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Meeting of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
September 11, 2015 

Staff Report 

Reconsideration Hearing for Application No. 19045  
to consider a Protest submitted by  Mr. Joseph La Perle on August 28, 2015  

Sacramento County 
 

1.0 – ITEM 

Reconsider Central Valley Flood Protection Board’s (Board) August 28, 2015 decision 
to approve Permit No. 19045, along Elder Creek (Attachment A) to include a protest 
submitted by Mr. Joseph La Perle on August 28, 2015 (Attachment B) as part of the 
public record.  

2.0 – APPLICANT 

Sacramento County Department of Water Resources (County) 

3.0 – PROJECT LOCATION 

The project is located north of McCoy Avenue and follows Elder Creek to a point 
approximately 0.21 miles east of Hedge Avenue, in Sacramento County (Attachment A).  
This reach of Elder Creek is located in an urbanizing area, according to the Sacramento 
County master plan, and is within a watershed that drains approximately 7.8 square 
miles.  This reach of Elder Creek is upstream of the USACE federal project levee 
system and State Plan of Flood Control (SPFC) facilities comprised of the South 
Sacramento County Streams Group and Sacramento River levees.   

Mr. La Perle’s property is located south of Elder Creek and north of McCoy Avenue, 
parallel to the left (south) bank of Elder Creek, and is near the downstream end of the 
proposed work under Application No. 19045. 

4.0 – APPLICATION BACKGROUND 

 Application received by Board staff on May 1, 2015 

 Ten (10) day letter sent to the applicant on May 12, 2015 

 Application deemed incomplete by Board staff on May 28, 2015 
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 Application deemed complete on July 31, 2015 and staff: 
o assigned an application number  
o sent the application transmittal to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
o scheduled the application for the August 28, 2015 Board meeting 
o sent the 30-day letter to the applicant  
o sent out adjacent landowner letters, including Mr. La Perle’s (Attachment C) 

 Staff report and recommendation published to Board’s website August 21, 2015 

 Mr. La Perle came to the Board’s office to speak with staff regarding this application 
on August 26, 2015   
o Mr. La Perle spoke with administrative staff, who informed him that the item 

would be heard by the Board on Friday, August 28, 2015. 
o Mr. La Perle indicated that he had not received notification of the project until just 

recently because his notice had been sent to an incorrect address. 
o Administrative staff notified the staff project manager to contact Mr. La Perle as 

soon as possible to answer his questions. 

 Board staff project manager and administrative staff promptly (within 30 minutes) 
called Mr. La Perle to answer his questions, where staff:   
o notified Mr. La Perle of the action to take place on August 28, 2015 
o notified Mr. La Perle of staff’s recommendation  
o answered several basic project questions that were asked 
o gave Mr. La Perle the contact information for the applicant 
o sent Mr. La Perle an email link that would allow him to view the published staff 

report and have access to the website where the agenda was also published 
(which included the time and location of the meeting on August 28, 2015) 

 The applicant spoke with Mr. La Perle on August 26, 2015 to answer his questions 
about the overall project and Mr. La Perle was sent a copy of the Drainage Report 
that he had requested from the applicant 

 Mr. La Perle sent an email protesting the project to staff at 10:33 pm on August 27, 
2015, which was not seen by staff until approximately 11:30 am on August 28, 2015 
(due to remote access issues at the venue and staff’s participation in the meeting)   

 On August 28, 2015, shortly after 9 am, the Board approved Permit No. 19045 on 
the Consent Calendar and Mr. La Perle was either not in attendance or chose to not 
make any public comments 

Due to Mr. La Perle’s protest and the delayed notification, staff with the applicant’s 
consent has not executed the permit and is requesting that the Board reconsider its 
prior approval and hear Mr. La Perle’s protest.   
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The applicant’s goal is to complete construction before the rainy season, but no later 
than November 1, 2015 to meet Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements.  
The applicant has indicated to staff that construction can be completed prior to this 
deadline if a permit is issued on September 11, 2015.  Without approval at this 
upcoming meeting, the applicant has stated it is unlikely that they will be able to 
construct the project in 2015. 

5.0 – RECONSIDERATION INFORMATION 

California Code of Regulations, Title 23 (Title 23) outlines the authority and procedural 
guidelines for reconsiderations in § 30 (Section 30).  Per Section 30 one of four reasons 
must exist to reconsider an item.   

1) Irregularity in the proceeding, or any ruling, or abuse of discretion which 
prevented a fair hearing; 

2) The decision or order is not supported by substantial evidence; 

3) There is relevant evidence which could not reasonably been produced 
previously; or 

4) Error in law. 

Because Mr. La Perle’s protest was submitted prior to the hearing, but not received by 
staff prior to the Board’s consideration of the permit on August 28, 2015, and because 
the adjacent landowner notification was sent to the incorrect address, staff has 
determined that the there was an irregularity in the proceeding and is recommending 
that the matter be reconsidered.  The applicant has been notified of the protest and is in 
agreement with staff’s recommendation. 

6.0 – MR. LA PERLE’S PROTEST 

Mr. La Perle’s protest (Attachment B) referenced the following key points: 

 The adjacent landowner letter that was sent to him on July 31, 2015 was sent to an 
incorrect address, which did not leave him enough time to respond prior to the 
meeting 

 He has concerns regarding drainage impacts due to fill that is associated with 
development that is near his property 

 He would like his concerns heard and properly addressed at a Board meeting 
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6.1 – Staff Analysis and Determinations 

Staff sent the adjacent landowner notification to Mr. La Perle’s address as indicated in 
County records (Attachment C). Mr. La Perle indicates that the address is incorrect and 
that he, therefore, did not receive the letter until just before the hearing.  Because of the 
alleged delay in the notice and because Mr. La Perle’s protest was submitted, but not 
received by the Board in time to consider it prior to its action on August 28, 2015, staff 
recommends that the Board reconsider its action. 

