal, although the change to its setting will be
greater. The changes to the setting for the levee are discussed under item (iv) below.
(iii) Removal of the property from its historic location

No part of the levee will be moved from its historic location.

(iv) Change of the character of the property's use or of physical features within the property's setting
that contribute to its historic significance
Under this example and the one that follows, changes to the setting for the levee must be considered.
As noted in the description of resources section of this report, the integrity of the Sacramento River
East Levee is defined chiefly by its location and function. “In the case of the Sacramento River East
Levee segment, the structure is still located in its historic setting, retains its historic alignment,
shows evolution of levee construction, and continues to function as a flood control structure. As such
of levee appears to retain its integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling,
association, and a sufficient amount of its integrity of setting.”
The setting for this levee has been dynamic since the levee was first built in the 1860s. At one point
in the 1860s, for example, the levee at this location carried the Central Pacific Railroad’s main line.
Historic photographs document heavy industrial activity at this location, on the water side and land
sides of the levee. That setting was altered most dramatically through construction of vehicular
transportation structures, including the Jibboom Street approach to the historic I Street Bridge in
the 1930s and most especially through construction of I-5 in the 1960s. The integrity of that setting
is difficult to assess because that setting has been changing constantly throughout the history of the
levee.

As shown in Photograph 11 above, the existing setting for the levee is dominated by transportation
features, including an elevated I-5, the Jibboom Street on-ramp, and the bicycle path, called the
Sacramento River Parkway. The importance of transportation features is even clearer in the
photograph below, which was taken at the exact location of the bridge crossing. This picture was
taken standing on the levee, looking east toward the Sacramento River Parkway, Jibboom Street, and
Railyards Boulevard, which terminates at its juncture with Jibboom Street. It will be observed that
Jibboom Street, the Sacramento River Parkway, and Railyards Boulevard have been built up to the
height of the levee; and there is no visible distinction between the levee and adjacent roadways at
this point.

It is concluded that changes to the setting of the levee do not cause an adverse effect on the levee
because the setting is not part of its significance. As noted, the levee has been determined eligible for
listing in the NRHP and CRHP because of its Criterion A significance and because it retains integrity
of location and function. The setting at this specific location has been so modified in the years since
the 1930s (when Jibboom Street was realigned), the 1960s (when I-5 was constructed), and in very
recent years (when the Sacramento River Parkway and Railyards Boulevard were built). Those
changes continue a long pattern of dominance of the setting by transportation features.
Consequently, changes to the setting of the levee do not constitute an adverse effect under
Section 106 or a substantial adverse change under CEQA guidelines.
(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the property's
significant historic features
See discussion under item (iv) above.
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(vi) Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and deterioration
are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an Indian tribe or Native
Hawaiian organization
The Sacramento River East Levee is of critical importance to the economy and society of
Sacramento, to an extent that it has been and almost certainly will be maintained carefully in the
future. Nothing about this project would affect the commitment of responsible flood control officials
to maintain this crucial piece of infrastructure.

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate and
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property's historic
significance
The Sacramento River East Levee has never been owned by the federal government. This project
will not change that fact or result in a loss of federal control over this facility.

Conclusions

As shown in the application of examples of adverse effects, no aspect of the project will result
directly in an adverse effect the Sacramento East Levee.

CA-SAC-658H

The project will affect CA-SAC-658H, but the effect will not be adverse. Project activities proposed
for this resource’s location would only occur at the ramp location and would consist of access routes
that would result in temporary activities near the site. The project ground-disturbing activities
nearest to CA-SAC-658H that would result in permanent impacts would be bike lane construction,
approximately 10 feet northeast of the ramp, and removal of the Jibboom Street approach
superstructure, approximately 15 feet east of the ramp. The former activity would include ground
disturbance to a depth of approximately 15 feet and the latter to a depth of 3 feet. Both of these
proposed activities are located outside of the site boundary.

To ensure that the resource is not affected during project implementation, an ESA will be
established prior to commencement of construction and will be in place for the duration of project
activities in this area. The proposed ESA boundary for this resource is depicted in Figure 6 (APE
map) in Appendix A. The complete ESA Action Plan is attached to the PA as Attachment D.

Conclusions

No aspect of the project will result directly in an adverse effect CA-SAC-658H.

Unrecorded Archaeological Resources

Due to the presence of vegetated or paved surfaces, and close proximity of structures (river levees)
vital to the health and safety of the surrounding community which could not be breached at this
time, the project could not be fully investigated for the presence of archaeological resources prior to
the preparation of this FOE and may contain unrecorded archaeological resources. To address this
issue, a CRMP was developed which outlines additional archaeological investigations that will take
place prior to commencement of construction, as well as archaeological monitoring that will take
place during ground-disturbing construction activities. This investigation and monitoring will
ensure the identification of any remaining archaeological resources in the project area. In the event
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that previously unrecorded archaeological resources are identified as a result of these efforts, the
CRMP identifies additional studies which will be required, in consultation with the Caltrans
Professional Qualifications Staff, to evaluate and address potential project effects on these resources.
The complete CRMP is attached to the PA as Attachment C.

Conclusions

No aspect of the project will result directly in an adverse effect on unrecorded archaeological
resources.

Conclusions and Conditions Proposed

As noted earlier in this document, a PA and a CRMP spell out procedures for identification,
evaluation, and mitigation of unknown archaeological sites within the APE will be implemented as
part of the project. For archaeological resources, an ESA will be established for site CA-SAC-658H, a
concrete foundation feature and a series of river pilings located on the east side of the river. The
CRMP and the ESA Plan can be found in Appendix C.
In summary, two built environment properties—the I Street Bridge (NRHP Listed) and the
Sacramento River East Levee (NRHP Eligible)—are located in the APE. As detailed in this report,
Caltrans and the cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento conclude that the project will not
adversely affect either property. However, the City of West Sacramento Caltrans have agreed to
include conditional measures regarding the bridge and the levee as part of the ESA plan to ensure
that neither property will be adversely affected by the project as it moves forward to final design,
through construction, and to completion. Conditional measures are detailed in the ESA located in
Appendix C of this report. In general, measures include, pre-construction review of final plans,
monitoring (if necessary), report on construction regarding bridge demolition and levee work, and
all work involved in the creation and implementation of the interpretative panel on the I Street
Bridge.
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Figures

Figure 1.

Vicinity Map

Figure 2.

Proposed Project

Figure 3.

Plan View, Profile, and Elevation

Figure 4.

Location of Geotechnical Borings Area of Potential Effects Map

Figure 5.

Survey Location Map

Figure 6.

Area of Potential Effects Map
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Figure 4
Location of Geotechnical Borings
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Appendix B

Historical Society Correspondence

June 8, 2015
California State Railroad Museum
125 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
To whom it may concern:

ICF International is conducting a cultural resources study for the City of Sacramento, the City of
West Sacramento, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), who are proposing to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the existing vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally
obsolete or structurally deficient approach structures. The new connection would reduce future
traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and
comply with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.
As part of our study, we are consulting all regional historical organizations to determine if there are
any known historic or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project. Your efforts
in this process will provide invaluable information for the proper identification and treatment of
such resources.
If you have any questions or comments regarding cultural resources in the proposed project area,
please feel free to call me at (916) 231-9544 or send an email to me at Monte.Kim@icfi.com. All
comments and letters received will be included in the reports generated by this study. Thank you
very much for your time regarding our request.

Sincerely,
Monte Kim, Ph.D.
Architectural Historian

June 8, 2015
Center for California Studies
6000 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95819

Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
To whom it may concern:

ICF International is conducting a cultural resources study for the City of Sacramento, the City of
West Sacramento, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), who are proposing to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the existing vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally
obsolete or structurally deficient approach structures. The new connection would reduce future
traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and
comply with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.
As part of our study, we are consulting all regional historical organizations to determine if there are
any known historic or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project. Your efforts
in this process will provide invaluable information for the proper identification and treatment of
such resources.
If you have any questions or comments regarding cultural resources in the proposed project area,
please feel free to call me at (916) 231-9544 or send an email to me at Monte.Kim@icfi.com. All
comments and letters received will be included in the reports generated by this study. Thank you
very much for your time regarding our request.

Sincerely,
Monte Kim, Ph.D.
Architectural Historian

June 8, 2015
Center for Sacramento History
551 Sequoia Pacific Boulevard
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
To whom it may concern:

ICF International is conducting a cultural resources study for the City of Sacramento, the City of
West Sacramento, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), who are proposing to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the existing vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally
obsolete or structurally deficient approach structures. The new connection would reduce future
traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and
comply with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.

As part of our study, we are consulting all regional historical organizations to determine if there are
any known historic or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project. Your efforts
in this process will provide invaluable information for the proper identification and treatment of
such resources.
If you have any questions or comments regarding cultural resources in the proposed project area,
please feel free to call me at (916) 231-9544 or send an email to me at Monte.Kim@icfi.com. All
comments and letters received will be included in the reports generated by this study. Thank you
very much for your time regarding our request.

Sincerely,
Monte Kim, Ph.D.
Architectural Historian

June 8, 2015
Portuguese Historical & Cultural Society
P.O. Box 161990
Sacramento, CA 95816

Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
To whom it may concern:

ICF International is conducting a cultural resources study for the City of Sacramento, the City of
West Sacramento, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), who are proposing to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the existing vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally
obsolete or structurally deficient approach structures. The new connection would reduce future
traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and
comply with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.
As part of our study, we are consulting all regional historical organizations to determine if there are
any known historic or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project. Your efforts
in this process will provide invaluable information for the proper identification and treatment of
such resources.
If you have any questions or comments regarding cultural resources in the proposed project area,
please feel free to call me at (916) 231-9544 or send an email to me at Monte.Kim@icfi.com. All
comments and letters received will be included in the reports generated by this study. Thank you
very much for your time regarding our request.

Sincerely,
Monte Kim, Ph.D.
Architectural Historian

June 8, 2015
Sacramento County Historical Society
P.O. Box 160065
Sacramento, CA 95816

Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
To whom it may concern:

ICF International is conducting a cultural resources study for the City of Sacramento, the City of
West Sacramento, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), who are proposing to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the existing vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally
obsolete or structurally deficient approach structures. The new connection would reduce future
traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and
comply with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.
As part of our study, we are consulting all regional historical organizations to determine if there are
any known historic or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project. Your efforts
in this process will provide invaluable information for the proper identification and treatment of
such resources.
If you have any questions or comments regarding cultural resources in the proposed project area,
please feel free to call me at (916) 231-9544 or send an email to me at Monte.Kim@icfi.com. All
comments and letters received will be included in the reports generated by this study. Thank you
very much for your time regarding our request.

Sincerely,
Monte Kim, Ph.D.
Architectural Historian

June 8, 2015
West Sacramento Historical Society
664 Cummins Way
West Sacramento, CA 95605

Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
To whom it may concern:

ICF International is conducting a cultural resources study for the City of Sacramento, the City of
West Sacramento, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), who are proposing to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the existing vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally
obsolete or structurally deficient approach structures. The new connection would reduce future
traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and
comply with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.
As part of our study, we are consulting all regional historical organizations to determine if there are
any known historic or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project. Your efforts
in this process will provide invaluable information for the proper identification and treatment of
such resources.
If you have any questions or comments regarding cultural resources in the proposed project area,
please feel free to call me at (916) 231-9544 or send an email to me at Monte.Kim@icfi.com. All
comments and letters received will be included in the reports generated by this study. Thank you
very much for your time regarding our request.

Sincerely,
Monte Kim, Ph.D.
Architectural Historian

June 8, 2015
Yolo County Archives & Records Center
226 Buckeye Street
Woodland, CA 95697

Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
To whom it may concern:

ICF International is conducting a cultural resources study for the City of Sacramento, the City of
West Sacramento, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), who are proposing to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the existing vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally
obsolete or structurally deficient approach structures. The new connection would reduce future
traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and
comply with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.
As part of our study, we are consulting all regional historical organizations to determine if there are
any known historic or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project. Your efforts
in this process will provide invaluable information for the proper identification and treatment of
such resources.
If you have any questions or comments regarding cultural resources in the proposed project area,
please feel free to call me at (916) 231-9544 or send an email to me at Monte.Kim@icfi.com. All
comments and letters received will be included in the reports generated by this study. Thank you
very much for your time regarding our request.

Sincerely,
Monte Kim, Ph.D.
Architectural Historian

June 8, 2015
Yolo County Historical Museum
512 Gibson Road
Woodland, CA 95695

Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
To whom it may concern:

ICF International is conducting a cultural resources study for the City of Sacramento, the City of
West Sacramento, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), who are proposing to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the existing vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally
obsolete or structurally deficient approach structures. The new connection would reduce future
traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and
comply with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.
As part of our study, we are consulting all regional historical organizations to determine if there are
any known historic or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project. Your efforts
in this process will provide invaluable information for the proper identification and treatment of
such resources.
If you have any questions or comments regarding cultural resources in the proposed project area,
please feel free to call me at (916) 231-9544 or send an email to me at Monte.Kim@icfi.com. All
comments and letters received will be included in the reports generated by this study. Thank you
very much for your time regarding our request.

Sincerely,
Monte Kim, Ph.D.
Architectural Historian

June 8, 2015
Yolo County Historical Society
P.O. Box 1447
Woodland, CA 95776

Subject: I Street Bridge Replacement Project
To whom it may concern:

ICF International is conducting a cultural resources study for the City of Sacramento, the City of
West Sacramento, and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), who are proposing to
construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River to replace the existing vehicle crossing that is
currently accommodated by the existing I Street Bridge in order to remove a series of functionally
obsolete or structurally deficient approach structures. The new connection would reduce future
traffic congestion, improve operations and safety, serve multiple modes of transportation, and
comply with current American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, Caltrans,
and local agency design standards.
As part of our study, we are consulting all regional historical organizations to determine if there are
any known historic or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed project. Your efforts
in this process will provide invaluable information for the proper identification and treatment of
such resources.
If you have any questions or comments regarding cultural resources in the proposed project area,
please feel free to call me at (916) 231-9544 or send an email to me at Monte.Kim@icfi.com. All
comments and letters received will be included in the reports generated by this study. Thank you
very much for your time regarding our request.

Sincerely,
Monte Kim, Ph.D.
Architectural Historian

e add CCrr
elhhea
teel
SSte

LN

R IV E R

G A R DE N H W Y

6T H S T

RD

E ST

I Street
Bridge
+!

L IL A C L N

¬
«

72

42

N 7
TH
ST

ST
N 1
0T H

S S
T

D

S R
IO

F
"

N C
ST

C ST

DS
T

J SS T
T

ST

AVE

AY
A W

Y

KW

AV E

H S
T

19 T

¬
«

68

42
7
7 TTHH A
A VV E
8
8 TT H A
E
H A V
V EE

H S
T

E

S LO

AT

21S T

AV

10 T H
AV E
11 T

B ID W

7T H A
VE

8T

ELL W
AY

DW

S aint
J os ephs
Cem
WA

Y

50

AY

CAS T

RO W
AY

Location
Map
PO
RT

68

16
99

H S
T

H ighland
P ark

R OA

2
27T 6 T H S T
H S
T
2

PO B

ST

H S
T
18T

16T
4T H A
VE

42

¬ [£
«

160 Location
Project

2N D

KDD
RR

EN

r
9T H

Stockton

LLAAN D
N DPPA
ARRK

BU

6T H AV E

80

CALIFORNIA

E B
LV
D

5T H A V E

§
¨
¦

Lake Tahoe

South Lake Tahoe
Sacramento Bus

Monterey

DR

S ID

GE

Odd Francisco
Odd
Fellowss
Fellow
Lawnn
Law
Cem
Cem

3R D AV
E

ER

TA

DR
AND

42

R O B E R T S O N W AY

S AN

R i ve

L

nto

IG H

ame

H

RD

S a cr

QU A IL

R
G AT E D

I N T W AY

R IV

Y S
T
AR

FL

C IR

69San 69
42

ST

ST T

ST
5T H
Y

5,000

City
City
West Sacramento
Cem
Cem

113 T
3 THHS

MMU
UI RI RW
WAAY
Y

F
F"
"

asonic
onic
MMas
Lawnn
Law
Cem
Cem

Truckee
V

W S
T

H S
T

AV E

Base Maps:
4T H A
VE
USGS 7.5x7.5 Grid, Sacramento West, CA (2012)
AN S TON
USGS 7.5x7.5 Grid, Sacramento East, CAS W
(2012)
S TONE

T S
T

25T

T
88T H
T HS T
S

VI

IN A
BL

VD

MAR

4,000

feet
Scale = 1:24,000

AY D R

R ST

S S
T

ST
14T
14THH S T

TEW

70

42

WW SS T
T

K

GA

3,000

2,000

VE

S R1,000
IV E R R D

§5
¨
¦
SEA

0

P S
T

U S
T

1S T

S acram ento
B end

ip C hannel

70

K
L S ST
T A
LY

160
¬
«

O S
T

Q S
T

42

50
£
[

K S
T

N S
T

TT SS T
T

AY

S acram ento M arina

S T O N E B LV D

L S
T

10 T

F
F"
"

3R D S T
A DW

T

P
P SS T
T
Q S
T

R S
T

EW

D

DE E R W O O D S T

R

BRO

71

42

ST

16
99

NT S
T

SO

Pioneer
M em orial
B ridge

15T H S T

F
"

71

FR O

E S
T
UL

11 T H S
T

¬
«

N
N42SS T
T

99T H
T HS T
S

§
¨
¦

H S
T
I ST I ST A
LY

F
"

11 T
H

O S
T

+!

