Chapter 11—Hydrology and Water Quality
11.1 Introduction
This chapter describes the existing conditions (environmental and regulatory) relevant to hydrology
and water quality, and assesses the potential hydrology and water quality impacts of the 2020
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (proposed MTP/SCS). Where
necessary and feasible, mitigation measures are identified to reduce these impacts.
The information presented in this chapter is based on a review of existing and available information
and is regional in scope. Data, analysis and findings provided in this chapter were considered and
prepared at a programmatic level. Refer to Chapter 8 – Energy and Global Climate Change, for
discussion of increased drought, flooding, and sea-level rise, as a result of hydrologic effects of
climate change. Refer to Chapter 17 – Utilities and Service Systems, for discussion of available
surface and groundwater supplies, and the capacity of water supply infrastructure and wastewater
treatment infrastructure.
In response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP), SACOG received comments related to water quality
from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. The commenter expressed that the
Draft EIR should consider the following:


Basin Plan Water Quality Objectives



Construction Storm Water General Permit requirements



Phase I and II MS4 Permit requirements



Industrial Storm Water General Permit requirements



Clean Water Act 404 Permit requirements



Clean Water Act 401 Permit requirements



Waste Discharge Requirements for discharge into state wetlands and other waters



Dewatering Permit requirements



Regulatory Compliance for Commercially Irrigated Agriculture



Limited General Threat NPDES Permit requirements



NPDES requirements

The CEQA Guidelines note that comments received during the NOP scoping process can be
helpful in “identifying the range of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects
to be analyzed in depth in an EIR and in eliminating from detailed study issues found not to be
important.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15083.) Neither the CEQA Guidelines nor Statutes require a
lead agency to respond directly to comments received in response to the NOP, but they do require
they be considered. Consistent with these requirements, these comments have been carefully
reviewed and considered by SACOG and are reflected in the analysis of impacts in this chapter.
Appendix PD-1 includes all NOP comments received.
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11.2 Environmental Setting
11.2.1 Climate
In general, the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS experiences a Mediterranean climate with hot,
dry summers and cool, wet winters. Average high temperatures during the summer range from 80 to
90 degrees Fahrenheit in the coastal and Sierra Nevada foothills to 90 to 100 degrees Fahrenheit in
the Sacramento Valley. During winter, average low temperatures range from approximately the low
30s degrees Fahrenheit in the Sierra Nevada foothills to the low 50s degrees Fahrenheit in the
Sacramento Valley (NOAA 2019).
The climatic history of the region reflects a pattern of long dry periods, interrupted with wet, rainy
periods. Tree ring research indicates that historic droughts have lasted over a hundred years during
the Middle Ages. Droughts of several year duration are common. During rain events, large storms
can cause severe flooding. Runoff events can be especially pronounced when warm, wet storms
initiate snowpack melt. Snow accumulation in the Sierra Nevada is a primary repository for winter
precipitation that is then released during the dry summer (Carle 2004).
Precipitation varies in the plan area. Average precipitation for the 2-year, 24-hour storm event is
shown in Figure 11-1 (NOAA 2014). As illustrated, precipitation is generally highest in the northeast
of the plan area and lowest in the southwest.
11.2.2 Watersheds and Hydrology
A watershed is an area of land that drains to a common outlet; all the land that drains water to the
outflow point is the watershed for that outflow location. The watershed consists of surface water-lakes, streams, reservoirs, and wetlands--and all the underlying groundwater. Larger watersheds
contain many smaller watersheds.
Major watersheds in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS include the American River; Bear
River; Cache Creek; Cosumnes River; Feather River; Putah Creek; Sacramento River; and Yuba
River (Figure 11-2). Ultimately, most of the watersheds drain to the Sacramento-San Joaquin River
Delta. The northeast corner of the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS is in the Truckee River
watershed, which terminates at Pyramid Lake in Nevada. These watersheds and their major surface
waters, including average annual flows are summarized in Table 11-1.
The American River watershed is one of the largest watersheds in the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS and overlies Placer, El Dorado, and Sacramento counties. This watershed originates in
the high Sierra Nevada, west of Lake Tahoe, and drains west until it ultimately discharges into the
Sacramento River near the city of Sacramento. Major rivers and tributaries draining the watershed
include the North, Middle, and South Forks of the American River; the Rubicon River, and Silver
Fork Creek. Several major reservoirs in this watershed provide water storage and flood control,
including Folsom Lake, Lake Natoma, Lake Clementine, Hell Hole Reservoir, Stumpy Meadows
Reservoir, Caples Lake, Silver Lake, Loon Lake, Union Valley Reservoir, and Ice House Reservoir
(DWR 2019).
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Figure 11-1
Regional 2-year 24-hours Precipitation
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Figure 11-2
Major Watersheds in the Sacramento River Hydrologic Region
and San Joaquin River Hydrologic Region
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Table 11-1
Major Rivers and Creeks in the Plan Area of the Proposed MTP/SCS
Watershed and Watercourse
Annual Average Flows (cfs)
Outlet
American River Watershed
North Fork American River
205,005
Main Branch American River
Middle Fork American River
67,436
Main Branch American River
Rubicon River
24506
Middle Fork American River
South Fork American River
44,339
Main Branch American River
Silver Fork of the South Fork American River
17,023
South Fork American River
Main Branch American River
206,006
Sacramento River
Bear River Watershed
Bear River
87,132
Feather River
Cache Creek Watershed
Cache Creek
55,256
Sacramento River/Yolo Bypass
Colusa Basin Watershed
Sacramento River
752,006
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
Marysville Watershed
Feather River
20,230
Sacramento River
Honcut Creek
457
Feather River
Yuba River
362,006
Feather River
Bear River
87,132
Feather River
Middle Sierra Watershed
Cosumnes River
9,180
Mokelumne River
North Valley Floor Watershed
Cosumnes River
9,180
Mokelumne River
Dry Creek
269,486
Sacramento River
Sacramento Delta Watershed
Sacramento River
752,006
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
Valley-American Watershed
American River
206,006
Sacramento River
Arcade Creek
856
Sacramento River
Dry Creek
269,486
Sacramento River
Feather River
20,230
Sacramento River
Laguna Creek
377
Sacramento River
Morrison Creek
862
Sacramento River
Sacramento River
752,006
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
Valley Putah-Cache Watershed
Cache Creek
55,256
Sacramento River/Yolo Bypass
Putah Creek
7,356
Sacramento River/Yolo Bypass
Yuba River Watershed
Yuba River
362,006
Feather River
Dry Creek
269,486
Yuba River
Note: Data are for 2016 stream flows except where denoted with an asterisk (*) symbol. For those noted
exceptions, flow figures are for the most recent available data year.
Source: USGS 2019

The Bear River watershed’s boundary forms a portion of the northern border for the plan area of
the proposed MTP/SCS. The watershed overlies portions of Nevada, Placer, and Yuba counties.
This watershed originates in the lower Sierra Nevada foothills and drains to the Feather River. Bear
River flows are impounded by Camp Far West Reservoir, which is located on the northwestern
border of Placer County (DWR 2016).
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The Cache Creek watershed is located in the western portion of the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS and is within Yolo County. Cache Creek originates in the Coastal Range. It drains to the
Sacramento River and, during heavy storms, to the Yolo Bypass (DWR 2016).
The Cosumnes River watershed overlies the southern portion of the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS and is located in El Dorado, Amador, and Sacramento counties. Major surface waters in
this watershed include the Cosumnes River and Laguna Creek. The Cosumnes River originates on
the western slopes of the central Sierra Nevada and converges with the Mokelumne River in San
Joaquin County before draining to the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta. Laguna Creek is a major
tributary to the lower Cosumnes River. (DWR 2016).
The Colusa Basin watershed overlies the northeast portion of the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS and is located in Solano and Yolo counties. The Sacramento River comprises the major
surface water body. The Sacramento River originates in the Klamath Mountains and flows south for
400 miles before reaching the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and San Francisco Bay (DWR
2016).
The Marysville watershed is located in the portion of the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS in
Yuba County. Major surface waters in this watershed include the Feather, Yuba, and Bear rivers and
Honcut Creek. Honcut Creek and Yuba and Bear rivers are tributaries to the Feather River, which
ultimately drain into the Sacramento River (DWR 2016).
The Middle Sierra watershed overlies the eastern portion of the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS and is located in Placer and Sacramento counties. The Cosumnes River comprises the
watershed’s only major surface water body. Flows originate in the western slope of the Sierra
Nevada Mountain Range and empty into the Mokelumne River (DWR 2016).
The North Valley Floor watershed spans the southern portion of the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS and is located in Sacramento County. The Cosumnes River and Dry Creek are the two
major surface waters in the watershed. As discussed above, the Cosumnes River originates in the
western slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range and ends at the Mokelumne River (DWR 2016).
The Sacramento Delta watershed is located in the southeast portion of the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS within Sacramento and Yolo counties. As is the case with the Colusa Basin watershed,
the Sacramento River, which originates in the Klamath Mountains and ends at the Sacramento-San
Joaquin River Delta, comprises the single major body of surface water in the watershed (DWR
2016).
Valley American watershed is located in the central portion of the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS. The watershed overlies Sacramento, Placer, Yolo, and Yuba counties and contains the
American, Feather, and Sacramento rivers in addition to the Arcade, Dry, Laguna, and Morrison
creeks. The Sacramento River absorbs the flows of the remaining rivers and creeks, which eventually
flows into the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (DWR 2016).
Valley Putah Cache watershed is located in the eastern portion of the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS and exists primarily in Yolo County. Cache and Putah creeks comprise the major bodies
of water in the watershed. Both creeks drain in to the Sacramento River/Yolo Bypass (DWR 2016).
The Yuba River watershed originates in the Sierra Nevada and drains to the Feather River near Yuba
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City. The portion of the watershed in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS is in Yuba County.
Reservoirs impounding flows of the Yuba River include Dry Creek, Collins Lake, Englebright
Reservoir, and New Bullard’s Bar Reservoir (DWR 2016).
The Putah Creek watershed overlies a portion of the western border of the plan area of the
proposed MTP/SCS and is located in Yolo County. Putah Creek originates in the Coastal Range.
The creek is a major tributary to the Yolo Bypass (DWR 2016).
The largest watershed in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS is the Sacramento River
watershed, which encompasses almost the entire plan area. The Sacramento River originates near
Mount Shasta in the Cascades Range (Domagalski 2000). Tributaries to the Sacramento River
include the Feather River, Cache Creek, Putah Creek, Dry Creek, American River, Arcade Creek,
Morrison Creek, and Laguna Creek. The Sacramento River drains an area of approximately 43,500
square miles including all or parts of six landforms or physiographic provinces—the Great Basin,
the Middle Cascade Mountains, the Sierra Nevada, the Klamath Mountains, the Coast Ranges, and
the Sacramento Valley (Domagalski 2000). It flows south from the northern mountain ranges
through the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS before discharging into the Sacramento-San
Joaquin River Delta (DWR 2016).
The Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta receives runoff from approximately 40 percent of the state’s
land area, including surface waters traversing the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS (as described
above), and covers an area of approximately 738,000 acres. Generally, lands in the Delta are at or
below sea level and are protected from flooding by over 1,000 miles of levees. The Sacramento-San
Joaquin River Delta provides unique aquatic and riparian habitat; supports agriculture; provides
recreational activities; and is key for water distribution throughout the state (DWR 2007).
11.2.3 Flooding
Flooding can occur during large run-off events or when water impoundment structures, such as
levees and dams, fail. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) requires that urban
areas have flood protection levels to withstand a 100-year flood event (i.e., a flood with a 1-in-100
chance of occurring in any year). In addition, the Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008
requires that land use agencies use the 200-year flood event to establish the minimum level of flood
protection required for urban and urbanizing areas. Portions of the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS are in the 100-year and 200-year floodplains, as shown in Figure 11-3.
Flood hazards include erosion of infrastructure, inundation of buildings, injury or loss of human and
animal life, and the spread of waterborne diseases. Standing floodwater can destroy agricultural crops
and contaminate groundwater. Flooding can also contribute to mudslides and slope instability. Because
of the presence of regional flood hazards, flood protection features have been implemented both
upstream and downstream of the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS. A system of flow bypasses,
dams, levees, and reservoirs controls flooding within the region. Two key elements of the flood
protection system within the plan area are the Yolo and Sutter Bypasses, which function as flood
basins and divert floodwaters away from populated areas when river levels rise. The Sacramento River,
Putah Creek, and Cache Creek drain floodwaters into these bypasses. Several dams in and around the
plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS provide flood protection by regulating river and stream flows
during wet periods. The most significant of these dams are Folsom, Natoma, Englebright Narrows, Sly
Park, Ice House, Camp Far West, North Fork, Union Valley, and New Bullard’s Bar dams.
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Figure 11-3
100-Year and 200-Year Flood Plains in the Plan Area of the Proposed MTP/SCS
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Reclamation districts and local flood management agencies are also responsible for flood control
and maintenance activities. These agencies include the Placer County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District; Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA); Sacramento County
Department of Water Resources; multiple reclamation districts; American River Flood Control
District; West Sacramento Flood Control Agency; Sutter County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District; American River Flood Control District; Yolo County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District; and Yuba County Water Agency. In addition to the special flood
management agencies, the local cities and counties in the SACOG region are also responsible for
developing and enforcing local drainage standards.
TSUNAMIS AND SEICHES
A tsunami is a series of waves generated in a body of water by a rapid disturbance (e.g., submarine
seismic, volcanic, or landslide event) that vertically displaces water. The California Department of
Conservation has prepared tsunami inundation maps in coordination with the California Office of
Emergency Services (OES), the California Geological Survey, and the Tsunami Research Center at
the University of Southern California. These official maps are developed for all populated areas at
risk to tsunamis in California and represent a combination of the maximum considered tsunamis for
each area. The plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS is outside of the areas of California that the
California Department of Conservation considers at risk for tsunamis (California Department of
Conservation 2019).
Seiches are oscillations of enclosed and semi-enclosed bodies of water, such as bays, lakes or
reservoirs that are caused by strong ground motion from seismic events, wind stress, volcanic
eruptions, large landslides and local basin reflection of tsunamis. Large, enclosed or partially
enclosed water bodies, such as Folsom Lake and Lake Tahoe, are potentially susceptible. As
described further in Chapter 9 – Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Mineral Resources, the plan area of
the proposed MTP/SCS is in a region of California characterized by few faults and a generally low
ground-shaking hazard. There is a greater potential for landslides, particularly at the eastern edge of
the plan area in Placer and El Dorado counties and the western edge of the plan area in Yolo
County. There have not been any recorded large seiches in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS.
11.2.4 Groundwater Basins
Surface water infiltrates into porous soil materials and accumulates in aquifers creating groundwater
basins. Generally, groundwater levels will rise as the large inputs from spring snowmelt or storm
floods recharge the basins. Aquifer water levels may drop if pumping rates exceed recharge rates,
especially when groundwater use increases substantially during dry years. The plan area of the
proposed MTP/SCS overlies 10 groundwater basins in the Sacramento Hydrologic Region, one
basin in the San Joaquin Hydrologic region, and two in the Lahontan Hydrologic Region. Figure 114 is a map of groundwater sub-basins in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS. Table 11-2
provides information on the size, location and priority status of the 10 groundwater basins.
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Figure 11-4
Groundwater Sub-Basins in the Plan Area of the Proposed MTP/SCS
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Table 11-2
Groundwater Basin Physical Properties
Size
Average Flow Rate
Hydrologic Region
(square miles)
(gallons per minute)
North Yuba
95 1,439-1,629
Sacramento
South Yuba
170 1,439-1,629
Sacramento
Butte
415 1,439-2,540
Sacramento
Sutter
447 1,630-2,540
Sacramento
North American
535 1,439-1,629
Sacramento
South American
388 1,630-2,540
Sacramento
Solano
554 1,249-1,438
Sacramento
Yolo
845 1,439-1,629
Sacramento
Colusa
1,131 1,439-1,629
Sacramento
Capay Valley
39 unknown
Sacramento
Cosumnes
329 1,058-1,248
San Joaquin
Martis Valley
57 150
North Lahontan
Olympic Valley
1 unknown
North Lahontan
Source: DWR Water Data Library, Bulletin 118, 2004(a-e), 2006(a-e); CASGEM 2014
Groundwater Basin

Overall Basin
Priority
Medium
High
Medium
Medium
High
High
High
High
High
Low
Medium
Very Low
Very Low

DWR prioritizes California groundwater basins to help identify, evaluate, and determine the need for
additional groundwater level monitoring using eight weighted criteria. These include: overlying
population; the rate of current and projected growth of overlying population; the number of public
supply wells; total wells that draw from the basin; overlying irrigated acreage; reliance on
groundwater as the primary source of water; documented overdraft, subsidence, saline intrusion, or
other water quality degradation; and any other information determined to be relevant by DWR (i.e.,
adverse effects on habitat and streamflow (DWR 2019).
There are currently six high priority groundwater basins in the plan area: the South Yuba, North
American, South American, Solano, Yolo and Colusa groundwater basins (see Table 11-2).
Figure 9-4 in Chapter 9 – Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Mineral Resources shows subsidence risk
associated with groundwater overdraft in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS. In general, the
western Sacramento Valley has a high potential for future subsidence due to groundwater extraction
(DWR 2014). However, none of the groundwater basins in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS
are designated as critically over drafted by DWR (DWR 2016).
11.2.5 Mudflow
A mudflow is a type of mass wasting or landslide, where earth and surface materials are rapidly
transported downhill under the force of gravity. Mudflow events are caused by a combination of
factors, including soil type, soil profile, precipitation, and slope. Mudflow may be triggered by heavy
rainfall that the soil is not able to sufficiently drain or absorb. As a result of this super-saturation,
soil and rock materials become unstable and eventually slide away from their existing location. Soils
most susceptible to mudflow are saturated, loose, non-plastic, uniformly graded, and fine-grained
sand deposits.