Mr. La Perle’s protest letter did not provide any new technical flood control issues for 
staff to consider.  Staff’s recommendation, based on public safety and flood control 
issues, made at the August 28, 2015 meeting remain unchanged (as outlined in the 
August 28, 2015 staff report – Attachment D).   

It is Board staff’s understanding that Mr. La Perle’s concerns regarding the drainage 
impacts relate to fill being placed adjacent to his property as part of the County’s overall 
development plan.  This work will be occurring outside of the floodplain, will not have 
any adverse impacts on flood control, and is outside of the scope of this application and 
the board’s jurisdiction.  The proposed improvements to Elder Creek, that the Board is 
permitting, improve flood control for this area of the creek and do not adversely affect 
upstream or downstream hydraulics.   

7.0 – CEQA ANALYSIS 

The findings made in Section 8.0 of the August 28, 2015 staff report (Attachment D) 
remain valid because no new information was submitted by Mr. La Perle’s protest that 
would require the findings be modified.  Mr. La Perle’s concerns do not relate to impacts 
within the Board’s jurisdiction or within the scope of the requested action. Rather, his 
concerns relate to other aspects of the development that have been reviewed by the 
County for CEQA purposes.  

8.0 – CALIFORNIA WATER CODE SECTION 8610.5 CONSIDERATIONS 

The findings made in Section 9.0 of the August 28, 2015 staff report (Attachment D) 
remain valid because no new information was submitted by Mr. La Perle’s protest that 
would require the findings be modified.   

Mr. La Perle’s concerns have been carefully considered and staff’s engineering 
judgement remains unchanged.  The bank grading along Elder Creek (as part of the 
proposed project) will improve flood protection for the surrounding area and grading 
outside of the floodplain (as part of the County’s future development) is not anticipated 
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to adversely affect flood control or Mr. La Perle’s property.  The drainage for the entire 
area (including work outside the floodplain) has been evaluated by the County as part of 
their larger development project and all grading impacts will be mitigated by the County.  
The proposed project is not anticipated to cause any adverse effects on drainage in the 
area.   

9.0 – STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Board reconsider its August 28, 2015 action in order to 
address Mr. La Perle’s previously submitted protest. Upon reconsideration, staff 
recommends that the Board: 

Find: 

 That the protest submitted by Mr. La Pele does not offer any new information 
regarding flood control, and, therefore 

Uphold:  

 The Board’s August 28, 2015 decision adopting the required CEQA findings and 
approving Permit No. 19045. 

10.0 – LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

A – Location Maps  

B – Mr. La Perle Protest (submitted August 28, 2015 at 5:33 am via email) 

C – Adjacent Landowner Information for Mr. La Perle  

D – Published Staff Report from the August 28, 2015 Board Meeting 

E – Applicant’s Response to Mr. La Perle’s Protest 

 

  
 
Prepared By: Nancy Moricz, PE, Senior Engineer, Planning Branch 
Environmental Review: Andrea Buckley, Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist) 
Staff Report Review: Eric Butler, PE, Supervising Engineer, Projects & Environmental Branch Chief 
 Len Marino, PE, Chief Engineer  
 Nicole Rinke, Deputy Attorney General 
 Leslie Gallagher, Acting Executive Officer 
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Moricz, Nancy@DWR

From: glamphotography@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2015 10:33 PM
To: Moricz, Nancy@DWR
Subject: Protestant

Dear Nancy, 
 
As per our conversation yesterday, August 26, 2015 where I stated to you that I just received 
your letter dated July 31, 2015 because the address was improperly labeled to 9091 McCoy. My 
address is 9101 McCoy. I am officially stating that I protest the improvement to elder Creek 
directly adjacent to my property running approximately 300 feet parallel to my north.     
 
I'm very disappointed I was not notified  within the 21 day notice. Neither was I informed where 
or which Board would be convened. However I feel my rights should not be deleted for a 
mistake I am not responsible for. 
 
I am in protestant to the project and have grave concerns of future flooding. The plan is clearly to 
only mitigate the needs of Lennar's new housing project. As I stated  to you and the engineers 
yesterday, Lennar has changed the original grade to five feet higher than it has existed for 
hundreds of years. My house and crops fall down stream from there project and are very closely 
encroached by this drainage corridor project. I would like my concerns heard and properly 
addressed. I am sending this email because I was not afforded the time to properly declare this in 
writing.  
 
As a fourth generation farmer in Elk Grove  and a Native California Wintu Indian Tribal member 
I take my land and environment  very seriously and will use any means legally necessary to fight 
for my rights. Thank you for your cooperation and time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joseph La Perle 
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Meeting of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
August 28, 2015 

Staff Report 

Sacramento County Department of Water Resources 
Elder Creek Improvements – Phase 1A, Sacramento County 

 

1.0 – ITEM 

Consider Central Valley Flood Protection Board (Board) approval to complete the Elder 
Creek Phase 1A Improvement Project to re-align, deepen, widen, and construct 
drainage features for approximately 3,000 linear feet of Elder Creek (Attachment A) 
through Permit No. 19045 (Attachment B).  

2.0 – APPLICANT 

Sacramento County Department of Water Resources (County) 

3.0 – PROJECT LOCATION 

The project is located north of McCoy Avenue and follows Elder Creek to a point 
approximately 0.21 miles east of Hedge Avenue, in Sacramento County (Attachment A).  
This reach of Elder Creek is located in an urbanizing area, according to the Sacramento 
County master plan, and is within a watershed that drains approximately 7.8 square 
miles.  This reach of Elder Creek is upstream of the USACE federal project levee 
system and State Plan of Flood Control (SPFC) facilities comprised of the South 
Sacramento County Streams Group and Sacramento River levees.   