F S
T

S A C R A ME N T O
J S
T

§5
¨
¦

ST

275

PO

LL SS T
T

4T H

¬
«

Tow er
B ridge

2N

EY

R IS K E L N

KL

D

AV

E

IT O L

E S
T

35'

35'J

Bus
80

Graphics … 00203.14 (9/9/14) AB

72

42

I
I SS T
T

P eethill

PO

AR

S outhern Pacific
S hops

16
16
99
99

G ST

MER

A R L IN G T O N R D

A R DS B
LV

5

F ST

AP
W C

F
"

R IC H

WEST S A C R A ME N T O

LAU R E L LN

84
¬
«

ST

§
¨
¦

ST

DO

EE

ST

R DR

B roderick

REUTE

AV E

ST

N B
ST

7T H

8T H S T

DR
E L DE R
DR
DO U G
LAS S T

DR

CT

JAMES

5T H S
T

G LE

IN S W
AY

B AN
42B A N NN

73

E

33

T R IA N

Study Area

V IN

3

POPLA R AV E

S A N D C IR

73

42

O U S E DR

V

W estwind
E states

M E NTO

FE E T

LE

F
PO "

S ACRA

CU M M

FA IR W AY

VE

J U LIA N

DR

R IC H S T

AV E
HOB S ON

1980 000

BBEERRCCUUTTDDRR

ST
DR E W

S treet B ridge

+!

ST
OONN S T

L IG H T H

i v err
A m erican R iver B ridge +! ann RRi v e
c
i
a
e ri c
me r
Am
A
J ibboom

33

DR

ST

h ea d

74

42

N 5
TH

R iverbend
G olf
Cours e

74

42

Cr

3

ND
NA

S t e el

F O U N TA IN DR

LLA

AN

ST

TA B E R S T
P IE R C E S T

K EG LE DR

HO

C A R R IE S T
ROG ER S S T

H A R DY

O
ENT
AM
R
C
CO
LO
YO

?

S acr am e n to R iv er

J IB B O O M S
T

CO

OL

A

WA

Y

M AR S HA

LL

From:
To:
Subject:
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Attachments:

Haley, Kathryn
"Kyle.wyatt@parks.ca.gov"
I St. Bridge Project
Saturday, May 14, 2016 12:52:00 PM
Figure03_APE-fs.pdf

Hi Kyle,
As per our conversation several weeks ago, attached please find our revised APE for the I St. Bridge
Project. Please review it and let me know if you have any questions about project or known cultural
resources in the APE.
All the best,
Katie
KATHRYN HALEY, MA | Senior Associate, Historical Resources | 1.916.231.9527 office | kathryn.haley@icfi.com | icfi.com
ICF INTERNATIONAL | 630 K Street. Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814 USA | 1.916.949.9687 mobile
Connect with us on social media.

Appendix C

Programmatic Agreement

Contract #2019-0325

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER REGARDING
I STREET BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
SACRAMENTO COUNTY AND YOLO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), has assigned and California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has assumed FHWA responsibility for environmental
review, consultation, and coordination under the provisions of the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the Federal Highway Administration and the California
Department of Transportation Concerning the State of California's Participation in the
Project Delivery Program Pursuant to 23 US.C. 327, which became effective on December
23, 2016, and applies to this undertaking; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to the January 2014 First Amended Programmatic Agreement among the
Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the California State
Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of Transportation Regarding Compliance
with Section 106 ofthe National Historic Preservation Act, As It Pertains to the Administration of the
Federal-Aid Highway Program in California (Section 106 PA), Caltrans is deemed to be a
federal agency for all highway-aid projects it has assumed, and in that capacity Caltrans has
assigned the role of "agency official" to the Caltrans Division of Environmental Analysis
(DEA) Chief for the purpose of compliance with 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Part 800 and is responsible for oversight of District environmental responsibilities. To provide
for effective compliance, day to-day responsibilities and coordination of the Section 106
process are further delegated to the DEA Cultural Studies Office (CSO) Chief; and
WHEREAS, Caltrans, the City of Sacramento, and the City of West Sacramento (the Cities),
proposes to implement the federally funded I Street Bridge Replacement Project (Undertaking)
crossing the Sacramento River between the City of Sacramento in Sacramento County and the
City of West Sacramento in Yolo County, which would replace the existing bridge with a new
bridge, as described in Attachment A (Project Description); and
WHEREAS, Caltrans has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
regarding the Undertaking's potential to affect historic properties, and has decided to prepare a
programmatic agreement (PA) pursuant to Stipulation XII.A of the Section 106 PA and 36 CFR
Section 800.4(b)(2) and 800.14(b), and will file a copy of this PA with the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP) pursuant to Stipulation X.C.4 of the Section 106 PA; and
WHEREAS, the Undertaking's Area of Potential of Effects (APE) as depicted in Attachment
B (Project Maps) includes maximum existing or proposed right-of-way for all alternatives under
consideration, easements (temporary and permanent), all improved properties subject to
temporary or permanent changes in access (ingress and egress), and areas where visual or
audible changes could occur outside the required right-of-way; and
S
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WHEREAS, Caltrans, in consultation with the SHPO, has determined that the Undertaking
will not have an adverse effect on the National Register of Historic Places- (NRHP-) listed
I Street Bridge or the NRHP-eligible Sacramento River East Levee; and
WHEREAS, Caltrans, in consultation with the SHPO, finds that the Undertaking's APE has
a moderate potential to contain subsurface archaeological deposits which currently cannot be
assessed with traditional archaeological survey methods due to access and regulatory
constraints at properties in close proximity to the West Sacramento river levee where Extended
Phase 1 testing is proposed, and because of the paved and heavily vegetated surface areas that
cannot be adequately assessed with traditional archaeological survey methods.; and
WHEREAS, Caltrans, in consultation with the SHPO and the Cities, has chosen to prepare
this PA pursuant to 36 CFR §800.14(b) as the appropriate means to ensure completion of the
final identification and evaluation of potential historic properties currently limited by
restricted access, and provide for the resolution of any adverse effects on historic properties
within the Undertaking's APE subsequent to its approval of the Undertaking; and
WHEREAS, Caltrans District 3 and the Cities have a responsibility to fulfill the terms of this
PA and are participating as invited signatories; and
WHEREAS, the Cities, in conjunction with Caltrans, have initiated consultation with the
Cortina Band of Indians, the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians, the T'si-Akim Maidu, the
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria, and the Yocha Dehe Wintun
Nation, and Eileen Moon and April Wallace Moore, regarding the Undertaking and its potential
adverse effect on historic properties; will continue to consult with them and afford them, should
they so desire, the opportunity to actively participate in implementation of the Undertaking
itself and this PA; and
WHEREAS, Caltrans has invited the United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn
Rancheria and the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation to sign this PA as concurring parties; and
NOW, THEREFORE, Caltrans and the SHPO agree that upon Caltrans' decision to proceed with
the Undertaking, Caltrans shall ensure that the Undertaking is implemented in accordance with the
following stipulations in order to take into account the effects of the Undertaking on historic
properties, and further agree that these stipulations shall govern the Undertaking and all of its parts
until this PA expires or is terminated.
STIPULATIONS
This PA outlines the phased identification approach required to complete Section 106 compliance
for the proposed Undertaking. Caltrans shall ensure that the following stipulations are carried out
upon right-of-way acquisition and prior to construction:
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I.

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS
A. The APE for the Undertaking was designed in accordance with Stipulation VIII.A of the
Section 106 PA and is depicted in Attachment B (Project Maps) to this PA. The APE
comprises the areas required to construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River, both
permanent and temporary. The vertical APE includes the depth of grading and excavation
needed to construct the bridge structure and remove the old approaches. An Area of
Direct Impact (ADI) has been defined by the grading plans based on the maximum extent
of ground-disturbing activities.
B. If modifications to the Undertaking subsequent to the execution of this PA necessitate
revision of the APE, District 3 will consult with Caltrans and the SHPO to facilitate
mutual agreement on the subject revisions. If Caltrans, District 3, and the SHPO cannot
reach such agreement, then the parties to this PA shall resolve the dispute in accordance
with Stipulation VIII.0 below. If Caltrans, District 3, and the SHPO reach mutual
agreement on the proposed revisions, then District 3 will submit a final map of the
revisions, consistent with the requirements of Stipulation VIII.A and Attachment 3 of the
Section 106 PA no later than thirty (30) days following such agreement. Any additional
required identification and evaluation efforts necessitated due to changes to the APE will
be undertaken consistent with the requirements of Stipulation VIII.B and VIII.0 of the
Section 106 PA. Amendment of the APE will not require an amendment to the PA. The
revised APE and supporting documentation shall be incorporated into Attachment A to
this PA.

II.

PHASED IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES
A. Caltrans has chosen, pursuant to Section 106 PA Stipulation XII, to complete the final
identification and evaluation of historic properties in the Undertaking's APE subsequent
to the agency's approval of the Undertaking.
Caltrans, District 3, and the Cities shall ensure that identification of archaeological sites
is conducted pursuant to the Cultural Resources Management Plan for the I Street Bridge
Replacement Project, City of Sacramento and City of West Sacramento, California (ICF
2018) (CRMP). The CRMP, dated August 2018, is appended to this PA as Attachment C.
The CRMP will be used to provide context and guide the identification, evaluation,
assessment of effects and treatment to resolve adverse effects to historic properties as a
result of construction activities.
1. Due to the lack of surface visibility and potential for subsurface archaeological
resources, Extended Phase I testing will take place adjacent to the West Sacramento
river levee prior to construction. The testing will occur on properties where both
access and permission to conduct the testing is granted by the property owner and
regulatory agencies prior to construction. Extended Phase I testing in the form of
archaeological monitoring of geotechnical borings will also occur prior to
construction. The Extended Phase I Proposal, testing, and reporting will occur in
accordance with the CRMP.
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2. If no archaeological resources are identified during XPI testing, an XPI Report will be
prepared. Caltrans District 3 will circulate the draft XPI Report to the other PA
parties who will be afforded 30 days following receipt of the draft report to submit
any written comments to District 3. Failure of these parties to respond within this
time frame shall not preclude District 3 from authorizing revisions to the draft report,
as District 3 may deem appropriate. District 3 will provide the other PA parties with
written documentation indicating whether and how the draft report will be modified
in accordance with any comments received from the other PA parties. Unless any PA
party objects to this documentation in writing to District 3 within 15 days following
receipt, District 3 may modify the draft report, as District 3 may deem appropriate.
Thereafter, District 3 may issue the Final XPI Report and distribute the document to
the PA parties.
3. If archaeological resources are identified as a result of Extended Phase I testing, and
those resources can be protected during construction from any project effects by the
establishment and effective enforcement of an Environmentally Sensitive Area
(ESA), those resources may be considered eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) for the purposes of the Undertaking without conducting
additional subsurface testing or surface collecting in accordance with Stipulation
VIII.C.3 of the Section 106 PA. An ESA Action Plan is appended to this PA as
Attachment D.
4. If archaeological resources are identified during the Extended Phase I testing that
cannot be protected by establishment of an ESA, Phase II evaluation excavations and
data recovery will occur. A draft Phase II Evaluation and Data Recovery Proposal
will be prepared. Caltrans District 3 will circulate the draft proposal to the other PA
parties who will be afforded 30 days following receipt of the draft proposal to submit
any written comments to District 3. Failure of these parties to respond within this
time frame shall not preclude District 3 from authorizing revisions to the draft
proposal, as District 3 may deem appropriate. District 3 will provide the other PA
parties with written documentation indicating whether and how the draft proposal will
be modified in accordance with any comments received from the other PA parties.
Unless any PA party objects to this documentation in writing to District 3 within 15
days following receipt, District 3 may modify the draft proposal, as District 3 may
deem appropriate. Thereafter, District 3 may issue the Final Phase II Evaluation and
Data Recovery Proposal and distribute the document to the PA parties. The Phase II
Evaluation and Data Recovery Proposal, fieldwork, and report will occur in
accordance with the CRMP.
5. Within six months of completion of the Phase II evaluation and data recovery
fieldwork, a Phase II Evaluation and Data Recovery Report will be prepared. Caltrans
District 3 will circulate the draft report to the other PA parties who will be afforded
30 days following receipt of the draft report to submit any written comments to
District 3. Failure of these parties to respond within this time frame shall not preclude
District 3 from authorizing revisions to the draft report, as District 3 may deem
I Street Bridge Replacement Project
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appropriate. District 3 will provide the other PA parties with written documentation
indicating whether and how the draft report will be modified in accordance with any
comments received from the other PA parties. Unless any PA party objects to this
documentation in writing to District 3 within 15 days following receipt, District 3
may modify the draft report, as District 3 may deem appropriate. Thereafter, District
3 may issue the Final Phase II Evaluation and Data Recovery Report and distribute
the document to the PA parties.
6. For all areas where Extended Phase I testing cannot occur prior to construction,
including areas where access is not granted by flood regulatory agencies or areas
obscured by pavement or otherwise covered, construction monitoring will occur
according to provisions in the CRMP. The evaluations, effects determinations, and
potential mitigation for archaeological resources identified during construction will
follow the provisions in the CRMP.
7. The archaeological monitor, in consultation with the District 3 PQS, shall assess the
effects of the Undertaking on any properties listed, eligible, or considered eligible for
the NRHP within the APE for that stage in accordance with Caltrans policies and
guidelines, and as outlined in the CRMP.
8. Within six months of the completion of project construction, a Final Monitoring
Report will be prepared. Caltrans District 3 will circulate the draft report to the other
PA parties who will be afforded 30 days following receipt of the draft report to
submit any written comments to District 3. Failure of these parties to respond within
this time frame shall not preclude District 3 from authorizing revisions to the draft
report, as District 3 may deem appropriate. District 3 will provide the other PA parties
with written documentation indicating whether and how the draft report will be
modified in accordance with any comments received from the other PA parties.
Unless any PA party objects to this documentation in writing to District 3 within 15
days following receipt, District 3 may modify the draft report, as District 3 may deem
appropriate. Thereafter, District 3 may issue the Final Phase II Evaluation and Data
Recovery Report and distribute the document to the PA parties.
B. Caltrans will not authorize the execution of any Undertaking activity that may
affect (36 CFR§ 800.16[i]) historic properties in the Undertaking's APE prior to
the completion of any appropriate fieldwork defined herein.
III. MEASURES AND COMMITMENTS
A. The Cities have developed a research design as part of the CRMP for the prehistory of
the project area that provides an archaeological context as well as prehistoric and
historic-era research themes and questions appropriate to known site types within the
valley proper. The research design will serve as guidance for future archaeological
investigations in the region.
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B. An ESA Action Plan has been prepared for one archaeological site, and two built
environment properties located within the APE that will not be affected by the
Undertaking. The ESA Action Plan, included as Attachment D to this PA, includes
conditional measures to ensure that the project will not result in adverse effects to
historic properties as the project moves forward into final design, and through
construction and completion. Measures to protect and avoid these sites, and may be
updated as needed during implementation of the Undertaking. If Caltrans determines that
revisions to the current ESAs are necessary, which would not adversely affect a historic
property, Caltrans shall inform the consulting parties of the revisions and afford them a
15-day opportunity to object. If Caltrans determines that revisions to the current ESAs
would adversely affect a historic property that was previously determined to have no
adverse effect, Caltrans shall reinitiate consultation with the SHPO and the Tribes
regarding additional adverse effects on historic properties. If there are no objections,
Caltrans shall move forward with revisions to the ESA Action Plan, which will then be
provided to the consulting parties. Amendment of the ESA Action Plan will not require
an amendment to the PA.
C. The Cities, in conjunction with Caltrans, have agreed to prepare an interpretive panel
outlining the history and significance of the I Street Bridge. The Cities, in conjunction
with Caltrans, also have agreed to submit the design and interpretive material for this
panel to the SHPO for comment and approval before finalizing design for the panel. The
timeline for preparing the interpretive panel is located in the ESA Action Plan, included
as Attachment D.
D. The Cities shall ensure that any adverse effects of the Undertaking on historic properties
are resolved pursuant to the CRMP.
E. Upon completion of the Final Monitoring Report specified in the CRMP, archaeological
materials deemed suitable by the PA parties for curation will be transferred by the Cities
to a facility that meets the standards set forth in Curation of Federally Owned and
Administered Archeological Collections (36 CFR Section 79).
F. Any party to this PA may propose to amend the CRMP. Such amendment will not
require amendment of this PA.
a. Consultation among the PA parties on major amendments to the CRMP will be
30 days in duration, with the option for extensions and subsequent reviews.
b. Consultation among the PA parties on amendments related to finds during
construction will take no more than 10 business days.
IV.

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS AND RELATED REVIEWS
A. Within 30 days after District 3 and the Cities have determined that all fieldwork required
under Stipulation II has been completed, District 3 and the Cities will ensure preparation,
and concurrent distribution to the other PA parties for a 30-day review and comment
period, a brief letter report that summarizes the field efforts and the preliminary finds that
resulted from them. Comments will be shared with SHPO prior to finalization of the
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letter report. The finalized letter report will then subsequently be distributed to the PA
parties.
B. Within 12 months after District 3 has determined that all relevant fieldwork required by
Stipulation 11 has been completed, the Cities, in conjunction with District 3, will ensure
preparation and subsequent concurrent distribution to the other PA parties, for review and
comment, the Final Monitoring Report that documents the results of the final
identification and evaluation of historic properties efforts. The other PA parties will be
afforded 30 days following receipt of the draft technical report(s) to submit any written
comments to District 3. Failure of these parties to respond within this time frame shall not
preclude District 3 from authorizing revisions to the draft technical report(s), as District 3
may deem appropriate. District 3 will provide the other PA parties with written
documentation indicating whether and how the draft technical report(s) will be modified
in accordance with any comments received from the other PA parties. Unless any PA
party objects to this documentation in writing to District 3within 30 days following
receipt, District 3 may modify the draft technical report(s), as District 3 may deem
appropriate. Thereafter, District 3 may issue the technical report(s) in final form and
distribute the document(s) in accordance with paragraph C of this stipulation.
C. Copies of the final technical report(s) documenting the results of the final identification
and evaluation of historic properties efforts will be distributed by Caltrans to the other PA
parties and to the North Central Information Center and the Northwest Information
Center of the California Historic Resources Information System.
V.

NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION

The Cities have consulted with Native American groups and individuals (listed in
Attachment E of this PA) identified by the Native American Heritage Commission regarding
the proposed Undertaking and its effects on historic properties, will continue to consult with
them, and will afford them, should they so desire, the opportunity to participate in
implementation of the PA and of the Undertaking. As a result of this consultation, the United
Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria and the Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation have
been invited to concur in this PA. Should any of the remaining parties consulted desire,
individually, to participate as a PA party as herein set forth, Caltrans will make an effort to
reach a consensus with each such party regarding the manner in which they may participate in
implementation of this PA and the Undertaking, and regarding any time frames or other
matters that may govern the nature, scope, and frequency of such participation.
VI.

TREATMENT OF HUMAN REMAINS OF NATIVE AMERICAN ORIGIN

As legally mandated, human remains and related items discovered during implementation of
the terms of this Agreement and the Undertaking will be treated in accordance with the
requirements of Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(b). If pursuant to Health and Safety
Code § 7050.5(c), the coroner determines that the human remains are or may be those of a
Native American, then the discovery shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of
Public Resources Code § 5097.98 (a)(d). The County Coroner shall be contacted if human
remains are discovered. The County Coroner shall have two working days to inspect the
I Street Bridge Replacement Project
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remains after receiving notification. During this time, all remains, associated soils, and artifacts
shall remain in situ and/or on site, and shall be protected from public viewing. This may
include restricting access to the discovery site and the need to hire 24 hour security.
The County Coroner has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). The NAHC shall then notify a Most Likely Descendant (MLD), who has 48 hours to
make recommendations to the landowner. District 3 shall contact the California SHPO and the
Most Likely Descendent(s) within 24 hours of the County Coroner's determination that the
remains are Native American in origin. The County shall ensure that the views of the Most
Likely Descendent(s), as determined by the California Native American Commission, is taken
into consideration when discussions are made about the disposition of Native American human
remains and associated objects. The County shall take appropriate measures to protect the
discovery site from disturbance during any negotiations. Information concerning the discovery
shall not be disclosed to the public pursuant to the specific exemption set forth in California
Government Code Section 6254.5(e).
VII.

DISCOVERIES AND UNANTICIPATED EFFECTS

If Caltrans, in conjunction with the Cities, determines, after construction of the Undertaking
has commenced, that the Undertaking will affect a previously unidentified property that may
be eligible for listing in the NRHP, or affect a known historic property in an unanticipated
manner, the Cities will address the discovery or unanticipated effect in accordance with the
CRMP. Caltrans at its discretion may hereunder assume any discovered property to be eligible
for listing in the NRHP in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.13(c).
VIII. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS
A. STANDARDS
1. Definitions. The definitions provided at 36 CFR § 800.16 are applicable
throughout this PA.
2. Patties to this agreement are defined as follows:
a. Signatory parties have the sole authority to execute, amend, or terminate the
PA.
b. Invited signatories have the authority to amend or terminate the PA.
c. Concurring parties signing the PA do so to acknowledge their
agreement or concurrence with the PA, but have no legal authority
under the PA to terminate or amend the PA. Concurring with the terms
of the PA does not constitute their agreement with the Undertaking.
3. Professional Qualifications. The Cities in conjunction with Caltrans will
ensure that only individuals meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
I Street Bridge Replacement Project
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Qualification Standards for Archeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR
44738-39) in the relevant field of study carry out or review appropriateness and
quality of the actions and products required by Stipulations II, III, IV, and V in
this PA. However, nothing in this stipulation may be interpreted to preclude the
Cities or any agent or contractor thereof from using the properly supervised
services of persons who do not meet the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualification Standards.
4. Documentation Standards. Written documentation of activities prescribed
by Stipulations II, III, IV, and V of this PA shall conform to the Secretary
of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic
Preservation (48 Federal Register 44716-44740), as well as to applicable
standards and guidelines established by the SHPO.
5. Curation and Curation Standards. The Cities in conjunction with Caltrans
shall ensure that, to the extent permitted under § 5097.98 and § 5097.991 of the
California Public Resources Code, the materials and records resulting from the
activities prescribed by this PA are curated in accordance with the California
Office of Historic Preservation's "Guidance for the Curation of Archaeological
Collections" (i.e., 1993 State Curation Guidelines).
B. CONFIDENTIALITY
The PA parties acknowledge that historic properties covered by this PA are subject to
the provisions of § 304 of the NHPA and § 6254.10 of the California Government Code
(Public Records Act), relating to the disclosure of archaeological site information and,
having so acknowledged, will ensure that all actions and documentation prescribed by
this PA are consistent with said sections.
C. RESOLVING OBJECTIONS
1. Should any party to this PA object at any time in writing to the manner in which the
terms of this PA are implemented, to any action carried out or proposed with respect
to implementation of the PA (other than the Undertaking itself), or to any
documentation prepared in accordance with and subject to the terms of this PA,
Caltrans shall immediately notify the other PA parties of the objection, request their
comments on the objection within 15 days following receipt of Caltrans' notification,
and proceed to consult with the objecting party for no more than 30 days to resolve
the objection. Caltrans will honor the request of the other PA parties to participate in
the consultation and will take any comments provided by those parties into account.
2. If the objection is resolved during the 30-day consultation period, Caltrans may
proceed with the disputed action in accordance with the terms of such resolution.
3. If at the end of the 30-day consultation period, Caltrans determines that the objection
cannot be resolved through such consultation, then Caltrans shall forward all
documentation relevant to the objection to the ACHP, including Caltrans' proposed
I Street Bridge Replacement Project
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response to the objection, with the expectation that the ACHP will, within 30 days
after receipt of such documentation:
a.

Advise Caltrans that the ACHP concurs in Ca(trans' proposed response to
objection, whereupon Caltrans will respond to the objection accordingly; or

b.

Provide Caltrans with recommendations, which Caltrans shall take into account
in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the objection. The objection
shall thereby be resolved; or

c.

Notify Caltrans that the objection will be referred for comment pursuant to 36
CFR § 800.7(c) and proceed to refer the objection and comment. Caltrans shall
take the resulting comments into account in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.7(c)
(4) and Section 110(1) of the NHPA. The objection shall thereby be resolved.

4. Should the ACHP not exercise one of the above options within 30 days after receipt
of all pertinent documentation, Caltrans may proceed to implement its proposed
response. The objection shall thereby be resolved.
5. Caltrans shall take into account any of the ACHP's recommendations or comments
provided in accordance with this stipulation with reference only to the subject of the
objection. Caltrans' responsibility to carry out all actions under this PA that are not
the subjects of the objection shall remain unchanged.
6. At any time during implementation of the measures stipulated in this PA, should a
member of the public raise an objection in writing pertaining to such implementation
to any signatory party to this PA, that signatory party shall immediately notify
Caltrans. Caltrans shall immediately notify the other signatory parties in writing of
the objection. Any signatory party may choose to comment in writing on the
objection to Caltrans. Caltrans shall establish a reasonable time frame for this
comment period. Caltrans shall consider the objection, and in reaching its decision,
Caltrans will take all comments from the other signatory parties into account. Within
15 days following closure of the comment period, Caltrans will render a decision
regarding the objection and respond to the objecting party. Caltrans will promptly
notify the other signatory parties of its decision in writing, including a copy of the
response to the objecting party. Caltrans' decision regarding resolution of the
objection will be final. Following issuance of its final decision, Caltrans may
authorize the action subject to dispute hereunder to proceed in accordance with the
terms of that decision.
7. Caltrans shall provide all parties to this PA, and the ACHP, if the ACHP has
commented, and any parties that have objected pursuant to section C.3 and C.4 of this
stipulation, with a copy of its final written decision regarding any objection addressed
pursuant to this stipulation.
8. Caltrans may authorize any action subject to objection under this stipulation to
proceed after the objection has been resolved in accordance with the terms of this
stipulation.

I Street Bridge Replacement Project
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D. AMENDMENTS
1. Any signatory party to this PA may propose that this PA be amended, whereupon all
signatory parties shall consult for no more than 30 days to consider such amendment.
The amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by all of the original
signatories is filed with the ACHP. If the signatories cannot agree to appropriate
terms to amend the PA, any signatory may terminate the agreement in accordance
with Stipulation VIII.F below.
2. Attachments to this PA may be amended through consultation as prescribed in
Stipulation I or Stipulation II, as appropriate, without amending the PA proper.
E. ANNUAL REPORTING
In addition to the documentation and reporting described in Stipulation IV, the Cities
shall provide the parties to this agreement an annual update. Such update shall include
any scheduling changes proposed, any problems encountered, failures to adopt proposed
mitigation measures, and any disputes and objections received in the Cities' efforts to
carry out the terms of this PA. The update will be due no later than December 31 of each
year, beginning December 31, 2018, and continuing annually thereafter throughout the
duration of this PA. The annual update will include a call for requests for an annual
meeting amongst PA parties. If PA parties deem it necessary, a meeting will be
scheduled in lieu of or in addition to an update report.
F. TERMINATION
1. If this PA is not amended as provided for in Stipulation VII.E, or if either signatory
proposes termination of this PA for other reasons, the signatory party proposing
termination shall, in writing, notify the other PA parties, explain the reasons for
proposing termination, and consult with the other parties for at least 30 days to seek
alternatives to termination. Such consultation shall not be required if Caltrans
proposes termination because the Undertaking no longer meets the definition set forth
in 36 CFR § 800.16(y).
2. Should such consultation result in an agreement on an alternative to termination, the
signatory parties shall proceed in accordance with the terms of that agreement.
3. Should such consultation fail, the signatory party proposing termination may
terminate this PA by promptly notifying the other PA parties in writing. Termination
hereunder shall render this PA without further force or effect.
4. If this PA is terminated hereunder, and if Caltrans determines that the Undertaking
will nonetheless proceed, then Caltrans shall comply with the requirements of the
Section 106 PA, or request the comments of the ACHP pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.3800.6.
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G. DURATION OF THE PA
The duration of this PA shall be no more than five (5) years following the date of execution
by the SHPO and Caltrans, or upon completion of the Undertaking, whichever comes first.
If the terms are not satisfactorily fulfilled at that time, Caltrans shall consult with the
signatories and concurring parties to extend it or to reconsider its terms. Reconsideration
may include continuation of the PA as originally executed, amendment of the PA, or
termination. In the event of termination, Caltrans will comply with Stipulations III through
XI of the Section 106 PA if it determines that the Undertaking will proceed notwithstanding
termination of this PA
H. EFFECTIVE DATE
This PA will take effect on the date that it has been executed by Caltrans and the SHPO.
EXECUTION of this PA by Caltrans and the SHPO, its filing with the ACHP in accordance
with 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(1)(iv), and subsequent implementation of its terms, shall evidence,
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(c), that this PA is an agreement with the ACHP for purposes of
Section 110(1) of the NHPA, and shall further evidence that Caltrans has afforded the ACHP
an opportunity to comment on the Undertaking and its effects on historic properties, and that
Caltrans has taken into account the effects of the Undertaking on historic properties.
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER REGARDING
I STREET BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
SACRAMENTO COUNTY AND YOLO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

SIGNATORY PARTIES:
California Department of Transportation

izzm

By
Philip J. Stolarski, Chief
Division of Environmental Analysis

Date

California Office of Historic Preservation
By
Julianne Polanco
State Historic Preservation Officer
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER REGARDING
I STREET BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
SACRAMENTO COUNTY AND YOLO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

INVITED SIGNATORIES:

California Department of Transportation

4izzitT

By
Amarjeet Benipal, IYistrict Director
District 3, Marysville

Date

City of Sacramento

By
Date

Hector Barron, Director of Public Works

City of West Sac a ento

vethibi

By
Denix Anbiah, Director of Public Works

Date

Att st By/Date:

Wendy
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PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER REGARDING
I STREET BRIDGE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
SACRAMENTO COUNTY AND YOLO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

CONCURRING PARTIES:
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria
By
Gene Whitehouse
Chairman

Date

Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
By
Anthony Roberts
Chairman
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Air Quality Conformity Documentation

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Shengyi Gao
Vaughn, Joseph (FHWA); Alexander Fong; Dave Johnston; David Yang; Douglas Coleman; Heather Phillips ;
Janice Lam Snyder; Jason Lee; Jerry Barton; John Ungvarsky; Jose Luis Caceres; Karina O"Connor; Born,
Kenneth (FHWA); Lucas Sanchez; Mark Loutzenhiser; Matt Jones; Mcneel-Caird; Paul Philley; Renee DeVere-Oki;
Rodney Tavitas; Shalanda Christian; Sharon Tang; Sondra Spaethe; Wright Molly; Yu-Shuo Chang
jgothan@cityofsacramento.org; Bromund, Claire
RE: POAQC: City of Sacramento I St Bridge Replacement Project (SAC24683), DUE 6/7/2018
Tuesday, May 29, 2018 2:46:06 PM

Hi all,
The Project Level Conformity Group has determined that the City of Sacramento I St Bridge
Replacement Project (SAC24683) is Not a Project of Air Quality Concern (POAQC).
EPA concurred on 05/24/2018 and FHWA concurred on 05/25/2018.
Thanks you everyone!
Shengyi Gao
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
916.340.6239

From: Vaughn, Joseph (FHWA) [mailto:Joseph.Vaughn@dot.gov]
Sent: Friday, May 25, 2018 10:07 AM
To: Shengyi Gao <SGao@sacog.org>; Alexander Fong <alexander.fong@dot.ca.gov>; Dave Johnston
<dave.johnston@edcgov.us>; David Yang <DYang@airquality.org>; Douglas Coleman
<douglas.coleman@dot.ca.gov>; Heather Phillips <Heather.Phillips@arb.ca.gov>; Janice Lam Snyder
<JLam@airquality.org>; Jason Lee <jason.lee@dot.ca.gov>; Jerry Barton <jbarton@edctc.org>; John
Ungvarsky <Ungvarsky.John@epa.gov>; Jose Luis Caceres <JCaceres@sacog.org>; Karina O'Connor
<oconnor.karina@epa.gov>; Born, Kenneth (FHWA) <kenneth.born@dot.gov>; Lucas Sanchez
<lucas.sanchez@dot.ca.gov>; Mark Loutzenhiser <mloutzenhiser@airquality.org>; Matt Jones
<mjones@ysaqmd.org>; Mcneel-Caird <lmcneel-caird@pctpa.net>; Paul Philley
<PPhilley@airquality.org>; Renee DeVere-Oki <RDeVere-Oki@sacog.org>; Rodney Tavitas
<rodney.tavitas@dot.ca.gov>; Shalanda Christian <shalanda_christian@dot.ca.gov>; Sharon Tang
<sharon.tang@dot.ca.gov>; Sondra Spaethe <sspaethe@fraqmd.org>; Wright Molly
<mwright@airquality.org>; Yu-Shuo Chang <YChang@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: jgothan@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: RE: POAQC: City of Sacramento I St Bridge Replacement Project (SAC24683), DUE 6/7/2018
FHWA concurs that this is not a project of air quality concern.
Joseph Vaughn
Environmental Specialist
FHWA, CA Division
(916) 498-5346

From: Shengyi Gao [mailto:SGao@sacog.org]
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 1:20 PM
To: Alexander Fong <alexander.fong@dot.ca.gov>; Dave Johnston <dave.johnston@edcgov.us>;
David Yang <DYang@airquality.org>; Douglas Coleman <douglas.coleman@dot.ca.gov>; Heather
Phillips <Heather.Phillips@arb.ca.gov>; Janice Lam Snyder <JLam@airquality.org>; Jason Lee
<jason.lee@dot.ca.gov>; Jerry Barton <jbarton@edctc.org>; John Ungvarsky
<Ungvarsky.John@epa.gov>; Jose Luis Caceres <JCaceres@sacog.org>; Vaughn, Joseph (FHWA)
<Joseph.Vaughn@dot.gov>; Karina O'Connor <oconnor.karina@epa.gov>; Born, Kenneth (FHWA)
<kenneth.born@dot.gov>; Lucas Sanchez <lucas.sanchez@dot.ca.gov>; Mark Loutzenhiser
<mloutzenhiser@airquality.org>; Matt Jones <mjones@ysaqmd.org>; Mcneel-Caird <lmcneelcaird@pctpa.net>; Paul Philley <PPhilley@airquality.org>; Renee DeVere-Oki <RDeVereOki@sacog.org>; Rodney Tavitas <rodney.tavitas@dot.ca.gov>; Shalanda Christian
<shalanda_christian@dot.ca.gov>; Sharon Tang <sharon.tang@dot.ca.gov>; Sondra Spaethe
<sspaethe@fraqmd.org>; Wright Molly <mwright@airquality.org>; Yu-Shuo Chang
<YChang@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: jgothan@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: POAQC: City of Sacramento I St Bridge Replacement Project (SAC24683), DUE 6/7/2018
Project Level Conformity Group,
Attached for interagency review is the City of Sacramento I St Bridge Replacement Project (SAC24683) .
As part of project level conformity under NEPA, it requires a determination of whether it is a project of air
quality concern.
Please confirm that you concur that this is NOT a Project of Air Quality Concern (POAQC). Please email
questions and comments by 5 p.m., Thur., June 7, 2018.
This project falls under the 23 USC 327 (formerly 6005) federal process. As such, it requires written
concurrence by EPA (Karina O'Conner) and FHWA (Joseph Vaughn). Please remember to use "reply all,"
to make comments to the group. Otherwise, you may also contact the sponsor directly:
Jesse Gothan
City of Sacramento
Tel: (916)808-6897
Email: jgothan@cityofsacramento.org

POAQC Determination–Project Summary for Interagency Consultation

MTIP ID# (required): SAC24683
Project Description (clearly describe project):
The proposed project would replace the existing I Street Bridge, which connects the Cities of Sacramento and
West Sacramento, with a new bridge located approximately 1,000 feet to the north. The existing and proposed
bridges include one vehicle travel lane in each direction. The proposed project would facilitate vehicular and
multimodal traffic over the river in order to reduce traffic congestion, improve safety, and remove a number of
structurally deficient or functionally obsolete bridges that have reached the limit of their design life. The new
bridge would consist of two vehicle lanes, on‐street Class II bike lanes, and sidewalks along both sides. One
alignment is proposed for the new bridge over the Sacramento River, and two alternatives for portions of the
roadway in the City of Sacramento are being considered as shown below. Figure 1 shows the regional location
and Figure 2 shows the Build Alternatives.


