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Meeting of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
March 22, 2013 

 
Staff Report – Transmittal of Reclamation District 1001’s Letter of Intent for a System-

Wide Improvement Framework to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 

Sacramento and Sutter Counties 
 
1.0 – ITEM  
 
Consider authorizing the Executive Officer to send a letter to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) transmitting a Letter of Intent (LOI) for a System-Wide Improvement Framework 
(SWIF) prepared by Reclamation District 1001 (RD 1001) for the RD 1001 Bear River/Yankee 
Slough and Nicolaus/Feather River Levee Systems (Levee Systems) as defined by the USACE’s 
Draft Periodic Inspection Report dated July 2012.  
 
2.0 – LOCATION  
 
The RD 1001 Levee Systems are located in Sutter and Placer Counties. The Levee Systems are 
bounded in the north by Bear River and Yankee Slough, in the east by the Cross Canal inflow 
north, in the south by the Natomas Cross Canal, and in the west by Feather River. 
 
3.0 – AGENCY  
 
RD 1001 is the local maintaining agency of the Levee Systems. The agency has responsibility for 
the maintenance of the Levee Systems, and plays a key role in planning, coordinating, and 
implementing flood risk reduction activities within the Levee System. RD 1001 has undertaken 
significant levee improvements to the Levee Systems, including the reconstruction of 770 feet of 
levee along the Natomas Cross Canal in 2011. RD 1001 will be taking the lead in developing a 
SWIF plan in coordination with the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Central 
Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB), as well as collaboration with the USACE, 
environmental and historical resource agencies, and Sutter and Placer Counties. 
 
4.0 – USACE PERIODIC INSPECTION   

In February 2012 the USACE performed a Periodic Inspection (PI) of the RD 1001 Levee 
Systems. PIs are conducted every five years to verify proper operation and maintenance, evaluate 
operational adequacy and structural stability, identify features to monitor over time, and improve 
the ability to communicate the overall condition. The Draft PI Report produced by the USACE 
for RD 1001 rated the Levee Systems to be “Unacceptable.” If the deficiencies noted in the Draft 
PI Report are not addressed prior to the release of the Final PI Report for the RD 1001 Levee 
Systems, then both systems will receive an “Inactive” status rating for USACE Public Law (PL) 
84-99 Rehabilitation and Inspection Program (RIP) assistance. 
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RD 1001 does not anticipate the Levee Systems rating to change without long-term solutions or 
prior to finalization of the PI Report. 
 
5.0 – PURPOSE OF THE LOI AND SWIF   
 
USACE approval of this LOI will allow RD 1001 to move forward with preparation of a SWIF 
that is intended to meet the policy and public safety objectives of USACE, the State of 
California, and RD 1001, concurrent with making improvements that address system-wide issues 
and correct unacceptable inspection items in a prioritized manner to optimize flood risk 
reduction. 
  
If the SWIF is accepted by the USACE, the RD 1001 Levee Systems will retain eligibility for 
USACE PL84-99 RIP while the local levee maintainers perform the work described in the SWIF.
 
6.0 – STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
 
As agreed to in the initial operations and maintenance assurances to the USACE, the CVFPB 
serves as the non-federal sponsor for all of the State-federal project levees within the jurisdiction 
of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Drainage District, including the RD 1001 Levee Systems. In this 
capacity, it is the CVFPB’s responsibility to transmit the LOI and subsequent SWIF to the 
USACE on behalf of the local maintaining agency. 
 
Staff has reviewed the Draft LOI (see Attachment 2) submitted by RD 1001 and finds that it 
adequately addresses the six requirements for submitting a LOI for a SWIF as described in the 
USACE’s November 29, 2011 Policy for Development and Implementation of System-Wide 
Improvement Frameworks (see Attachment 3). 
 
In order to submit the LOI as soon as possible, RD 1001 has requested that the CVFPB authorize 
the Executive Officer to transmit the LOI once finalized and signed. Staff agrees with this 
request and is recommending that the CVFPB authorize the Executive Officer to finalize a letter 
of transmittal (see Attachment 1) to the USACE and forward it with the signed LOI to the 
USACE. 
 
7.0 – ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Draft Letter of Transmittal to USACE 
2. Draft Letter of Intent Prepared by RD 1001  
3. Excerpt from USACE Policy for Development and Implementation of System-Wide 

Improvement Frameworks. 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA – CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY                  EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR 

CENTRAL VALLEY FLOOD PROTECTION BOARD 
3310 El Camino Ave., Rm. 151       
SACRAMENTO, CA  95821 
(916) 574-0609  FAX: (916) 574-0682 
PERMITS: (916) 574-2380  FAX: (916) 574-0682 
 
March 22, 2013  
 
Colonel William J. Leady 
District Commander 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1325 J Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Subject: Reclamation District 1001 Bear River/Yankee Slough and Nicolaus/Feather 

River Levee Systems (Levee Systems) - Letter of Intent (LOI) for Developing 
and Implementing a System-Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) Plan 

 
Colonel Leady: 
 
The Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) wishes to notify USACE by this letter that 
the Reclamation District 1001 (RD 1001) intends to develop and implement a System-Wide 
Improvement Framework (SWIF) plan in order for their levee system to retain eligibility for 
rehabilitation assistance authorized under Public Law 84-99. 
 