4.0 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The County is proposing to complete the Elder Creek Phase 1A Improvement Project as 
the first phase of the broader Drainage Master Plan improvements for the North 
Vineyard Station Specific and Florin Vineyard Community Plans for Sacramento 
County.  The Phase 1A improvements will re-align, deepen, widen and construct 
drainage features for approximately 3,000 linear-feet of Elder Creek, starting just 
upstream of McCoy Avenue, and will provide the topography needed to create wetland, 
riparian, and upland habitats within the established Open Space Preserve.  
Construction activities include: excavation of approximately 60,000 cubic-yards of 
material to re-align, deepen, and improve the channel to an average top width of 
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approximately 100 feet and a bottom width of 50 feet; installation of eight (8) 12-inch 
outfall pipes with end wall structures and one (1) 24-inch detention basin outfall pipe 
and concrete end wall structure; construction of a 100-foot wide overflow weir to 
connect the existing detention basin to the channel; placement of approximately 650 
tons of rock slope protection (RSP) at the overflow weir, release points into the channel, 
and at the channel access ramp; and seeding of slopes for erosion protection.  No 
vegetation plantings are included in the Phase 1A improvements (Attachment C). 

The overall Drainage Master Plan was designed to provide a 100-year level of flood 
protection, along with water quality, open space, and recreation benefits, and will allow 
implementation of future phases of the project including residential development.  It 
includes a re-aligned meandering channel with adjacent wetlands, wetland and riparian 
benches, and nesting islands creating several open space corridor enhancements for 
the area. 

5.0 – AUTHORITY OF THE BOARD 

California Water Code § 8534, 8590 – 8610.5, and 8700 – 8710 

Title 23: 

• § 6 – Need  for a Permit 

• § 112 – Streams Regulated and Nonpermissible Work Periods 

• § 116 – Borrow and Excavation Activities – Land and Channel 

• § 121 – Erosion Control 

• § 123 – Pipelines, Conduits and Utility Lines 

• § 130 – Patrol Roads and Access Ramps 

6.0 – AGENCY COMMENTS AND ENDORSEMENTS 

The comments and endorsements associated with this project from all pertinent 
agencies are shown below: 

• The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) non-federal letter was received on 
August XX, 2015 and indicated that the USACE District Engineer has no comments 
or recommendations regarding flood control because the project does not affect a 
federally constructed project.  This letter has been incorporated into the permit as 
Exhibit A. 
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• Sacramento County Department of Water Resources endorsed the project on April 
28, 2015 with no conditions. 

7.0 – PROJECT ANALYSIS 

7.1 – Hydraulic Summary 

The County’s Master Plan includes the project location within an urbanizing area, but 
since the Elder Creek watershed area is less than ten (10) square miles, the proposed 
Elder Creek Phase 1A improvements are exempt from the State’s 200-year Urban Level 
of Flood Protection requirements.  The project was therefore analyzed using the 100-
year design discharge.  The County intends to design future phases of development 
along Elder Creek, including residential housing, in accordance with the 200-year urban 
level of protection standards.  The County is also working closely with the Sacramento 
Area Flood Control Agency to ensure that upstream development does not adversely 
impact the downstream federal levee project. 

The hydraulic analysis indicates that the proposed project will result in no adverse 
upstream or downstream hydraulic impacts.  Computed localized WSE changes ranged 
from a decrease of 0.02 feet to an increase of 0.05 feet. 

The material removed for channel widening and deepening will be relocated within the 
project area to raise elevation-deficient bank locations in order to contain flows up to the 
100-year discharge within the improved channel banks.  This will provide the necessary 
flood protection improvements to meet the FEMA 100-year level of protection for this 
reach of Elder Creek. 

Based on review of the submitted project designs and hydraulic analysis Board staff has 
determined that the proposed project would improve localized flood protection in this 
portion of the Elder Creek watershed, and is not anticipated to create any adverse 
hydraulic impacts to either the Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRFCP) or 
SPFC facilities downstream.  The project will also complete the initial phase of 
improvements to enable subsequent creation of multi-benefit enhancements consistent 
with the County’s Master Plan. 

7.2 – Geotechnical Summary 

Based on review of the submitted project designs Board staff concurs with the County’s 
assessment indicating that the proposed project will cause no adverse geotechnical 
impacts to Elder Creek, the SRFCP, or SPFC facilities, because all excavated materials 
and imported RSP will be placed per current Title 23 standards. 
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8.0 – CEQA ANALYSIS 
 
Board staff has prepared the following California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
findings:  
 
The Board, acting as a responsible agency under CEQA, has independently reviewed 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR, SCH No. 1996032057, July 1997) for the 
North Vineyard Station Specific Plan and the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report (FSEIR, SCH No. 2004032104, July 2004), and the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan (MMRP) on the North Vineyard Station Specific Plan Amendment, 
Financing Plan, and Water Treatment Facilities Project prepared by the lead agency, 
Sacramento County (incorporated herein by reference).  These documents, including 
project design, may be viewed or downloaded from the Board website at 
http://www.cvfpb.ca.gov/meetings/2015/08-28-2015.cfm under a link for this agenda 
item, and are also available for review in hard copy at the Board and Sacramento 
County offices. 
 
Sacramento County, as the lead agency, determined that the project described in the 
FSEIR would have a significant effect on the environment on November 10, 2004 and 
adopted Resolution No. 2004-1399 (including Statement of Facts, Findings, Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures, Statement of Overriding Considerations).   
 
Based on its independent review of the FSEIR, the Board finds that although the 
proposed project could have a potentially significant effect on the environment,  
revisions have been made to the project and/or agreed to by the project proponent that 
reduce the environmental impacts to less than significant.  The Board finds that there 
are no direct or indirect environmental effects of the drainage features along Elder 
Creek which have not been previously addressed by the DEIR or FSEIR.  Sacramento 
County found that significant and unavoidable impacts to air resources from increased 
vehicle traffic may occur, however these impacts are not related to the proposed 
drainage features described above.  Pursuant to CEQA, the Board as a responsible 
agency is responsible for mitigating and avoiding only the direct and indirect 
environmental effects of those parts of the project which it decides to carry out, finance, 
or approve [CEQA Guidelines Section 15096(g); Public Resources Code § 21002.1(d)]. 