MTP/SCS 2020
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Hydrology and Water Quality – Page 11–11

11.2.6 Water Quality
SURFACE WATER QUALITY
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine Regional Water Quality Control
Boards (RWQCBs) develop and enforce water quality standards within their boundaries. As shown
in Figure 11-5, the CVRWQCB is responsible for water quality standards in most of the plan area of
the proposed MTP/SCS. The northeast corner of the plan area is under the jurisdiction of the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (LRWQCB).
Generally, surface water quality in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS is considered sufficient
for municipal, agricultural, wildlife, and recreational uses. However, several of the larger water
bodies in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS are listed as impaired according to Section 303(d)
of the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 (33 U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq.) (See Regulatory setting
section below). Beneficial use impairments can result from several factors but are generally a result
of pollutant discharges from point and non-point sources. Point sources include discharges of
treated effluent from municipal wastewater treatment plants and wastewater discharges from
industrial and commercial facilities. Non-point source pollutants are generally a result of stormwater
runoff from urban, construction, and agricultural areas.
Water quality is expected to reflect the land uses in the watershed. Land uses within and surrounding
the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS include open space, urban, and agricultural uses. Open
space uses include grazing, timber harvesting, mining, and recreation and typically contribute
sediment, nutrients, and minerals. Urban and agricultural land uses include residential and
commercial development and small to large-lot farms and typically contribute sediment,
hydrocarbons, metals, pesticides, nutrients, bacteria, and trash. Figure 11-6 shows impaired
waterways in the plan area. Table 11-3 summarizes water quality impairments in surface waters in
the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS and the sources of these impairments.
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Figure 11-5
Regional Water Quality Control Boards in the Plan Area of the Proposed MTP/SCS
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Figure 11-6
Impaired Waterways in the Plan Area of the Proposed MTP/SCS
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Table 11-3
CWA Section 303(d)-Listed Impairments in the Plan Area of the Proposed MTP/SCS
Surface Water
American River, Lower (Nimbus Dam to
confluence with Sacramento River)
American River, North Fork
American River, South Fork (below Slab Creek
Reservoir to Folsom Lake)

Water Quality Impairments

Suspected Sources

Mercury
Mercury

Source Unknown
Source Unknown

Mercury

Arcade Creek
Bear River, Lower (below Camp Far West
Reservoir)
Bear River, Upper (from Combie Lake to Camp Far
West Reservoir, Nevada and Placer Counties)
Butte Creek (Butte County)
Butte Slough
Cache Creek, Lower (Clear Lake Dam to Cache
Creek Settling Basin near Yolo Bypass)
Camp Far West Reservoir

Diazinon

Source Unknown
Urban Runoff/Storm
Sewers

Copper

Source Unknown

Mercury
pH
Dichlorvos

Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown

Toxicity
Mercury

Chicken Ranch Slough
Colusa Basin Drain
Combie, Lake
Coon Creek (from confluence of Orr and Dry
Creeks to East Side Canal, Placer and Sutter
Counties)
Coon Creek, Lower (from Pacific Avenue to Main
Canal, Sutter County)

Chlorpyrifos
Diazinon
Mercury

Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Urban Runoff/Storm
Sewers
Agriculture
Source Unknown

Indicator Bacteria

Source Unknown

Coon Hollow Creek (El Dorado County)
Cosumnes River, Lower (below Michigan Bar;
partly in Delta Waterways, eastern portion)
Curry Creek (Placer and Sutter Counties)
Davis Creek (downstream from Davis Creek
Reservoir, Yolo County)
Davis Creek (upstream from Davis Creek Reservoir,
Yolo County)
Davis Creek Reservoir
Delta Waterways (central portion)
Delta Waterways (eastern portion)
Delta Waterways (northern portion)
Delta Waterways (northwestern portion)
Delta Waterways (western portion)
Dry Creek (Placer and Sacramento Counties)
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Toxicity
Source Unknown
DDE
(Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene) Source Unknown
Indicator Bacteria
Toxicity

Source Unknown
Source Unknown

Mercury

Source Unknown

Mercury
Mercury
DDT
(Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane)
DDT
(Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane)
Invasive Species
Diazinon
DDT
(Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane)
Indicator Bacteria

Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
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Surface Water
Duck Slough (in Delta Waterways, northern
portion)

Chlorpyrifos

Elder Creek

Chlorpyrifos

Elk Grove Creek
Englebright Lake
Feather River, Lower (Lake Oroville Dam to
Confluence with Sacramento River)
Folsom Lake
Gilsizer Slough (from Yuba City to downstream of
Township Road, Sutter County)
Gordon Slough (from headwaters and Goodnow
Slough to Adams Canal, Yolo County)
Hell Hole Reservoir
Honcut Creek (Butte and Yuba Counties)
Jack Slough
Kaseberg Creek (tributary to Pleasant Grove Creek,
Placer County)
Kaseberg Creek, unnamed eastern tributary (from
Green Grove Ln to Del Webb Blvd)
Kaseberg Creek, unnamed southeastern tributary
(from Silverado Middle School to Timber Creek
Golf Course, Placer County)
Kaseberg Creek, unnamed southern tributary
(from Baseline Road to Timber Creek Golf Course,
Placer County)
Knights Landing Ridge Cut (Yolo County)
Laguna Creek (tributary to Cosumnes River,
Sacramento County)
Live Oak Slough
Loon Lake
Main Drainage Canal
Meadows Slough (Sacramento County)
Merle Collins Lake
Miners Ravine (Placer County)
Mokelumne River, Lower (in Delta Waterways,
eastern portion)

Diazinon
Mercury

Agriculture
Urban Runoff/Storm
Sewers
Urban Runoff/Storm
Sewers
Source Unknown

PCBs (Polychlorinated biphenyls)
Mercury

Source Unknown
Source Unknown

pH

Source Unknown

Oxygen, Dissolved
Mercury
Oxygen, Dissolved
Diazinon

Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Agriculture

Toxicity

Source Unknown

Bifenthrin

Source Unknown

Bifenthrin

Source Unknown

Bifenthrin
Oxygen, Dissolved

Source Unknown
Source Unknown

Toxicity
Oxygen, Dissolved
Mercury
Oxygen, Dissolved
Mercury
Mercury
Oxygen, Dissolved

Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown

Zinc

Morrison Creek
Morrison Slough
Natoma, Lake
Natomas Cross Canal (Sutter County)
Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (aka Steelhead
Creek, downstream of confluence with Arcade
Creek)

Diazinon
Diazinon
Mercury
Mercury

Source Unknown
Urban Runoff/Storm
Sewers
Agriculture
Source Unknown
Source Unknown

PCBs (Polychlorinated biphenyls)

Source Unknown
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Surface Water
Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (aka Steelhead
Creek, upstream of confluence with Arcade Creek)
New Bullards Bar Reservoir
North Canyon Creek (El Dorado County)
Oregon Creek (Yuba and Sierra Counties)
Oxbow Reservoir (Ralston Afterbay, El Dorado and
Placer Counties)
Pleasant Grove Creek
Pleasant Grove Creek, South Branch
Pleasant Grove Creek, South Branch, unnamed
southeastern tributary (from east of Sierra View
Country Club to confluence with Pleasant Grove
Cr, South Branch)
Pleasant Grove Creek, unnamed northern
tributary (from Greywood Circle to confluence
with Pleasant Grove Creek)
Pleasant Grove Creek, unnamed northern
tributary (from Mt Tamalpais Dr to confluence
with Pleasant Grove Creek)
Putah Creek (Solano Lake to Putah Creek Sinks;
partly in Delta Waterways, northwestern portion)
Rock Creek (Placer County)
Rollins Reservoir
Sacramento River (Red Bluff to Knights Landing)
Sacramento River (Knights Landing to the Delta)
Sacramento San Joaquin Delta
Sacramento Slough
Simmerly Slough (Yuba County)
Slab Creek Reservoir (El Dorado County)
Snake River (Butte and Sutter Counties)
Solano, Lake

Water Quality Impairments
PCBs (Polychlorinated biphenyls)
Mercury
Indicator Bacteria
Copper

Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown

Mercury
Pyrethroids
Pyrethroids

Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown

Bifenthrin

Source Unknown

Bifenthrin

Source Unknown

Bifenthrin

Source Unknown

Mercury
Indicator Bacteria
Mercury
Mercury
Mercury
Chlordane
Mercury
Toxicity
Mercury
Chlorpyrifos
Mercury

Resource Extraction
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Agriculture
Source Unknown
Construction/Land
Development
Urban Runoff/Storm
Sewers
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Channel Erosion
Source Unknown
Agriculture
Source Unknown
Source Unknown
Agriculture
Source Unknown
Agriculture

Squaw Creek

Sedimentation/Siltation

Strong Ranch Slough
Sutter Bypass
Sycamore Slough (Yolo County)
Truckee River
Tule Canal (Yolo County)
Wadsworth Canal
Willow Slough (Yolo County)
Willow Slough Bypass (Yolo County)
Winters Canal (Yolo County)
Wolf Creek (Nevada County)
Yankee Slough (Placer and Sutter Counties)

Chlorpyrifos
Mercury
Oxygen, Dissolved
Sedimentation/Siltation
Boron
Diazinon
Toxicity
Indicator Bacteria
Diazinon
Indicator Bacteria
Chlorpyrifos
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Surface Water
Yuba River (confluence of North and Middle Yuba
Rivers to Englebright Lake)
Yuba River (Englebright Lake Dam to Feather River,
Lower)
Yuba River, North Fork
Yuba River, South Fork (Headwaters to Spaulding,
Lake)
Source: CalEPA 2019

Water Quality Impairments

Suspected Sources

Mercury

Source Unknown

Mercury
Mercury

Source Unknown
Source Unknown

pH

Source Unknown

GROUNDWATER QUALITY
Generally, groundwater quality in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS is considered sufficient
for municipal and agricultural uses, despite several localized areas with documented contamination,
as discussed above. Constituents of concern to public water purveyors include total dissolved solids
(TDS), radon, and various species of arsenic, nitrogen, iron, manganese, and chromium. These
pollutants may result from both anthropogenic and natural inputs. Table 11-4 describes the general
water quality concerns in specific basins.
Table 11-4
Groundwater Basin Quality
Sub-basin
North Yuba
South Yuba
East Butte
Sutter
North American

Overall Quality
Good – Excellent
Good
Not Characterized
Good – Excellent
Acceptable

Number of Wells
Tested for
Contaminants
27
38
30

Constituents with MCL Exceedances
(Contaminated Wells)

Radiological (1), nitrates (1), VOCs (2)
Primary organics (2), VOCs (1)
Primary organics (1), nitrates (2)
None
265
Primary inorganics (7), Radiological (2),
VOCs and SVOCs (6)
South American
Good - Excellent
144
Primary inorganics (2), Radiological (1),
nitrates (1), VOCs and SVOCs (8)
Solano
Good
71
Primary inorganics (1), nitrates (8),
pesticides (3), VOCs and SVOCs (1)
Yolo
Good
61
Primary inorganics (3), nitrates (1), VOCs
(1)
Localized areas have high manganese, fluoride, magnesium,
Colusa
Good
sodium, iron, chloride, total dissolved solids, ammonia, and
phosphorous.
Capay Valley
Good
Several
None
Cosumnes
Good
26
Pesticides (1)
Martis Valley
Good - Excellent
None
Olympic Valley
Good - Excellent
None
MCL = Maximum Contaminant Level allowed in drinking water
VOC = Volatile Organic Chemical
SVOC = Semi-volatile Organic Chemical
Source: DWR 2006a; DWR 2006b; DWR 2006c; DWR 2006d; DWR 2006e; DWR 2004a; DWR 2004b; DWR 2004c;
DWR 2004d; DWR 2004e
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11.3 Regulatory Setting
11.3.1 Federal Regulations
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM
FEMA administers the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) to provide subsidized flood
insurance to communities that comply with FEMA regulations that limit development in
floodplains. FEMA issues flood insurance rate maps (FIRMs) for communities participating in the
NFIP. These maps delineate flood hazard zones in the community. The locations of FEMAdesignated flood zones in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS are illustrated in Figure 11-3.
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION (FERC) LICENSING
FERC licenses hydroelectric power projects. These projects divert impounded water to generate
electricity. They affect the hydrological system by altering the volume, timing, and temperature of
river flows. FERC has issued licenses for hydroelectric projects on Deadwood Creek; Butte Creek;
Sacramento River; Middle and South Forks of American River; South Fork, North Fork, West
Branch, and Mainstem Feather River; Oregon Creek; South Yuba River; Putah Creek; Bear River;
and, Mokelumne River. Several of these rivers have multiple projects (FERC 2019).
CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA) OF 1972
USEPA is the federal agency responsible for water quality management and administration of the
Clean Water Act (CWA). The USEPA has delegated most of the administration of the CWA in
California to SWRCB. Much of the responsibility for implementation of the SWRCB’s policies is
delegated to the RWQCBs, as described below.
The CWA of 1972 (33 U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq. mandates cooperative effort by federal, state, and
local governments to implement pollution control measures. Except for Section 404 fill or dredge
discharge permits, the U.S. EPA has delegated implementation and enforcement of the CWA
sections below to the SWRCB and its nine RWQCBs. The CWA is intended to improve the quality
of the nation’s waters using a framework of standards, technical tools, and financial assistance to
address pollution and poor water quality.
The CWA is the primary federal law that protects the quality of the nation’s surface waters, including
lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands. It operates on the principle that all discharges into the nation’s
waters are unlawful unless specifically authorized by a permit; permit review is the CWA’s primary
regulatory tool.
Section 303(d) – Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
Section 303(D) requires states, territories, and authorized tribes to develop a list of water-quality
limited segments of rivers and other water bodies under their jurisdiction. The SWRCB, Lahontan
RWQCB, and Central Valley RWQCB identify waters that do not meet water quality standards and
develop plans to address polluted bodies (CWA Section 303(d) and California Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act). Section 303(d) establishes the total maximum daily load (TMDL) process to
assist in guiding the application of California water quality standards. It requires the water board to
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identify streams with impaired water quality (i.e., streams that are affected by the presence of
pollutants or contaminants) to establish the TMDL or the maximum quantity of a particular
contaminant that a water body can assimilate without experiencing adverse effects. CWA Section
303(d) also requires the state to identify water bodies that do not meet water quality standards and
thus exhibit impaired beneficial uses. Impaired waterbodies in the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS are listed in Table 11-3
Section 401 – Water Quality Certification
The SWRCB, CVRWQCB, and LRWQCB issue CWA Section 401 permits when dredged or fill
materials will be discharged in navigable waters or surface waters that are hydrologically connected
to navigable waters. The Regional Water Quality Control Board often issues Section 401 permits in
connection with USACE’s issuance of Section 404 permits. Under the Section 401 program, the
SWRCB must protect all waters, but has special responsibility for wetlands, riparian areas, and
headwaters, because these waterbodies have high resource value, are vulnerable to filling, and are not
systematically protected by other programs. The SWRCB also has primary Section 401 jurisdiction
related to licensing and re-licensing of hydroelectric projects under the Federal Power Act. Under
the Section 401 program, the SWRCB also regulates hydromodification impacts. The Section 401
program encourages basin-level analysis and protection, because some functions of wetlands,
riparian areas, and headwater streams—including pollutant removal, flood water retention, and
habitat connectivity—are expressed at the basin or landscape level (SWRCB 2015).
Section 402 – National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
The CWA requires that National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits be
obtained for any discharges to surface waters by a point source and for municipal and industrial
stormwater discharges. The CWA prohibits discharging pollutants through a point source into a
water of the United States without an NPDES permit. NPDES permits contain limits on types of
discharge, monitoring and reporting requirements, and other provisions to ensure that the discharge
does not impair water quality or public health. In California, the SWRCB and its RWQCBs
administer the NPDES Program, as discussed below.
The SWRCB has been delegated permit authority for the NPDES Program from the U.S. EPA. The
following paragraphs provide additional details on NPDES permits and specific sections of the
CWA that apply to specific activities related to projects in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS,
including construction and effluent discharge.
Municipal Permit Program
Water agencies serving more than 100,000 residents are required to have a Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer Systems (MS4) Stormwater Program Phase I permit. The CVRWQCB has issued a unified
Municipal Stormwater NPDES permit for stormwater discharge from the County of Sacramento
and cities of Citrus Heights, Elk Grove, Folsom, Galt, Rancho Cordova, and Sacramento
(CVRWQCB 2019a). CVRWQCB has also issued MS4 Phase II permits, which address discharges
not covered by Phase I, to areas with fewer than 100,000 residents (CVRWQCB 2019a).
Jurisdictions with Municipal Stormwater Phase I or Phase II permits must develop and enforce
ordinances and regulations to reduce the discharge of sediments and other pollutants in runoff,
including developing a Comprehensive Stormwater Management Program. Permit holders must also
verify compliance through monitoring, recording, and reporting on effluent. The LRWQCB has
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issued an MS4 permit to Placer County, which includes the small municipalities in the plan area of
the proposed MTP/SCS (SWRCB 2013).
The Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership, which includes the County of Sacramento and the
Cities of Citrus Heights, Elk Grove, Folsom, Galt, Rancho Cordova and Sacramento, has prepared a
Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento Region (Sacramento Stormwater Quality
Partnership 2018). This manual is intended to satisfy the regulatory requirements of each
jurisdiction’s respective municipal stormwater permits. The manual outlines planning tools and
requirements to reduce urban runoff pollution to the maximum extent practicable from new
development and redevelopment projects.
Caltrans Stormwater Program
The SWRCB issued a special statewide permit (Order No. 99-06-DWQ, re-issued September 19,
2012 under Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ) regulating all stormwater discharges from Caltrans-owned
conveyances (e.g., roads, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, storm drains),
maintenance facilities, and construction activities. Caltrans also has a Storm Water Management Plan
(SWMP) that describes the procedures and practices used to reduce or eliminate the discharge of
pollutants to storm drainage systems and receiving waters (SWRCB 2012a).
Construction Storm Water General Permit
The SWRCB requires dischargers whose projects disturb one or more acres of soil, or whose
projects disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total
disturbs one or more acres, obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Storm
Water Associated with Construction Activity Construction General Permit Order No. 2012-0006DWQ. The Regional Water Quality Control Board enforces the permits (SWRCB 2012b).
Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading and disturbances to the ground
such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to
restore the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The General Permit requires project
proponents to implement specific sampling and analytical procedures to determine whether the
BMPs used at permitted construction sites are effective. The project proponent must propose
control measures consistent with the state’s permit, and develop a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) for each site, which includes BMPs to reduce potential impacts.
Industrial Storm Water General Permit
Industries such as mining, lumber and wood products facilities, petroleum refining, metal industries,
and some agricultural product facilities such as dairies are subject to the NPDES program Industrial
Storm Water General Permit Order 2014-0057-DWQ. New industrial activities are required to
comply with the requirements of the Industrial General Permit, which include preparing a SWPPP,
monitoring, and reporting (SWRCB 2014).
Section 404 – Discharge of Dredge or Fill Material
USACE issues Section 404 permits when dredged or fill materials will be discharged in navigable
waters or surface waters hydrologically connected to navigable waters, including oceans, bays, rivers,
streams, lakes, ponds, and wetlands. Project applicants must obtain a permit from USACE for all
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, before
proceeding with a proposed activity. Before any actions that may adversely affect surface waters are
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carried out, a delineation of jurisdictional waters of the United States must be completed, following
USACE protocols, to determine whether the permit study area encompasses wetlands or other
waters of the United States that qualify for CWA protection. These include areas within the ordinary
high water mark of a stream, including non-perennial streams with a defined bed and bank and any
stream channel that conveys natural runoff, even if it has been realigned; as well as seasonal and
perennial wetlands, including coastal wetlands.
Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as areas “inundated or saturated by surface or ground
water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR
Section 328.3, 40 CFR Section 230.3). Refer to Chapter 6 – Biological Resources for more
information on wetland regulation.
CALIFORNIA TOXICS RULE
In 2000, EPA established the California Toxics Rule, which sets water quality criteria for priority toxic
pollutants and other provisions for water quality standards to be applied to inland surface waters,
enclosed bays and estuaries for all purposes and programs under the Clean Water Act (EPA 2014).
SECTION 10 OF THE RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT OF 1889
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of 1889 (33 U.S.C. Sections 401, 403, 407)
requires a permit for constructing structures, working in, or affecting waters of the United States,
including wetland habitats subject to inundation by ordinary high waters (33 C.F.R. Section 329.11 (a)).
FEDERAL AND STATE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT OF 1968
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (16 U.S.C. Sections 1271–1287) prohibits federal agencies
from assisting in the construction of water resources projects that would have a direct and adverse
effect on the protected rivers. This includes construction in the bed or on the banks of the river.
The following designated river sections are located in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS
(Caltrans 2014):


American River, Lower: Nimbus Dam to Sacramento River confluence. Length: 23 miles.
Management: State of California Resources Agency and Sacramento County. It was
designated as “recreational” in 1981.



American River, North Fork: Near Heath Springs to the Iowa Hill-Colfax Road bridge
crossing. Length: 38.3 miles. Management: Tahoe National Forest and BLM. It was
designated as “wild” in 1978.