City of Sacramento Railyards Boulevard/Jibboom Street/Bercut Drive Intersection
o Alternative 1—Signalized Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive
o Alternative 2—Roundabout Intersection at Jibboom Street and Bercut Drive

Type of Project:
Roadway Realignment and Intersection
signalization projects at individual intersections

County:
Sacramento and Yolo Counties

Narrative Location/Route & Post Miles:
The proposed project is located over the Sacramento River between Sacramento and West Sacramento,
approximately 1,000 feet north of the existing I Street Bridge. The proposed project limits starting within the
City of Sacramento consist of Railyards Boulevard from 200 feet east of Bercut Drive on the east, continuing
west over the Sacramento River into the City of West Sacramento along C Street, and terminating
approximately 100 feet west of the 5th Street intersection. The proposed project limits also extend along Bercut
Drive approximately 500 feet north of Railyards Boulevard, along Jibboom Street 550 feet north of Railyards
Boulevard and 300 feet south of Railyards Boulevard, along 3rd Street 50 feet north and south of C Street, along
4th Street 50 feet north and south of C Street, and along 5th Street 50 feet north and south of C Street. The total
length of the proposed project is approximately 0.42 miles along C Street and Railyards Boulevard.
Federal Project No.: BRLS 5002(164)

Lead Agency: City of Sacramento
Contact Person:

Email:

Jesse Gothan

jgothan@cityofsacramento.org

Phone#:

Fax#:

(916) 808‐6897

Hot Spot Pollutant of Concern (check one or both)
PM2.5 PM10
Is this a 6004 or 6005 Federal process? (check one)
6004
6005
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Federal Action for which Project‐Level PM Conformity is Needed (check appropriate box)
EA or Draft EIS
FONSI or Final EIS
Categorical Exclusion (NEPA)
Scheduled Date of Federal Action: 7/2018
Current Programming Dates (as appropriate)
PE/Environmental

ENG

ROW

CON

Start

3/2014

8/2018

8/2018

3/2020

End

7/2018

3/2020

3/2020

12/2022

Project Purpose and Need (Summary):
The proposed project would construct a new bridge over the Sacramento River between Sacramento and West
Sacramento to replace the vehicle crossing that is currently provided by the existing I Street Bridge.
Construction of the proposed project has independent utility; the proposed project is not dependent on other
projects or improvements to meet the purpose and need.
Purpose
 The proposed project should construct a new public crossing of the Sacramento River north of the Union
Pacific Railroad‐owned I Street Bridge from C Street in the City of West Sacramento to Railyards Boulevard
in the City of Sacramento, consistent with the adopted findings of the Sacramento River Crossings
Alternatives Study for Bridge Location 2 in the North Market Area.
 The new bridge should meet the requirements of the Neighborhood Friendly Bridge definition that the City
of Sacramento City Council adopted by resolution on October 18, 2011, which is defined by the following
elements.
o A facility whose primary function is local connectivity rather than regional travel and primarily serves
short local trips.
o A bridge which serves all users, including motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, low energy vehicles, and
public transit riders.
o A bridge with aesthetics and dimensions which are architecturally pleasing and contextually
appropriate for the adjacent neighborhoods.
o A bridge that does not exceed or expand the already‐planned capacity of the approach roadways (i.e.,
no widening of approaches just to accommodate bridge flows).
o A facility which is designed with a target speed equal to or less than the approach roadways.
o A bridge which reduces the growth in vehicle miles traveled in the adjacent communities.
o A bridge that does not connect directly to streets which are primarily residential in character.
o A bridge that is consistent with the Need and Purpose statement [the adopted Sacramento River
Crossings Alternatives Study statement] as articulated.
 In addition to the Neighborhood Friendly Bridge definition, the proposed project should include pedestrian
and bicycle facilities in the new public crossing that meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
requirements, and facilitate connections to and from the new crossing and the Sacramento River Parkway
and Riverfront Park trails.
 The proposed project also would need to construct a movable bridge that satisfies the vertical clearance and
river navigation requirements of the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG).
 The project design feature should not preclude future addition of a streetcar, a separate, stand‐alone
project being developed by the Cities of West Sacramento and Sacramento.
 The new bridge also is intended to improve the connectivity to, and accessibility of, businesses, recreational
areas, and new or redevelopment opportunity sites located in the urban core of Sacramento and West
Sacramento.
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Need
 The existing I Street Bridge does not fully comply with current design and traffic operation standards due to
the following conditions.
o I Street Bridge limits or restricts traffic capacity and multimodal use. The current bridge width is not
sufficient to provide adequate traffic operations, bicycle lanes, or the ability for transit service across
the bridge.
o The I Street Bridge and the four associated approach structures are on the federal eligible bridge list for
federal funds for replacement and/or rehabilitation through the Highway Bridge Program (HBP).
o The I Street Bridge has been classified as functionally obsolete, and the existing approach structures
have been classified as structurally deficient. The Cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento have
decided to pursue replacement through the HBP. As adopted by the Sacramento City Council, new
crossings of the Sacramento River between the City of Sacramento and City of West Sacramento shall
be Neighborhood Friendly. In coordination with staff from the City of West Sacramento and the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), the definition for a Neighborhood Friendly Bridge
was developed by the City of Sacramento and the Sacramento City Council adopted the definition by
resolution in October 2011. The replacement bridge structure is required to be consistent with the
Neighborhood Friendly Bridge definition.
 In addition to the Neighborhood Friendly Bridge requirements, lack of ADA compliance, non‐standard and
non‐continuous sidewalks, and lack of bicycle facilities discourage walking and bicycling on the existing I
Street Bridge.
 Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act requires any local, state, or federal agency planning to construct a
bridge over a navigable waterway to apply for a bridge permit through the USCG. The USCG requires the
new bridge to meet or exceed the existing vertical clearance along the river, which is currently set by the US
50 Pioneer Bridge. In order to comply with the Neighborhood Friendly Bridge definition and meet the USCG
requirements for navigation clearance, the new bridge will need to be movable.
 The SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy identifies that a proposed
streetcar will cross over the new bridge from Sacramento to West Sacramento. While the streetcar will be a
separate, stand‐alone project, the bridge design must not preclude the future addition of a streetcar.
 Limited connectivity to the riverfront reduces the potential to achieve planned urban development and
redevelopment of opportunity sites identified in the adopted plans of Sacramento and West Sacramento.

Surrounding Land Use/Traffic Generators (Describe effect of traffic generators or diesel traffic. Also,
provide a map, preferably aerial photo, including locations of nearby (within 500 ft.) sensitive
receptors, such as daycare facilities and schools):
The existing I Street Bridge primarily serves passenger vehicles traveling between downtown Sacramento and
West Sacramento. The bridge connect downtown Sacramento with Interstate 80. Traffic generators are
primarily commercial land uses in downtown Sacramento and residences in West Sacramento. Some
industrial/warehouse land uses are located near the project area in West Sacramento. These facilities generate
truck trips that may use the new bridge. The existing bridge does not have the infrastructure to support large
trucks.
Figure 3 shows sensitive receptors within 500 feet from the edge of the road. Residential neighborhoods are
located on both sides of C Street in West Sacramento. In Sacramento, the proposed Kaiser Permanente medical
center is the only sensitive receptor, as shown in Figure 3.
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Opening Year: Build and No‐Build LOS – AM 2‐Hr, % and # trucks, truck AM 2‐Hr of proposed facility:
(if No Change between Build and No‐Build, explain and document why.)
LOS a

2020

AADT

AM‐2Hr

Truck AADT
(%)

TRUCK AM
2Hr, % and #

East
West
Approach Approach
Build
Alternative 1

C

B

25,479

5,507

4,504 (16%)

879; 16%

Build
Alternative 2

D

B

25,479

5,507

4,504 (16%)

879; 16%

No‐Build

B

F

17,274

3,783

2,681 (18%)

516; 14%

a

LOS is provided for the bridge connection to the roadway network. Note that the connection points change
between the Build and No‐Build Alternatives. The LOS are provided for broad comparison.

MTP Horizon Year/Design Year: Build and No‐Build LOS , AADT, AM 2‐Hr, Truck AADT, and % and #
trucks for AM 2‐Hr of proposed facility:
LOS a

2040

AADT

AM‐2Hr

Truck AADT

TRUCK AM
2Hr, % and #

33,310

6,629

5,728 (17%)

941; 14%

33,310

6,629

5,728 (17%)

941; 14%

25,644

5,275

4,134 (16%)

747; 14%

East
West
Approach Approach
Build
Alternative 1

C

B

Build
Alternative 2

D

B

B

F

No‐Build

a

LOS is provided for the bridge connection to the roadway network. Note that the connection points change
between the Build and No‐Build Alternatives. The LOS are provided for broad comparison.

Only if Facility is an Interchange or Intersection: Opening Year Build and No Build cross‐street
AADT, % and # trucks, truck AADT):
The proposed facility is not an interchange or intersection project, although 37 intersections were assessed in
the Traffic Study. The Project of Air Quality Concern (POAQC) determination focused on the bridge facility.
Intersection information can be reviewed in Attachment A from the Traffic Study.

Only if Facility is an Interchange or Intersection: MTP Horizon Year / Design Year Build and No Build
cross‐street AADT, % and # trucks, truck AADT):
See above.
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Describe potential traffic redistribution effects of congestion relief (impact on other facilities):
The new bridge alternative would serve a higher volume of traffic across the bridge than under the no build
alternative and the share of non‐local traffic would increase. This was part of the reason that only two‐lane
bridges were considered for the Build Alternatives, as three or four‐lane bridges would induce even more
regional traffic and would not be compatible with the objective to construct a neighborhood‐friendly bridge.
There is an overall increase in demand volume crossing the river between existing conditions and 2020 by about
20 percent. Comparing the No Build to the Build Alternatives, a new I Street Bridge would be able to serve a
higher volume than the existing I Street Bridge.
In 2040, there is an overall increase in demand volume crossing the river between existing conditions and 2040
by over 50 percent. Comparing the No Build to the Build Alternatives, a new I Street Bridge would attract a
higher volume than the existing I Street Bridge by about 7,500 daily trips.
The existing I Street Bridge has height and width limitation and does not provide adequate traffic operations,
bicycle lanes, or the ability for transit to operate over the bridge, while the new bridge includes auto, transit,
bicycle, and pedestrian improvement features that will improve connectivity and access across the Sacramento
River.
Many changes occur near the study area and throughout the region in land use and roadway network. The most
notable changes in the study area are the full build‐out of the roadway network in the Railyards area, a new
American River bridge crossing connecting Downtown Sacramento to Natomas, and a new Broadway Bridge
south of the Tower Bridge connecting Sacramento and West Sacramento. The opening of roadways in the
Railyards area will shift some of the existing travel patterns to the new crossings. The increase in demand
volume creates queuing that increase delay at nearby intersections, notably 3rd Street / Tower Bridge Gateway.
However, as a whole, the proposed project would facilitate movement within the project area. The new bridge
is also intended to improve the connectivity to, and accessibility of, businesses, recreational areas, and new or
redevelopment opportunity sites located in the urban core of Sacramento and West Sacramento.
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Comments/Explanations/Details (attach additional sheets as necessary):
The proposed project is located within a nonattainment area for the federal PM2.5 standard and a maintenance
area for the federal PM10 standard. Therefore, per 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 93 hot‐spot
analyses are required for POAQC. However, the United States Environmental Protection Agency does not
require hot‐spot analyses for projects that are not listed in section 93.123(b)(1) as a POAQC. Many projects
undergoing Interagency Consultation have relied on loose qualifying criteria of 125,000 average daily trips
and/or 10,000 daily diesel truck trips.
The proposed project does not meet the definition of a POAQC as defined by section 93.123(b)(1) because of
the following reasons:
I.

The proposed project would facilitate movement within the project area. While there would be
increased traffic on local roadways, traffic volumes on the bridge and approaching streets would not
exceed the 125,000 average daily trips (project ADT is anticipated at a maximum of 33,310 in 2040)
and/or 10,000 diesel truck trips (project truck ADT is anticipated at a maximum of 5,728 in 2040)
guidance criteria for a POAQC. In addition, the primary function of the facility is local connectivity
rather than regional travel and primarily serves short local trips.

II.

The proposed project does not affect intersections that are at level of service (LOS) D, E, or F with a
significant number of diesel vehicles. As discussed above, the bridge approaches do not include a
significant number of diesel vehicles, with diesel vehicles comprising 17 to 18% of total ADT and peak
hour trips.
The proposed project results in an overall decrease in traffic delays and congestion relief. The table
below compares the LOS between the Build and No‐Build Alternatives for opening year (2020) and
horizon year (2040). The traffic study assessed 37 intersections that would be most affected by the
project (See Attachment A from the Traffic Study). The majority of intersection LOS would not change
or improve with the proposed project. In addition, the majority of intersections with worsened LOS are
in category B. These intersections are not considered to be an air quality concern. When considering
LOS categories C, D, E, or F, the proposed project would improve LOS at 27% the intersections while
only worsening LOS at 13% of intersections. Note that the percentages below reflect all LOS categories.

Intersection LOS Comparison Between No‐Build and Build Alternatives
Scenario
Steady (%)
Improved (%)
Worsened (%)
Year 2020
20 (61%)
5 (15%)
8 (24%)
AM
23 (70%)
6 (18%)
4 (12%)
PM
Year 2040
AM
PM

17 (49%)
20 (57%)

13 (37%)
8 (23%)

5 (13%)
7 (20%)

III.

The proposed project does not include the construction of a new bus or rail terminal that would have a
significant number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location.

IV.

The proposed project does not expand an existing bus or rail terminal that would significantly increase
the number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location.
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V.

The proposed project is not in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites that are identified in
the PM2.5 and PM10 applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as
appropriate, as sites of violation or possible violation.

The proposed project meets the Clean Air Act requirements and 40 CFR 93.116 without any explicit hot‐spot
analysis. The proposed project would not create a new, or worsen an existing, PM10 or PM2.5 violation. The
subsequent cumulative 2020 and 2040 analyses also indicates that none of the roadway segments affected by
the project would experience a traffic volume that exceeds 125,000 AADT with or without the proposed project.
The total truck AADT would be less than 6,000 in 2020 and 2040 which makes up 17‐18% of the total AADT.
Although the truck percentage reached 18% of the fleet, the truck volume of less than 6,000 is well below what
is typically considered to be a POAQC. Moreover, as discussed above, the project would relieve traffic
congestion in most of the intersections in the project area and would improve traffic delays. Hence, less idling
and running exhaust emissions would be generated.
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I Street Bridge Replacement Project Peak Hour Intersection Operations, Design Year (2040)
LOS/Delay
Intersection

Traffic Control

Existing
Conditions

2040 No
Build

2040
Alternative 1

2040
Alternative 2

1.

Jefferson Boulevard/
Sacramento Avenue

Signal

C/23
C/29

E/65*
F/95*

E/67*
F/88*

2.

5th Street/
C Street

Signal

B/18
B/20

F/111*
F/143*

D/45*
C/31*

C/34
C/30*

3.

3rd Street/
C Street

Signal

B/10
B/15

F/101*
F/95*

D/48*
C/33*

C/31*
C/26*

4.

5th Street/
E Street

Side-street stop

A/8
A/7

D/27
D/26

E/37
F/72

5.

3rd Street/
E Street

Signal

A/7
A/6

B/15
B/17

C/21
C/22

6.

5th Street/
F Street

Side-street stop

A/9
A/10

D/29
E/46

F/72
F/79

7.

3rd Street/
F Street

Signal

A/10
A/8

B/15
B/16

B/17
B/20

8.

5th Street/
West Capitol Avenue

Signal

C/33
C/33

-

-

9.

5th Street/
Tower Bridge Gateway

Signal

C/34
D/45

D/36
C/34

D/36
C/34

10.

3rd Street/
Tower Bridge Gateway

Signal

B/15
B/16

C/32
C/32

C/33
C/34

11.

Jibboom Street/
Richards Boulevard

Side-street stop

C/19
B/15

B/12*
F/90*

A/10*
A/9

12.

I-5 southbound ramps/
Richards Boulevard

Signal

B/19
C/20

F/81*
E/58*

E/67*
C/31*

13.

I-5 northbound ramps/
Richards Boulevard

Signal

B/14
B/15

D/35*
B/14*

C/21*
B/17*

14.

Bercut Drive/
Richards Boulevard

Signal

B/12
C/21

D/41*
E/65*

C/33*
F/83*

15.

North 3rd Street/
Richards Boulevard

Signal

B/18
C/32

C/23*
F/139*

B/16*
F/145*

16.

