COMMENT LETTER NO. 6

CIVIL ENGINEERING

LAND USE PLARNING

ENVIRONMENTAL /PERMITTING
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

November 16, 1999

Isleton City Council

City of Isleion

PO Box 716, 101 Second Street
isleton, CA 95641

RE: Comments on the Comprehensive General Plan

Honorable Mayor and Council members:

| have reviewed the subject document on behalf of the Brannan-Andrus Levee
Maintenance District and have the foliowing comments conceming the background
information and observations made in the documnent about flooding and flood control,

The historical and technical information contained in Part ill, Public Services, (p. li}-11),
about the levee system protecting the island and past flooding and flood control is
emoneous, First, there are 10 miles of non-project levee. Second, the 1972 flood was not
caused by "improper pipeline excavation work™ but occurred along a section of levee that
was being rehabilitated 10 control seepage and provide additionat freeboard and crown
width for better flood protection. The work did invoive a section of levee that was
experiencing seepage problems, is underlain by a deep layer of peat and therefore_ls
subject lo unusual setlement. Addressing this type of problem is a routine responsibility
of the Levee Maintenance District. However, because of the 1972 flood experience, extra

effort is expended to assess the fragility of the project area and guard against a
reoccurrence of that type of rishap.

Also in Part Ifl, the discussion about freeboard, foundation conditions, levee requirements
for flood protection, and the general condition of the levee system is seriously outdated.
In fact, the 1982 Corps evaluation over-states the situation as well. The island levee
systemn has been significantly improved since 1982, meeting the HMP one-foot-freeboard
standard in 1891, and now approaching achievement of the Corps PL 84-99 one-and-one-
hatf-foot standard. Regarding consolidation-of the peat foundation, the problern is more
jocalized than indicated and does diminish over time. Additionally, french drains have bee.n
installed 1o better handle seepage problems and stability berms have been constructed in
critical areas. In short the condition of the Brannan-Andrus Island levee system is the
opposite of what is depicted in the Grunwald document. With respect 1o the State and
federal requirements for 100-year fiood protection, these are several faciors that are
considered. Those do include levee stability and level of maintenance, as well as
overtopping protection and girth of the levee cross section.
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In Part IV, Section D, (p. IV-D-4}, under Flood Control, ihe assumption about CALFED
support needs fo be revisited. The CALFED levee standard that is currently proposed tor
impiementation is the Corps PL 84-99 standard that is mentioned above. That is an
agricuttural flood protection slandard, not urban. The goals of CALFED do not include the
promotion of urban growth, consequently the City should not rely on CALFED support to
achieve an urban leve! of protection. Financial support to provide FEMA proteciion will
have to come from some other means, such as special legistation or possibly some type
ot Mello Roos funding. Existing State and federal programs are intentionally crafted to
avoid being growth inducing, particulary in the Delta. In fact, the Levee District could have
its eligibility for participation in the State Subventions Program re-considered if those funds
promote significant urban growth. Of course, it there are sufficient assessment revenues
1o offset the loss of subvention suppert, the issue would be moot.

In Part VI, Section E, (p. VIil-34), Alternative Approaches to Flood Control, the
CALFED option is probably not viable. Instead, the two options outlined above should be
explored. The additional option discussed in the report, to seek federal and State supporn
on the basis that Isleton is somehow relegated to second class status because of the 1972
event ignores the facts and promulgates a specious argument. The island did not have
100-year flood protection before 1972 and therefore was subject to FEMA regulations alt
along. What changed was the fact that federal regulations goveming construction ina
flood piain were tightened in 1979. Concurrent with the establishment of the National
Flood insurance Program, at that time, and pressure on lending institutions, the threat of
lost federal grants was applied to local govemments so they would be more diligent in
enforcing flood plain regulations to minimize flood damage and keep the insurance
program solvent. 1t is absurd to characterize the situation as a community victimized by
“careless construction activity”. Until 1987 Walnut Grove faced the same fate as Isieton
without ever experiencing fiooding, while Thomton continues to confront the same problem
after fiooding in 1995 due to storm conditions in the Cosumnes watershed.

Consequently, any effort to seek spetial state support should focus on the fact that cunent
state and local leves funding programs and mechanisms are not geared to providing higher
levels of protection for an urban pocket in the middle of a major agricultural area. Yet, 10
encourage new growth to provide a better economic base for the isleton community, 100-
year protection is needed. Yet, the Isieton community alone, does not have the abliity 1o
fund such an undertaking and it is unlikely private development would be abie 1o amorize

the cost either. This circumstance woutld appear to justity legislative consideration for State
financial assistance,

It is clear that much of the mis-information and erroneous assumptions cited above could

have been avoided if the Levee District had been consulted before the General Plan
Document went 1o print.

B-20



Isieton Gity Council
Page 3
November 16, 1998

Hespectiully,

éblabrie naging Principal

DCC Engineering, BALMD District Engineer
/

ccC: BAILMD Directors
Grunwald and Associates
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 6 - Brannan-Andrus Levee Maintenance District

Reference to Part I, Public Services concerning historical and technical information:

The comments are noted and accepted, with appropriate changes made to the text of Part 111
(see attached changes).

Reference io Part III conceming the condition of the levee system:

The comments are noted and accepted, with appropriate changes made to the text of Part 111
(see attached changes).

Reference to Part IV, Section D conceming Cal-Fed involvement in flood control:

The comments are noted and accepted, with appropriate changes made to the text of Pant IV
(see attached changes). See also the response provided below.

Reference to Part VIII, Section E conceming alternative approaches to flood control.

The comments are noted and accepted, with appropriate changes made to the text of Part
VIII (see attached changes). It is also noted, however, that the assumptions concemning
potential Cal-Fed involvement were made early in the General Plan program with the
knowledge and support of the District Engineer for the Brannan-Andrus Levee Maintenance
District. It was hoped at that time that Cal-Fed support might be obtained because of the

need to improve certain sections of the levee surrounding the island to better protect protect
agricultural flands.
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