The two rivers listed above are also components of the California Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
The California System also contains a section of Cache Creek from 1/4 mile below Cache Creek
Dam to Camp Haswell, and the North Fork of Cache Creek from the Highway 20 Bridge to the
confluence with the main stem (Caltrans 2014).
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SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT OF 1974
The Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. Section 300(f) et seq.) is the principal federal law
protecting drinking water quality. It empowers U.S. EPA to set drinking water quality standards and
oversee water providers that implement the standards. It includes provisions for protecting surface
waters and wetlands to support drinking water quality.
EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990 – PROTECTION OF WETLANDS
The objective of Executive Order 11990 is to minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of
wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. It requires
federal agencies to consider alternatives to wetland sites and limit potential damage if an activity
affecting a wetland cannot be avoided. The Order applies to: acquisition, management, and
disposition of federal lands and facilities construction and improvement projects that are
undertaken, financed or assisted by federal agencies; and federal activities and programs affecting
land use, including but not limited to water and related land resources planning, regulation, and
licensing activities. The procedures require the determination of whether or not the proposed
project will be in or will affect wetlands. If so, a wetlands assessment must be prepared that
describes the alternatives considered (FEMA 2010a). This order would apply to any proposed future
projects, if construction related to the CWA Section 404 permit falls under any of the applicable
categories listed above, or if federal funds are used for construction.
EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988 – FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT
The objectives of Executive Order 11988 are to reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact
of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial
values served by flood plains. It applies to federal agencies for the following actions: acquiring,
managing, and disposing of federal lands and facilities; providing federally-undertaken, financed, or
assisted construction and improvements; conducting federal activities and programs affecting land
use, including but not limited to water and related land resources planning, regulation, and licensing
activities. It requires that federal agencies complete the following steps for projects that have
potential impacts to or within floodplains:
1. Determine if a proposed action is in the base floodplain (that area which has a one percent
or greater chance of flooding in any given year).
2. Conduct early public review, including public notice.
3. Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating in the base floodplain, including
alternative sites outside of the floodplain.
4. Identify impacts of the proposed action.
5. If impacts cannot be avoided, develop measures to minimize the impacts and restore and
preserve the floodplain, as appropriate.
6. Reevaluate alternatives.
7. Present the findings and a public explanation.
8. Implement the action.
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This order would apply to any proposed future projects, if construction related to the CWA Section
404 permit falls under any of the applicable categories listed above, or if federal funds are used for
construction (FEMA 2010b).
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE ACT OF 1968/FLOOD DISASTER PROTECTION ACT OF 1973
Alarmed by increasing costs of disaster relief, Congress passed the National Flood Insurance Act of
1968 (42 U.S.C. Section 4001 et seq.) and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C.
Section 4002 note). The intent of these acts was to reduce the need for large, publicly funded flood
control structures and disaster relief by restricting development on floodplains. The National Flood
Insurance Act requires FEMA to maintain the FIRM, which defines areas of federal flood hazard.
The maps are based on Army Corps of Engineers studies and indicate the location of 100- and 500year flood areas, as well as the base flood elevation. Rural and wilderness areas are typically not
mapped by FEMA (Sacramento County 2010).
To document FIRM amendments, FEMA releases a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) and includes a
full description of any modifications. LOMRs are based on the implementation of physical measures
that affect the hydrologic or hydraulic characteristics of a flooding source and thus result in the
modification of the existing regulatory floodway, the effective Base Flood Elevations, or the Special
Flood Hazard Area (FEMA 2019).
FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT ORDINANCES
Once FEMA provides a community with the flood hazard information upon which floodplain
management regulations are based, the community is required to adopt a floodplain management
ordinance that meets or exceeds the minimum NFIP regulations. The purpose of the floodplain
management regulations is to ensure that participating communities take into account flood hazards,
to the extent that they are known, in all official actions relating to land management and use.
11.3.2 State Regulations
CENTRAL VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION PLAN (CVFPP)
AB 5 (Stats. 2007, ch. 366) and SB 5 (Stats. 2008, ch. 302) renamed the Department of Water
Resources Reclamation Board as the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB), and expanded
its size, duties, and powers, including a requirement that the CVFPB prepare and adopt a Central
Valley Flood Protection Plan by 2012. The CVFPB works together with State and local agencies to
reduce the risk of catastrophic flooding in California’s Central Valley. The CVFPB adopted the
Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP), which guides California’s participation in managing
flood risk along the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River systems, in 2012. The CVFPP proposes
a systemwide investment approach for sustainable, integrated flood management in areas currently
protected by facilities of the State Plan of Flood Control (SPFC) and must be updated every 5 years.
The 2017 CVFPP Update refines the overall near-term and long-term investment needs established in
the CVFPP and includes recommendations on policies and financing that aim to support
comprehensive flood risk management actions locally, regionally, and system-wide.
In addition, the program required that cities and counties in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Valley
amend their general plans and zoning ordinances to be consistent with a newly adopted flood plan
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within 36 months of flood plan adoption and established other flood protection regulations for local
land-use decisions consistent with the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan. Further, SB 5
established higher standards of flood protection (generally 200-year protection) for urban and
urbanizing areas (defined as areas of at least 10,000 residents, or which will grow to 10,000 by the
year 2022). Other non-urban areas remain subject to the pre-existing 100-year standard for
protection (Yolo County 2009). The CVFPB works with USACE to control flooding along the
Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and tributaries (DWR 2012).
ASSEMBLY BILL (AB) 162
AB 162 (Stats. 2007, ch. 369) requires local governments to consider flood risks in their general
plans (after January 1, 2009), including:


annually review areas covered by the general plan that are subject to flooding as identified by
FEMA or the DWR;



include flood hazards in the safety element of their general plan, with goals, policies, and
objectives for the protection of the community;



for communities/counties within the Central Valley, submit the safety element to the
CVFPB for review; and



consider flood risk in evaluating the available land suitable for urban development if the
flood protection infrastructure required for development would be impractical due to cost or
other considerations.

PORTER-COLOGNE WATER QUALITY CONTROL ACT (PORTER-COLOGNE ACT) OF 1969
Water quality in California is governed by the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (PorterCologne Act) of 1969 (Wat. Code Section 13000 et seq.). This law implements the CWA and assigns
overall responsibility for water rights and water quality protection to the SWRCB. It also directs the
nine statewide RWQCBs to develop and enforce water quality standards within their boundaries
(Wat. Code Section 13000 et seq.).
BASIN PLANS
The Porter-Cologne Act provides for the development and tri-annual review of Water Quality
Control Plans (Basin Plans) that designate beneficial uses of California’s major rivers and
groundwater basins and establish narrative and numerical water quality objectives for those waters.
Basin Plans are primarily implemented by using the NPDES permitting system to regulate waste
discharges so that water quality objectives are met. Basin Plans provide the technical basis for
determining waste discharge requirements, taking enforcement actions, and evaluating clean water
grant proposals. The plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS is covered by the Water Quality Control
Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin River Basin (CVRWQCB 2018) and by the
Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region North and South Basins (LRWQCB 2016).
ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY
California’s antidegradation policy, formally known as the Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality Waters in California (SWRCB Resolution No. 68-16), restricts degradation of surface and
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ground waters. It protects waters where existing quality is higher than necessary for the protection of
beneficial uses. Any actions that can adversely affect water quality in all surface and ground waters
must 1) be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State, 2) not unreasonably affect
present and anticipated beneficial use of the water, and 3) not result in water quality less than that
prescribed in water quality plans and policies. Any actions that can adversely affect surface waters
are also subject to the federal antidegradation policy (40 C.F.R. Section 131.12) developed under the
Clean Water Act (SWRCB 1968).
STATE WATER BOARD MANAGEMENT MEASURES
The SWRCB has adopted Management Measures to address nonpoint source pollution. These are 1)
voluntary implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), 2) regulatory based
encouragement of BMPs, and 3) adopted effluent limits.
Management Measure 3.1A requires development of a watershed protection program to: (1) avoid
conversion, to the extent practicable, of areas that are particularly susceptible to erosion and
sediment loss; (2) preserve areas that provide important water quality benefits and/or are necessary
to maintain riparian and aquatic biota; (3) protect, to the extent practicable, the natural integrity of
water bodies and natural drainage systems associated with site development—including roads,
highways, and bridges; (4) limit increased impervious surfaces; and (5) provide education and
outreach to address sources or nonpoint pollution. Management Measure 3.1A is supported by state
Water Code Section 13000 et seq. (TMDL), and federal Clean Water Act Sections 303 (TMDL), 401
(water quality certification for watershed-level developments, such as HCPs, planned community
developments), and 402 (NPDES).
Management Measure 3.1B requires that project proponents plan, design, and develop sites to: (1)
protect areas that provide important water quality benefits, necessary to main riparian and aquatic
biota, and/or are particularly susceptible to erosion and sediment loss; (2) limit increases of impervious
areas; (3) limit land disturbance activities such as clearing and grading, and cut-and-fill to reduce
erosion and sediment loss; and (4) limit disturbance of natural drainage features and vegetation.
Management Measure for Urban Areas 3.1B is supported by federal Clean Water Act Section 401.
Management Measure 3.1C (New Development) requires: (1): by design or performance: (a) after
construction has been completed and the site is permanently stabilized, reduce the average annual
TSS loadings by 80 percent (for the purposes of this measure, an 80 percent TSS reduction is to be
determined on an average annual basis); or (b) reduce the post-development loadings of TSS so that
the average annual TSS loadings are no greater than pre-development loadings; and (2): to the extent
practicable, maintain post-development peak runoff rate and average volume at levels that are similar
to pre-development levels. Management Measure 3.1C is supported by federal Clean Water Act
Section 402(p), which regulates post-construction impacts.
Management Measure 3.2A requires that project proponents: (1): reduce erosion and, to the extent
practicable, retain sediment on site during and after construction; and (2): prepare and implement,
prior to land disturbance, an effective, approved erosion and sediment control plan or similar
administrative document that contains erosion and sediment control provisions. Management
Measure for Urban Areas 3.2A is supported by federal Clean Water Act Sections 303, 401, and 402,
and state Fish and Game Code sections 1 et seq., and 1600-1607.
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Management Measure 3.2B (Construction Site Chemical Control) requires lead agencies to: (1) limit
application, generation, and migration of toxic substances; (2) ensure proper storage and disposal of
toxic materials; (3) apply nutrients at rates necessary to establish and maintain vegetation without
causing nutrient runoff to surface waters; and (4) prepare and implement, before the use or storage
of toxic materials on site, an effective, approved chemical control plan or similar administrative
document that contains chemical control provisions. Management Measure 3.2B is supported by the
same laws as Management Measure 3.1C, in addition to state Health and Safety Code Sections 58000
and 251000, which give the California Department of Toxic Substances Control authority to permit
and regulate the storage, treatment and disposal of hazardous waste.
Management Measure 3.3A (Existing Development) requires development and implementation of
watershed management programs to reduce runoff pollutant concentrations and volumes from
existing development. Management Measure 3.3A is supported by the same state and federal laws as
3.1A. Additionally, Government Code sections 65000 et seq. and 66410 et seq. authorize cities and
counties to adopt ordinances and rules, including enforcement via inspection, fines, infractions,
misdemeanors, stop work orders, and police powers to protect public health, safety and welfare, and
declare, prohibit and abate nuisances.
Management Measure 3.4A (New Onsite Disposal Systems (OSDSs)) and 3.4B (Operating OSDSs)
relate to the prevention of discharge of pollutants to the surface, and to the extent practicable, into
groundwater. Management Measures 3.4A and 3.4B are supported by the state Porter-Cologne
Water Quality Control Act, which requires basin plans. Cities and counties determine OSDS criteria
and set permit and inspection requirements. Cities and counties may also use enforcement tools
described under 3.3A.
Management Measure 3.5A (Planning, Siting and Developing Roads and Highways) requires that
lead agencies plan, site, and develop roads and highways to: (1) protect areas that provide important
water quality benefits or are particularly susceptible to erosion or sediment loss; (2) limit land
disturbance such as clearing and grading and cut and fill to reduce erosion and sediment loss; and (3)
limit disturbance of natural drainage features and vegetation. Management Measure 3.5A is
supported by the federal Clean Water Act Sections 401, 402, state Government Code Sections 65000
et seq. and 66410 et seq., and the state Fish and Game Code Sections 1 et seq., and Section 16001607 (streambed alteration permits to control for erosion and sedimentation).
Management Measure 3.5B (Bridges) requires that lead agencies site, design, and maintain bridge
structures so that sensitive and valuable aquatic ecosystems and areas providing important benefits
are protected from adverse effects. Management Measure 3.5B is supported by the same state and
federal laws as Management Measure 3.5A.
Management Measure 3.5C (Construction Projects [Roads, Highways and Bridges]) requires that
lead agencies: (1) reduce erosion and, to the extent practicable, retain sediment on site during and
after construction; and (2) before land disturbance, prepare and implement an approved erosion
control plan or similar administrative document that contains erosion and sediment control
provisions. Management Measure 3.5C is supported by the same state and federal laws as
Management Measure 3.5A.
Management Measure 3.5D (Construction Site Chemical Controls [Roads, Highways and Bridges])
requires that lead agencies: (1) limit application, generation, and migration of toxic substances; (2)
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ensure the proper storage and disposal of toxic materials; and (3) apply nutrients at rates necessary
to establish and maintain vegetation without causing significant nutrient runoff to surface water.
Management Measure 3.5D is supported by the same state laws as Management Measure 3.2B,
described above.
Management Measure 3.5E requires lead agencies to incorporate pollution prevention procedures
into the operation and maintenance of roads, highways, and bridges to reduce pollutant loadings to
surface waters. Management Measure 3.5E is supported by federal Clean Water Act Section 402,
which the SWRCB uses to require Construction General permits and SWPPPs; and Government
Code sections 65000 et seq, Section 66410 et seq.
Management Measure 3.5F requires lead agencies to develop and implement runoff management
systems for existing roads, highways, and bridges to reduce runoff pollutant concentrations and
volumes entering surface waters by: (1) identifying priority and watershed pollutant reduction
opportunities (e.g., improvements to existing urban runoff control structures), and (2) establishing
schedules for implementing appropriate controls. Management Measure 3.5F is supported by the
same state and federal laws as Management Measure 3.5E.
Management Measures 5.1A (Physical and Chemical Characteristics of Surface Waters), 5.1B
(Instream and Riparian Habitat Restoration), and 5.1C (Eroding Streambanks and Shorelines)
require project proponents to study the potential impacts of proposed channelization and channel
modification, and then develop and implement plans to protect against undesirable impacts,
including erosion. These Management Measures for hydromodification are supported by federal
Clean Water Act Section 401 and state Fish and Game Code sections 1 et seq., and 1600–1607.
STATE IMPLEMENTATION POLICY
The Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and
Estuaries of California of 2005 (State Implementation Policy) addresses a gap in water quality
standards covering priority toxic pollutants. The SIP established the policy for development of new
standards for a variety of toxic pollutants, as required by the Clean Water Act. It applies to
discharges of toxic pollutants into California’s inland surface waters, enclosed bays, and estuaries
subject to regulation under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969 (Wat. Code
Section 13000 et seq.) and the CWA. Such regulation may occur through the issuance of NPDES
permits, the issuance or waiver of waste discharge requirements, or other regulatory approaches.
CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME CODE
Under Sections 1600–1616 of the California Fish and Game Code, CDFW regulates projects that
affect the flow, channel, or banks of rivers, streams, and lakes. Projects that involve construction
near or across a river, stream, or lake are required to comply with these regulations. Section 1602
requires public agencies and private individuals to notify and enter into a streambed or lakebed
alteration agreement with CDFW before beginning construction of a project that will:


divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream,
or lake; or



use materials from a streambed.
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section 1602 contains additional prohibitions against the disposal or deposition of debris,
waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it can pass
into any river, stream, or lake.

Sections 1601–1607 may apply to any work undertaken within the 100-year floodplain of any body
of water or its tributaries, including intermittent stream channels. In general, however, it is construed
as applying to work within the active floodplain and/or associated riparian habitat of a wash, stream,
or lake that provides benefit to fish and wildlife. Sections 1601–1607 typically do not apply to
drainages that lack a defined bed and banks, such as swales, or to very small bodies of water and
wetlands such as vernal pools.
SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ACT OF 2014
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) provides a framework for sustainable
management of groundwater supplies by local authorities, with a limited role for state intervention
only if necessary, to protect the shared aquifer and its groundwater resources. The act requires the
formation of local groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs) that must assess conditions in their
local water aquifer basins and adopt locally-based management plans by 2022 that address
sustainable groundwater levels.
California’s 515 groundwater basins are classified into one of four categories; high-, medium-, low-,
or very low-priority based on components identified in the California Water Code Section 10933(b).
Basin priority determines which provisions of California Statewide Groundwater Elevation
Monitoring (CASGEM) and SGMA apply in a basin. SGMA requires governments and water
agencies of high and medium priority basins to halt overdraft and bring groundwater basins into
balanced levels of pumping and recharge.
CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, FLOOD RELATED COMPONENTS
As required by SB 5 (Stats. 2007, ch. 364.) (SB 5), the California Building Standards Commission
adopted regulations for new construction, changes of use and substantial improvements and
restoration of substantial damage to certain building types in the Central Valley Flood Protection
plan area where flood levels are anticipated to exceed three feet for the 200-year flood event
(California Building Code 2010). These requirements are consistent with FEMA requirements for
non-residential development in a 100-year flood plain.
Section 3106 of the California Building Code applies to new or replacement mechanical and
electrical systems proposed within flood hazard areas. This section only allows the placement of
mechanical and electrical systems below the base flood elevation if properly protected to prevent
water from entering or accumulating within the system components. Section 3107 of the California
Building Code applies to structures in the FEMA designated “A” Zones. All floors below the base
flood elevation must be constructed and engineered to be flood-resistant, or the floor must only be
used for storage, parking, access or foyers.
CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE
Chapters 4 and 5 of the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) include mandatory
measures for residential and nonresidential development, respectively. For residential projects that
disturb less than 1 acre and are not part of a larger common plan of development, Section 4.106.2
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requires that stormwater drainage during construction be managed through use of on-site retention
basins and filtration systems where stormwater is conveyed to a public drainage system, and/or via
compliance with a stormwater management ordinance. Section 5.106.1 requires newly constructed
nonresidential projects and additions of less than 1 acre to prevent the pollution of stormwater
runoff because of construction through compliance with a local ordinance or implementing BMPs
that address soil loss and good housekeeping to manage equipment, materials, and wastes.
POTENTIAL FLOODING – DAM INUNDATION ACT
California Code Section 8589.4, commonly referred to as the PFDI Act, requires that sellers of real
property disclose to prospective buyers of real property if the property is located within an area of
potential flooding as shown on an inundation map prepared by the local organization, utility or
owner of the dam and approved by the California OES. Disclosure must be made if a seller has
knowledge that the property is located within an area of potential flooding, or inundation, or if the
local jurisdiction has compiled a list of properties that are within an area of potential flooding or
inundation, and a notice has been posted at the offices of the county recorder, county assessor, and
county planning agency that identifies the location of the parcel list. The PFDI Act also requires
local governmental organization, utility, or owner of a designated dam to submit dam inundation
maps. The OES is required to review and approve maps that have been prepared and submitted to
ensure that the maps meet all requirements before providing approved copies to appropriate public
safety agencies of any local jurisdiction likely to be affected so that emergency procedures can be
adopted for the evacuation and control of populated areas.
CAL EMA DAM INUNDATION MAPPING
Pursuant to the California Code of Regulations Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 2, Subchapter 4, dam
owners must submit flood routing information, land surveys to delineate the floodplain, and a
technical report to support a dam failure inundation map to the California Emergency Management
Agency. The purpose of the program is to provide decision support for emergency preparedness
planning, mitigation, response to, and recovery from potential damage to life and property from
dam inundation flood waves. Based upon approved inundation maps, or the delineated areas, cities
and counties with territory in the mapped areas are required to adopt emergency procedures for the
evacuation and control of populated areas below the dams. The technical study must contain
information about dam specifications, physical conditions affected by the dam, including
downstream areas and floodwater routing, and the areas that could be affected by a dam failure. The
requirements of the technical study can also include modeling of worst-case breaching parameters
and identification of the downstream hazard potential from partial or complete failure of the dam.
The technical study and dam inundation map must be updated when a dam is enlarged. Figure 11-7
in the Environmental Setting section is a map showing dam inundation in the plan area.
DELTA PROTECTION COMMISSION
The Delta Protection Act of 1992 (PRC Section 29760 et seq.) recognized the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta as a natural resource of statewide, national, and international significance, containing irreplaceable
resources. It created the policy to recognize, preserve, and protect those resources, and established the
Delta Protection Commission (DPC). DPC was charged with creating the Land Use and Resources
Management Plan for the Primary Zone, which was adopted in 1995 (DPC 2015). The Primary Zone is
the legally designated portion of the Delta that has statewide significance; it falls under the principal
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Figure 11-7
Dam Failure Inundation Areas in the Plan Area of the Proposed MTP/SCS
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jurisdiction of DPC. Local jurisdictions with lands in the Primary Zone have amended their general plans
to incorporate the management plan (Sacramento County 2010; Yolo County 2009). In 2010, DPC
amended the management plan to reflect changes since adoption, such as newly identified endangered
species, effects of climate change, flood control issues, increased recreational use, water quality changes,
habitat loss, road and utility construction, and urbanization. DPC has initiated an update to the plan.
11.3.3 Regional and Local Regulations
INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLANS
An Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) is a comprehensive planning document
to encourage regional strategies for management of water resources. According to the rules
developed in the DWR’s Region Acceptance Program, the stakeholders within a region may apply to
become an IRWM region. An adopted IRWMP is a prerequisite for achieving grant funds that are
distributed by the DWR.
The following IRWMPs have been developed in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS:


IRWM Region No. 1 - American River Basin.