The project proponent has incorporated mandatory mitigation measures into the 
project plans to avoid identified impacts or to mitigate such impacts to a point where 
no significant impacts will occur.  Moreover, such changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdictions of another public agency, Sacramento County, and 
such changes have been adopted by that agency.  These mitigation measures are 
included in the project proponent’s FSEIR and address impacts to air quality, 
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biological resources, cultural resources, noise, and transportation and circulation.  The 
description of the mitigation measures are further described in the certified FSEIR.  

The documents and other materials which constitute the record of the Board’s 
proceedings in this matter are in the custody of Leslie Gallagher, Acting Executive 
Officer, Central Valley Flood Protection Board, 3310 El Camino Ave., Rm. 151, 
Sacramento, California 95821. 

9.0 – CALIFORNIA WATER CODE SECTION 8610.5 CONSIDERATIONS 

• Evidence that the Board admits into its record from any party, federal, State or local 
public agency, or nongovernmental organization with expertise in flood or flood plain 
management: 

 The Board has considered all the evidence presented in this matter, including the 
application for Permit No. 19045, supporting technical documentation provided by 
the County, as well as all evidence submitted up through the hearing on this matter. 

• The best available science related to the scientific issues presented by the executive 
officer, legal counsel, the Department of Water Resources, or other parties that raise 
credible scientific issues: 

In making its findings, the Board has used the best available science relating to the 
issues presented by all parties.  On the important issue of hydraulic impacts the 
County used the HEC-RAS hydraulic model.  This model is considered as the best 
available scientific tool for the purpose of evaluating effects to water surface 
elevation and velocity for the increased level of detail needed for the proposed 
project. 

• Effects of the decision on the facilities of the State Plan of Flood Control (SPFC), 
and consistency of the proposed project with the Central Valley Flood Protection 
Plan (CVFPP) as adopted by Board Resolution 2012-25 on June 29, 2012: 

The proposed project is expected to result in no adverse hydraulic or geotechnical 
impacts on the facilities of the SPFC and is consistent with the CVFPP and current 
Title 23 standards because the project is anticipated to produce no significant 
increases in water surface elevation, increases in channel velocities, or adverse 
geotechnical impacts on the SRFCP or SPFC facilities. 

• Effects of reasonable projected future events, including, but not limited to, changes 
in hydrology, climate, and development within the applicable watershed: 

The proposed project provides a multi-benefit design for the development of this 
reach of Elder Creek as an urbanizing area within a 7.8 square mile watershed.  This 
is the first phase of the County’s Master Plan in this area, and it provides needed 
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flood protection improvements as well as open space corridor enhancements.  It is 
not anticipated to create any adverse impacts to any surrounding projects because it 
has been incorporated into the County’s Master Plan for future area development. 

10.0 – STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Board: 

Adopt: 

• the CEQA findings; 

Approve: 

• draft Encroachment Permit No. 19045, in substantially the form provided;  

Direct: 

• the Executive officer to take the necessary actions to execute the permit and file 
a Notice of Determination with the State Clearinghouse. 

11.0 – LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

A – Project Maps  

B – Draft Permit No. 19045 

Exhibit A:  USACE 408 Non-fed Letter 

C – Project Drawings  

D – Hydraulic Information 

 

  
 
Prepared By: Nancy Moricz, PE, Senior Engineer, Planning Branch 
Environmental Review: Andrea Buckley, Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist) 
Staff Report Review: Eric Butler, PE, Supervising Engineer, Projects & Environmental Branch Chief 
 Mitra Emami, PE, Supervising Engineer for Len Marino, PE, Chief Engineer 
 Nicole Rinke, Deputy Attorney General 
 Leslie Gallagher, Acting Executive Officer 
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DWR 3784 (Rev. 9/85) 

      
STATE OF CALIFORNIA                           

THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

THE CENTRAL VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION BOARD 
 
 

PERMIT NO. 19045 BD 
This Permit is issued to: 

 
 Sacramento County Department of Water Resources 
  827 7th Street, Room 301      
  Sacramento, California 95814 
 
 
 

To complete the Elder Creek Phase 1A Improvement Project as the first phase of 
the broader Drainage Master Plan improvements for the North Vineyard Station 
Specific and Florin Vineyard Community Plans for Sacramento County.  The 
Phase 1A improvements will re-align, deepen, widen and construct drainage 
features for approximately 3,000 linear-feet of Elder Creek, starting just upstream 
of McCoy Avenue, and will provide the topography needed to create wetland, 
riparian, and upland habitats within the established Open Space Preserve.  
Construction activities include: excavation of approximately 60,000 cubic-yards 
of material to re-align, deepen, and improve the channel to an average top width 
of approximately 100 feet and a bottom width of 50 feet; installation of eight (8) 
12-inch outfall pipes with end wall structures and one (1) 24-inch detention basin 
outfall pipe and concrete end wall structure; construction of a 100-foot wide 
overflow weir to connect the existing detention basin to the channel; place 
approximately 650 tons of rock slope protection (RSP) at the overflow weir 
release points into the channel, and at the channel access ramp; and seed slopes 
for erosion protection.  No vegetation plantings are included in the Phase 1A 
improvements.   
 
The project is located north of McCoy Avenue and follows Elder Creek to a point 
approximately 0.21 miles east of Hedge Avenue.  (Section 6, T7N, R6E, 
MDB&M, Elder Creek, Sacramento County). 

 
  
   
             NOTE: Special Conditions have been incorporated herein which may place 
  limitations on and/or require modification of your proposed project 
  as described above.  
   
 
 

(SEAL) 
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DWR 3784 (Rev. 9/85) 

 
Dated: _________________________  ______________________________________________ 

     Executive Officer 

 
GENERAL CONDITIONS: 
 
ONE:  This permit is issued under the provisions of Sections 8700 – 8723 of the Water Code. 
 
TWO:  Only work described in the subject application is authorized hereby. 
 
THREE:  This permit does not grant a right to use or construct works on land owned by the Sacramento and San Joaquin Drainage District or on any 
other land. 
 
FOUR:  The approved work shall be accomplished under the direction and supervision of the State Department of Water Resources, and the 
permittee shall conform to all requirements of the Department and The Central Valley Flood Protection Board. 
 