North 7th Street/
Richards Boulevard

Signal

C/25
B/20

E/64
D/36

D/46
D/43

17A. North 12th Street/
Richards Boulevard

Signal

C/32
D/38

E/69*
D/40

E/61*
E/66

17B. North 16th Street/
Richards Boulevard

Signal

C/32
D/38

C/34
E/80*

C/33
E/79*

18.

North 7th Street/
North B Street

Signal

B/14
B/17

F/126*
F/119*

F/120*
F/110*

19.

North 12th Street/
North B Street

Signal

B/15
B/17

F/135*
F/138*

F/135*
F/153*

20.

North 7th Street/
F Street

Signal

A/9
A/9

B/20
B/13

C/21
C/20*

21.

8th Street/
F Street

All-way stop

A/6
A/6

A/9
A/8

A/9
A/8*

LOS/Delay
Intersection

Traffic Control

Existing
Conditions

2040 No
Build

2040
Alternative 1

2040
Alternative 2

22.

North 7th Street/
G Street

Signal

A/8
A/7

A/10*
A/10*

B/13*
B/16*

23.

Jibboom Street/
I Street Bridge

Signal

C/23
F/97*

F/119*
F/119*

-

24.

5th Street/
H Street

Side-street stop
(signalized)5

A/9
A/7

D/44*
D/50*

D/35*
E/61*

25.

6th Street/
H Street

Signal

A/9
A/8

E/57*
E/56*

D/49*
E/58*

26.

North 7th Street/
H Street

Signal

B/10
B/11

D/44*
C/29*

D/35*
C/31*

27.

8th Street/
H Street

Signal

A/8
A/8

D/44*
E/68*

B/20
E/68*

28.

3rd Street/
J Street

Signal

E/64
F/94*

F/96*
F/99*

F/88*
E/78*

29.

5th Street/
I Street

Signal

A/6
B/17

D/50*
D/49*

D/52*
D/51*

30.

6th Street/
I Street

Signal

B/12
C/23

C/31*
E/61*

C/31*
E/66*

31.

7th Street/
I Street

Signal

A/9
D/38

B/15
D/45*

B/15
D/51*

32.

3rd Street/
Capitol Mall

Signal

C/24
C/21

C/26*
D/39*

C/25*
C/35*

33.

Jibboom Street/
Railyards Boulevard

Signal
(roundabout)6

-

F/102*
F/81*

D/46*
C/20*

C/25
A/8*

34.

Bercut Drive/
Railyards Boulevard

Signal
(roundabout)6

-

F/200*
F/310*

F/129*
F/141*

F/66
F/115*

35.

North 5th Street/
Railyards Boulevard

Signal

-

E/68*
F/155*

D/55*
F/81*

D/40
F/95*

36.

North 7th Street/
Railyards Boulevard

Signal

-

D/41*
F/127*

C/27
E/70*

C/26
F/96*

37.

North 12th Street/
Railyards Boulevard

Free

-

A/7*
A/7*

A/7*
A/10*

Notes:
Intersection 17 – North 12th Street/North 16th Street/Richards Boulevard under year 2040 conditions is analyzed as two
separate intersections per the planned reconfiguration represented in the River District EIR: Intersection 17A – North 12th
Street/Richards Boulevard, and Intersection 17B – North 16th Street/Richards Boulevard.
2
Level of service (LOS)/delay is reported for the a.m. peak hour (top) and p.m. peak hour (bottom) for each intersection.
3
For signalized and all-way stop-controlled intersections, the overall average intersection control delay is reported in seconds
per vehicle. For side-street stop-controlled intersections, the average control delay for the worst movement is reported in
seconds per vehicle.
4
LOS in bold and underline font represents an impact. An impact is a change in LOS between no build and build alternative
scenarios from acceptable to unacceptable or a worsening of an unacceptable condition.
5
LOS noted with an asterisk indicates that the percent of demand volume served during the peak hour is less than
95 percent. Delay (and LOS) may be worse than reported.
6
Traffic control is side-street stop-controlled under existing conditions and signalized in all 2040 scenarios for this noted
intersection.
7
Traffic control is signalized in Alternative 1 and roundabout in Alternative 2 for these noted intersections.
8
LOS is based on the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board 2010).

1

Under the no build scenario, an increase in demand volume at the intersection of
Jibboom Street/I Street Bridge causes even more queuing and delay at the surrounding bridge
approach intersections than under opening year 2020 conditions. This is due to the limited
capacity of the lane configurations and the subsequent inefficiency with the traffic signal
operations. The poor operations at Jibboom Street/I Street Bridge create a queue that disrupts
upstream traffic flows along C Street and Railyards Boulevard; many study intersections are at
LOS F, with average delay per vehicle over 100 seconds in both the a.m. and p.m. peak hour.
The intersection of Jefferson Boulevard/Sacramento Avenue worsens to LOS E/F due to
increases in demand, especially for conflicting movements.
Under the build scenarios, the local networks are accommodating higher peak-hour volumes.
However, the increase in demand generates higher delays for select intersections. In West
Sacramento, the westbound left-turn movements at the side-street stop-controlled intersections of
5th Street/E Street and 5th Street/F Street worsen to LOS E/F. A notable improvement occurs at
the intersection of 5th Street/Tower Bridge Gateway due to the elimination of the 5th Street/West
Capitol Avenue intersection, which increases green time and allows for better signal
coordination along 5th Street and Tower Bridge Gateway.
In Sacramento, the intersection of Bercut Drive/Richards Boulevard worsens under the build
alternatives in 2040 conditions due to increased bridge traffic from West Sacramento heading
onto I-5 northbound. This causes a significant increase in the northbound left-turn volume, which
conflicts with other high-volume movements. The split phasing of the northbound and
southbound directions contributes to inefficiency in the traffic signal operations. The queues in
the westbound through movement also extend into the 3rd Street/Richards Boulevard
intersection.
In addition, the intersections of North 7th Street/North B Street and North 12th Street/North B
Street operate poorly due to high volumes for conflicting movements, inefficient signal
operations caused by the lane configurations, permitted left-turn signal operations, and transit
preemption.
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Appendix H List of Technical Studies
Copies of the following technical studies are available on the project website at
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Public-Works/Engineering-Services/Projects/CurrentProjects/I-Street-Bridge-Replacement.

Proposed Project


Draft Project Report (Mark Thomas & Company 2016)



Final Project Report (Mark Thomas & Company 2018)

Human Environment


Community Impact Assessment (ICF International 2016)



Traffic Technical Data and Calculations (Fehr & Peers 2015)



Visual Impact Assessment (ICF International 2015)



Historic Property Survey Report, including Archaeological Survey Report (ICF International
2016), Historical Resources Evaluation Report (ICF International 2016)



Finding of Effect (ICF 2018)

Physical Environment


Water Quality Assessment Report (ICF International 2016)



Scour Analysis (Tetra Tech 2016)



Preliminary Geotechnical and Foundation Report (GEI Consultants 2014)



Initial Site Assessment Update (Blackburn Consulting 2016)



Air Quality Study Report (Terry A. Hayes Associates 2016)



Noise Study Technical Report (ICF International 2016)

Biological Environment


Request for Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination (ICF International 2016)



Natural Environment Study (ICF International 2016)



Biological Assessment/Essential Fish Habitat Assessment (ICF International 2016)



Biological Assessment (ICF International 2016)
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I.1

Public Comments and Responses

Introduction

This appendix lists the comments received on the Draft EIR/EA, provides copies of the
individual comments, and responds in turn to each comment related to environmental issues.
Master responses were prepared to address similar comment issues raised by multiple
commenters. When an individual comment raises an issue discussed in a master response, the
response to that individual comment will cross reference to the appropriate master response (e.g.,
“see Master Response 1”).
The Master Responses address the following topics.
•

Master Response A: Viaduct Removal

•

Master Response B: Use of Existing Bridge

•

Master Response C: Bridge Architecture

•

Master Response D: Purple Martin Mitigation

I.2

Comments Received

During the 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR/EA (September 28 to November 12,
2017) a total of 38 comment letters/emails and comment cards were received from the entities
listed below. Each letter was placed into one of three categories (Agencies, Individuals, and
Organizations) and given a unique number, as listed in Table I-1 below.
Table I-1. Comments Received
Comment
Letter #
Agencies
A-1
A-2
A-3
A-4
Individuals
I-1
I-2
I-3
I-4
I-5
I-6
I-7
I-8
I-9

Name of Agency, Individual, or Organization

Date
Received

Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Jamie Cutlip
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Juan Torres
California State Lands Commission, Cy R. Oggins
State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan

11/7/2017
11/9/2017
11/13/2017
11/14/2017

Tim Castleman
Tim Castleman
Fernando and Ellen Maurizio
JoEllen Arnold
Kim Fettke
Kim Fettke
Bill Leddy
Susan Martimo
Rick Mocerin

10/2/2017
10/5/2017
10/8/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
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Comment
Name of Agency, Individual, or Organization
Letter #
I-10
Steve Peterson
I-11
Russell Rawlings
I-12
Will Rowe
I-13
Dan Roy
I-14
Peter Saucerman
I-15
Rosanna Southern
I-16
Chris Tucker
I-17
Anonymous (1)
I-18
Anonymous (2)
I-19
JoEllen Arnold
I-20
Kim Fettke
I-21
Heather Johnson
I-22
Heather Johnson
I-23
David Krasko
I-24
Melissa Buckley
I-25
Susan Greene
I-26
Gail Ann Overhouse, Gary Bonetti, Sandy Kay Cunha, Michael and Carol Edmonds
I-27
Mabel Salon
I-28
Rob Turner
I-29
Port Telles
Organizations
O-1
Powerhouse Science Center, Harry Laswell
O-2
Sacramento Audubon Society, Larry Hickey
O-3
Central Valley Bird Club, Audubon California, Yolo Audubon, Chris Conard (CVBC)
O-4
Environmental Council of Sacramento, Habitat 2020, Rob Burness and Sean Wirth
O-5
Western Purple Martin Working Group, Stan Kostka

Date
Received
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
10/26/2017
11/8/2017
11/9/2017
11/9/2017
11/12/2017
11/12/2017
11/12/2017
11/13/2017
10/27/2017
10/31/2017
11/9/2017
11/9/2017
11/13/2017

On the following pages are copies of the comments and responses to each. The comment letters
are included in the order shown in Table I-1.

I.3
I.3.1
I.3.1.1

Master Responses
Master Response A: Viaduct Removal
Project Objectives

The I Street Bridge Replacement Project is being proposed to accomplish several purposes or
objectives. These objectives are listed in EIR/EA Chapter 1, Project Description, on page 1-2.
Some commenters noted that none of the project objectives are consistent with removing the
viaduct structures that connect roadways in both Sacramento and West Sacramento with the
upper deck of the existing I Street Bridge. However, one objective listed on EIR/EA page 1-2 is
to “remove a number of structurally deficient or functionally obsolete bridges that have reached
the limit of their design life.” These structures are shown in red, yellow, green, and blue on
Figure I-1 and are also labeled with their bridge identification number. The cities of Sacramento
and West Sacramento maintain the viaduct structures located within their limits.
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Figure I-1
I Street Bridge Approach Structures
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Once the new bridge over the Sacramento River is constructed the viaduct structures will no
longer be necessary because traffic will be routed to the new structure. Also, bridge replacement
funds from the Federal Highway Administration and programmed by Caltrans’ Local Highway
Bridge Program (http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hbrr99/hbrr99a.htm) are being used
to construct the new bridge but cannot be used to maintain the existing viaduct structures or
existing bridge once motor vehicle traffic is removed.
The existing bridge must remain in place for use as a railroad crossing. Continued use of the top
deck for pedestrian and bicycle circulation is being evaluated as a separate project and may
include use of small portions of the approach structures; however, demolition of the approach
structures is a necessary part of the proposed project. Sacramento riverfront redevelopment in
both the City of Sacramento and the City of West Sacramento relies on the removal of the bridge
approach viaducts. For example, the City of Sacramento’s Railyards Specific Plan Update
assumes construction of the new bridge and connection with Railyards Boulevard and removal of
vehicular circulation on the existing I Street bridge crossing and demolition of the Jibboom
Street connection to the existing I Street approach viaduct system.
I.3.1.2

Alternatives or Mitigation to Retain a Viaduct

Several commenters raised concerns with the removal of the “westbound approach” to the I
Street Bridge and refer to that approach structure as having a concrete hollow box-girder portion
used by bird and bat species and also as being suitable for future bicycle and pedestrian use. As a
point of clarification, the westbound approach to the bridge, the viaduct that connects westbound
I Street traffic to the I Street Bridge, is a steel girder bridge (24C0364L). It is likely that
commenters actually meant to reference the eastbound concrete box-girder viaduct (24C0364R)
that connects vehicular traffic traveling either east from the existing I Street Bridge or south from
Jibboom Street to the point where vehicular traffic merges with the southbound I-5 J Street offramp (exit 519B) and ultimately to the intersection of J Street and 3rd Street in Sacramento.
Some commenters also suggest that the retention of the approach viaducts, specifically the
concrete hollow box girder portion of the J Street viaduct (24C0364R), be considered as part of
an alternative for the proposed project or as mitigation for the removal of bird and bat habitat.
Commenters further propose that retention of the viaduct would also better meet the objectives of
the project.
Without motor vehicle traffic, federal transportation funding would no longer be available for
maintenance of the viaduct structures and both cities have declining maintenance funding for
roadways. Due to the lack of maintenance funding, the City of Sacramento has over $170 million
dollars of roadway maintenance backlog as defined in the most recent (August 2017) pavement
condition report. The backlog projection includes new revenue sources from the passage of
Senate Bill 1. Absent motor vehicle traffic, federal funds cannot be used to maintain the existing
viaduct structures or existing bridge. Demolition of the approach structures is a necessary part of
the proposed project for safety and the reduction of long-term maintenance liabilities and is
specifically identified as one of the objectives of the project. The creation of an alternative that
retains the viaducts would not satisfy the project’s objectives and was therefore not proposed and
analyzed in the EIR/EA.
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The J Street viaduct structure (24C0364R) does not have bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or room
to install them, and is not suitable for bicycle or pedestrian use due to it merging with a four-lane
I-5 freeway off-ramp that leads to J Street in Sacramento. Combining freeway off-ramp traffic
with one-way or two-way bicycle or pedestrian uses is not feasible.
Only the portion of the eastbound J Street viaduct (24C0364R) that connects the bridge system
and the I-5 off-ramp is proposed to be removed (see Figure I-1 and EIR/EA Chapter 1). The
structure that is used as the freeway off-ramp will remain for that use and will remain under
Caltrans’ control.
A separate project led by West Sacramento to determine the feasibility of using the upper deck of
the existing I Street Bridge as a public facility is currently underway. That separate project may
include use of a small portion of the approach structures that connect to the existing I Street
Bridge. But, the concrete hollow box girder portion of the J Street viaduct (24C0364R) would
not be retained for reuse of the upper deck of the existing bridge. See Master Response B for
more information about the potential continued use of the existing bridge.
I.3.2

Master Response B: Use of Existing Bridge

Several comments were received regarding the future use of the existing I Street Bridge structure
for recreational and non-motor-vehicle purposes. Separate from the I Street Bridge Replacement
Project, the City of West Sacramento was awarded a Caltrans Sustainability Grant to fund
completion of a $225,000 feasibility study to analyze converting the upper deck of the existing
I Street Bridge from a vehicle crossing to a bicycle and pedestrian crossing. The project consists
of a robust community participation program and the preparation of several technical reports that
together comprise the I Street Bridge Deck Conversion for Active Transportation Feasibility
Study.
The resulting document consists of four primary elements including Community Participation,
Regulatory Compliance, Preliminary Engineering and Project Management. The feasibility study
describes in detail research and analysis results that appraise the overall technical and economic
feasibility of the project. The study also identifies the successive steps to take toward project
implementation. The I Street Bridge Deck Conversion is an important project aimed at
maintaining vital connectivity between the Washington neighborhood and Downtown
Sacramento.
It is envisioned that this historically significant transportation facility will be designed to
integrate with adjacent land use elements to both attract visitors and speak to the history of the I
Street Bridge, the two cities, and the railroad that shares it. The I Street Deck Conversion project
cannot begin until the completion of the I Street Bridge Replacement Project due to the
necessary removal of existing vehicle approach structures at the existing I Street Bridge. These
will be removed as part of the I Street Bridge Replacement Project. However, as a result of the
deck conversion feasibility study, it may be determined that a small portion of the approach
structures that connect to the existing I Street Bridge would be retained. See also Master
Response A.
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City of West Sacramento staff is working to coordinate both projects in an effort to take
advantage of both construction timing and funding opportunities.
I.3.3