IRWM Region No. 6 – Cosumnes, American, Bear, Yuba.



IRWM Region No. 22 - North Sacramento Valley.



IRWM Region No. 34 – Tahoe-Sierra.



IRWM Region No.45 - Westside (Yolo, Solano, Napa, Lake, Colusa).



IRWM Region No. 46 - Yuba County.

The only part of the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS that is not included in an IRWM Plan
is the southwestern “panhandle” of Sacramento County. This area is the Primary Zone of the
Delta; therefore, its water resources planning will be closely aligned with Delta Vision
implementation (RWA 2009).
FLOOD CONTROL AND STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
In addition to flood levees and other facilities managed by the USACE and DWR, local cities,
counties, and flood control agencies in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS are responsible for
designing, constructing, and maintaining local flood management facilities, as well as evaluating the
flood hazard of construction projects in their jurisdiction. Cities and counties also have local codes
and ordinances that meet FEMA flood insurance and State flood protection regulations intended to
limit flood risk. To be eligible for federal emergency management agency flood insurance, project
funding and post flood assistance, each geographic area must conform to FEMA flood management
requirements as well as state requirements for continued participation in the National Flood
Insurance Program. The City of Roseville, El Dorado County, and Special Districts such as
Sacramento’s SAFCA and all others have flood management programs, zone districts and
regulations that are reviewed and found acceptable to FEMA using FEMA definitions and
standards.
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City and county drainage and stormwater management manuals are intended to provide specific
hydrology and hydraulic criteria for a region. The purpose of these manuals is to provide consistent,
specific guidance and requirements for stormwater management, including regulation of the
development process, to achieve stormwater management objectives. Each individual manual
provides criteria for how increases in runoff and stormwater volume due to development must be
mitigated. In general, all increases in runoff must be appropriately mitigated back to existing peak
flows. Some jurisdictions such as Placer County require more stringent mitigation where the flows
must be mitigated to less than existing conditions. Flows may be reduced through use of a
combination of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques and detention/retention basins (Placer
County 2016). The Drainage or Stormwater Management Plan of the city or county where a specific
transportation or land use project occurs will have applicable policies, programs, and mitigation
measures.
GENERAL PLANS
Local planning policies related to hydrology and water quality are also established in each
jurisdiction’s general plan. In general, jurisdictions have policies in place that establish objectives and
policies related to flood protection and safety, water quality, water conservation, and wastewater
runoff. General plans must generally contain seven elements: 1) land use, 2) circulation, 3) housing,
4) conservation, 5) open space, 6) noise, and 7) safety. The Conservation, Open Space and Safety
elements are the most relevant to hydrology and water quality:


Conservation. Applies to conservation, development, and use of natural resources (e.g., soils,
forests, rivers and other water bodies, and harbors). May also cover watershed protection,
land or water reclamation, prevention or control of the pollution of streams and other
coastal waters, regulation of land uses along stream channels and in other areas required to
implement the conservation plan (e.g., buffer areas), to control or correct soil erosion, and
for flood control.



Open Space. Applies to the preservation of natural resources, including fish and wildlife
habitat, rivers, streams, bays and estuaries, and open space.



Safety. Applies to the potential risk of death, injuries, property damage, and economic and
social dislocation resulting from floods and other hazards. Other locally relevant safety
issues, such as emergency response, may also be included.

11.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
11.4.1 Methods and Assumptions
This program-level analysis assesses the potential environmental impacts related to hydrology and
water quality that could result from implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS. This impact
analysis looks at each significance criterion individually, assessing how implementation of the
proposed MTP/SCS, including components of the projected land use pattern and planned
transportation improvements, such as impervious surfaces, pollutant sources, and construction
activities. may impact existing hydrology and water quality. It compares the general location of the
projected land use pattern and transportation improvements to existing resources, such as 303-d
listed water bodies, groundwater basins, flood hazard areas, levees, dam inundation areas, and seiche
zones, and describes how the proposed MTP/SCS would be subject to existing federal, State, and
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local laws, regulations, and plans that are in place to avoid adverse changes in existing hydrology and
avoid or substantially lessen contaminants within stormwater and non-stormwater flows and within
surface and groundwaters in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS
By 2040, implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would result in a land use pattern and
transportation network that is different from existing conditions. Unless otherwise stated, “existing
conditions” in the proposed MTP/SCS refers to conditions in the baseline year of 2016. The
proposed MTP/SCS uses 2016 because it is the most recent year for which comprehensive land use,
demographic, traffic count and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) data are available for the SACOG
region. Chapter 1 – Introduction includes a more detailed discussion of the baseline year for the
proposed MTP/SCS. Exceptions to the 2016 baseline include the following:


Listed Water Bodies. The SWRCB Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List of Water Quality
Limited Segments was last updated in 2010. Therefore, the 2010 dataset is used in the
analysis.



Basin Plans. The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Sacramento River
and San Joaquin River Basin Plans are updated on a continuing basis, with the most recent
update published in 2016 and 2018. The updates are the most reliable source of
documented information on hydrological conditions within the groundwater and surface
water basins in the MTP/SCS plan area.



Housing in Flood Hazard Areas. The data related to projected housing units that would

be located in designated flood hazard areas was generated from SACOG’s projections for
housing units in the region. Using GIS, SACOG extracted unit counts of projects within
100-year flood hazard areas (FEMA Effective Flood Plains) and 200-year flood hazard
areas (USACE Comprehensive Study –Floodplains developed from 2002 Sacramento and
San Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive Study).

For each impact, implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS is assessed on three levels. First,
impacts are assessed at the regional level for the entire plan area. Second, impacts are assessed for
the plan area’s five Community Types: Center and Corridor Communities, Established
Communities, Developing Communities, Rural Residential Communities, and Lands Not Identified
for Development. And third, implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS is assessed in terms of its
impacts to the region’s High Frequency Transit Areas (HFTAs). Refer to Chapter 2 – Project
Description for a full description of the Community Types and HFTAs and the projected land use
pattern and planned transportation improvements within these areas.
The analysis assumes implementing agencies would ensure hydrology and water quality resources are
treated in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations as part of project
planning, design and engineering.
11.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance
For the purposes of this EIR, SACOG has determined that adoption and/or implementation of the
proposed MTP/SCS would result in significant impacts under CEQA, if any of the following would
occur:
HYD-1

Violate any water quality standards or wastewater requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality.
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HYD-2

Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management.

HYD-3A Substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including alteration of the course of a
stream or river or addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion or siltation.
HYD-3B Substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including alteration of the course of a
stream or river or addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner that would substantially
increase rates or amounts of surface runoff and result in flooding.
HYD-3C Substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including alteration of the course of a
stream or river or addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner that would create or
contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems, such that the construction of new, expanded, or relocated
facilities that could cause significant effects is required, or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff.
HYD-4

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation.

HYD-5

Conflict with or obstruct the implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan.

HYD-6

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements resulting from
construction or other soil disturbance activities.

11.4.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
IMPACT HYD-1: VIOLATE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OR WASTEWATER REQUIREMENTS OR OTHERWISE
SUBSTANTIALLY DEGRADE SURFACE OR GROUNDWATER QUALITY.
Regional Impacts
The following addresses two potentially substantial adverse impacts to water quality due to
implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS: urban runoff caused by increased impervious surfaces
and discharges of constituents to federal Clean Water Act Section 303(d)-listed waters. Impacts
related to runoff due to drainage pattern alterations and construction activities are also analyzed in
Impacts HYD-3A (with respect to erosion), HYD-3B (with respect to rates and amounts of runoff),
HYD-3C (with respect to polluted runoff and exceeding the capacity of stormwater drainage
systems), and HYD-6 (regarding potential violation of water quality standards).
The projected land use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS would increase the volume of stormwater
and non-stormwater runoff by adding impervious surfaces, such as new paved areas, building
rooftops, and parking lots, to the region, including areas underlain by groundwater basins.
Development under the projected land use pattern would also increase the amount of managed
landscaping areas in the region that could provide a source of nutrients, weed abatement herbicides,
and irrigation runoff. Anticipated runoff contaminants include sediment and common urban
pollutants (e.g., pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, oil and grease, nutrients, metals [generated by the
wear of automobile parts]), bacteria, and trash. Contributions of these contaminants to stormwater
and non-stormwater runoff could degrade the quality of receiving waters (surface water and
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groundwater) if not properly managed. During the dry season, vehicles and other urban activities
release contaminants on impervious surfaces and in landscaped areas, where they can accumulate
until the first storm event. During this initial storm event, or first flush, the concentrated pollutants
would be transported via runoff to stormwater drainage systems. Contaminants can also be released
during the dry season due to over-irrigation and other urban water uses (e.g., car washing, hosing
down paved surfaces). Runoff during storm events and non-stormwater flows (e.g., over-irrigation)
can transport contaminants into stormwater drainage systems that discharge into rivers, agricultural
ditches, sloughs, and channels and ultimately could degrade the water quality of any of these water
bodies. Contaminated runoff can also infiltrate into groundwater basins and negatively affect
groundwater quality.
The Section 402 NPDES MS4 Phase I and Phase II permits required under the CWA, which cover
all local jurisdictions as well as large institutional users, require agencies and developments to
implement SWMPs, which in turn require the implementation of source and treatment control
measures. Proponents (public agencies and private developers) of construction projects that disturb
one or more acres of soil or whose projects disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger
common plan of development that in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain a
Construction General Permit from SWRCB. The project proponent must propose control measures
consistent with the state’s permit and develop a SWPPP for each site, which includes BMPs to
address potential effects on water quality. These control measures may include conserving natural
areas, protecting slopes and channels, and minimizing impervious areas. Selection and
implementation of these measures would occur on a project-by-project basis depending on project
size and stormwater treatment needs. NPDES MS4 permittees are also required to develop and
enforce ordinances and regulations to reduce the discharge of sediments and other pollutants in
runoff and must verify compliance. New development that would introduce 10,000 or more square
feet of new impervious surfaces would be required under Provision C.3 of the NPDES program to
incorporate LID strategies such as stormwater reuse, onsite infiltration, and evapotranspiration.
Most development under the projected land use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS would be
subject to these requirements.
In addition, all projects, including those that would disturb less than one acre, would be subject to
the CALGreen requirements related to stormwater drainage that have been designed to prevent or
reduce discharges of sediments, chemicals, and wastes through BMPs that include on-site retention
and filtration. Smaller projects may also be subject to additional requirements, which vary by local
jurisdiction. In many cases, stormwater drainage measures and compliance with RWQCB Municipal
Regional Stormwater Permit Order No. 2011-0083 Provision C.3 may be required by local
jurisdictions as standard conditions of approval for building permit applications.
Typical BMPs used to meet regulatory standards during project operation, as required by
CALGreen, are described below. These measures protect surface and groundwater quality by
removing or substantially lessening the amount of pollutants that flow off-site and into surface or
groundwater.


Design roadway and parking lot drainage to run through grass median strips that are
contoured to provide adequate storage capacity and to provide overland flow, detention, and
infiltration before runoff reaches culverts or detention basins. Oil and sediment separators
or absorbent filter systems may also be installed within the storm drainage system to provide
filtration of stormwater before discharge to reduce the potential for water quality impacts.

MTP/SCS 2020
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Hydrology and Water Quality – Page 11–36



Use integrated pest management techniques (i.e., methods that minimize the use of
potentially hazardous chemicals) in landscaped areas.



Handle, store, and apply potentially hazardous chemicals in accordance with all applicable
laws and regulations.



Implement an erosion control and revegetation program designed to allow re-establishment
of native vegetation on slopes in undeveloped areas as part of the long-term sediment
control plan.



Use alternative discharge options to protect sensitive fish and wildlife populations in areas
where habitat for fish and other wildlife would be threatened by facility discharge.

Several waterbodies in the study area, including major rivers, creeks, and tributaries have been
identified under Clean Water Act Section 303(d) as being impaired by a variety of contaminants,
including pesticides (chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, and Group A pesticides), mercury, copper, zinc,
pathogens, and exotic species. These constituents originate from a variety of sources, but generally
include agricultural activities, such as irrigation runoff, and urban non-point sources of runoff from
landscaping, rooftops, trash, and illegal dumping.
Under Section 303(d) of the CWA, states evaluate water quality-related data and information to
develop a list of waters that do not meet established water quality standards (impaired) and develop
a TMDL for every pollutant/waterbody combination on the list. This includes the development of a
loading capacity that is allocated among various point sources and non-point sources. Table 11-3
shows waters in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS with Clean Water Act Section 303(d)-listed
impairments. Permits for point sources are issued through the NPDES program. Where TMDLs
have been established, compliance with the standards (which is required through the NPDES
permitting process) would substantially address the potential to contribute additional pollutants to
303(d)-listed water bodies. As such, projects associated with the projected land use pattern would
not be expected to contribute to violations of water quality standards.
Under the CWA listing, these water bodies have no remaining assimilative capacity or ability to
accommodate additional quantities of these contaminants, irrespective of concentration. To address
impaired waters, the SWRCB has several permit processes for municipal stormwater and
construction runoff. In addition, several jurisdictions in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS
have adopted BMPs and ordinances that address runoff resulting from new development. Although
the waterways are listed as impaired, development of the of the proposed MTP/SCS consistent with
NPDES regulations would not result in a net increase of the pollutants for which the waterways are
listed.
Although the projected land use pattern would result in a net increase of impervious surfaces, regional
growth and the projected land use pattern associated with the proposed MTP/SCS would not
substantially degrade water quality in violation of water quality standards or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater quality because existing federal, state, and local regulations and
oversight are in place to specify mandatory actions that reduce, treat, infiltrate, and manage stormwater
runoff and would adequately address potential for projects to result in violation of water quality
standards, or wastewater requirements. Compliance with the applicable regulatory requirements
outlined above and in Section 11.2 would eliminate or substantially lessen pollutants in runoff that
would impact surface or groundwater quality. Therefore, the regional impacts associated with
violating any water quality standards or wastewater requirements or otherwise substantially
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degrading surface or groundwater quality from implementation of the projected land use pattern of
the proposed MTP/SCS are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-1. No mitigation
is required.
Planned transportation improvements would include a variety of improvements such as new express
lanes, auxiliary lanes, roadway widening, increased transit service, and other maintenance and
rehabilitation projects that would increase the amount of impervious surface in the region. Planned
transportation improvements would require similar drainage control measures as those described
above for land development, including LID measures. Projects such as the creation of express lanes,
or repaving projects where there is no substantial change in the drainage patterns or exposure to
stormwater pollutants, would have minimal-to-no adverse effect on water quality in stormwater and
non-stormwater runoff during operation.
New impervious surfaces required for streets or highways could have minor effects on the receiving
waters, water that filters into the ground, and groundwater basins, all of which could be affected by
pollutants in the runoff from proposed future projects. Table 11-5 is a list of planned transportation
improvements crossing 303(d) impaired bodies of water. As discussed above for the projected land
use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS, specific regulations are in place to substantially reduce the
adverse water quality effects of construction and operational activities on receiving waters.
Table 11-5
Proposed MTP/SCS Planned Transportation Improvements Crossing Impaired Bodies of Water
Improvement
Type
Impaired Water Body
Latrobe Rd/White Rock Rd Connector
Road New
Carson Creek (from wastewater treatment
(New Road)
plant to Deer Creek)
I-5 and I-80 HOV Connectors and Lanes Highway HOV
American River, Lower
to Downtown
Lanes
I-80 HOV Across the Top (Longview
Highway HOV
Sacramento River (Knights Landing to the
Drive to Sacramento River)
Lanes
Delta)
SR 51 Transition Lane (American River
Highway Auxiliary American River, Lower
Bridge to Exposition Boulevard)
Lanes
SR 51 Transition Lane (Exposition
Highway Auxiliary American River, Lower
Boulevard to E Street)
Lanes
Wilton Rd (Grant Line Road to City
Road Widening
Deer Creek (Sacramento County)
limit)
Lower American River Crossing
Bridge Project
American River, Lower
Main Ave. (Sacramento City limit to
Road Widening
Natomas East Main Drainage Canal
Norwood Avenue)
(Steelhead Creek, downstream of
confluence with Arcade Cr.)
Sutter's Landing Bridge
Bridge Project
American River, Lower
Elkhorn Blvd. (Sacramento City limit to
Road Widening
Natomas East Main Drainage Canal
Watt Avenue)
(Steelhead Creek, downstream of
confluence with Arcade Cr.)
Elverta Road (Rio Linda Boulevard to
Road Widening
Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (aka
Sacramento International Airport)
Steelhead Creek, downstream of
confluence with Arcade Cr.)
Hazel Ave Widening, Phase 1 (US 50
Road Widening
American River, Lower
Interchange to Curragh Downs Drive)
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Improvement
Sunrise Blvd. (Madison Avenue to Gold
Country Boulevard)
Winding Way (Auburn Boulevard to
Garfield Avenue)
I-80 / U.S. 50 Bus/Carpool Lanes (Mace
Boulevard in Davis to Downtown
Sacramento)
Sacramento River Crossing (Sacramento
to West Sacramento)
Sacramento River Crossing (Sacramento
to West Sacramento)
Sutter SR-99 Corridor Widening
(Nicholas Avenue/Garden Highway to
Sacramento Ave.)
Pease Rd. (North Township Road to SR
99)
Riego Rd Widening (SR 99 to Placer
County)
SR 20 10th St. Bridge Improvements

Type
Road Widening

Impaired Water Body
American River, Lower

Road Widening

Arcade Creek

Highway HOV
Lanes

Tule Canal; Sacramento River (Knights
Landing to the Delta)

Bridge Project

Sacramento River (Knights Landing to the
Delta)
Sacramento River (Knights Landing to the
Delta)
Feather River, Lower (Lake Oroville Dam to
Confluence with Sacramento River)

Feather River Bridge at 5th St (SR 99 to
SR 65/70)
Lake Washington Blvd. (Jefferson
Boulevard to Palamidessi Bridge)
South River Rd. (US 50 on-ramp to
Stonegate Drive)

Bridge Project

Feather River Parkway (3rd Street to SR
70)

Road
Realignment /
Bypass
Road
Realignment /
Bypass
Highway Safety,
Operations & ITS

Wheatland Pkwy. (Future north
terminus of SR 65 to SR 65 near South
Beal Road)
Route 70 at Feather River Blvd. (SR 70 /
Feather River Boulevard interchange)
Source: SACOG, State Water Board 2011

Bridge Project
Highway Capacity
Road Widening

Live Oak Slough

Road Widening

Main Drainage Canal

Bridge Project

Feather River, Lower (Lake Oroville Dam to
Confluence with Sacramento River)
Feather River, Lower (Lake Oroville Dam to
Confluence with Sacramento River)
Sacramento Deep Water Ship Channel

Road Widening
Road Widening

Sacramento River (Knights Landing to the
Delta); Sacramento Deep Water Ship
Channel
Feather River, Lower (Lake Oroville Dam to
Confluence with Sacramento River)
Bear River, Lower (below Camp Far West
Reservoir)
Bear River, Lower (below Camp Far West
Reservoir)