FIVE:  Unless the work herein contemplated shall have been commenced within one year after issuance of this permit, the Board reserves the right to 
change any conditions in this permit as may be consistent with current flood control standards and policies of The Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board. 
 
SIX:  This permit shall remain in effect until revoked.  In the event any conditions in this permit are not complied with, it may be revoked on 15 
days’ notice. 
 
SEVEN:  It is understood and agreed to by the permittee that the start of any work under this permit shall constitute an acceptance of the conditions 
in this permit and an agreement to perform work in accordance therewith. 
 
EIGHT:  This permit does not establish any precedent with respect to any other application received by The Central Valley Flood Protection Board. 
 
NINE:  The permittee shall, when required by law, secure the written order or consent from all other public agencies having jurisdiction. 
 
TEN:  The permittee is responsible for all personal liability and property damage which may arise out of failure on the permittee’s part to perform 
the obligations under this permit.  If any claim of liability is made against the State of California, or any departments thereof, the United States of 
America, a local district or other maintaining agencies and the officers, agents or employees thereof, the permittee shall defend and shall hold each of 
them harmless from each claim. 
 
ELEVEN:  The permittee shall exercise reasonable care to operate and maintain any work authorized herein to preclude injury to or damage to any 
works necessary to any plan of flood control adopted by the Board or the Legislature, or interfere with the successful execution, functioning or 
operation of any plan of flood control adopted by the Board or the Legislature. 
 
TWELVE:  Should any of the work not conform to the conditions of this permit, the permittee, upon order of The Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board, shall in the manner prescribed by the Board be responsible for the cost and expense to remove, alter, relocate, or reconstruct all or any part of 
the work herein approved. 
 
 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS FOR PERMIT NO.  19045 BD 
 
 
THIRTEEN: All work completed under this permit, as directed by the general and special conditions 
herein, shall be accomplished to ensure that the work is not injurious to adopted plans of flood 
control, regulated streams, and designated floodways under Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
(Board) jurisdiction, as defined in California Code of Regulations, Title 23.  This permit only applies to 
the completion of work in the project description located within, or adjacent to and having bearing on 
Board jurisdiction, and which directly or indirectly affects the Board's jurisdiction.  This special 
condition shall apply to all subsequent conditions herein. 
 
 
LIABILITY AND IMDEMNIFICATION 
 
FOURTEEN: The permittee shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Board and the State of California, 
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including its agencies, departments, boards, commissions, and their respective officers, agents, 
employees, successors and assigns (collectively, the "State"), safe and harmless, of and from all 
claims and damages related to the Board's approval of this permit, including but not limited to claims 
filed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.  The State expressly reserves the right to 
supplement or take over its defense, in its sole discretion. 
 
FIFTEEN: The permittee is responsible for all liability associated with construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the permitted facilities and shall defend, indemnify, and hold the Board and the State 
of California; including its agencies, departments, boards, commissions, and their respective officers, 
agents, employees, successors and assigns (collectively, the "State"), safe and harmless, of and from 
all claims and damages arising from the project undertaken pursuant to this permit, all to the extent 
allowed by law.  The State expressly reserves the right to supplement or take over its defense, in its 
sole discretion. 
 
SIXTEEN: The Board and Department of Water Resources (DWR) shall not be held liable for 
damages to the permitted project resulting from releases of water from reservoirs, flood fight, 
operation, maintenance, inspection, or emergency repair. 
 
SEVENTEEN: If the permittee does not comply with the conditions of the permit and enforcement by 
the Board is required, the permittee shall be responsible for bearing all costs associated with the 
enforcement action, including reasonable attorney's fees.  Permittee acknowledges that State law 
allows the imposition of fines in enforcement matters. 
 
 
AGENCY CONDITIONS 
 
EIGHTEEN: A letter from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) District Engineer dated August 
XX, 2015, is attached to this permit as Exhibit A in reference to the project. 
 
NINETEEN: The permittee agrees to incur all costs for compliance with local, State, and Federal 
permitting.  If any conditions issued by other agencies conflict with any of the conditions of this permit, 
then the permittee shall resolve conflicts between any of the terms and conditions that agencies might 
impose under the laws and regulations it administers and enforces.  
 
 
PRE-CONSTRUCTION 
 
TWENTY: The permittee shall contact the Board by telephone at (916) 574-0609, and submit the 
enclosed postcard to schedule a preconstruction conference.  Failure to do so at least 20 working 
days prior to start of work may result in delay of the project. 
 
TWENTY-ONE: Thirty (30) calendar days prior to start of any demolition and/or construction activities 
within the floodway, the permittee shall submit to the Chief Engineer two sets of plans, specifications 
and supporting geotechnical and/ or hydraulic impact analyses, for any and all temporary, in channel 
cofferdam(s), gravel work pad(s), work trestle(s), scaffolding, piles, and/or other appurtenances that 
are to remain in the floodway during the flood season from November 1 through April 15.  The Board 
shall acknowledge receipt of this submittal in writing within ten (10) working days of receipt, and shall 
work with the permittee to review and respond to the request as quickly as possible.  Time is of the 
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essence.  The Board may request additional information as needed and will seek comment from the 
USACE and / or local maintaining agency when necessary.  The Board will provide written notification 
to the permittee if the review period is likely to exceed thirty (30) calendar days.   
 
TWENTY-TWO: Prior to commencement of work, the permittee shall create a photo record, including 
associated descriptions, of the existing site conditions.  The photo record shall be certified (signed 
and stamped) by a licensed land surveyor or licensed civil engineer registered in the State of 
California and submitted to the Board within 30 days of beginning the project. 
 
TWENTY-THREE: The permittee shall provide supervision and inspection services acceptable to the 
Board. 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION 
 
TWENTY-FOUR: No construction work of any kind shall be done during the flood season from 
November 1 to April 15 without prior approval of the Board. 
 
TWENTY-FIVE: All work approved by this permit shall be in accordance with the submitted drawings 
and specifications except as modified by special permit conditions herein.  No further work, other than 
that approved by this permit (stated in the permit description), shall be done in the area without prior 
approval of the Board. 
 