Master Response C: Bridge Architecture

To set the stage for future crossings of the Sacramento River, during early planning efforts both
cities determined that new bridges over the river must have certain attributes, ultimately adopted
as a “Neighborhood Friendly Bridge” definition. Architectural and contextual attributes are
included in the definition. As adopted, a neighborhood friendly bridge is one with the following
parameters.
A facility whose primary function is local connectivity rather than regional travel and
primarily serves short local trips.
A bridge which serves all users, including motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, low energy
vehicles, and public transit riders.
A bridge with aesthetics and dimensions which are architecturally pleasing and contextually
appropriate for the adjacent neighborhoods.
A bridge that does not exceed or expand the already-planned capacity of the approach
roadways (i.e., no widening of approaches just to accommodate bridge flows).
A facility which is designed with a target speed that is equal to or less than the approach
roadways.
A bridge which reduces the growth in vehicle miles traveled in the adjacent communities.
A bridge that does not connect directly to streets which are primarily residential in character.
A bridge that is consistent with the Need and Purpose statement as articulated in the
Sacramento River Crossings Alternatives Study Summary Report (February 2011).
Some comments included suggestions and inquiries regarding the architectural design of the new
bridge. For the preparation of the EIR/EA, the type, height, length, and width of the new bridge
were established based on the Neighborhood Friendly Definition as well as operational,
structural and navigational criteria. The EIR/EA includes an assessment of the visual changes
that would result from construction of the new bridge over the Sacramento River. However, the
final aesthetic details of the bridge design are not the subject of NEPA or CEQA impact
analyses.
Following the determination of the effects of construction of a new bridge, the Cities solicited
proposals from qualified architects to develop aesthetic design concepts for the new bridge. The
process began with the identification of qualified architects that had completed projects of
similar scale to the proposed bridge. The Cities solicited both local and international firms to
submit their design qualifications. The process the Cities followed to select a bridge architect is
described on the City of Sacramento’s website at http://www.cityofsacramento.org/PublicWorks/Engineering-Services/Projects/Current-Projects/I-Street-Bridge-Replacement/ArchitectSelection-Process. The Cities selected an architect with a great vision for the project who will be
able to work with all of the various stakeholders to complete the aesthetic design of the bridge.
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The final aesthetic design criteria will be developed in cooperation with the bridge architect, but
some of the guiding principles will be how the bridge fits within the surrounding setting, and
with the overall Sacramento region history, values, and vision.
I.3.4

Master Response D: Purple Martin Mitigation

Several comments were received regarding the use of the concrete hollow box girder viaduct
structure by purple martin as nesting habitat. Commenters also noted that the viaduct is used by
bat species as well as white-throated swifts. Some commenters noted that the location of the
proposed replacement habitat to help mitigate for the removal of the J Street approach viaduct is
not suitable and instead proposes the retention of the viaduct for use by nesting purple martin.
There is consensus that purple martin are unlikely to use habitat located over the Sacramento
River because of afternoon winds that would deter the birds from entering the weep holes that
would provide access to the interior of the structure.
As described in Chapter 1 of the EIR/EA and in Master Response A, the eastbound concrete
hollow box-girder viaduct (24C0364R) is proposed to be removed, along with the other three
approach viaduct structures that connect roadways to the upper deck of the existing I Street
Bridge, consistent with the purpose and objectives of the project.
The EIR/EA identifies the significant effects of the proposed project on purple martin nesting
habitat that would result from the removal of the box girder viaduct. The Draft EIR/EA included
several mitigation measures to reduce the effects, including the creation of replacement habitat
on the new bridge structure.
Since public circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the project team met twice with the local purple
martin expert mentioned in many comment letters and a representative of the Sacramento
Audubon Society to discuss the current status of Sacramento-area purple martin colonies and
additional mitigation options suitable for the I Street Bridge colony. It was noted during the
discussions that the population of purple martins in the Sacramento region continues to decline
and that creation of replacement habitat based on a 2:1 ratio of former numbers of nesting pairs
of purple martin was above what was needed. In response to input provided by commenters that
it would be unlikely that purple martin would use nest sites located over the Sacramento River,
revised mitigation was developed to instead install new nesting habitat that would remain at the
same location as the box girder viaduct. Habitat will no longer be created on the new bridge over
the Sacramento River. Instead, the habitat removed by the demolition of the viaduct structure
will be replaced onsite. A minimum of 10 large nest boxes will be installed. An initial set of
wooden nest boxes were put in place under the viaduct in early April 2019 under the guidance of
the local expert. Mitigation was also added to the EIR/EA for the enhancement of existing
colony entrance holes at other colony locations within the city of Sacramento as well as to train
City staff regarding the biology, habitat requirements, regulatory status, and legal protection of
purple martin.
The mitigation measures are described starting on pages 2.19-46 of the EIR/EA and include the
revised and new measures. As described on page 2.19-46, demolition of the existing viaduct
structure would not occur until after all of the proposed replacement habitat is constructed and
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available for use by birds for at least one overlapping nesting season. The delay in the demolition
was selected because of the uncertainly of the replacement habitat being used by the birds and
due to the magnitude of the effect of the project on the purple martin population.
EIR/EA pages 2.19-49 and 2.19-50 also describe mitigation that mandates the development and
implementation of a minimum 10-year purple martin monitoring and management plan to assess
the success of mitigation at the I Street colony, monitor other colonies in the Sacramento region,
and make adjustments and improvements to the I Street replacement habitat. One public
comment suggests that the plan include measures in the event that martins do not use the
replacement habitat for nesting. To this point the plan measure includes the following language.
•

The monitoring and management plan will include adaptive management measures to correct
problems with I Street Bridge Project replacement habitat, make other habitat improvements,
and/or implement management recommendations within or adjacent to the [biological study
area], or at other City of Sacramento colony locations where the City has existing rights to
make modifications, in an attempt to boost nesting success. These measures may include but
would not be limited to the following.
–

A commitment to replacing poor-functioning or damaged free-standing purple martin
nesting and/or perching habitat such that there is no net loss in the amount of created
habitat.

–

A process for making and implementing recommendations on the management of
vegetation around colonies within the city of Sacramento.

Further, the purple martin monitoring and management plan’s 10-year period may be extended if
it is found that purple martins are not using the replacement habitat, or the replacement habitat is
not functioning as intended.
The revisions to mitigation for purple martin in response to public comment do not change the
impact conclusions presented in the EIR/EA. The proposed project would result in a significant
impact on the purple martin colony at the I Street Bridge and mitigation measures consistent with
the purpose and objectives of the project would not reduce the effect to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, the EIR/EA identifies the impact as unavoidable. However, the significant and
unavoidable finding does not override the requirement to implement the identified mitigation,
monitor its effectiveness, and implement adaptive management strategies to correct problems
and attempt to boost the nesting success of the purple martin population in Sacramento.
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I.4

Comments and Responses to Comments
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I.4.1

Agencies

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
I Street Bridge Replacement Project

May 2019
I-9

Appendix I. Public Comments and Responses

Comment Letter A-1, Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Jamie Cutlip
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Comment Letter A-1, Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Jamie Cutlip
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Comment Letter A-1, Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Jamie Cutlip
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Response to A-1, Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Jamie Cutlip
Response to Comment A-1-1
This comment includes an introduction and statement that SMUD is a Responsible Agency. The
comment requests that the EIR/EA acknowledge potential impacts related to transmission and
distribution line easements, utility line routing, electrical load needs/requirements, energy
efficiency, climate change, and cumulative impacts related to increased electrical delivery.
As discussed on page 2.4-4 of the EIR/EA, the project proponent will coordinate with utility
service providers prior to and during construction to avoid or minimize service interruptions.
During this coordination, issues such as transmission line easements, utility line routing, and
electrical loading will be addressed to avoid significant and cumulative impacts. It is currently
estimated that the proposed bridge will require about 120 kilowatts to open or close and another
20 kilowatts for lighting and the control house’s heating, ventilation and air conditioning system.
The peak power demand of the bridge would be equivalent to about six residential homes. The
project will be designed following current electrical efficiency standards. To minimize energy
demand, light-emitting diode (LED) lighting will be used and solar panels will be investigated.
Electricity supply could come from either side of the river. Each utility supplier will be contacted
during final design of the bridge to confirm the needed supply of power. Potential impacts of the
project relating to climate change are discussed starting on page 2.13-14 and page 3-15 of the
EIR/EA. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-1-2
This comment provides a list of considerations related to existing and future electrical service
and existing or proposed electrical facilities. As discussed on page 2.4-4 of the EIR/EA, the
project proponent will coordinate with utility service providers prior to and during construction
to avoid conflicts and minimize any potential service interruptions. No change to the Draft
EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-1-3
Please see the response to Comment A-1-2.
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Comment Letter A-2, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Juan Torres
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Response to A-2, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Juan Torres
Response to Comment A-2-1
The comment is introductory, describes the role of the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, and summarizes the project. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment A-2-2
Please see Master Response A.
Response to Comment A-2-3
Please see Master Response D.
Response to Comment A-2-4
The assessment of the contributions of the I Street Bridge Replacement Project to cumulatively
considerable impacts is included in EIR/EA Section 2.22. The assessment takes into
consideration the effects of the proposed project in combination with the effects of other known
projects, including development of the Railyards, to determine the project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts. The proposed project’s impact and contribution to the loss of purple martin
nesting habitat results from the removal of nesting habitat (the J Street approach viaduct). The
project would not contribute to effects on habitat elsewhere. On page 2.22-9 and 2.22-11, the
EIR/EA describes the project’s potential contribution to cumulatively considerable impacts on
purple martin.
The analysis of the contributions to cumulative impacts of development of the Railyards Specific
Plan Area was included in the Railyards Specific Plan Update EIR. A separate analysis of the
impacts of the Railyards project does not need to be included in the I Street Bridge Replacement
EIR/EA. The Railyards EIR concluded that the impact of Railyards development on purple
martin would be significant and unavoidable. The Railyards EIR also assumed the I Street
Bridge Replacement Project, including the removal of the approach viaducts, in its cumulative
analysis (Railyards Impact 4.3-11). No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-2-5
The commenter’s recommendation that an incidental take permit be obtained for potential effects
on Central Valley Spring-run and Winter-run Chinook salmon is noted. The EIR/EA has been
changed to list the permit in Tables S-1 and 1-1.
Response to Comment A-2-6
The project proponents recognize that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife is a
responsible agency under CEQA and understands how the Department may use the project’s
environmental document as part of future permitting actions. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is
necessary.
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Comment Letter A-3, California State Lands Commission, Cy R. Oggins
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Comment Letter A-3, California State Lands Commission, Cy R. Oggins

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
I Street Bridge Replacement Project

May 2019
I-19

Appendix I. Public Comments and Responses

Comment Letter A-3, California State Lands Commission, Cy R. Oggins
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Comment Letter A-3, California State Lands Commission, Cy R. Oggins
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Comment Letter A-3, California State Lands Commission, Cy R. Oggins
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Response to A-3, California State Lands Commission, Cy R. Oggins
Response to Comment A-3-1
This comment is introductory and also describes the regulatory jurisdiction of the State Lands
Commission. It also notes that a lease of State lands will be necessary as part of project
approvals, which is consistent with Tables S-1 and 1-1 of the EIR/EA. No change to the Draft
EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-3-2
This comment summarizes the elements of the project that could affect State sovereign land. No
change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-3-3
This comment references the process that will be undertaken to determine the architectural
design of the bridge, provides input on the design and suggests that the bridge be visually
compatible with the river corridor. Please see Master Response C. No change to the Draft
EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-3-4
This comment requests the addition of mitigation directing the halting of construction activities
if a cultural resource, including a submerged cultural resource, is encountered during
construction. The EIR/EA already contains such a measure on pages 2.7-12 and 3-71. Caltrans
and City of Sacramento procedures regarding the discovery of cultural materials will be
followed. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-3-5
The State’s title to, and the Commissions jurisdiction over resources located on or in the tide and
submerged lands of California is acknowledged. This fact does not change the impact analysis
presented in the EIR/EA. The project proponents will consult with the State Lands Commission
Staff Counsel if cultural resources on State lands are discovered during project construction. No
change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-3-6
This comment notes the proximity of other existing and proposed bridges to the proposed new
I Street Bridge and potential hazards to navigation and indicates that the project could negatively
affect watercraft navigation. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) is responsible for approving,
through issuance of a bridge permit, construction of new bridges that cross navigable waterways.
For the proposed project, the USCG reviewed preliminary designs and provided the requirements
that the project would be expected to meet in order to provide safe and efficient vessel passage,
including for the barges used to transport levee maintenance and repair equipment. The proposed
project meets the USCG design requirements, including those for the navigable channel width
provided by the bridge, and minimum vertical clearances above 200-year flood water surface
elevation for both the closed and open bridge positions.
The analysis of the effects of the project on the floodplain is described in EIR/EA Section 2.8,
Hydrology and Floodplain. EIR/EA page 2.8-9 states that the proposed bridge would result in a
negligible increase in the peak water surface elevation of 0.02 foot immediately upstream of the
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project site for 200-year, 100-year, and 50-year flood events. Therefore, the new bridge would
not impact river hydraulics. In addition, as described on page 2.8-11 of the EIR/EA, the proposed
deck freeboard clearance meets the requirements of Caltrans and the Central Valley Flood
Protection Board and the bridge is designed according to the FloodSAFE California Urban
Levee Design Criteria.
By being designed to meet the navigational requirements of the USCG, the proposed project
would not create or increase navigational hazards, including any hazards caused by derelict
structures located in the project vicinity. Routine removal of debris that may get snagged on the
bridge would occur on a schedule similar to what is required for the existing I Street and Tower
bridges. The removal of existing structures within the Sacramento River is not a requirement for
the proposed project. The project would not result in significant impacts on watercraft navigation
and no mitigation is necessary. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-3-7
This comment references California Streets and Highways Code (SHC) and the requirement to
consider the feasibility of providing public access to the Sacramento River at the bridge.
Compliance with SHC Section 1809 is separate from the provisions of CEQA. The proposed
project would not change existing river access in the project area. The project would enhance
recreational use of the banks of the river by incorporating bicycle and pedestrian facility
connections to existing and planned trail systems. The feasibility of providing access to the
Sacramento River from the I Street Bridge will be documented and considered prior to project
approval. The City of Sacramento acknowledges the need for the assessment. No change to the
Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-3-8
The discussion of the cumulative effects of the project starts on EIR/EA page 2.22-1. The
cumulative impact section describes the approach to the analysis, the impact assessment, and the
cumulative impacts to specific resource areas to which the project may incrementally contribute.
No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment A-3-9
This comment concludes the letter, notes the State Lands Commission’s role as a trustee and
responsible agency, and requests receipt of future project related documents. No change to the
Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter A-4, State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan
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Comment Letter A-4, State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan
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Response to A-4, State Clearinghouse, Scott Morgan
Response to Comment A-4-1
This letter indicates the distribution of the Draft EIR/EA by the State Clearinghouse to the
agencies indicated on the Document Details Report. Responses to the California State Lands
Commission letter are included with the original copy received on November 13, 2017. See
responses to A-3. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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I.4.2