Planned transportation improvements where Caltrans is the lead agency are covered by the Caltrans
Stormwater Program. This permit regulates all stormwater discharges from Caltrans-owned
conveyances, maintenance facilities and construction activities. Caltrans also has a Storm Water
Management Plan that describes the procedures and practices used to reduce or eliminate the
discharge of pollutants to storm drainage systems and receiving waters. Guidance documents have
also been developed by Caltrans to implement stormwater BMPs in the design, construction, and
maintenance of highway facilities. The need for, and design of, BMPs would be dictated by the
project-level SWPPP and the presence of surrounding sensitive resources. During the SWPPP
development process, BMPs aimed at reducing erosion and subsequent sediment transport, such as
silt fencing, fiber rolls, sandbag barriers, and slope stabilization, would be identified to substantially
reduce or eliminate the discharge of pollutants into receiving waters, including 303(d)-listed water
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bodies. SWPPP requirements also would apply to other implementing agencies for planned
transportation network improvements.
During operations and maintenance of planned transportation improvements, operational BMPs
would prevent substantial water quality degradation in compliance with applicable stormwater runoff
discharge permits. Operation-phase BMPs would be evaluated during the development of drainage
designs and would consider factors such as permanent stabilization of disturbed soil and natural
stormwater quality treatment. They may include LID, hydromodification measures, and erosion
control/revegetation efforts. Planned transportation improvements where local agencies are the lead
agency are subject to local and state regulations for runoff prevention. Adherence to local and state
regulations would ensure that development would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
For projects that discharge to 303(d)-listed impaired water bodies, compliance with established
TMDLs that target the removal of the pollutants causing the impairment would be required.
Transportation network improvements and programs associated with the proposed plan would not
substantially degrade water quality in violation of applicable water quality standards. Therefore, the
regional impacts associated with violating any water quality standards or wastewater requirements or
otherwise substantially degrading surface or groundwater quality from implementation of the
planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS are considered less than
significant (LS) for Impact HYD-1. No mitigation is required.
Localized Impacts
Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities, Developing Communities, Rural Residential
Communities, and Lands Not Identified for Development in the proposed MTP/SCS
As described above at the regional scale, there are existing regulations that protect water quality,
preventing the release of stormwater and other discharges that could degrade surface or
groundwater quality. Development within the Community Types would adhere to federal, state, and
local regulations. This includes adherence to NPDES permit requirements and SWRCB
Management Measures for Urban Areas (described in the state regulatory settings section of this
chapter), as well as the LID requirements that apply to smaller developments.
Planned transportation improvements where Caltrans is the lead agency are covered by the Caltrans
Stormwater Program, as described under regional impacts. Planned transportation improvements
where local agencies are the lead agency are subject to local and state regulations for runoff
prevention, as described above for regional impacts and Impact HYD-6. Adherence to local and
state regulations would ensure that development would not otherwise substantially degrade surface
or groundwater quality.
Therefore, water quality impacts in Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities,
Developing Communities, Rural Residential Communities, and Lands Not Identified for
Development associated with violating any water quality standards or wastewater requirements or
otherwise substantially degrading surface or groundwater quality from implementation of the
projected land use pattern and planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS are
considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-1. No mitigation is required.
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High Frequency Transit Area Impacts
Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County High Frequency Transit Areas
HFTAs are located near public transportation opportunities. Because HFTAs are highly urbanized,
most of the land development and transportation improvements would occur in areas where there
are existing impervious surfaces and engineered water conveyance infrastructure is in place. The
potential to contribute stormwater runoff or other discharges that would violate water quality
standards or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality would be addressed
through adherence to existing regulations and compliance with established permitting processes.
Planned transportation improvements where Caltrans is the lead agency are covered by the Caltrans
Stormwater Program, as described under regional impacts. Planned transportation improvements
where local agencies are the lead agency are subject to local and state regulations for construction
and non-construction runoff prevention, as described under regional impacts and Impact HYD-6.
Adherence to local and state regulations would ensure that development would not otherwise
substantially degrade water quality. In addition, Placer County HFTAs within the city of Roseville
would be subject to strict standards outlined in the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the
Sacramento Region (Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership 2018).
Therefore, the water quality impacts in HFTAs associated with violating any water quality standards
or wastewater requirements or otherwise substantially degrading surface or groundwater quality
from implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS are considered
less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-1. No mitigation is required.
MITIGATION MEASURES
No mitigation is required.
IMPACT HYD-2: SUBSTANTIALLY DECREASE GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES OR INTERFERE SUBSTANTIALLY WITH
GROUNDWATER RECHARGE SUCH THAT THE PROJECT MAY IMPEDE SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT

Regional Impacts
Urbanized areas in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS depend upon a combination of surface
water, groundwater, recycled water, and water conservation to provide water supplies for existing
and planned residents and businesses. Groundwater pumping typically increases during dry years
and is less in wet years when surface water supplies are more available. Groundwater supplies are
decreased when use outpaces recharge. Urban development could interfere with groundwater
recharge by creating additional impervious surfaces that interfere with infiltration of precipitation,
which can result in decreased groundwater supplies. The following analysis addresses the potential
for the proposed MTP/SCS to draw groundwater at a rate that outpaces recharge or result in
development that would inhibit recharge such that the project would be in conflict with plans to
manage groundwater in a sustainable fashion. The capacity for water purveyors to provide adequate
water supply through this conjunctive management to meet water demand associated with
anticipated development is analyzed in Chapter 17 – Utilities and Service Systems. However, it
should be noted that concentrating development within urban cores would likely inhibit the
development of suburban areas, which could be located on permeable areas that facilitate recharge
of groundwater, resulting in beneficial groundwater recharge effects. As discussed above, SGMA
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requires the formation of GSAs to manage local groundwater basins; this includes the development
of Groundwater Sustainability Plans by 2022. Many of the larger groundwater basins, which cover
most of the plan area where development could occur, have been classified as high or medium
priority basins under SGMA (see Table 11-2). Under SGMA, agencies managing high and medium
priority basins are required to halt overdraft and bring groundwater basins into balanced levels of
pumping and recharge.
GSAs formed within the plan area include the Sacramento Groundwater Authority, the Sacramento
Central Groundwater Authority, the West Placer GSA, Northern Delta GSA, Reclamation District
1001, South Sutter Water District, Sutter County GSA, Yolo Subbasin Groundwater Agency, and
the Yuba Water Agency. Groundwater management plans in the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS include the Sacramento Groundwater Authority Groundwater Management Plan (2014),
Olympic Valley Groundwater Management Plan (Squaw Valley Public Utilities District 2007) and
the Yuba County Water Agency Groundwater Management Plan (2010).
Given the relatively recent legislation, many GSAs are currently developing sustainability plans. The
five GSAs in the North American Subbasin are preparing a joint groundwater sustainability plan
(with a planned release date of 2021). In Yolo County, the Yolo Subbasin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan is also being prepared. The Sacramento Central Groundwater Authority has
prepared a South American Subbasin Alternative Submittal, as authorized by SGMA for basins
compliant with the CASGEM program. An Alternative Submittal has also been provided to DWR
by the Truckee Donner Public Utility District for the Martis Valley Sub basin. In Sacramento
County, the Cosumnes Subbasin SGMA Working Group has formed to discuss developing a
roadmap for creating a groundwater sustainability plan (Cosumnes Groundwater 2019).
The projected land use pattern that could result from implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS,
such as residences, commercial buildings and parking lots, could increase demands for groundwater
pumping, add new impervious surfaces, reduce rainwater infiltration, and adversely affect
groundwater recharge.
Infiltration rates vary depending on the overlying soil types. In general, sandy soils have higher
infiltration rates and can contribute to groundwater recharge; clay soils tend to have lower
percolation potentials; and impervious surfaces such as pavement reduce infiltration capacity and
increase surface water runoff. The amount of new pavement and the extent to which it affects
infiltration depends on the site-specific soil type.
Throughout the region, 10 groundwater basins could be affected by development in the land use
growth footprint (Table 11-2). These basins are generally large, and the land use growth footprint
where development is expected to increase impervious surfaces is generally a small portion of the
basin. Therefore, even relatively large increases in the developed area within the land use growth
footprint would not substantially affect the infiltration conditions of the basins as a whole.
Projects located in existing urban areas would have less of an impact on groundwater infiltration
than projects converting undeveloped land. The proposed MTP/SCS would guide the projected
land use pattern away from undeveloped locations that may be well suited to facilitating
groundwater recharge. Much of the proposed MTP/SCS growth would occur in urban areas and
along existing highways, streets, and roads in which most of the surfaces are already paved or
impervious. Extensive storm drainage systems present in these areas currently intercept rainfall and
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runoff waters, thus limiting the amount of groundwater recharge that occurs. As new development
and redevelopment occurs, onsite drainage plans would be designed to retain, capture, and convey
increased runoff in accordance with the city or county design standards and State requirements such
as Provision C.3 site control features. These standards and regulations generally require or encourage
the use of LID features such as vegetated swales, permeable paving, use of landscaping for
infiltration, and other measures that would retain runoff as much as possible and allow for onsite
infiltration.
Land development projects would increase the total amount of impervious surfaces in the region
and, as a result, redirect precipitation that might otherwise recharge groundwater. However, existing
regulatory requirements at the local, State, and federal level include measures to minimize any
increases in offsite stormwater runoff by encouraging onsite infiltration, which would effectively
minimize the potential reduction in groundwater recharge to an acceptable level. Activities would be
implemented under California regulations governing use of groundwater, including the Groundwater
Management Act, as well as groundwater provisions of applicable local general plans. Taken as a
whole, these regulations are intended to reduce groundwater use and subsequent overdraft of
groundwater basins. Further, as discussed above under Impact HYD-1, Provision C.3 of the
NPDES program and CalGreen require new development to incorporate LID strategies, including
onsite infiltration, as initial stormwater management strategies. Therefore, the regional impacts of
implementation of the projected land use pattern of the MTP/SCS on groundwater supplies or
groundwater recharge such that sustainable groundwater management would be impeded are
considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-2. No mitigation is required.
Some planned transportation improvements, such as the addition of new lanes to a roadway or
highway, could also increase impervious surfaces, but would have limited demands for additional
groundwater pumping. With regard to groundwater recharge, many of the proposed MTP/SCS
transportation facilities are on or adjacent to existing highways, streets, and roads in which most of
the surfaces are already paved or impervious. However, the proposed MTP/SCS would result in the
implementation of 1,250 new lane miles of highways, arterials, and expressways throughout the
region. These new impervious surfaces, while planned for by local implementing agencies, could
contribute to limiting regional groundwater recharge. Extensive storm drainage systems present in
these areas currently intercept rainfall and runoff waters, thus limiting the amount of groundwater
recharge that occurs. Local agency and Caltrans standards, combined with state and federal
regulations and BMPs, require drainage studies for planned transportation improvements. These
studies address drainage issues, including incorporation of infiltration systems where appropriate to
limit offsite runoff volumes. Because of the regulations discussed above that address drainage issues,
the planned transportation improvements would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere with groundwater recharge such that sustainable groundwater management would be
impeded. Therefore, the regional impacts of the planned transportation improvements of the
proposed MTP/SCS are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-2. No mitigation is
required.
Localized Impacts
Center and Corridor, Established, and Developing Communities
Within Center and Corridor, Established, and Developing Communities land development would
occur near existing and planned infrastructure in areas that may already be impervious. By
concentrating growth in these Community Types, the proposed MTP/SCS would guide the
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projected land use pattern away from undeveloped locations that may be well suited to facilitating
groundwater recharge. As described above, this development would increase consumption of
groundwater by increasing water demand and introduce impervious surfaces that could interfere
with groundwater recharge. However, because of conjunctive management practices described in
Chapter 17 – Utilities and Service Systems, established LID requirements, and ongoing development
of sustainable management plans at the basin-level, these growth areas are unlikely to interfere with
sustainable groundwater management.
As described above, there are established regulations intended to reduce groundwater use and
subsequent overdraft of groundwater basins that development in Center and Corridor, Established,
and Developing Communities would be obligated to comply with. Where sustainable groundwater
management plans are adopted, development in these Community Types would be required to
demonstrate consistency. Further, Provision C.3 of the NPDES program and CALGreen would
require new development to incorporate LID strategies, including onsite infiltration, as initial
stormwater management strategies. Therefore, the impacts of implementation of the projected land
use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS on groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge such that
sustainable groundwater management would be impeded are considered less than significant (LS) in
Center and Corridor, Established, and Developing Communities for Impact HYD-2. No mitigation
is required.
Planned transportation improvements in Center and Corridor, Established, and Developing
Communities may increase impervious surfaces, but would have limited demand for groundwater
pumping. With regard to groundwater recharge, many of the proposed MTP/SCS transportation
facilities are on or adjacent to existing highways, streets, and roads in which most of the surfaces are
already paved or impervious. However, the proposed MTP/SCS would result in the implementation
of new roadways throughout these community types. These new impervious surfaces, while planned
for by implementing agencies, could contribute to limiting regional groundwater recharge. Extensive
storm drainage systems present in these areas currently intercept rainfall and runoff waters, thus
limiting the amount of groundwater recharge that occurs. Local agency and Caltrans standards,
combined with state and federal regulations and BMPs, require drainage studies for planned
transportation improvements. These studies address drainage issues, including incorporation of
infiltration systems where appropriate to limit offsite runoff volumes. Because of the regulations
discussed above that address drainage issues, the planned transportation improvements would not
substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that
sustainable groundwater management would be impeded. Therefore, the impacts of the planned
transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS in Center and Corridor, Established, and
Developing Communities are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-2. No
mitigation is required.
Rural Residential Communities
Implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would result in limited development in Rural
Residential Communities that would convert previously undeveloped land to developed uses; about
one percent of forecasted regional housing growth and less than one percent of employment growth
under the proposed MTP/SCS would occur in Rural Residential Communities. Such development
would have incremental demands for new or expanded water supplies, all or a portion of which
would be provided by groundwater. Further, this development would also introduce new
impermeable surfaces that could impede groundwater recharge in these communities. However,
because of conjunctive management practices described in Chapter 17 – Utilities and Service
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Systems, established LID requirements, and ongoing development of sustainable management plans
at the basin-level, the incremental growth identified in Rural Residential Communities is unlikely to
interfere with sustainable groundwater management
As described above, there are established regulations intended to reduce groundwater use and
subsequent overdraft of groundwater basins that development in Rural Residential Communities
would be obligated to comply with. Where sustainable groundwater management plans are adopted,
development would be required to demonstrate consistency. Many of the larger groundwater basins,
which cover most of the plan area where development could occur, have been classified as high or
medium priority basins under SGMA. Under SGMA, agencies managing high and medium priority
basins are required to halt overdraft and bring groundwater basins into balanced levels of pumping
and recharge. Further, Provision C.3 of the NPDES program and CALGreen require new
development to incorporate LID strategies, including onsite infiltration, as initial stormwater
management strategies. Therefore, the impacts of implementation of the projected land use pattern
of the MTP/SCS on groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge such that sustainable
groundwater management would be impeded are considered less than significant (LS) in Rural
Residential Communities for Impact HYD-2. No mitigation is required.
Planned transportation improvements within Rural Residential Communities generally consist of a
limited number of new or widened roadway or freeway improvements, as well as maintenance and
rehabilitation projects and safety improvements (e.g., new shoulders, guardrails, rumble strips, and
traffic signals).
Those improvements that are on existing facilities, such as paved shoulders converted to lanes,
maintenance and rehabilitation activities, and safety improvements would not substantially increase
the amount of impermeable surfaces in the area. However, the proposed MTP/SCS would result in
the limited implementation of new or widened roadways in Rural Residential communities. These
new impervious surfaces, while planned for by implementing agencies, could contribute to limiting
groundwater recharge. Extensive storm drainage systems present in these areas currently intercept
rainfall and runoff waters, thus limiting the amount of groundwater recharge that occurs. Local
agency and Caltrans standards, combined with state and federal regulations and BMPs, require
drainage studies for planned transportation improvements. These studies address drainage issues,
including incorporation of infiltration systems where appropriate to limit offsite runoff volumes.
Because of the regulations discussed above that address drainage issues, the planned transportation
improvements would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater
recharge such that sustainable groundwater management would be impeded. Therefore, the impacts
of implementation of the planned transportation improvements of the MTP/SCS on groundwater
supplies or groundwater recharge such that sustainable groundwater management would be impeded
are considered less than significant (LS) in Rural Residential Communities for Impact HYD-2. No
mitigation is required.
Lands Not Identified for Development in the Proposed MTP/SCS
Although some housing and employment growth, consistent with historical trends, may occur in this
Community Type within the MTP/SCS planning period, the proposed MTP/SCS does not forecast
any development in these areas by 2040. Therefore, it is unlikely that development in this
Community Type would exacerbate land subsidence associated with groundwater use.
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Therefore, the impacts of implementation of the projected land use pattern of the MTP/SCS on
groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge such that sustainable groundwater management
would be impeded are considered less than significant (LS) in Lands Not Identified for
Development for Impact HYD-2. No mitigation is required.
The proposed MTP/SCS would result in a variety of planned transportation improvements in this
Community Type by 2040. The focus for investments in these areas is on road maintenance, safety
enhancements, other roadway operational improvements, and targeted capacity improvements to
existing facilities that accommodate increased travel between urban areas. Planned transportation
improvements in these communities would have very limited demands for water supplies; therefore,
they would not substantially affect groundwater resources such that that they would result in land
subsidence or create groundwater overdraft conditions.
This Community Type covers over 2.6 million acres of land in the plan area of the proposed
MTP/SCS. However, there are a limited number of planned transportation improvements in this
Community Type, and many projects would be improvements to existing impervious structures.
These new impervious surfaces, while planned for by implementing agencies, could contribute to
limiting groundwater recharge. Extensive storm drainage systems present in these areas currently
intercept rainfall and runoff waters, thus limiting the amount of groundwater recharge that occurs.
Local agency and Caltrans standards, combined with state and federal regulations and BMPs, require
drainage studies for planned transportation improvements. These studies address drainage issues,
including incorporation of infiltration systems where appropriate to limit offsite runoff volumes.
Because of the regulations discussed above that address drainage issues, the planned transportation
improvements would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater
recharge such that sustainable groundwater management would be impeded. Therefore, the impacts
of the planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS are considered less than
significant (LS) in Lands Not Identified for Development for Impact HYD-2. No mitigation is
required.
High Frequency Transit Area Impacts
Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County High Frequency Transit Areas
As described above, Placer, Sacramento, and Yolo Counties overlay groundwater basins for which
for which GSAs are preparing sustainable groundwater management plans or alternative submittals.
Where these basins have been categorized by DWR as high or medium priority, SGMA requires
governments and water agencies of high and medium priority basins to halt overdraft and bring
groundwater basins into balanced levels of pumping and recharge. These conditions would limit the
potential for development within HFTAs to substantially interfere with sustainable groundwater
management. Further, because HFTAs are already urbanized, most of the development in these
areas would be redevelopment, infill, and intensification of existing land uses.
Existing regulatory requirements at the local, state, and federal level include measures to minimize
any increases in offsite stormwater runoff by encouraging onsite infiltration, which would effectively
minimize the potential reduction in groundwater recharge to an acceptable level. Activities would be
implemented under California regulations governing use of groundwater, including the Groundwater
Management Act, as well as groundwater provisions of applicable local general plans. Taken as a
whole, these regulations are intended to reduce groundwater use and subsequent overdraft of
groundwater basins. Further, as discussed above under Impact HYD-1, Provision C.3 of the
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NPDES program requires new development with 10,000 or more square feet of new impervious
surfaces to incorporate LID strategies, including onsite infiltration, as initial stormwater
management strategies. Therefore, the impacts of implementation of the projected land use pattern
of the MTP/SCS on groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge such that sustainable
groundwater management would be impeded are considered less than significant (LS) in HFTAs for
Impact HYD-2. No mitigation is required.
Because HFTAs are urbanized, most of the planned transportation improvements would be on or
adjacent to existing facilities. Improvements that are on existing facilities, such as paved shoulders
converted to lanes, would not likely add impermeable surfaces. Even in these built out areas,
however, there could be new impervious surfaces added by improvements to vacant areas that may
slow the rate of groundwater recharge. Local agency and Caltrans standards, combined with state
and federal regulations and BMPs, often require drainage studies for planned transportation
improvements. These studies address drainage issues, including incorporation of infiltration systems
where appropriate.
Therefore, impacts of the planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS are
considered less than significant (LS) in HFTAs for Impact HYD-2. No mitigation is required.
MITIGATION MEASURES
None required.
IMPACT HYD-3A: SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERNS, INCLUDING ALTERATION OF THE COURSE OF
A STREAM OR RIVER OR ADDITION OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACES, IN A MANNER THAT WOULD RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL
EROSION OR SILTATION.
Regional Impacts
As described above, implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS
would result in new development that would increase the total amount of impervious surfaces and
result in an incremental reduction in the amount of natural soil surfaces available for filtration of
rainfall and runoff, potentially generating additional runoff during storm events. In addition,
developments may alter local drainage patterns through ground disturbance or construction of
drainage channels.
While erosion is being analyzed as an indirect impact of alterations to the existing drainage pattern in
the impact discussion below, please refer also to Chapter 9 – Geology, Seismicity, Soils, and Mineral
Resources, which provides a description of direct impacts related to erosion under Impact GEO-2.
Erosion and sedimentation in the watershed as a result of urban development is generally controlled
through compliance with applicable NPDES permits and local drainage and erosion design and
standards. To receive an NPDES Construction General Permit (as described in state regulatory
setting of this chapter), project proponents must develop a stormwater maintenance plan with an
erosion control plan that includes appropriate BMPs and hydrologic and hydraulic calculations for
storm drains and rock riprap energy dissipaters at storm drains can reduce the velocity of runoff.
They must also prepare a SWPPP. BMPs that are required under a SWPPP would include erosion
prevention measures that have proven effective in limiting soil erosion and loss of topsoil. Projects
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that would disturb less than one acre would be subject to the CALGreen requirements related to
stormwater drainage that have been designed to prevent or reduce discharges of sediments through
BMPs that include on-site retention and filtration.
NPDES MS4 permittees including but not limited to the cities and counties of the plan area must
develop standard urban runoff mitigation plans and manuals. For example, the Sacramento
Stormwater Quality Partnership has developed runoff mitigation plans for Sacramento County and
South Placer County (Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership 2018). The Sacramento
Stormwater Quality Partnership hydromodification management plan also requires project
proponents to maintain preconstruction hydrological conditions. The plans and manuals specify
BMPs and additional regulations to mitigate runoff, thereby reducing the likelihood of substantial
erosion or siltation.
In addition to the requirements on NPDES permittees, several SWRCB Management Measures for
Urban Areas uniquely apply to impacts related to erosion and are discussed below. Also discussed in
the state regulatory setting section of this chapter are SWRCB Management Measures for
Hydromodification. These Management Measures address Hydromodification affecting state waters
(SWRCB 2012c). The Management Measures are intended to address nonpoint source pollution in
three ways: (1) voluntary implementation of BMPs, (2) regulatory based encouragement of BMPs,
and (3) adopted effluent limits. Management Measures 3.1B, 3.2A and 5.1A apply to this impact.
Generally, earthwork and ground-disturbing activities require a grading permit, compliance with
which minimizes erosion, and local grading ordinances ensure that construction practices include
measures to protect exposed soils - such as limiting work to dry seasons, covering stockpiled soils,
and use of straw bales and silt fences to minimize off-site sedimentation. Additional reports, such as
a soil engineering report, engineering geology report, or plans and specifications for grading may be
required by local building or engineering departments, depending on the proposal. The application,
plans, and specifications (if any) would be checked by the appropriate building official or engineer
and may be reviewed by other departments of the county or city to ensure compliance with the laws
and ordinances under their jurisdiction. Earthwork recommendations for improved erosion controls,
based on site conditions, would be incorporated into the project construction documents. Even
projects that are less than one acre in size are required under CALGreen to prevent the pollution of
stormwater runoff through compliance with a local ordinance or implementing BMPs that address
soil loss.
As described in Chapter 9 – Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and Mineral Resources, compliance with
existing regulations such as the NPDES permit requirements and CALGreen, would substantially
address the potential for land development projects under implementation of the proposed
MTP/SCS to alter existing drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion.
Generally, once construction is complete and exposed areas are revegetated or covered by buildings,
asphalt, or concrete, the erosion hazard is substantially eliminated or reduced.
At the regional level, implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would result in development
beyond the existing urban footprint. Drainage systems are designed on a site-specific basis in
accordance with site specific conditions and applicable flood control design criteria. Local, state and
federal policies and regulations specified above are in place to provide adequate analysis of potential
impacts and preventative measures to limit or avoid substantial alteration of the existing drainage
pattern of the plan area. In addition, as described in Chapter 9 – Geology, Soils, Seismicity, and
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Mineral Resources, local governments may require preparation of a site-specific geotechnical study
to examine the stability of soils at the site. Therefore, based on existing regulations, implementation
of the proposed MTP/SCS is not anticipated to increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result substantial erosion or siltation.
Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern related
to implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS at the regional level
are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-2. No mitigation is required.
The Planned transportation improvements that involve grading, recontouring, bridge pilings, and
new impervious surfaces may alter existing drainage patterns, including the course of streams and
rivers, which may result in erosion or siltation. Planned transportation improvements would be
required to adhere to the same regulatory requirements as described above for land use projects
where impervious surfaces are constructed or replaced. The SWRCB Management Measures for
Urban Areas and Hydromodification (3.1B, 3.2A, 3.5A 3.5B, 3.5C, 5.1A, 5.1B and 5.1C) described
under the state regulatory setting, also apply to transportation impacts for HYD-3A. Projects that
fall under Caltrans’ jurisdiction would also adhere to the Caltrans Stormwater Program, which
includes measures to control stormwater quality.
Caltrans regulations combined with federal and state regulations require that engineered
conveyances integrate energy dissipation protection, streambank erosion protection, and other
design controls to minimize erosion or the transport of sediment or silt to downstream areas. The
Caltrans Highway Design Manual (2010) requires that: road storm drain systems are designed to
safely drain the 25-year return interval storm; cross-culverts are designed to safely drain the 10-year
interval storm; and the headwater depth for the 100-year interval storm must not overtop freeways.
Specifically, Caltrans projects are subject to the Caltrans NPDES Construction General Permit. The
Caltrans Storm Water Management Plan sets the maintenance practices for controlling erosion and
siltation. These existing regulatory requirements substantially address the potential for impacts to
drainage patterns and rates.
Planned transportation improvements where local agencies are the lead agency are subject to local
and State regulations for construction and non-construction runoff prevention. Non-Caltrans
projects are subject to the NPDES Construction General Permit, and the hydromodification
management plan in certain jurisdictions, as discussed in the state regulatory setting section of this
chapter.
Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern related
to implementation of the planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS at the
regional level are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3A. No mitigation is
required.
Localized Impacts
Center and Corridor, Established, Developing, Rural Residential Communities and Lands Not Identified for
Development in the Proposed MTP/SCS
The localized effects of land development and planned transportation improvements related to
erosion due to alteration of drainage patterns would be consistent with the regional effects of
implementing the MTP/SCS. As described above, implementation of the proposed Plan could result
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in new development that would increase the total amount of impervious surfaces and result in an
incremental reduction in the amount of natural soil surfaces available for filtration of rainfall and
runoff, potentially generating additional runoff during storm events. BMPs that are required under a
SWPPP would include erosion prevention measures that have proven effective in limiting soil
erosion and loss of topsoil.
Projects that would disturb less than one acre would be subject to the CALGreen requirements
related to stormwater drainage that have been designed to prevent or reduce discharges of sediments
through BMPs that include on-site retention and filtration. In addition, developments may alter local
drainage patterns through ground disturbance or construction of drainage channels. In addition,
several there are several SWRCB Management Measures for Urban Areas and Hydromodification. If
development is consistent with established regulations, it would be designed such that the effects of
altering drainage patterns would be managed onsite and the potential for erosion and siltation would
be reduced. Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage
pattern related to implementation of the projected land use pattern and planned transportation
improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS in Center and Corridor, Established, Developing, Rural
Residential Communities and Lands Not Identified for Development are considered less than
significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3A. No mitigation is required.
High Frequency Transit Area Impacts
Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County High Frequency Transit Areas
HFTAs are urban environments and the projects anticipated in these areas would be primarily
redevelopment or infill. Due to the existing development in these areas, they are generally
dominated by impervious surfaces and served by constructed drainage conveyance. These conditions
limit the potential for projects to alter drainage patterns in a manner that results in substantial
erosion. Moreover, land development and planned transportation improvements in HFTAs would
be subject to the regulations described above in the discussion of regional impacts. Impacts
associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern related to implementation of
the projected land use pattern and planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS
in HFTAs are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3A. No mitigation is required.
Mitigation Measure
None required.
IMPACT HYD-3B: SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERNS, INCLUDING ALTERATION OF THE COURSE OF