TWENTY-SIX: All addenda or other changes made to the submitted documents by the permittee after 
issuance of this permit shall be submitted to the Chief Engineer for review and approval prior to 
incorporation into the permitted project.  The submittal shall include supplemental plans, 
specifications, and supporting geotechnical, hydrology and hydraulics, or other technical analyses.  
The Board shall acknowledge receipt of the addendum or change submittal in writing within ten (10) 
working days of receipt, and shall work with the permittee to review and respond to the request as 
quickly as possible.  Time is of the essence.  The Board may request additional information as 
needed and will seek comment from the USACE and / or the local maintaining agency when 
necessary.  The Board will provide written notification to the permittee if the review period is likely to 
exceed thirty (30) calendar days.  Upon approval of the submitted documents the permit shall be 
revised, if needed, prior to construction related to the proposed changes. 
 
TWENTY-SEVEN: No material stockpiles, temporary buildings, or equipment shall remain in the 
floodway during the flood season from November 1 to April 15 without prior approval of the Board. 
 
TWENTY-EIGHT: Temporary access ramps and/or roads shall be removed from the floodway during 
flood season from November 1 through April 15, and after completion of the project. 
 
TWENTY-NINE: All debris generated by this project shall be disposed of outside the floodway. 
 
THIRTY: Fill material shall be placed only within the area indicated on the approved plans. 
 
THIRTY-ONE: Backfill material for excavations shall be placed in four (4) to six (6) inch layers and 
compacted to at least the density of the adjacent, firm, undisturbed material. 
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THIRTY-TWO: All fill materials shall be placed in four (4) to six (6) inch layers and compacted to a 
relative compaction of not less than 90 percent per ASTM D 1557-91 or 97 percent per ASTM D 698-
91 above optimum moisture content.  Field density tests shall be taken by a certified soils laboratory 
to verify compaction of the fill placed.  
 
THIRTY-THREE: Revetment shall be uniformly placed and properly transitioned into the bank or 
adjacent revetment and in a manner which avoids segregation. 
 
THIRTY-FOUR: Quarry rock shall be used on slopes steeper than three (3) horizontal to one (1) 
vertical.  Cobbles may be used on three (3) horizontal to one (1) vertical or flatter slopes. 
 
THIRTY-FIVE: The recommended minimum thickness of revetment, measured perpendicular to the 
bank is 18 inches below the usual water surface and 12 inches above the usual water surface. 
 
THIRTY-SIX: The revetment shall not contain any reinforcing steel, floatable, or objectionable 
material.  Asphalt or other petroleum-based products may not be used as fill or erosion protection on 
the levee section or within the floodway. 
 
THIRTY-SEVEN: Adequate revetment shall be placed at the discharge end of outfall pipes to prevent 
erosion. 
 
THIRTY-EIGHT: The waterward end of the discharge pipe shall be constructed to direct the flow 
away from the bank to prevent erosion. 
 
THIRTY-NINE: Pipes shall have a minimum 12 inches of cover. 
 
FORTY: The permittee shall be responsible for all damages due to settlement, consolidation, or 
heave from any construction-induced activities. 
 
FORTY-ONE: Except with respect to the activities expressly allowed under this permit, the work area 
shall be restored to the condition that existed prior to start of work. 
 
 
VEGETATION / ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION 
 
FORTY-TWO: The permittee will be responsible for securing any necessary permits incidental to 
habitat manipulation and restoration and will provide any biological surveying, monitoring, and 
reporting needed to satisfy those permits. 
 
FORTY-THREE: No plantings, other than erosion control seeding, shall be performed within the 
project area without prior approval of the Board. 
 
FORTY-FOUR: Cleared trees and brush (or pruning therefrom) shall be completely burned or 
removed from the floodway, and downed trees or brush shall not remain in the floodway during the 
flood season from November 1st to April 15th. 
 
 
POST-CONSTRUCTION 
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FORTY-FIVE: Within 120 days of completion of the project, the permittee shall submit to the Board 
and DWR a copy of as-built drawings and a certification report, stamped and signed by a licensed 
civil engineer registered in the State of California, certifying the work was performed and inspected in 
accordance with the Board permit conditions and submitted drawings and specifications. 
 
 
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 
 
FORTY-SIX: After each period of high water, debris that accumulates at the site shall be removed 
from the floodway when reasonably determined as necessary by the Board. 
 
FORTY-SEVEN: The permittee shall be responsible for repair of any damages to the channel, banks, 
floodway, or any other flood control facilities due to construction, operation, or maintenance of the 
proposed project. 
 
FORTY-EIGHT: The permittee shall maintain the permitted project within the utilized area in the 
manner required and as requested by the authorized representative of the Board, or any other 
agency responsible for maintenance. 
 
FORTY-NINE: If any feature of the project adversely impacts the successful execution, functioning, 
maintenance, or operation of the Elder Creek floodway, or downstream facilities of the Sacramento 
River Flood Control Project, the permittee must either remove the feature, or mitigate for the adverse 
impact of the feature at the permittee’s expense after approval of the proposed mitigations by the 
Board.  If the permittee does not comply, the Board may modify or remove the feature at the 
permittee’s expense. 
 
 
PROJECT ABANDONMENT, CHANGE IN PLAN OF FLOOD CONTROL 
 
FIFTY: If the project land is to be sold, the transfer of interest shall not occur without written 
notification to the Board, and the permit with all conditions shall be transferred to the new owner.  The 
permittee is required to notify the prospective new owner of the need to apply for a name change 
permit from the Board. 
 
FIFTY-ONE: If the project, or any portion thereof, is to be abandoned in the future, the permittee shall 
abandon the project under direction of the Board, at the permittee's cost and expense. 
 
FIFTY-TWO: The permittee may be required, at permittee's cost and expense, to remove, alter, 
relocate, or reconstruct all or any part of the permitted project) if removal, alteration, relocation, or 
reconstruction is necessary as part of or in conjunction with any present or future flood control plan or 
project or if damaged by any cause.  If the permittee does not comply, the Board may remove, alter, 
relocate, or reconstruct the permitted project at the permittee's expense. 
 