Individuals
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Comment Letter I-1, Tim Castleman
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Response to I-1, Tim Castleman
Response to Comment I-1-1
This comment indicates that the Sacramento River Bike trail closure would significantly impact
the commenter’s bicycle rental business and asks to work with someone on this issue. See
Response to I-2, below, for more detailed information regarding this issue. No change to the
Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-2, Tim Castleman
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Response to I-2, Tim Castleman
Response to Comment I-2-1
This comment expresses an economic concern related to the proposed approximately 2-year
temporary detour of the Sacramento River Bike trail during project construction. Page 1-10 of
the EIR/EA describes the proposed detour route which includes a temporary alignment for the
trail following the temporary Jibboom Street alignment south of Railyards Boulevard. Cyclists
and pedestrians would then continue following a detour north along Bercut Drive to Richards
Boulevard, where they could then connect back to the Parkway on the west side of I-5.
Subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR/EA, the detour options were considered further. Page
1-10 of the Draft EIR/EA has been changed to indicate that the temporary re-routing of the
Sacramento River Parkway trail (described from south to north) would follow the temporary
Jibboom Street alignment to south of Railyards Boulevard. The path would then be temporarily
re-routed to pass under I-5, around the I Street Bridge project construction limits at the west end
of Railyards Boulevard. Cyclists and pedestrians would then travel north along Jibboom Street
and connect back to the trail just south of Matsui Park. The portion of Jibboom Street south of
Matsui Park would be closed to vehicular traffic during construction. The revised detour avoids
directing pedestrians and cyclists onto Bercut Drive and Richards Boulevard.
Response to Comment I-2-2
This comment is in regard to the timing of a decision to renew a commercial building lease in
relation to the proposed project. See the response to Comment I-2-1. No change to the Draft
EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-3, Fernando and Ellen Maurizio
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Response to I-3, Fernando and Ellen Maurizio
Response to Comment I-3-1
The comment is introductory and also notes support for Alternative 1. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment I-3-2
This comment acknowledges that noise barriers to reduce traffic noise are not feasible. As
described on EIR/EA page 3-33, if operational noise levels as a result of the project exceed City
of West Sacramento noise limits at a residential building façade after the application of noise
reducing pavement, additional measures will be taken to ensure building compliance with City
noise limits for interior spaces. The possible additional measures are described in detail in
EIR/EA section 3.3.6. The comment also notes concern for changes in noise levels during
construction of the proposed project. Increases in noise expected during construction of the
project are described in the EIR/EA starting on pages 2.14-6 and 3-39, and as noted on page 3-41
may temporarily exceed the applicable noise ordinance limits. Measures will be taken to reduce
construction noise to the extent feasible, however the temporary construction noise impact is
noted as significant and unavoidable (EIR/EA page 3-43). No change to the Draft EIR/EA is
necessary.
Response to Comment I-3-3
This comment notes noise from honking drivers at the intersection of 3rd and C Streets in West
Sacramento as a result of southbound vehicles on 3rd Street turning left onto C Street toward the
bridge and requests lane changes on 3rd Street. An extensive traffic analysis was conducted for
the project, as summarized in EIR/EA Section 2.5. The results of the study do not indicate the
need for intersection modification beyond what was identified for the project. The City of West
Sacramento will continue to review intersection operations to ensure efficient movement of
vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian traffic. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-3-4
This comment requests consideration of a “quiet zone” under the Federal Railroad
Administration rules in order to reduce impacts from the sound of train horns at the railroad
crossing of 3rd Street. Changes to rail operation are unrelated to and outside of the scope of the
bridge project. Establishing a quiet zone would need to be pursued separately. At this time, the
City of West Sacramento does not propose making the 3rd Street rail crossing a “quiet zone.” No
change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-3-5
The comment notes support for the mitigation measures to protect purple martin and other birds
as well as bats, and measures to reduce noise. The comment also requests consideration of new
ways to reduce construction and operational noise as part of further development of the project.
The mitigation described in the EIR/EA to reduce noise includes “quieter pavement” surfaces
and is based on the current available methods. If new or different ways to reduce traffic noise
levels become available prior to project construction, they may be considered as replacement
mitigation. During construction, appropriate measures to reduce the temporary effects of noise
will be implemented by the contractor. Possible methods are described on page 2.14-11 of the
EIR/EA. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Response to Comment I-3-6
This comment points out text on page 2.3-9 of the EIR/EA that may benefit from a clarification.
The sentence noted is not meant to indicate the absence of residential properties on C Street and
such land uses are noted in preceding sentences. The EIR/EA has been changed to indicate that
residential properties are also located along C Street and on cross streets within the project limits.
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Comment Letter I-4, JoEllen Arnold
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Response to I-4, JoEllen Arnold
Response to Comment I-4-1
Among additional protection, replacement and monitoring measures, mitigation listed in the
EIR/EA to reduce effects on bat species includes the use of exclusion devises as well as the
creation of replacement habitat on the new structure. Please see the mitigation listed on EIR/EA
pages 2.19-49 to 2.19-51. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-5, Kim Fettke
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Response to I-5, Kim Fettke
Response to Comment I-5-1
This comment notes that bats also roost in the California State Railroad Museum, adjacent to the
proposed project. The concern that during construction of the proposed project, and specifically
demolition of the bridge viaducts, the use of the California State Railroad Museum by bats may
increase, and the likelihood of bats entering the interior of the museum may also increase, is
noted. The project proponents will coordinate with the museum prior to viaduct demolition to
attempt to minimize possible increased use of the museum by bats. No change to the Draft
EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-6, Kim Fettke
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Response to I-6, Kim Fettke
Response to Comment I-6-1
This comment suggests revisions to mitigation measures proposed in EIR/EA Section 2.19,
Animals, to reduce effects on bats prior to and during the removal of the viaducts that serve as
approach structures to the existing I Street Bridge.
The commenter suggests an increase in the duration from 48-hours to 72-hours for the one-way
door devices that would be installed at viaduct vent holes and along viaduct expansion joints to
exclude both bats and birds from the structures prior to demolition. The 48-hour duration was
developed in consultation with a qualified bat biologist who confirmed that, because the
exclusion would occur during a time that bats would be active and foraging, 48 hours is enough
time to have all bats exit the structures. A change to 72 hours is not necessary. Further, after the
48-hour exclusion period, the expansion joints will be inspected and will not be sealed off until it
can be confirmed that the joints are unoccupied.
The commenter’s suggestion that surveys be conducted for two nights prior to the final exclusion
of bats from the structures was considered and declined. It was determined that observance of the
one-way door devices by a qualified biologist at locations confirmed to have contained bats
would be sufficient to verify that bats are exiting the structures and being excluded. The Draft
EIR/EA mitigation for bats has been changed to include this verification effort.
The commenter also suggests that preconstruction surveys be conducted one or more years in
advance of the project to assess bat roost habitat and mitigate appropriately. However, use of the
structures by both bats and birds is already well documented in the results of past surveys,
making the suggested surveys unnecessary. Surveys conducted for the proposed project, as well
as information from surveys conducted by others, allowed for all suitable habitat in the project
limits, whether occupied by bats or unoccupied, to be identified and mapped. Further, all suitable
habitat was considered occupied for the purposes of determining project impacts and developing
mitigation. The preconstruction surveys for bats proposed in the EIR/EA would occur in August
to check the status of potential material roosts and their locations within the structures that will
be affected by the proposed project. If maternal roosts are still active, the timing of the placement
of exclusion devices and subsequent structure demolition will be adjusted to avoid affecting
maternal and hibernating bat roosts.
Replacement habitat for bats has been designed in consultation with a qualified bat biologist and
generally follows the guidelines in California Bat Mitigation Techniques, Solutions, and
Effectiveness 1 (See EIR/EA page 2.19-51).

Johnston, D., G. Tatarian, and E. Pierson. 2004. California Bat Mitigation Techniques, Solutions, and
Effectiveness. December 29. Prepared for California Department of Transportation and California State University
Sacramento Foundation. (Project Number 239-01.)

1
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Comment Letter I-7, Bill Leddy
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Response to I-7, Bill Leddy
Response to Comment I-7-1
The comment requests consideration of separating bicycles from vehicular traffic with a vertical
separation on the roadway. At this time, a vertical separation is not proposed as part of buffering
of the bicycle lanes. Bicycle lanes on the bridge also allow for space on the roadway for disabled
vehicles and to facilitate passage of emergency vehicles. Curbing or other vertical separations
would prevent this and may cause an unsafe condition for bridge users. Bicyclists that wish to
use a separated facility may ride on the bridge’s 12-foot sidewalk which will be classified as a
multi-use path since it connects two multi-use bicycle/pedestrian facilities. No change to the
Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-8, Susan Martimo
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Response to I-8, Susan Martimo
Response to Comment I-8-1
The comment expresses support for the project in that the new bridge will accommodate both
bicycles and vehicles. No response is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-9, Rick Mocerin
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Response to I-9, Rick Mocerin
Response to Comment I-9-1
This comment expresses support for the project. No response is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-10, Steve Peterson
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Response to I-10, Steve Peterson
Response to Comment I-10-1
Please see Master Response C for information about how the bridge architecture will be
developed. Wayfinding signage will be part of riverfront improvements in both cities. No change
to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-10-2
The primary purpose of the proposed project is to replace the crossing of the Sacramento River
currently provided by the I Street Bridge. Diverting the local traffic to I-5 is not a viable
alternative to the project since I-5 does not cross the Sacramento River to connect the cities of
Sacramento and West Sacramento.
Response to Comment I-10-3
The effects of construction of the proposed project are analyzed in the EIR/EA, including in
discussions of traffic and noise. See Section 2.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities, and Section 2.14, Noise, as well as Chapter 3 of the EIR/EA for a discussion
of these topics. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-11, Russell Rawlings
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Response to I-11, Russell Rawlings
Response to Comment I-11-1
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR/EA but rather a request that future meetings be held in a
venue that is ADA accessible. The location of the I Street Bridge Replacement Project
community open house held on October 26, 2017 is the Stanford Gallery. The gallery, located at
111 I Street in Sacramento, is ADA compliant. There is a ramp that leads from the parking lot to
I Street, in addition to a ramp that leads from I Street to the building. The gallery has two sets of
double doors, both of which can be propped open to accommodate people with disabilities or
mobility constraints, including those who require the use of a wheelchair. The recommendation
to use other venues will be taken into consideration. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-12, Will Rowe
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Response to I-12, Will Rowe
Response to Comment I-12-1
This comment requests that bicycle and pedestrian access to the upper deck of the existing bridge
be retained to prevent an increase in walking and cycling trip times. No such use is proposed as
part of the I Street Bridge Replacement Project because of the restrictions of FHWA bridge
replacement funding. Please see Master Response A. There are no bicycle facilities on the
existing I Street Bridge, and the bridge has narrow sidewalks that do not comply with current
design standards. As such, the existing bridge does not safely allow for, or encourage, these
modes of travel. While commute routes and times for some travelers will change, the belowstandard conditions on the existing bridge will be eliminated. People walking and on bicycles
will still be able to cross the river at Tower Bridge and will have up-to-date facilities on the new
I Street Bridge once it is constructed.
As a separate project, the City of West Sacramento is conducting a study to determine the
feasibility of using the upper deck of the existing bridge for a recreational use, including
providing access for bicycles and pedestrians. Please see Master Response B. No change to the
Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-13, Dan Roy
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Response to I-13, Dan Roy
Response to Comment I-13-1
This comment is about development of the riverfront and is not about the proposed project. The
riverfront area between Railyards Boulevard and the existing I Street Bridge is part of the
Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan area. Development plans for the Railyards include
enhancing the riverfront area, including the creation of public spaces. Development of the
Railyards area is separate from the I Street Bridge Replacement Project. Please refer to the
website for the Sacramento Railyards for more information.
https://www.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Major-Projects/RailyardsProject/Sacramento-Railyards No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-13-2
This comment is about the outcome of the existing bridge and suggests the addition of lighting
and branding. The bridge will remain in use by the railroad. Any plans for the addition of
lighting or signage would be considered separate from the proposed project. See also Master
Response B. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-14, Peter Saucerman
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Response to I-14, Peter Saucerman
Response to Comment I-14-1
Please see Master Response C.
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Comment Letter I-15, Rosanna Southern
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Response to I-15, Rosanna Southern
Response to Comment I-15-1
The comment supports roundabouts (Alternative 2—Roundabout Intersection at Jibboom Street
and Bercut Drive). No response is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-16, Chris Tucker
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Response to I-16, Chris Tucker
Response to Comment I-16-1
See the response to comment I-7-1 for a discussion of the physical segregation of bicycle lane
and vehicle lanes. Under Alternative 2, the bicycle lanes on the bridge would merge with a
shared pedestrian/bicycle path and route through the roundabout so that bicycles are separated
from the vehicles in the roundabout. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-17, Anonymous (1)
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Response to I-17, Anonymous (1)
Response to Comment I-17-1
The Class II bicycle lanes on the roadway across the bridge will be buffered from the adjacent
vehicle lane by a 2-foot-wide painted separator. See the response to comment I-7-1 for a
discussion of the physical segregation of bicycle lane and vehicle lanes and use of the bridge
sidewalk by people on bicycles. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-18, Anonymous (2)
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Response to I-18, Anonymous (2)
Response to Comment I-18-1
This comment notes concern for one traffic lane in each direction. The results of the traffic
modeling conducted for the new bridge are included in EIR/EA Section 2.5. See Tables 2.5-8
and 2.5-13. Overall, traffic operations are shown to be better than on the existing bridge. EIR/EA
Section 1.5.4 describes why a bridge with more than two lanes was eliminated from further
discussion. Bridge designs with additional lanes resulted in lower performance for traffic
operations compared to the proposed project. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-19, JoEllen Arnold
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Response to I-19, JoEllen Arnold
Response to Comment I-19-1
This comment is not about the EIR/EA but rather is directed to the future bridge architect and
suggests use of public art monies to create bat related art and educational materials. See the
response to I-04-1 for information about replacement habitat. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is
necessary.
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Comment Letter I-20, Kim Fettke
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Response to I-20, Kim Fettke
Response to Comment I-20-1
This comment is not about the EIR/EA but rather is directed to the future bridge architect and
suggests that a bat biologist be consulted for design of bat habitat on the new structure. Design of
the replacement habitat will generally follow the guidelines in California Bat Mitigation
Techniques, Solutions, and Effectiveness 2 (See EIR/EA page 2.19-51). Final plans will be
approved by the CDFW. The suggestion to make the use of the bridge by bats a tourist attraction
similar to bridges in Austin Texas will be taken into consideration by the project team. Please
also see Master Response C. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.

Johnston, D., G. Tatarian, and E. Pierson. 2004. California Bat Mitigation Techniques, Solutions, and
Effectiveness. December 29. Prepared for California Department of Transportation and California State University
Sacramento Foundation. (Project Number 239-01.)
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Comment Letter I-21, Heather Johnson
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Response to I-21, Heather Johnson
Response to Comment I-21-1
This comment is not about the EIR/EA but rather is directed to the future bridge architect, is
similar to comment I-04-1, and also suggests bats can be a tourist attraction, like in Austin
Texas. Please see the response to comment I-04-1 and I-20-1. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is
necessary.
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Comment Letter I-22, Heather Johnson
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Response to I-22, Heather Johnson
Response to Comment I-22-1
This comment is not about the EIR/EA but rather is directed to the future bridge architect and
provides specifications for replacement bat habitat on the new bridge. Replacement habitat for
bats has been designed generally following the guidelines in California Bat Mitigation
Techniques, Solutions, and Effectiveness 3 (See EIR/EA page 2.19-51) and will be integrated into
the bridge architectural design. The comment also suggests bat-related design elements. See also
the response to comment I-20-1. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.

Johnston, D., G. Tatarian, and E. Pierson. 2004. California Bat Mitigation Techniques, Solutions, and
Effectiveness. December 29. Prepared for California Department of Transportation and California State University
Sacramento Foundation. (Project Number 239-01.)
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Comment Letter I-23, David Krasko
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Response to I-23, David Krasko
Response to Comment I-23-1
This comment is introductory. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment I-23-2
No changes are proposed to the sidewalks on the north side of C Street Between 3rd and 4th
Streets as part of the proposed project. Trees along the sidewalk will also remain. The roadway
and frontage on the south side of C Street between 2nd and 4th Streets will be modified to
accommodate the new lane configuration and improved bicycle circulation, but the sidewalk in
front of Washington Square and Metro Place will not be affected.
Response to Comment I-23-3
Parking will not be removed from project-adjacent streets with the exception of parking located
within the proposed landing of the new bridge in West Sacramento between 2nd and 3rd Streets
(the on-street parking spaces east of 3rd Street and a row of the spaces in the surface lot). The
discussion of the loss of parking is on page 2.3-6 of the EIR/EA and the creation of new parking
areas and circulation for parking access is proposed as mitigation. The mitigation is first
mentioned in the EIR/EA on page 2.3-8 under “Construct Mid-block East West Road.” A new
east/west access road south of C Street, just south of the Washington Firehouse property, will be
constructed and will include new on-street parking. The roadway will be consistent with the 2nd
Street reconfiguration shown in Washington Realized—a Sustainable Community Strategy, 4
Figures 2.81 and 2.85. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-23-4
Both the City of Sacramento and the City of West Sacramento have flood emergency
preparedness mapping documents that indicate evacuation routes in the event of levee breaches
or other significant flood events or emergencies. Recommended evacuation routes are shown on
maps on the following City of Sacramento website in the event the closure of the flood gate at
North B and 7th streets is necessary due to a flood inundation:
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/UTILITIES/EDUCATION/FLOOD-READY/FLOODDEPTH-AND-EVACUATION-MAPS. Map 18 depicts a hypothetical levee break scenario at
the American River north of Sacramento’s River District and depicts evacuation routes when the
flood gate at North B Street and 7th Street is closed. Evacuation routes in West Sacramento are
on the following City of West Sacramento website:
http://blob.cityofwestsacramento.org/city/depts/comdev/flood/emergency_preparedness/default.a
sp. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.

City of West Sacramento. 2015. Washington Realized—a Sustainable Community Strategy.
Available:<https://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=13210>.
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Comment Letter I-24, Melissa Buckley
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Response to I-24, Melissa Buckley
Response to Comment I-24-1
Mitigation is proposed for the loss of parking caused by the proposed project. Please see the
response to comment I-23-3.
Response to Comment I-24-2
No change to the sidewalks or removal of trees is proposed on C Street, including in front of
Metro Place. Please see the response to comment I-23-2.
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Comment Letter I-25, Susan Greene
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Comment Letter I-25, Susan Greene
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Response to I-25, Susan Greene
Response to Comment I-25-1
This comment is introductory and provides context. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment I-25-2
Mitigation is proposed for the loss of parking caused by the proposed project. Please see the
response to comment I-23-3.
Response to Comment I-25-3
No change to the sidewalks or removal of trees is proposed on C Street, including between 3rd
and 4th Streets. Please see the response to comment I-23-2.
Response to Comment I-25-4
This comment may be referring to EIR/EA Figure 1-2. On that figure, the legend lists red
hatching as “Remove Roadway/Bridge.” The red hatching shown across from Metro Place
indicates the proposed removal of the viaduct leading to the existing bridge, and a portion of 2nd
Street, as part of the project. These properties are owned by the City of West Sacramento. The
new bridge would connect to C Street in a different location, affecting private properties on 2nd
Street and 3rd Street. Please see Figure I-1 in Master Response A. No change to the Draft
EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter I-26, Gail Ann Overhouse, Gary Bonetti, Sandy Kay Cunha,
Michael and Carol Edmonds
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Comment Letter I-26, Gail Ann Overhouse, Gary Bonetti, Sandy Kay Cunha,
Michael and Carol Edmonds
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Response to I-26, Gail Ann Overhouse, Gary Bonetti, Sandy Kay Cunha, Michael
and Carol Edmonds
Response to Comment I-26-1
The staging locations shown in the EIR/EA are proposed options for staging and storage
activities. It is not yet confirmed that the identified properties will be selected for this use. The
proposed project is funded with federal aid that requires the Cities to comply with federal real
estate statutes and regulations including The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies act of 1970, as amended, for acquisition of permanent or temporary property
rights associated with the new bridge. This Act provides protection and benefits to property
owners including just compensation for persons whose property is acquired for any project
purpose, including a temporary lease or construction easement. Please also see Appendix C of
the EIR/EA. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-26-2
Mitigation to restore on-street parking, emergency access, and circulation to parcels currently
served by 2nd Street is described in the EIR/EA on page 2.3-8. A new east/west access road
south of C Street, just south of the Washington Firehouse property, will be constructed consistent
with the 2nd Street reconfiguration shown in Washington Realized—a Sustainable Community
Strategy, 5 Figures 2.81 and 2.85. The new roadway has not been fully designed; however it will
be designed to accommodate and restore circulation access to the properties that would be
impaired or unusable due to removal of the portion of 2nd Street shown in EIR/EA Figure 1-2.
No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-26-3
The proposed alignment of the new bridge was accessed in consultation with the U.S. Coast
Guard and selected based on the results of the Bridge Location Feasibility Study (see Chapter 1,
Section 1.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion, for more
information about considered locations and other alternatives). In West Sacramento, the
proposed project includes acquisition of real property rights to extend C Street to the east,
improve the levee for flood control and provide for recreational use of the existing levee, as
described in Chapter 1, Project Description, of the EIR/EA. Also see the response to I-26-1,
above. The new bridge does not impact the location, dimensions or regulatory environment of
the existing levee facilities or levee prism. The proposed project would construct a flood slurry
wall within the existing levee, designed as the final flood protection solution for this location.
Flood improvements cannot be constructed after the new bridge is in place without demolishing
the bridge and rebuilding it. The construction of a bicycle trail on the top of the levee does not
impact or modify the buildable or developable land area. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is
necessary.