A STREAM OR RIVER OR ADDITION OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACES, IN A MANNER THAT WOULD SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASE

RATES OR AMOUNTS OF SURFACE RUNOFF AND RESULT IN FLOODING.

Regional Impacts
At the regional level, the projected land use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS has the potential to
adversely affect the rate and amount of surface runoff through increased impervious surfaces and
structures in the watershed that could result in on- or off-site flooding. The increased runoff could
also discharge at a greater rate, leading to higher peak flows during storm events that could increase
the potential for stormwater to cause flood conditions. However, local and state drainage control
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requirements would apply to most improvements where both rates and volumes of runoff would
be required to meet minimum thresholds, such that potential flood hazards would be minimized.
Planned transportation improvements would involve grading, recontouring, installation of bridge
pilings, and new impervious surfaces, which may substantially alter existing drainage patterns,
including the course of streams and rivers, and stormwater flow volumes and/or velocity. Planned
transportation improvements are subject to local and state regulations for construction and nonconstruction runoff prevention. The NPDES permit requirements described in the state regulatory
setting section of this chapter also would apply to transportation impacts. Projects that fall under
Caltrans jurisdiction would adhere to the Caltrans Stormwater Program, which includes measures to
control stormwater volumes. The Caltrans Highway Design Manual also requires that: road storm
drain systems are designed to safely drain the 25-year return interval storm; cross- culverts are
designed to safely drain the 10-year interval storm; and the headwater depth for the 100-year interval
storm must not overtop freeways. The Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership
hydromodification management plan also applies to projects within the boundaries of the
partnership’s member jurisdictions in Sacramento County and South Placer County.
As discussed in Impact HYD-3A, drainage systems are designed on a site-specific basis in
accordance with the findings of the studies and the regulations of the applicable local flood control
agencies and flood control design criteria. Adherence to local and state regulations would help
prevent substantial alterations to the existing drainage pattern of the site or area and avoid
substantial increases in the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in on- or
offsite flooding. Therefore, regional impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing
drainage pattern related implementation of the projected land use pattern and planned
transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS are considered less than significant (LS)
for Impact HYD-3B. No mitigation is required.
Localized Impacts
Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities
Because Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities are already largely built
out, most of the development in these areas would be redevelopment, infill, and intensification of
existing land uses. These types of development usually do not substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the areas where they locate, especially when they do not add substantial amounts of
additional impervious surfaces. Where projects are proposed, implementing agencies would make
project-specific decisions regarding whether existing infrastructure can accommodate the project, or
upgraded or new infrastructure is required. In some cases, infrastructure improvements do change
the drainage patterns of the site by redirecting flows into engineered conveyances, and therefore
reducing the rate or amount of surface runoff.
Federal, state, and local policies and regulations specified above are in place to provide adequate
analysis of potential impacts and preventative measures to limit or avoid substantial alteration of the
existing drainage pattern of the plan area, so implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would not
be anticipated to increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in onor off-site flooding.
Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern from
implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS in Center and Corridor
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Communities are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3B. No mitigation is
required.
Because Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities are urbanized, most of
the planned transportation improvements would be on or adjacent to existing facilities. Those
improvements that are on existing facilities, such as paved shoulders converted to lanes, would not
likely alter drainage patterns because the facilities are already served by drainage systems. Those
improvements that involve grading, recontouring, bridge pilings, and new impervious surfaces may
alter existing drainage patterns, including the course of streams and rivers, which may result in
increased stormwater flow volumes and on- and off-site flooding without proper controls.
As discussed under regional impacts, drainage systems are designed on a site-specific basis in
accordance with the findings of the studies and the regulations of the applicable local flood control
agencies and flood control design criteria. Planned transportation improvements where Caltrans or
local agencies are the lead agency are subject to local and state regulations previously mentioned in
this chapter for construction and non-construction runoff prevention and flood control.
Use of LID guidance provided by the Environmental Protection Agency, the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research as well as other resources including the West Placer Post Construction
Stormwater Design Manual can help address impacts related to drainage patterns and rates (OPR
2009; Placer County et al. 2018).
Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern resulting
in increased flood risk from the implementation of the planned transportation improvements of the
proposed MTP/SCS in Center and Corridor Communities are considered less than significant (LS)
for Impact HYD-3B. No mitigation is required.
Developing Communities
Developing Communities may have some existing development, but for the most part they are
undeveloped. Implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would facilitate urban changes that would
result in the conversion of previously undeveloped land to urban uses. Greenfield development may
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the areas where they locate, especially when
grading and other changes are made to the site or area by grading or other methods of alteration.
Increased development does increase stormwater flows, which may result in increased volume
and/or velocity. Such increases in development raise the potential for on- or off-site flooding,
erosion, or siltation. However, the required stormwater drainage capacity infrastructure, as described
in Impact HYD-3A, combined with adherence to NPDES permit requirements and SWRCB
Management Measures for Urban Areas and Hydromodification (described in the state regulatory
setting section of this chapter) would avoid or substantially lessen these potential impacts. In many
cases, infrastructure improvements change the drainage patterns of a site by redirecting flows into
engineered conveyances and reducing the rate or amount of surface runoff.
Federal, state, and local policies and regulations specified above are in place to provide adequate
analysis of potential impacts and preventative measures to limit or avoid substantial alteration of the
existing drainage pattern of the plan area, so implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would not
be expected to increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in on- or
off-site flooding.

MTP/SCS 2020
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Hydrology and Water Quality – Page 11–52

Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern resulting
in increased flood risk from the implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed
MTP/SCS in Developing Communities are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD3B. No mitigation is required.
Because Developing Communities are not fully urbanized, many of the planned transportation
improvements would be new facilities. Those improvements that are on existing facilities, such as
paved shoulders converted to lanes, would not likely alter drainage patterns because the facilities are
already served by drainage systems. Those improvements that involve grading, recontouring, bridge
pilings, and new impervious surfaces may substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including the
course of streams and rivers, which may result in increased stormwater flow volumes and/or
velocity, resulting in on- and off-site flooding.
As discussed under regional impacts, drainage systems are designed on a site-specific basis in
accordance with the findings of the studies and the regulations of the applicable local flood control
agencies and flood control design criteria.
Planned transportation improvements where Caltrans or local agencies are the lead agency are
subject to local and state regulations for construction and non-construction runoff prevention. The
following regulations, described under the regional impacts, also apply at the localized level: NPDES
permit requirements, Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership hydromodification management
plan requirements, SWRCB Management Measures for Urban Areas and Hydromodification (3.1B,
3.2A, 3.5A 3.5B, 3.5C, 5.1A, 5.1B and 5.1C), and Caltrans regulations (including Highway Design
Manual, NPDES Construction General Permit, Storm Water Management Plan).
Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern resulting
in increased flood risk from the implementation of the planned transportation improvements of the
proposed MTP/SCS in Developing Communities are considered less than significant (LS) for
Impact HYD-3B. No mitigation is required.
Rural Residential Communities
Where impervious surfaces are added in Rural Residential Communities, or changes are made to the
site or area by grading or other methods of alteration, there may be substantial alterations to the
existing drainage pattern. Increased development increases stormwater flows, which may result in
increased volume and/or velocity. Such increases raise the potential for on- or off-site flooding, but
the development in this Community Type assumed as a part of the MTP/SCS would be limited.
Additionally, requirements for stormwater drainage capacity infrastructure, as described in Impact
HYD-3A, combined with adherence to NPDES permit requirements and SWRCB Management
Measures for Urban Areas and Hydromodification (described in the land use discussion under
regional impacts) apply to land development in this Community Type.
Federal, state, and local policies and regulations specified above are in place to provide adequate
analysis of potential impacts and preventative measures to limit or avoid substantial alteration of the
existing drainage pattern of the plan area, so implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would not
be expected to increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in on- or
off-site flooding, or substantial erosion or siltation.
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Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern resulting
in increased flood risk from the implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed
MTP/SCS in Rural Residential Communities are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact
HYD-3B. No mitigation is required.
Because Rural Residential Communities are not urbanized, many of the planned transportation
improvements would be new facilities. Those improvements that are on existing facilities, such as
paved shoulders converted to lanes, would not likely alter drainage patterns. Those improvements
that involve grading, recontouring, bridge pilings, and new impervious surfaces may substantially
alter existing drainage patterns, including the course of streams and rivers, which may result in
increased stormwater flow volumes and/or velocity, resulting in on- and off-site flooding.
As discussed under regional impacts, drainage systems are designed on a site-specific basis in
accordance with the findings of the studies and the regulations of the applicable local flood control
agencies and flood control design criteria. Planned transportation improvements where Caltrans or
local agencies are the lead agency are subject to local and state regulations for construction and nonconstruction runoff prevention.
Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern from
the implementation of the planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS in
Rural Residential Communities are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3B. No
mitigation is required.
Lands Not Identified for Development in the Proposed MTP/SCS
Although some housing and employment growth, consistent with historical trends, may occur in this
Community Type within the MTP/SCS planning period, the proposed MTP/SCS does not forecast
any development in these areas by 2040.
The impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern resulting in
increased flood risk from the implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed
MTP/SCS on Lands Not Identified for Development in the MTP/SCS are, therefore, considered
less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3B. No mitigation is required.
The focus for planned transportation improvements in these areas is on road maintenance, safety
enhancements, other roadway operational improvements, and targeted capacity improvements to
existing facilities that accommodate increased travel between urban areas. Because planned
transportation improvements in this Community Type would be primarily on or adjacent to existing
transportation facilities, they would not likely alter drainage patterns because the facilities are already
served by drainage systems. Those improvements that involve grading, recontouring, bridge pilings,
and new impervious surfaces may substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including the course
of streams and rivers, which may result in increased stormwater flow volumes and/or velocity,
resulting in on- and off-site flooding. As discussed under regional impacts, drainage systems are
designed on a site-specific basis in accordance with the findings of the studies and the regulations of
the applicable local flood control agencies and flood control design criteria. Planned transportation
improvements where Caltrans or local agencies are the lead agency are subject to local and state
regulations for construction and non-construction runoff prevention.
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Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern resulting
in increased flood risk from the implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed
MTP/SCS on Lands Not Identified for Development in the proposed MTP/SCS are considered less
than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3B. No mitigation is required.
High Frequency Transit Area Impacts
Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County High Frequency Transit Areas
Because HFTAs are already urbanized, most of the development in these areas would be
redevelopment, infill, and intensification of existing land uses. These types of development usually
do not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area because they do not usually add impervious
surfaces beyond what already exists and they are served by existing infrastructure. Increased
development does increase stormwater flows, which may result in increased volume and/or velocity.
Such increases raise the potential for on- or off-site flooding. However, the required stormwater
drainage capacity infrastructure, as described in Impact HYD-3A, combined with adherence to
NPDES permit requirements and SWRCB Management Measures for Urban Areas and
Hydromodification (described in the state regulatory setting section of this chapter) would be
implemented.
Federal, state, and local policies and regulations specified above are in place to provide adequate
analysis of potential impacts and preventative measures to limit or avoid substantial alteration of the
existing drainage pattern of the plan area, so implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would not
be expected to increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in on- or
off-site flooding, or substantial erosion or siltation.
Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern resulting
in increased flood risk from the implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed
MTP/SCS in HFTAs are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3B. No mitigation is
required.
Because HFTAs are urbanized, most of the planned transportation improvements would be on or
adjacent to existing facilities. Those improvements that are on existing facilities, such as paved
shoulders converted to lanes, would not likely alter drainage patterns because the facilities are
already served by drainage systems. Those improvements that involve grading, recontouring, bridge
pilings, and new impervious surfaces may alter existing drainage patterns, including the course of
streams and rivers, which may result in increased stormwater flow volumes and/or velocity, resulting
in on- and off-site flooding. However, as discussed under regional impacts, drainage systems are
designed on a site-specific basis in accordance with the findings of the studies and the regulations of
the applicable local flood control agencies and flood control design criteria. These studies are
required and implemented under established regulations, as discussed above.
Therefore, the impacts associated with substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern resulting
in increased flood risk from the implementation of the planned transportation improvements of the
proposed MTP/SCS in HFTAs are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3B. No
mitigation is required.
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MITIGATION MEASURES
None required.
IMPACT HYD-3C: SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERNS, INCLUDING ALTERATION OF THE COURSE OF
A STREAM OR RIVER OR ADDITION OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACES, IN A MANNER THAT WOULD CREATE OR CONTRIBUTE
RUNOFF, WATER THAT WOULD EXCEED THE CAPACITY OF EXISTING OR PLANNED STORMWATER DRAINAGE SYSTEMS,
SUCH THAT THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW, EXPANDED, OR RELOCATED FACILITIES THAT COULD CAUSE SIGNIFICANT
EFFECTS IS REQUIRED, OR PROVIDE SUBSTANTIAL ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF POLLUTED RUNOFF.
Regional Impacts
The implementation of the projected land use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS would result in an
incremental reduction in the amount of natural soil surfaces available for filtration of rainfall and
runoff between 2016 and 2040, potentially generating additional runoff during storm events.
Additionally, the increased runoff could discharge at a greater rate than the existing condition,
leading to higher peak flows during storm events. Greater runoff volume and intensity both increase
the potential for stormwater to cause flood conditions that could transport urban pollutants (e.g. oil
and grease, petroleum hydrocarbons, and metals from non-point sources) if not properly controlled.
New development that could contribute runoff would be concentrated in portions of the region that
are already built out. In these areas, increases would either be accommodated by existing
infrastructure, or project proponents would be required by local ordinances and state regulations to
make infrastructure improvements. Where new, expanded, or relocated facilities are required, it can
be assumed that they would occur within the growth footprint analyzed in this EIR and potential
environmental effects would be within the scope of this analysis. The infrastructure upgrades of
individual development projects would accommodate the stormwater and water quality treatment
needs of the development and, thus, these projects would not be expected to create or contribute
runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff at the regional scale. Where infrastructure is
upgraded to facilitate development, local and State regulations would require developments to
comply with CEQA, apply BMPs, implement control measures, adhere to NPDES permit
requirements, and comply with local drainage standards. In some cases, adherence to NPDES
Provision C.3 requirements may result in improved retention of stormwater rates and volumes,
compared to existing conditions, through implementation of LID drainage control measures.
Clean Water Act Section 402 NPDES MS4 Phase I and Phase II permits, which cover all
jurisdictions as well as large institutional users (as further described under the state regulatory
settings discussion above), require agencies and developments to implement stormwater
management plans, which in turn require the implementation of source and treatment control
measures. Clean Water Act Section 402 NPDES Construction General permits require project
proponents to incorporate general site design control measures into project design. These control
measures may include conserving natural areas, protecting slopes and channels, and minimizing
impervious areas. Treatment control measures may include use of vegetated swales and buffers,
grass median strips, detention basins, wet ponds, or constructed wetlands, infiltration basins, and
other measures. Filtration systems may be either mechanical (e.g., oil/water separators) or natural
(e.g., bioswales and settlement ponds). Selection and implementation of these measures would occur
on a project-by-project basis depending on project size and stormwater treatment needs.
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NPDES MS4 permittees are also required to develop and enforce ordinances and regulations to
reduce the discharge of sediments and other pollutants in runoff, and must verify compliance.
NPDES Construction General permittees are also required to develop a SWPPP for each site, which
includes BMPs to reduce potential construction impacts. The Central Valley and Lahontan Regional
Water Quality Control Boards enforce the SWPPP requirement.
In addition to the requirements on NPDES permittees, the SWRCB has developed 15 Management
Measures for Urban Areas to reduce potential impacts on hydrology from urban development.
These Management Measures are intended to address nonpoint source pollution in three ways: (1)
voluntary implementation of BMPs, (2) regulatory based encouragement of BMPs, and (3) adopted
effluent limits. Management Measures 3.1A, 3.1C, 3.2B, 3.3A and 3.4A discussed in the state
regulatory setting section of this chapter apply to land use impacts.
As discussed further in Impact HYD-1, implementing agencies would require project sponsors to
comply with State and federal water quality regulations for all projects that would alter existing
drainage patterns. Erosion control measures would be consistent with NPDES General
Construction Permit requirements, including preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, and final
drainage plans would be consistent with the Regional MS4 NPDES permit or any applicable local
drainage control requirements that exceed or reasonably replace any of these measures to protect
receiving waters from pollutants. Projects would also generally comply with the design guidelines
established in the California Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for New Development and
Redevelopment (CASQA 2003) to minimize both increases in the volume and rate of stormwater
runoff, and the amount of pollutants entering the storm drain system. Once constructed, the
NPDES Provision C.3 requirements for new development would include source control measures in
site designs to address both soluble and insoluble stormwater runoff pollutant discharges.
Also as discussed above, operational phases of new development and redevelopment generally
require drainage control measures in accordance with local, state, and federal regulatory
requirements. These requirements include measures to limit the potential sources of pollution in
non-point stormwater runoff sources, as well as point sources. Post-construction measures that are
required under Provision C.3 of the regional NPDES MS4 permit would include implementation of
LID drainage control features. LID features ultimately reduce impervious surfaces within a project
compared to projects without LID features, which can reduce the volume of new stormwater runoff
created by development projects. LID features include creating bioretention facilities, rain gardens,
vegetated rooftops, rain barrels, and permeable pavements. The creation of these features
correspondingly reduces the potential for stormwater pollution (CASQA 2015). The LID approach
to stormwater management overlaps with NPDES site control measures that include conserving
natural areas, protecting slopes and channels, and minimizing impervious areas.
Additionally, the Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership has developed a hydromodification
management plan to require project to maintain preconstruction hydrological conditions for its
member jurisdictions in Sacramento County and South Placer County.
Although there is potential for the projected land use pattern to cause or contribute to a long-term
increase in discharges of urban contaminants into the stormwater drainage system compared to
existing conditions, subsequent projects would be required to incorporate BMPs and LID
stormwater management principles. In accordance with federal, State, and local stormwater
management regulations, new construction must maintain pre-project hydrology and incorporate
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proper pollutant source controls, minimize pollutant exposure outdoors, and treat stormwater
runoff through proper BMPs when source control or exposure protection are insufficient for
reducing runoff pollutant loads. Modifications to stormwater drainage systems, where required,
would occur within the plan area and would be consistent with the potential effects evaluated
throughout this EIR. Therefore, regional impacts associated with the potential for implementation
of the projected land use pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS to result in additional sources of
polluted runoff, or result in environmental effects due to the construction or modification of
stormwater drainage systems are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3C. No
mitigation is required.
Planned transportation improvements could increase alter drainage patterns such that there are
additional sources of polluted runoff or an increase in stormwater runoff such that existing or
planned stormwater infrastructure capacity is exceeded. Paving required for streets and highways
could increase runoff, and divert polluted road runoff directly into streams if not properly
controlled.
The operation of planned transportation improvements could increase non-point pollution of
stormwater runoff because of litter, fallout from airborne particulate emissions, or discharges of
vehicle residues, including petroleum hydrocarbons and metals, that could impact the quality of
receiving waters. During the dry season, vehicles and other urban activities release contaminants
onto the impervious surfaces, where they can accumulate until the first storm event. During a storm
event, the concentrated pollutants would be transported via runoff to stormwater drainage systems
that discharge into rivers, agricultural ditches, sloughs, and channels and ultimately could degrade
the water quality of any of these water bodies. As new roads, lanes, or other new impervious
surfaces are added to accommodate projected vehicular traffic, the potential also increases for
associated stormwater pollutants to enter receiving waters because of the increase in impervious
surfaces and the anticipated increase in vehicle travel. For further discussion of pollutants commonly
associated with transportation corridors, refer to Chapter 10 – Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and
Wildfire
Existing regulations would ensure that the planned transportation improvements of the proposed
MTP/SCS are designed to properly manage resulting increases in runoff water volumes and
potential additional sources of pollutants. Planned transportation improvements in the proposed
MTP/SCS where Caltrans is the lead agency would be covered by the Caltrans Stormwater Program.
As described in the regulatory settings, this permit regulates all stormwater discharges from Caltransowned conveyances, maintenance facilities, and construction activities. Caltrans also has a Storm
Water Management Plan that describes the procedures and practices it implements to reduce or
eliminate the discharge of pollutants to storm drainage systems and receiving waters. SWRCB
Management Measures for Urban Areas 3.1A, 3.1C and 3.5A – 3.5F discussed in the state regulatory
setting section of this chapter apply to transportation impacts.
Operational phases of new planned transportation improvements generally require drainage control
measures in accordance with local, State, and federal regulatory requirements. These requirements
include measures to limit the potential sources of pollution from both non-point and point sources
of stormwater runoff. NPDES permit requirements would also apply to transportation impacts
(project design including general site design control measures, treatment control measures,
ordinances and regulations to reduce the discharge of sediments and other pollutants, SWPPP
including BMPs). In addition, planned transportation improvements where Caltrans is the lead
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agency are covered by the Caltrans Stormwater Program. Caltrans also has a SWMP that describes
the procedures and practices used to reduce or eliminate the discharge of pollutants to storm
drainage systems and receiving waters.
The planned transportation improvements have the potential to increase volumes of runoff water
and stormwater pollutants in runoff. Individual projects under the proposed plan would be subject
to regulations that provide adequate analysis of potential impacts and preventative measures to
substantially lessen or avoid substantial release of pollutants during project operation or potential
exceedances of stormwater drainage system capacity. Therefore, regional impacts associated with the
potential for implementation of the planned transportation improvements of the proposed
MTP/SCS to result in additional sources of polluted runoff, or exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3C.
No mitigation is required.
Localized Impacts
Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities
Because Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities are already largely built
out, most of the development in these areas would be redevelopment, infill, and intensification of
existing land uses. These types of developments usually require infrastructure upgrades to existing
facilities. Similarly, the planned transportation improvements would be to existing facilities with
stormwater drainage infrastructure in place. In cases where the infrastructure would not adequately
handle stormwater drainage or control polluted runoff, lead agencies would be required to make
infrastructure upgrades. This work would be consistent with the types of the projected land use
pattern anticipated in the proposed MTP/SCS and the growth footprint analyzed throughout this
EIR includes the land required for infrastructure upgrades. As such, the anticipated effect of these
upgrades has been evaluated at a program level throughout this EIR. Individual development
projects within Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities and the
infrastructure to serve them, would be subject to project-level CEQA analysis. Where infrastructure
is upgraded to facilitate development, local and state regulations would require developments to
apply BMPs, implement control measures, adhere to NPDES permit requirements, and comply with
local drainage standards.
Therefore, the impacts associated with the potential for implementation of the projected land use
pattern and planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS to result in additional
sources of polluted runoff, or exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems are considered less than significant (LS) in Center and Corridor Communities and
Established Communities for Impact HYD-3C. No mitigation is required.
Developing Communities
Greenfield development in Developing Communities could result in either less potential to exceed
the capacity of a stormwater drainage system due to proximity to recent development that
anticipated additional growth when sizing infrastructure, or greater potential effects if there is no
such adjacent development. The infrastructure in developing communities is typically designed to
handle additional growth that would occur within the area, because large infrastructure such as
stormwater systems are typically only constructed once to meet long-term buildout demands. In
these areas, some projects may only require simple connections to the trunk stormwater drainage
system. Where adequate local or trunk stormwater drainage does not exist, expansion of the system
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capacity would be required by local cities and counties as part of development approval. This work
would be consistent with the types of the projected land use pattern anticipated in the proposed
MTP/SCS and the growth footprint analyzed throughout this EIR includes the land required for
infrastructure upgrades. As such, the anticipated effect of these upgrades has been evaluated at a
program level throughout this EIR. Further, individual projects within Developing Communities
and the infrastructure to serve them would be subject to project-level CEQA analysis.
In comparison to Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities, the Developing
Communities would support a greater proportion of proposed transportation improvement projects
proposed under the MTP/SCS because a greater number of road widening projects and new roads
would be required to provide appropriate access to the new residential and employment
developments that would be built by 2040. While some road maintenance and rehabilitation projects
would be implemented in the Developing Communities, these types of planned transportation
improvements would not be as prevalent as in Center and Corridor Communities and Established
Communities because less existing transportation infrastructure is present. Developing Communities
generally are not currently served by transit (or if they are, service is limited), but new transit service
would be added incrementally to align with the completion of new housing and employment centers.
Similarly, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure would be implemented with housing and employment
development.
Adherence to NPDES permit requirements and SWRCB Management Measures for Urban Areas
(described in the state regulatory section of this chapter) in Developing Communities would ensure
that projects do not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
Therefore, Therefore, the impacts associated with the potential for implementation of the projected
land use pattern and planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS to result in
additional sources of polluted runoff, or exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems are considered less than significant (LS) in Developing Communities are
considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-3C. No mitigation is required.
Rural Residential Communities
The dispersed, predominantly residential, development in this Community Type is anticipated to
have less impact overall on stormwater runoff than other types of development because Rural
Residential Communities are forecasted to receive about one percent of future residential growth
under the proposed MTP/SCS and one-half of one percent of future employment growth. In
addition, they are generally on larger sites which can accommodate site run-off from impervious
surfaces, and they would be built subject to local, state, and federal requirements for storm drainage
and water quality.
While adherence to NPDES permit requirements and SWRCB Management Measures for Urban
Areas (described in the state regulatory settings section of this chapter) would generally ensure that
projects do not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems, or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff,
these requirements do not apply to projects on less than one acre of land. For new projects on
individual sites under one acre, management of runoff and associated water quality is regulated
primarily through CALGreen. If new or expanded stormwater infrastructure is required to serve
development in rural residential communities, this work would be consistent with the types of the
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projected land use pattern anticipated in the proposed MTP/SCS. Further, the growth footprint
analyzed throughout this EIR includes the land required for infrastructure upgrades. As such, the
anticipated effect of these upgrades has been evaluated at a program level throughout this EIR.
Individual projects within Rural Residential Communities and the infrastructure to serve them would
be subject to project-level CEQA analysis.
Therefore, the impacts associated with the potential for implementation of the projected land use
pattern of the proposed MTP/SCS to result in additional sources of polluted runoff, or exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems are considered less than significant (LS)
in Rural Residential Communities for Impact HYD-3C. No mitigation is required.
Because Rural Residential Communities are not urbanized, many of the planned transportation
improvements would be new facilities. Those improvements that are on existing facilities, such as
paved shoulders converted to lanes, would not likely alter drainage patterns because the facilities are
already served by drainage systems. Those improvements that involve grading, recontouring, bridge
pilings, and new impervious surfaces may alter existing drainage patterns, which may result in
increased stormwater flow volumes and/or velocity. However, because local, state, and federal
policies and regulations specified in the regional discussion above are in place to address stormwater
drainage capacity and control polluted runoff, implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would
not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
Therefore, the impacts associated with the potential for implementation of the planned
transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS to result in additional sources of polluted
runoff, or exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems are considered
less than significant (LS) in Rural Residential Communities for Impact HYD-3C. No mitigation is
required.
Lands Not Identified for Development in the Proposed MTP/SCS
Although some housing and employment growth, consistent with historical trends, may occur in this
Community Type within the MTP/SCS planning period, the proposed MTP/SCS does not forecast
any development in these areas by 2040.
The proposed MTP/SCS would make a limited number of planned transportation improvements in
this Community Type by 2040. The focus for investments in these areas would be on road
maintenance, safety enhancements, other roadway operational improvements, and targeted capacity
improvements to existing facilities that accommodate increased travel between urban areas. The
proposed MTP/SCS would not result in land use or transportation changes that would generate
runoff that exceeds system capacity and/or contribute polluted runoff.
Adherence to NPDES permit requirements and SWRCB Management Measures for Urban Areas
(described in the state regulatory setting section of this chapter) would further ensure that any
projects do not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or result in substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
Therefore, the impacts associated with the potential for implementation of the projected land use
pattern and planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS to result in additional
sources of polluted runoff, or exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
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systems in Lands Not Identified for Development are considered less than significant (LS) for
Impact HYD-3C. No mitigation is required.
High Frequency Transit Area Impacts
Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County High Frequency Transit Areas
Because HFTAs are already urbanized, most of the projected land use pattern that would occur in
these areas would be redevelopment, infill, and intensification of existing land uses. These types of
development usually require infrastructure upgrades. The infrastructure upgrades would
accommodate the stormwater and water quality treatment needs of the individual development and,
thus, these projects would not be expected to create or contribute runoff water that would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff. Where infrastructure is upgraded to facilitate development, local and
state regulations would require developments to apply BMPs, implement control measures, adhere
to NPDES permit requirements, and comply with local drainage standards. This work would be
consistent with the types of the projected land use pattern anticipated in the proposed MTP/SCS
and the growth footprint analyzed throughout this EIR includes the land required for infrastructure
upgrades. As such, the anticipated effect of these upgrades has been evaluated at a program level
throughout this EIR. Further, individual projects within HFTAs and the infrastructure to serve them
would be subject to project-level CEQA analysis. Those HFTAs within the city of Roseville and
Sacramento County (incorporated and unincorporated) are subject to strict standards outlined in the
Stormwater Quality Design Manual (Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership 2018).
Combined with the application of BMPs, implementation of control measures, adherence to
NPDES permit requirements, and SWRCB Management Measures for Urban Areas (described in
the state regulatory section of this chapter), implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS in HFTAs
may reduce net polluted runoff and improve water quality.
Because HFTAs are urbanized, most of the planned transportation improvements would be to
existing facilities with stormwater drainage infrastructure in place. In cases where the infrastructure
would not adequately handle stormwater drainage or control polluted runoff, lead agencies would be
required to make infrastructure upgrades and bring the system into compliance with current
drainage standards. For example, development in HFTAs within the city of Roseville and
Sacramento County (incorporated and unincorporated) would be subject to standards outlined in the
Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento Region (Sacramento Stormwater Quality
Partnership 2018). Development within all of the HFTAs would be subject to locally-implemented
NPDES and other regulations for management of runoff and water quality.
Adherence to NPDES permit requirements and SWRCB Management Measures for Urban Areas
(described in the state regulatory setting of this chapter) in HFTAs would ensure that projects do
not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
Therefore, the impacts associated with the potential for implementation of the projected land use
pattern and planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS to result in additional
sources of polluted runoff, or exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems are considered less than significant (LS) in HFTAs are considered less than significant (LS)
for Impact HYD-3C. No mitigation is required.
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MITIGATION MEASURES
None required.
IMPACT HYD-4: IN FLOOD HAZARD, TSUNAMI, OR SEICHE ZONES, RISK RELEASE OF POLLUTANTS DUE TO PROJECT
INUNDATION.
Regional Impacts
The proposed MTP/SCS includes the projected land use pattern and planned transportation
improvements that would be located in areas potentially subject to inundation during a flood, levee
failure, dam failure, or seiche. Figure 11-3 shows 200-year and 100-year flood hazard areas in the
plan area. While the majority of the projected land use pattern would be located outside these hazard
areas, some the projected land use pattern in flood hazard areas are necessary to avoid leapfrog
development because a sizable portion of the region’s existing housing units (236,082) and jobs
(307,475) are in the 200-year flood hazard areas. Table 11-7 shows planned transportation
improvements that would be located in flood hazard areas. Similarly, there is existing development
near rivers and the proposed MTP/SCS could result in additional development in areas that could
experience levee failures (see Figure 11-8). Dam inundation areas (shown in Figure 11-9) are
geographically large and portions of the projected land use pattern and planned transportation
improvements fall within these areas. Seiches could occur adjacent to large bodies of water, such as
Folsom Lake and Lake Tahoe, but there is no history of these events and the potential for
contributing factors, such as earthquake and landslide, is somewhat limited. For the proposed
MTP/SCS to result in release of pollutants due to inundation, development would need to occur in
immediate proximity to these waterbodies. The plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS is outside of
the areas of California at risk for tsunamis, as mapped by the California Department of
Conservation, so impacts from tsunamis are not analyzed further (California Department of
Conservation 2019).
However, numerous existing federal, state, and local laws and regulations are in place to address the
management and control of pollutants, including regulations addressing the proper disposal,
transportation, storage, and handling of potentially hazardous materials (refer to Chapter 10 –
Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire) and regulations removing or substantially lessening the
amount of pollutants within stormwater and non-stormwater flows (refer to Impact HYD-1). The
projected land use pattern and planned transportation improvements under the proposed MTP/SCS
would be subject to these regulations for the management of pollutants, which would limit the
release of pollutants in the event of inundation due to flood, levee or dam failure, or seiche.
Moreover, subsequent development would be subject to existing regulations intended to limit the
potential for flooding to affect development. These include FEMA flood insurance and State flood
protection regulations intended to limit flood risk, as well as local flood management programs,
zone districts, and regulations; California Building Code requirements, and the PFDI Act. These
regulations would guide growth away from hazardous areas. Therefore, the regional impacts
associated with the potential for implementation of the projected land use pattern and planned
transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS to risk release of pollutants due to
inundation during a flood, dam or levee failure, or seiche are considered less than significant (LS) for
Impact HYD-4. No mitigation is required.
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Figure 11-8
Levees in the Plan Area of the Proposed MTP/SCS
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Figure 11-9
Planned Transportation Improvements in Dam Inundation Areas
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Localized and High Frequency Transit Area Impacts
Center and Corridor, Established, Developing Communities, Rural Residential Communities, Lands Not Identified
for Development in the MTP/SCS, and Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County High Frequency
Transit Areas
As described in the regional discussion above, the proposed MTP/SCS would include the projected
land use pattern and planned transportation improvements in locations potentially subject to
inundation during a flood, dam or levee failure, or seiche, including within Center and Corridor,
Established, Developing, and Rural Residential Communities, Lands Not Identified for Development,
and HFTAs. There is no potential in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS for inundation during a
tsunami.
Numerous existing federal, State, and local laws and regulations are in place to address the
management and control of pollutants, including regulations addressing the proper disposal,
transportation, storage, and handling of potentially hazardous materials (refer to Chapter 10 –
Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and Wildfire) and regulations removing or substantially lessening the
amount of pollutants within stormwater and non-stormwater flows (refer to Impact HYD-1). The
projected land use pattern and planned transportation improvements under the proposed MTP/SCS
in areas with the potential for flooding would be subject to these regulations for the management of
pollutants, which would limit the release of pollutants in the event of inundation due to flood, levee
or dam failure, or seiche. Moreover, the proposed MTP/SCS does not include any components that
would substantially increase the potential risk for release of pollutants during inundation relative to
the existing level of risk in the plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS. Therefore, the impacts
associated with the potential for implementation of the projected land use pattern and planned
transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS to risk release of pollutants due to
inundation during a flood, dam or levee failure, or seiche in Center and Corridor, Established,
Developing, and Rural Residential Communities, Lands Not Identified for Development, and
HFTAs are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-4. No mitigation is required.
MITIGATION MEASURES
None required.
IMPACT HYD-5: CONFLICT WITH OR OBSTRUCT THE IMPLEMENTATION OF A WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN OR
SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN.
Regional Impacts
As described above, Basin Plans designate beneficial uses of California’s groundwater basins and
establish narrative and numerical water quality objectives. Basin Plans are primarily implemented by using
the NPDES permitting system to regulate waste discharges so that water quality objectives are met. Basin
Plans provide the technical basis for determining waste discharge requirements, taking enforcement
actions, and evaluating clean water grant proposals. The plan area of the proposed MTP/SCS is covered
by the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and the San Joaquin River Basin
(CVRWQCB 2018) and by the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region North and South
Basins (LRWQCB 2016). Sustainable groundwater management plans are currently being developed
throughout the plan area, as described in Impact HYD-2, and must be in place by 2022.
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Objectives of the proposed MTP/SCS include: an orderly growth pattern that directs growth toward
urban centers; reduction of vehicle miles traveled; increased travel by transit, bike, and walking; and
minimization of direct and indirect land use and transportation impacts on agriculture and natural
resources. These objectives, if realized, would be anticipated to avoid and lessen adverse impacts to
surface and groundwater quality that could be associated with regional growth.
As described in Impact HYD-1, the projected land use pattern and planned transportation
improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS would be subject to existing federal, state, and local laws
and regulations protecting water quality, including adopted regulatory provisions of Basin Plans. The
projected land use pattern and planned transportation improvements under the proposed MTP/SCS
would also be subject to sustainable groundwater management plans once they are in place. As
described above, consistency with these plans would be determined at the project-level and enforced
through the permitting process. There is no attribute of the proposed MTP/SCS that would
obstruct the implementation of this process. The proposed MTP/SCS would provide a guiding
vision and strategy for the manner in which the SACOG region could accommodate growth but
would not supplant established regional plans for the protection of water quality and water supply.
Individual projects would be required to demonstrate compliance with the applicable water quality
or groundwater management plan in place at the time of the application through the permitting
process. Therefore, the projected land use pattern and planned transportation improvements of the
proposed MTP/SCS would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of water quality control
plans or sustainable groundwater management plans. The regional impacts of the projected land use
pattern and planned transportation improvements of the proposed MTP/SCS are considered less
than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-5. No mitigation is required.
Localized and High Frequency Transit Area Impacts
Center and Corridor, Established, Developing, Rural Residential Communities, Lands Not Identified for
Development in the proposed MTP/SCS, and Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County High
Frequency Transit Areas
As described above, the projected land use pattern and planned transportation improvements would
be subject to federal, State, and local laws, regulations, and plans governing surface and groundwater
quality and groundwater management, including adopted regulatory provisions of Basin Plans. There
are no aspects of the projected land use pattern or planned transportation improvements of the
proposed MTP/SCS that would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Basins Plans or
sustainable groundwater management plans. At the local level, individual projects would be required
to demonstrate compliance with the applicable water quality or groundwater management plan in
place at the time of the application through the permitting process. Therefore, impacts of the
projected land use pattern and planned transportation improvements in Center and Corridor,
Established, Developing, Rural Residential Communities, Lands Not Identified for Development,
and Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County HFTAs are considered less than
significant (LS) for Impact HYD-5. No mitigation is required.
MITIGATION MEASURES
None required.