 
END OF CONDITIONS 
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ATTACHMENT B – Exhibit A:  USACE Non-Fed Letter 
 

This letter has not yet been received by Board staff; however, it is expected to 
arrive prior to the Board Meeting on August 28, 2015 
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Moricz, Nancy@DWR

From: Johnson. Michael <johnsonm@SacCounty.NET>
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2015 11:36 AM
To: Moricz, Nancy@DWR
Cc: Booth. George; Reinhardt@mbkengineers.com
Subject: Elder Creek Phase 1 Improvements 
Attachments: Elder Creek Excavation Drainage Report June 2015 (Phase 1A).pdf; Watershed 

Figure.pdf; RAS Profile 200-year.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms Moricz, 
 
This email is in reference to our Central Valley Flood Protection Board encroachment permit applications for 
improvements to Elder Creek that are located upstream of the Federal Project levee system. The proposed project is 
Phase 1A of a larger development Master Plan that includes several miles of channel improvements and detention 
basins.  The project will not adversely affect downstream hydraulics as determined in the attached report by Civil 
Solutions.  This portion of Elder Creek is exempt from the State’s Urban Level of Flood Protection requirements as the 
drainage area meets the exemption criteria of being less than 10 sq miles as shown on the attached graphic.  However, 
even though the County is exempt from meeting ULOP requirements for this area, we do intend on requiring 
development to be above the 200 year floodplain as we believe this is an appropriate standard for our community.  We 
are currently developing 200‐year profiles for the build out condition to guide development in the area.  We are also 
working closely with the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) to ensure that upstream development does not 
adversely affect the downstream federal levee project.   
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or need further information. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mike 
 
Michael Johnson,  PE 
Associate Civil Engineer 
Department of Water Resources 
(916) 874‐8646 

 
 

County of Sacramento Email Disclaimer: This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and 
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review, copying, or distribution of this email (or any 
attachments thereto) by other than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you are 
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately and permanently delete the original and any copies 
of this email and any attachments thereto. 
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APPENDIX A – 100-YEAR WATER SURFACE COMPARISON TABLE 

Reach River Sta Profile Plan Q Total 
Min Ch 
El 

W.S. 
Elev 

    (cfs) (ft) (ft) 

       

REACH1 9.039 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 839.19 55.28 60.89 

REACH1 9.039 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 839.08 55.28 60.89 

       

REACH1 8.975 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 842.33 55.14 60.31 

REACH1 8.975 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 842.1 55.14 60.31 

       

REACH1 8.969 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 842.63 54.9 60.31 

REACH1 8.969 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 842.39 54.9 60.31 

       

REACH1 8.961   Bridge   

       

REACH1 8.954 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 842.61 54.9 60.13 

REACH1 8.954 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 842.37 54.9 60.13 

       

REACH1 8.89 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 844.24 54.05 59.88 

REACH1 8.89 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 844.53 54.05 59.88 

       

REACH1 8.811 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 844.49 53 59.04 

REACH1 8.811 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 844.42 53 59.04 

       

REACH1 8.752 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 839.11 52.8 58.59 

REACH1 8.752 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 838.93 52.8 58.59 

       

REACH1 8.697 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 834.19 52.6 58.38 

REACH1 8.697 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 834.61 52.6 58.39 

       

REACH1 8.598 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 833.09 52.2 58.1 

REACH1 8.598 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 833.62 52.2 58.1 

       

REACH1 8.565 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 833.3 52.15 57.93 

REACH1 8.565 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 833.95 52.15 57.93 

       

REACH1 8.466 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 833.77 52.04 57.62 

REACH1 8.466 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 834.36 52.04 57.62 

       

REACH1 8.258 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 836.06 51.6 56.73 

REACH1 8.258 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 836.76 51.6 56.73 

       

REACH1 8.195 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 837.84 51.33 56.27 

REACH1 8.195 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 838.51 51.33 56.27 
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REACH1 8.105 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 839.51 51 55.84 

REACH1 8.105 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 840.25 51 55.84 

       

REACH1 7.93 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 899.51 50.36 55.07 

REACH1 7.93 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 900.15 50.36 55.07 

       

REACH1 7.863 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 901.88 50.16 54.56 

REACH1 7.863 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 902.63 50.16 54.57 

       

REACH1 7.784   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 7.783 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 904.28 49.88 53.82 

REACH1 7.783 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 904.45 49.88 53.82 

       

REACH1 7.74 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 903.01 49.72 53.57 

REACH1 7.74 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 902.9 49.72 53.56 

       

REACH1 7.689 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 743.07 49.61 53.49 

REACH1 7.689 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 744.09 49.61 53.49 

       

REACH1 7.625 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 743.24 49 53.48 

REACH1 7.625 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 744.25 49 53.48 

       

REACH1 7.6225   Bridge   

       

REACH1 7.62 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 743.23 49 53.47 

REACH1 7.62 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 744.25 49 53.47 

       

REACH1 7.619   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 7.543 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 641.42 48.46 52.9 

REACH1 7.543 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 642.49 48.46 52.9 

       

REACH1 7.516 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 550.22 48.3 52.39 

REACH1 7.516 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 550.2 48.3 52.39 

       

REACH1 7.318   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 7.317 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 628.22 47.3 52 

REACH1 7.317 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 628.8 47.3 52 

       

REACH1 7.258 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 604.73 47.28 51.82 

REACH1 7.258 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 604.93 47.28 51.82 
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REACH1 7.17 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 600.11 47.04 51.68 

REACH1 7.17 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 601.04 47.04 51.68 

       

REACH1 7.16   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 7.0905 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 550.79 46.96 51.58 

REACH1 7.0905 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 551.29 46.96 51.59 

       

REACH1 7.012 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 585.24 46 51.42 

REACH1 7.012 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 585.93 46 51.43 

       

REACH1 7.011 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 585.25 46 51.42 