City of West Sacramento. 2015. Washington Realized—a Sustainable Community Strategy.
Available:<https://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=13210>.
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Comment Letter I-27, Mabel Salon
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Response to I-27, Mabel Salon
Response to Comment I-27-1
This comment indicates a concern for impacts at River’s Side at Washington Square and changes
to 2nd Street in West Sacramento, and requests exploration of other alternatives. No alternatives
to the project are suggested in the comment. The effects of the project on properties along
C Street are described in the EIR/EA in multiple locations. The effects of the changes to
2nd Street north of C Street are first described in EIR/EA Section 2.3, Community Impacts. In
Section 2.3.1.3 and 2.3.2.3 the changes in parking and proposed property acquisitions are
discussed. Mitigation for the loss of parking is first mentioned in the EIR/EA on page 2.3-8
under “Construct Mid-block East West Road.” See also responses to comments I-23-2 and
I-23-3. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
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Comment Letter I-28, Rob Turner
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Comment Letter I-28, Rob Turner
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Response to I-28, Rob Turner
Response to Comment I-28-1
The comment is introductory and is in support of an architect selection process. No response is
necessary.
Response to Comment I-28-2
Please see Master Response C.
Response to Comment I-28-3
The commenter is correct that one of the stated purposes of the project is for the new bridge to
meet the requirements of the Neighborhood Friendly Bridge definition. The proposed project
meets the purpose and objectives listed on page 1-2 of the EIR/EA, including the adopted
definition of a Neighborhood Friendly Bridge. The definition relates primarily to the engineering
design, such as the elevation of the bridge in relation to the surrounding area, not the
architectural design or other details. The Neighborhood Friendly Bridge definition does however
include the following: “A bridge with aesthetics and dimensions which are architecturally
pleasing and contextually appropriate for the adjacent neighborhoods.” Nothing in the definition
of a Neighborhood Friendly bridge prevents design of a bold or iconic structure. No changes to
the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Comment I-28-4
This comment raises concerns about measures in the EIR/EA that seem to restrict the architect’s
design of lighting on the bridge. In Section 2.6, Visual/Aesthetics, Section 2.19, Animals, Section
2.20, Threatened and Endangered Species, and Chapter 3, California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Evaluation, of the EIR/EA, mitigation measures are identified to protect humans from
significant and adverse effects that could be caused by light glare from bright unshielded lights,
and protect wildlife from artificial light shining into their habitat at night, disrupting their natural
behavior. The measures would reduce or avoid significant adverse effects of artificial lighting on
both humans and wildlife. As noted by the commenter, “light pollution should be a consideration
and … wildlife and fish under the bridge need to have lighting restrictions.” It should also be
noted that appropriate lighting can also be aesthetically pleasing, unique, and innovative lighting
well suited for this new and important bridge. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-28-5
This comment requests that the EIR/EA use words like “bold” and “iconic.” The purpose of the
EIR/EA is to disclose the proposed project, its effects on the environment, and mitigation to
reduce significant or adverse effects. The EIR/EA does not limit the architectural design beyond
design elements required to mitigate any significant environmental effects, such as the inclusion
of replacement habitat for bats in the bridge design. Architectural design details are developed in
a process separate from the environmental analysis required by CEQA and NEPA. Terms such as
“bold” or “iconic” are not environmental impact criteria. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is
necessary.
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Comment Letter I-29, Port Telles
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Comment Letter I-29, Port Telles
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Response to I-29, Port Telles
Response to Comment I-29-1
This comment references and summarizes comments provided during the scoping process for the
proposed project and states that properties on 2nd Street would be blocked, suggesting that the
project would create economic blight and result in the possible use of the project area by people
who are homeless. Properties on 2nd Street would not be blocked by construction of the
proposed project as access would be provided via a new connection to 2nd Street from both C
Street and 3rd Street (described on page 1-7 of the EIR/EA and shown in Figure 1-2). The
proposed project would not change the residential use of the properties. No change to the Draft
EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-2
This comment states that the proposed project includes a tunnel through 2nd Street and raises
concerns that the tunnel could be used by people who are homeless or people who sell drugs.
However, the project does not propose to construct a tunnel for 2nd Street. North of C Street, 2nd
Street would terminate at the embankment that will support the realigned C Street and the
approach to the new bridge. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-3
The levee improvements are consistent with future development plans for the area. Levee
improvements are included in the proposed project because, while improvements to the levee
north and south of the new bridge could be constructed, once the new bridge is in place the
needed improvements could not easily be constructed under the new bridge. The levee
improvements that are part of the proposed project would not impact or alter the location of the
levee facility, require building setbacks from the levee, or result in changes to current or future
land uses adjacent to the levee.
Separate from the proposed project, buildout of and redevelopment along the West Sacramento
waterfront in the project vicinity will follow the City of West Sacramento General Plan 2035
Policy Document 6 and the Washington Specific Plan, 7 and be guided by Washington Realized—a
Sustainable Community Strategy, 8 The proposed project is consistent with the goals and policies
of the General Plan and future plans to develop in the Washington District. No change to the
Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-4
The comment asks what mitigation will be implemented for impacts on residents of 2nd Street
related to vehicular noise level changes, traffic volume changes and changes in air quality. The
EIR/EA describes the projects effects related to traffic noise starting on pages 2.14-5 and 3-31.
City of West Sacramento. 2016. City of West Sacramento General Plan 2035 Policy Document. Adopted
November 2016. City of West Sacramento Community Development Department.
Available:<https://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/government/departments/community-development/planningdivision/general-plan-2035>.
7
_____. 1996. Washington Specific Plan. Adopted by the West Sacramento City Council on May 15, 1996. West
Sacramento, CA. Available: <https://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=6785>.
8
_____. 2015. Washington Realized—a Sustainable Community Strategy.
Available:<https://www.cityofwestsacramento.org/Home/ShowDocument?id=6858>.
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Mitigation for significant changes in traffic noise levels is identified on page 3-33 and described
starting on page 3-73. Noise mitigation includes the use of a “quieter pavement” surface on
C Street, ensuring compliance with the City of West Sacramento’s noise limits for interior spaces
and using noise-reducing construction practices. Changes in vehicular traffic volumes are
described starting on pages 2.5-19 and 3-35. Mitigation for significant traffic impacts caused by
the project is identified starting on page 2.5-36 and page 3-75. The mitigation includes roadway
modifications at three West Sacramento intersections in order to improve traffic operations.
Implementation of the proposed project would result in only a negligible change in air emissions
compared to the no-project condition. Changes in air quality are described starting on pages
2.13-6 and 3-26. Mitigation for temporary changes in levels of pollutants during construction is
identified on page 3-26 and described starting on page 3-46. The identified measures in the
EIR/EA will mitigate the significant impacts of the project associated with noise, traffic and air
quality. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-5
The exposure of residents, including those on 2nd Street, to mobile source pollutants as a result
of the proposed project is addressed in the EIR/EA in Section 2.13, Air Quality, and starting on
page 3-13. The findings in the EIR/EA indicate that there would be no appreciable difference in
mobile source air toxics emissions in the study area as a result of the proposed project (EIR/EA
page 2.13-12). No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-6
The project’s roadway configurations comply with City of Sacramento and City of West
Sacramento design standards, which include providing sufficient lane configurations for safe
turning movements onto other roadways. For example, westbound drivers will be able to
properly position their vehicle for safe right turns after crossing over the bridge. No change to
the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-7
Access to the residential parcels located on 2nd Street north of C Street will be provided by a
new connection to 2nd Street from both C Street and 3rd Street, as described on page 1-7 of the
EIR/EA and shown in Figure 1-2. Residents of properties along 2nd Street will be able to enter
their homes from 2nd Street after using the new access to get to the street. No change to the Draft
EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-8
Improvements to the levees proposed as part of the project are described in the EIR/EA on page
1-8. Because the levee would be located under the new roadway approach and bridge, the levee
improvements would be constructed prior to the installation of the new roadway approach,
bridge abutments, and bridge. The project would not change the risk of flooding for residents on
2nd Street or elsewhere in the project area. The project would bring the levee segment within the
project limits up to current design standards. Floodplains in the project area are discussed in the
EIR/EA in Section 2.8, Hydrology and Floodplain. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-9
As described in EIR/EA Chapter 1, Proposed Project, the grading necessary for the levee
improvements would require relocation of the Washington Water Company water tower. The
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tower would be relocated approximately 43 feet to the northwest of its current location (EIR/EA
page 1-8). The assessment of the project’s visual changes in West Sacramento is included in the
EIR/EA starting on page 2.6-10 and a visual depiction of the change is shown in EIR/EA Figure
2.3-3. Moving the tower just over 40 feet from its current location would not change the historic
character of neighborhood and the tower would still be visible from 2nd Street and C Street.
Also, the water tower is not an historic resource under NEPA or CEQA and it is not eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-10
The assessment of the project’s effects on greenhouse gas emissions and climate change is
discussed in the EIR/EA starting on page 3-15. The results of the analysis show that the proposed
project would have a less-than-significant effect on greenhouse gas emissions. No change to the
Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment I-29-11
The City of Sacramento sent an email to the commenter to document the receipt of this comment
letter. All comments received will be considered prior to approval of the Final EIR/EA. No
change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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I.4.3

Organizations
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Comment Letter O-1, Powerhouse Science Center, Harry Laswell
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Comment Letter O-1, Powerhouse Science Center, Harry Laswell

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
I Street Bridge Replacement Project

May 2019
I-132

Appendix I. Public Comments and Responses

Response to O-1, Powerhouse Science Center, Harry Laswell
Response to Comment O-1-1
This comment is in relation to the architecture of the bridge and includes photographs of single
and double bascule bridges. Based on the river width, navigational channel and freeboard
requirements, the proposed I Street Bridge must be a tower/lift bridge. The reasons for this are
described in chapter 1 of the EIR/EA on page 1-5 and also in Section 1.5.3. Preliminary concepts
shared at public meetings were to show what having an additional bridge would be like. The
bridge’s architecture has not yet been developed or selected. Please see Master Response C for a
discussion of the process that will be followed for the architectural design of bridge.
Response to Comment O-1-2
This comment is about landscaping at the east end of the bridge. Landscaping plans have not yet
been developed but will be part of the final design process. It is the City of Sacramento’s
intention to install landscaping that is suitable for the location with consideration of adjacent
development plans. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
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Comment Letter O-2, Sacramento Audubon Society, Larry Hickey
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Comment Letter O-2, Sacramento Audubon Society, Larry Hickey
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Comment Letter O-2, Sacramento Audubon Society, Larry Hickey

Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
I Street Bridge Replacement Project

May 2019
I-136

Appendix I. Public Comments and Responses

Response to O-2, Sacramento Audubon Society, Larry Hickey
Response to Comment O-2-1
This comment is introductory and also notes opposition to the removal of the concrete hollow
box-girder portion of the bridge approach viaduct in Sacramento that supports a purple martin
nesting population. Please see Master Responses A and D.
Response to Comment O-2-2
This comment provides information on the purple martin nesting population in Sacramento. It is
not a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment O-2-3
Please see Master Response D.
Response to Comment O-2-4
The comment provides information about the purple martin colony, the birding community’s
interest in the colony and the accessibility of the bird colony to visitors. It is not a comment on
the project or the Draft EIR/EA. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment O-2-5
Please see Master Responses A and D.
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Comment Letter O-3, Central Valley Bird Club, Audubon California, Yolo
Audubon, Chris Conard (CVBC)
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Comment Letter O-3, Central Valley Bird Club, Audubon California, Yolo
Audubon, Chris Conard (CVBC)
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Comment Letter O-3, Central Valley Bird Club, Audubon California, Yolo
Audubon, Chris Conard (CVBC)
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Response to O-3, Central Valley Bird Club, Audubon California, Yolo Audubon,
Chris Conard (CVBC)
Response to Comment O-3-1
This comment is introductory and also notes opposition to the removal of the hollow box-girder
portion of the bridge approach in Sacramento that supports a purple martin nesting population.
Please see Master Response A and D.
Response to Comment O-3-2
This comment provides information on the purple martin nesting population in Sacramento. It is
not a comment on the project or the Draft EIR/EA. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment O-3-3
Please see Master Response A and D.
Response to Comment O-3-4
Please see Master Response A.
Response to Comment O-3-5
This comment is about the validity of the Railyards Specific Plan Update EIR 9 (Railyards EIR)
as it relates to the analysis included in the EIR/EA for the proposed project. The Railyards EIR
was certified by the City of Sacramento on November 10, 2016. On the same day, the City of
Sacramento also adopted a mitigation monitoring plan for that project. Since CEQA requires
analysis based on existing conditions, the existing conditions described in the Railyards EIR
includes the I Street Bridge and viaducts in their condition at the time of the preparation of the
Railyards Draft EIR. Because of this, the Railyards Draft EIR notes that its Impact 4.3-2 does not
account for the removal of the I Street viaducts and the creation of replacement habitat in the
new bridge, as proposed in the Draft EIR/EA for the proposed project. However, the Railyards
Draft EIR does account for the I Street Bridge Replacement Project in its cumulative analysis
(Railyards Impact 4.3-11). The Railyards Draft EIR notes that the demolition of the viaducts is
planned as part of the I Street Bridge Replacement Project (Railyards Draft EIR page 4.3-41).
The Railyards Draft EIR also acknowledges the replacement habitat for purple martin planned on
the new I Street Bridge as proposed in the Draft EIR/EA. Subsequent to public circulation of the
Draft EIR/EA and through coordination with local stakeholders and experts, the mitigation
proposed for purple martin was revised (see Master Response D) but the impact remains
significant and unavoidable for the proposed project and the impact findings in the Railyards EIR
remain unchanged.
Railyards EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-2(b) applies to the I Street Bridge and its viaducts in their
condition at the time of the preparation of the Railyards EIR, as well as the demolition of the
I Street viaduct, and the construction of the new bridge in the new location (Railyards Draft EIR
City of Sacramento. 2016a. Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan Update, KP Medical Center, MLS Stadium &
Stormwater Outfall Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. P15-040. SCH No. 2006032058. Prepared by
ESA for the City of Sacramento. June.
City of Sacramento. 2016b. Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan Update, KP Medical Center, MLS Stadium &
Stormwater Outfall Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. P15-040. SCH No. 2006032058. Prepared by
ESA for the City of Sacramento. October.
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page 4.3-73). The measure would also apply to the replacement habitat that would now be
installed for the proposed project.
The Railyards EIR finds the impact of Railyards development on purple martin, after mitigation
proposed for the impacts of the development, significant and unavoidable. The conclusions in the
Railyards EIR are not invalidated by the findings in the I Street Bridge Replacement Project
EIR/EA. Rather, the conclusions are consistent. No changes to the Draft EIR/EA are necessary.
Response to Comment O-3-6
The significance of impacts under CEQA are described in Chapter 3, California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Evaluation, and the unavoidable impact is specifically discussed as such on
EIR/EA pages 3-38 and 3-39. Please also see Master Response A.
Response to Comment O-3-7
Please see Master Response D.
Response to Comment O-3-8
This comment notes the popularity of and ease of access to the I Street purple martin colony by
birders and birding groups. Organized and informal visits to this section of the river would be
able to continue after the new bridge is constructed. No change to the Draft EIR/EA is necessary.
Response to Comment O-3-9
Please see Master Responses A and D.
Response to Comment O-3-10
This comment presents the conclusions of the letter. Please see Master Responses A, B and D.
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Comment Letter O-4, Environmental Council of Sacramento, Habitat 2020,
Rob Burness and Sean Wirth
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Response to O-4, Environmental Council of Sacramento, Habitat 2020, Rob
Burness and Sean Wirth
Response to Comment O-4-1
This comment describes the Habitat 2020 coalition and also references support for the comments
provided by the Sacramento Audubon Society. The Sacramento Audubon Society letter is
included in this document as O-2. Please see the responses to O-2-1 through O-2-5 and Master
Responses A and D.
Response to Comment O-4-2
This comment describes the primary focus of Habitat 2020, and requests efforts be made to
preserve the purple martin nesting population at the project site. Please see Master Responses A
and D.
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Comment Letter O-5, Western Purple Martin Working Group, Stan Kostka
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Comment Letter O-5, Western Purple Martin Working Group, Stan Kostka
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Comment Letter O-5, Western Purple Martin Working Group, Stan Kostka
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Comment Letter O-5, Western Purple Martin Working Group, Stan Kostka
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Response to O-5, Western Purple Martin Working Group, Stan Kostka
Response to Comment O-5-1
This comment is introductory, is not a comment on the Draft EIR/EA and describes the Western
Purple Martin Working Group. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment O-5-2
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR/EA but describes the regulatory status of the purple
martin and provides information about the species. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment O-5-3
This comment provides the views of the commenter regarding the importance of the habitat
provided by the I Street Bridge viaduct approach (assumed to reference the eastbound J Street
viaduct). It is not a comment on the Draft EIR/EA and no response is necessary. For information
on the removal of the concrete box girder viaduct, please see Master Response A.
Response to Comment O-5-4
Please see Master Response A and D.
Response to Comment O-5-5
Please see Master Response A and D.
Response to Comment O-5-6
Please see Master Response A.
Response to Comment O-5-7
Please see Master Response A.
Response to Comment O-5-8
Please see Master Response A and D.
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