MTP/SCS 2020
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Hydrology and Water Quality – Page 11–67

IMPACT HYD-6: VIOLATE ANY WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OR WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS RESULTING FROM
CONSTRUCTION AND OTHER SOIL DISTURBANCE ACTIVITIES.
Regional Impacts
Construction-related earth-disturbing activities of the projected land use pattern and planned
transportation improvements under the proposed MTP/SCS would introduce the potential for
increased erosion and sedimentation, with subsequent effects on water quality and storm drain
capacity. During site grading, trenching, and other construction activities, areas of bare soil are
exposed to erosive forces during rainfall events. Bare soils are much more likely to erode than
vegetated areas because of the lack of dispersion, infiltration, and retention properties created by
covering vegetation. Construction activities involving soil disturbance, excavation, cutting/filling,
stockpiling, and/or grading could result in increased erosion and sedimentation to surface waters.
The extent of the impacts is dependent on soil erosion potential, type of construction practice,
extent of disturbed area, timing of precipitation events, and topography and proximity to drainage
channels. In addition, construction equipment and activities would have the potential to leak
hazardous materials, such as oil and gasoline, and potentially affect surface water or groundwater
quality. Improper use or accidental spills of fuels, oils, and other construction-related hazardous
materials, such as pipe sealant, solvents, and paints, could also pose a threat to the water quality of
local waters. If precautions are not taken to contain or capture sediments and/or accidental
hazardous spills, construction activities could produce substantial pollutants in stormwater runoff
and degrade surface water quality.
Soil erosion is probable during construction activities associated with the projected land use pattern
and planned transportation improvements, and the resulting water quality impairments could include
turbidity, increased algal growth, oxygen depletion, or sediment buildup, thereby degrading aquatic
habitats. Sediment from project-induced erosion could also accumulate in downstream drainage
facilities and interfere with streamflow, thereby aggravating downstream flooding conditions.
Construction could also affect local storm drain catch basins, culverts, flood control channels,
waters of the United States, streams, and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Most runoff in urban
areas is eventually directed to either a storm drain or bodies of water, unless allowed to stand in a
detention area and filter into the ground.
Depending on the location and need for trenching and excavation, construction activities may reach
depths that could expose the groundwater table and create a direct path through which
contaminants could enter the groundwater system. Primary construction-related contaminants that
could reach groundwater would include oil and grease, and construction-related hazardous materials
and dewatering effluent. Some transportation projects in the proposed MTP/SCS would require
extensive foundational support. Overpasses, underpasses, grade separations, highway interchanges,
and other rail crossing structures would require excavation below the ground surface or support
structures or foundations secured deep into the ground. Projects that excavate or secure foundations
deep in the ground may encounter groundwater.
In addition to complying with applicable local ordinances and requirements, construction sites
disturbing one or more acres are required to comply with the State’s General Stormwater Permit for
Construction Activities. The Construction General Permit is issued by SWRCB and enforced by the
RWQCB. Coverage is obtained by submitting a NOI to SWRCB before construction. The General
Permit requires preparation and implementation of a site-specific SWPPP that must always be kept
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on site for review by the State inspector. Stormwater quality sampling and reporting requirements
outlined as a Construction Site Monitoring and Reporting Plan are also part of the SWPPP. The
SWPPP could include BMP erosion control measures such as those listed in the discussion of
Impact HYD-1, above. Applicable projects applying for a County grading permit must show proof
that an NOI has been filed and must submit a copy of the SWPPP.
New development that would introduce 10,000 or more square feet of new impervious surfaces
would be required under Provision C.3 of the NPDES program to incorporate LID strategies such
as stormwater reuse, onsite infiltration, and evapotranspiration. Most development related to land
use under the plan would be subject to these requirements. Projects that would disturb less than 1
acre would be subject to the CALGreen requirements related to stormwater drainage that have been
designed to prevent or reduce discharges of sediments, chemicals, and wastes through BMPs that
include on-site retention and filtration. In addition, local jurisdictions may have additional
requirements for smaller projects. In many cases, stormwater drainage measures and compliance
with RWQCB Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit Order No. 2011-0083 Provision C.3 may be
required by local jurisdictions as standard conditions of approval for building permit applications.
Typical BMPs used to meet regulatory standards include:


Limit excavation and grading activities to the dry season (April 15 to October 15) to the
extent possible to reduce the chance of severe erosion from intense rainfall and surface
runoff, as well as the potential for soil saturation in swale areas.



Cover stockpiles of loose material; diverting runoff away from exposed soil material; locating and
operating sediment basin/traps to minimize the amount of offsite sediment transport and
dissipate energy; and removing any trapped sediment from the basin/trap for placement at a
suitable location onsite, away from concentrated flows, or removal to an approved disposal site.



Provide erosion protection on all exposed soils either by revegetation or placement of
impervious surfaces after completion of grading.



Store hazardous materials such as fuels and solvents used on the construction sites in
covered containers that are protected from rainfall, runoff, and vandalism.

Before discharging any dewatered effluent to surface water, project proponents are required to
obtain an NPDES permit (as described under Impact HYD-1) and Waste Discharge Requirement
from the CVRWQCB or LVRWQCB. Depending on the volume and characteristics of the
discharge, coverage under the NPDES General Construction Permit may be permissible. If coverage
under the NPDES Construction General Permit is not allowed, projects must conform to
requirements of the General Dewatering Permit, issued by the CVRWQCB or LVRWQCB.
The Caltrans Stormwater Program covers planned transportation improvements where Caltrans is
the lead agency. As described in the regulatory settings and Impact HYD-1, this permit regulates all
stormwater discharges from Caltrans-owned conveyances, maintenance facilities and construction
activities. Caltrans also has a Storm Water Management Plan that describes the procedures and
practices used to reduce or eliminate the discharge of pollutants to storm drainage systems and
receiving waters.
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Planned transportation improvements where local agencies are the lead agency are subject to local
and state requirements for construction runoff prevention. Adherence to local and state regulations
would mitigate against violation of any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.
Planned transportation improvements that disturb more than one acre would be required to adhere
to the same NPDES General Construction Permit requirements as land development projects
discussed above. The permit requirements include preparation and implementation of a SWPPP
detailing BMPs that would be employed to control onsite stormwater drainage during construction.
Components of SWPPPs typically include project risk determination (categorized into Risk Levels 1,
2, and 3), visual inspection requirements, identification of sampling locations, collection and
handling procedures (for Risk Level 2 and Risk Level 3 projects), and specifications for BMPs to be
implemented during project construction for the purpose of minimizing the discharge of pollutants
in stormwater from the construction area. Projects that fall under Caltrans jurisdiction are also
required to adhere to the Caltrans NPDES permit. Projects that would disturb less than 1 acre
would be subject to the CALGreen requirements related to stormwater drainage for nonresidential
projects, including BMPs designed to prevent soil loss and release of contaminants.
At the regional scale, the proposed MTP/SCS projects would not violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements if they comply with existing local, state, and federal regulations.
Before commencement of major construction activities, project applicants would submit a SWPPP
to the SWRCB that identifies the BMPs that would be used in construction of the planned project.
The applicant must receive approval of the SWPPP and submit a Notice of Intent before initiating
construction. Individual development and planned transportation improvements are expected to
adopt BMPs appropriate to local conditions.
Therefore, the construction-related water quality impacts associated with implementation of the
projected land use pattern and planned transportation improvements in the proposed MTP/SCS at
the regional level are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-6. No mitigation is
required.
Localized Impacts
Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities
Because Center and Corridor Communities and Established Communities are already largely built
out, most of the development in these areas would be redevelopment, infill and intensification of
existing land uses. These types of developments usually require infrastructure upgrades to existing
facilities, which are subject to current water quality standards and waste discharge requirements, and
the application of BMPs, implementation of control measures, and adherence to local and state
regulations. As a result, they may improve water quality.
The Caltrans Stormwater Program, as described earlier, covers planned transportation improvements
where Caltrans is the lead agency. Planned transportation improvements where local agencies are the lead
agency are subject to local and state regulations for construction runoff prevention. Adherence to local
and state regulations would ensure that development would not violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements.
The construction-related water quality impacts associated with implementation of the land use and
transportation changes in the proposed MTP/SCS in Center and Corridor Communities and
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Established Communities are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-6 for the same
reasons provided at the regional level. No mitigation is required.
Developing Communities
Developing Communities may have some existing development, but they are generally primarily
undeveloped. Implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would convert previously undeveloped
land to urban uses. New development and its associated infrastructure would be subject to current
water quality standards and waste discharge requirements, and the application of BMPs,
implementation of control measures, and adherence to local and state regulations, described above
at the regional scale.
The Caltrans Stormwater Program, as described earlier, covers planned transportation
improvements where Caltrans is the lead agency. Planned transportation improvements where local
agencies are the lead agency are subject to local and state regulations for construction runoff
prevention. Adherence to local and state regulations would ensure that development would not
violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Therefore, the construction-related
impacts associated with implementation of the land use and transportation changes in the proposed
MTP/SCS in Developing Communities are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-6.
No mitigation is required.
Rural Residential Communities
The dispersed, predominantly residential, development in this Community Type is anticipated to
have less impact overall on water quality related to construction than other types of development
because there are projected to be comparatively fewer numbers of these units, they are generally on
larger sites that can accommodate site run-off from impervious surfaces, and they are built subject
to local requirements for water quality.
While adherence to NPDES permit requirements and SWRCB Management Measures for Urban
Areas (described in the state regulatory settings section of this chapter) would generally ensure that
projects do not violate water quality standards or wastewater discharge requirements, these
requirements do not apply to projects on less than one acre of land. For new projects on individual
sites under one acre, management of water quality is regulated through CALGreen, as well as
grading ordinances, requirements for geo-technical analyses, and other local standards for control
and management of run-off.
Therefore, the water quality construction-related impacts associated with the projected land use
pattern from the implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS in Rural Residential Communities are
considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-6. No mitigation is required.
Because Rural Residential Communities are not urbanized, many of the planned transportation
improvements would be new facilities. Those improvements that involve grading, recontouring,
bridge pilings, and new impervious surfaces may alter existing drainage patterns, which may result in
increased stormwater flow volumes and/or velocity.
Planned transportation improvements where Caltrans is the lead agency are covered by the Caltrans
Stormwater Program, as described under regional impacts. Planned transportation improvements
where local agencies are the lead agency are subject to local and state regulations for construction
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runoff prevention. Adherence to local and state regulations would ensure that development would
not violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements.
Therefore, the water quality construction-related impacts associated transportation changes from the
implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS in Rural Residential Communities are considered less
than significant (LS) for Impact HYD-6. No mitigation is required.
Lands Not Identified for Development in the proposed MTP/SCS
Although some housing and employment growth, consistent with historical trends, may occur in this
Community Type within the MTP/SCS planning period, the proposed MTP/SCS does not forecast
any development in these areas by 2040.
The proposed MTP/SCS would make a limited number of planned transportation improvements in
this Community Type by 2040. The focus for investments in these areas is on road maintenance, safety
enhancements, other roadway operational improvements, and targeted capacity improvements to
existing facilities that accommodate increased travel between urban areas. Planned transportation
improvements where Caltrans is the lead agency are covered by the Caltrans Stormwater Program, as
described under regional impacts. Planned transportation improvements where local agencies are the
lead agency are subject to local and state regulations for construction runoff prevention. Adherence to
local and state regulations would ensure that development would not violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements.
Therefore, the construction-related water quality impacts associated with implementation of the land
use and transportation changes in the proposed MTP/SCS on Lands Not Identified for
Development in the proposed MTP/SCS are considered less than significant (LS) for Impact HYD6. No mitigation is required.
High Frequency Transit Area Impacts
Placer County, Sacramento County, and Yolo County High Frequency Transit Areas
Because HFTAs are already largely built out, most of the development in these areas would be
redevelopment, infill, and intensification of existing land uses. These types of developments usually
require infrastructure upgrades, which are subject to current water quality standards and waste
discharge requirements, and the application of BMPs, implementation of control measures, and
adherence to local and state regulations may improve water quality. For example, those HFTAs
within the city of Roseville and Sacramento County (incorporated and unincorporated) are subject
to standards outlined in the Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento Region
(Sacramento Stormwater Quality Partnership 2018).
The Caltrans Stormwater Program, as described earlier, covers planned transportation
improvements where Caltrans is the lead agency. Planned transportation improvements where local
agencies are the lead agency are subject to local and state regulations for construction runoff
prevention. Adherence to local and state regulations ensure that development would not violate
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Those HFTAs within the city of Roseville
and Sacramento County (incorporated and unincorporated) are subject to standards outlined in the
Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento Region (Sacramento Stormwater Quality
Partnership 2018).
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Therefore, the construction-related water quality impacts associated with implementation of the land
use and transportation changes in the proposed MTP/SCS in HFTAs are considered less than
significant (LS) for Impact HYD-6. No mitigation is required.
MITIGATION MEASURES
None Required.
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