REACH1 7.011 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 585.94 46 51.42 

       

REACH1 7.001   Bridge   

       

REACH1 6.992 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 585.17 46 51.33 

REACH1 6.992 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 585.87 46 51.33 

       

REACH1 6.9911   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 6.991   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 6.99   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 6.981 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 593.15 46.86 51.27 

REACH1 6.981 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 593.88 46.86 51.27 

       

REACH1 6.928 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 817.93 46.8 51.02 

REACH1 6.928 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 818.62 46.8 51.02 

       

REACH1 6.879   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 6.877 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 754.77 46.16 50.9 

REACH1 6.877 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 755.1 46.16 50.9 

       

REACH1 6.83 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 826.81 46.04 50.52 

REACH1 6.83 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 828.27 46.04 50.52 

       

REACH1 6.8295   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 6.829 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 873.49 46.12 50.51 
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REACH1 6.829 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 875.07 46.12 50.51 

       

REACH1 6.821   Bridge   

       

REACH1 6.813 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 873.43 45.83 50.26 

REACH1 6.813 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 875.02 45.83 50.26 

       

REACH1 6.782 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 873.37 45.58 49.96 

REACH1 6.782 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 874.97 45.58 49.97 

       

REACH1 6.751 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 872.28 45.28 49.41 

REACH1 6.751 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 874.9 45.28 49.41 

       

REACH1 6.682 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 868.58 45.22 48.71 

REACH1 6.682 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 879.08 45.22 48.72 

       

REACH1 6.66975* Max WS E24BMcCoy100 877.54 45.08 48.65 

       

REACH1 6.6575*  Max WS E24BMcCoy100 795.53 44.94 48.6 

       

REACH1 6.64525* Max WS E24BMcCoy100 784.67 44.8 48.57 

       

REACH1 6.633 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 867.48 44.66 48.5 

REACH1 6.633 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 777.02 44.66 48.55 

       

REACH1 6.604 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 879.23 44.06 47.9 

       

REACH1 6.55 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 863.34 37.12 47.04 

       

REACH1 6.529 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 862.09 37 46.98 

       

REACH1 6.509   
Lat 
Struct   

       

REACH1 6.507 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 860.85 36.93 46.92 

       

REACH1 6.494 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 860.22 36.82 46.88 

       

REACH1 6.482 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 860.89 43.65 48.22 

       

REACH1 6.475 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 858.99 36.76 46.82 

       

REACH1 6.442 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 856.64 36.66 46.68 

       

REACH1 6.436 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 853.72 44.01 48.13 
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REACH1 6.402 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 854.33 36.44 46.54 

       

REACH1 6.378 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 845.71 42.47 48.07 

       

REACH1 6.363 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 851.79 36.24 46.42 

       

REACH1 6.333 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 850.4 36.08 46.34 

       

REACH1 6.298 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 848.74 35.94 46.27 

       

REACH1 6.297 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 831.85 42.23 47.95 

       

REACH1 6.275 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 847.6 35.86 46.22 

       

REACH1 6.256 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 846.43 35.76 46.17 

       

REACH1 6.243 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 1003.12 41.74 47.16 

       

REACH1 6.234 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 844.93 35.65 46.13 

       

REACH1 6.207 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 843.67 35.5 46.1 

       

REACH1 6.18 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 842.08 35.37 46.06 

       

REACH1 6.159 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 840.44 35.26 46.02 

       

REACH1 6.158 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 986.45 40.82 46.19 

       

REACH1 6.14 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 838.4 35.16 45.99 

       

REACH1 6.119 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 836.99 35.06 45.96 

       

REACH1 6.101 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 835.91 34.98 45.95 

       

REACH1 6.085 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 834.86 39.36 45.93 

       

REACH1 6.069 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 833.12 39.53 45.91 

       

REACH1 6.014 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 871.9 39.88 45.93 

       

REACH1 6.007 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 857.17 39.36 45.9 

REACH1 6.007 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 832.07 39.36 45.88 

       

REACH1 6.004   Culvert   
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ERROR! REFERENCE SOURCE NOT FOUND. 
  

June 2015 18 
TSPJRp:\projects\2013.21\docs\vc2_report20150615_elder_creek_const.doc 

REACH1 6.001 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 851.89 39.87 45.9 

REACH1 6.001 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 831.74 39.87 45.88 

       

REACH1 5.864 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 820.26 39.06 45.64 

REACH1 5.864 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 818.99 39.06 45.63 

       

REACH1 5.816 Max WS 2014Ex100Y24H 809.46 39.02 45.54 

REACH1 5.816 Max WS E24BMcCoy100 812.92 39.02 45.52 
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1

Moricz, Nancy@DWR

From: Ric Reinhardt <Reinhardt@mbkengineers.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 2:58 PM
To: Moricz, Nancy@DWR
Cc: Booth. George; Johnson. Michael
Subject: Re: 19045 Protest - Reconsideration Hearing

Nancy, Mike Johnson and I spoke with Mr La Perle on August 26th to discuss his concerns with Sacramento County’s 
proposed project to improve Elder Creek.  Most of the concerns that Mr La Perle raised were with the adjacent 
development and how that would adversely affect the rural nature of his community.  He expressed concern with the fill 
associated with the development and how that would adversely affect flooding on his property.  He also asked questions 
to better understand the Elder Creek improvements, which is the action before your Board.  Mike Johnson explained 
that the drainage impacts associated with the development are mitigated with construction of a detention basin.  Mike 
also explained that once all of the Elder Creek improvements are implemented, this project will lower flood elevations 
on Mr La Perle’s property. We provided Mr La Perle with the hydraulic impact analysis that Sacramento County 
performed that is the basis of their conclusion that the project would not have an adverse effect on flooding.  This is the 
same report that we provided as part of the encroachment permit application.  Please let me know if you have any 
questions or need additional information to respond to Mr La Perle’s protest. 

  

Thanks, 

  

Ric Reinhardt 

Attachment E - Applicant's Response to Mr. La Perle's Protest
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