The Levee Systems were originally constructed by landowners in the 1800s, and brought to 
USACE project levee standards by the late 1950s. RD 1001 currently maintains the Levee 
Systems. Several improvements were implemented over the course of the levee’s existence, 
but due to the less rigorous encroachment permitting standards of the past and other factors, 
some areas of the levee system received unacceptable ratings in USACE’s recent periodic 
inspection reports. 
 
USACE approval of this LOI will allow RD 1001 to move forward with preparation of a SWIF 
that is intended to meet the policy and public safety objectives of USACE, the State of 
California, and RD 1001, concurrent with making improvements that address system-wide 
issues and correct unacceptable inspection items in a prioritized manner to optimize flood risk 
reduction. 
 
We respectfully submit this Letter of Intent on behalf of RD 1001 in accordance with the 
USACE's Policy for Development and Implementation of System-Wide Improvement 
Frameworks and request a two-year extension of eligibility for P.L. 84-99 rehabilitation 
assistance for the RD 1001Levee Systems while RD 1001 develops and implements a SWIF.  
Following approval of this Letter of Intent, RD 1001 will commence efforts to develop a SWIF 
for USACE approval. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jay S. Punia 
Executive Officer 
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TRUSTEES                                                      OFFICERS 
    ROBERT SCHEIBER                              ROBERT SCHEIBER, PRESIDENT 
    ROY C. OSTERLI II                       ROY C. OSTERLI II, VICE PRESIDENT 
    JAMES HUDSON                           OFFICE OF                 ANDREW STRESSER, SECRETARY/ MANAGER 
    ERIC ROLUFS    
    JOHN TARESH 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
RECLAMATION DISTRICT 1001 

1959 CORNELIUS AVENUE 
RIO OSO, CALIFORNIA  95674 
530 656-2318 or 530 633-2586 

FAX 530 656-2165 
EMAIL: rd1001@syix.com 

 
February 15, 2013 
 
Bill Edgar, President 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
3310 El Camino Avenue, Room 151 
Sacramento, California 95821 
 
Subject: Reclamation District No. 1001--Letter of Intent for System-Wide Improvement  

Framework  
 
Dear Mr. Edgar, 

As the local maintaining agency, Reclamation District (RD) 1001 is submitting this System-
Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) Letter of Intent (LOI) for the RD 1001 – Bear River and 
Yankee Slough Levee System and the RD 1001 – Nicolaus, Feather River Levee System.  We 
request that you, as the non-Federal sponsor, forward our LOI to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) Sacramento District.    
 
The RD 1001 SWIF will address correction of unacceptable inspection items by taking a 
prioritized approach that will optimize flood risk reduction. The items to be addressed in the 
SWIF will include more complex slope stability, erosion, and/or bank caving issues, 
encroachment issues, and long term vegetation management issues. The attached supplemental 
information includes the required information to support this request.  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns regarding this request. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 
Andrew Stresser 
Secretary/Manager 

Enclosure 

Cc: Colonel Leady, USACE - Sacramento District 
 Tom Engler, MBK Engineers 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) is requesting approval of this System‐wide 
Improvement Framework (SWIF) Letter of Intent (LOI) on behalf of Reclamation District (RD) 1001 for 
continued rehabilitation eligibility for the RD 1001 – Bear River and Yankee Slough Levee System and the 
RD 1001 – Nicolaus, Feather River Levee System under P.L. 84‐99 while developing a SWIF.  This 
attachment describes levee system deficiencies that will be addressed under the SWIF.   
 
The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Sacramento District released its draft Periodic Inspection (PI) 
report in July 2012. In September 2012, RD 1001 submitted a response to the draft PI report which 
documented corrective actions taken by RD 1001 since the inspection. The Sacramento District is 
currently reviewing this response and it is anticipated that segment ratings would improve. However, 
because a system’s rating is determined by the lowest rating of one of its segments, RD 1001 does not 
anticipate that the system ratings will change without long‐term solutions or prior to finalization of the 
PI report. This LOI, and future SWIF, address a plan for correcting the unacceptable items which cannot 
be corrected within the next two years.  

1.0   Levee System and Segment Identification and Description 

1.1   Levee System and Segment Identification 
 
The levee systems covered by this LOI, and which will be included in the SWIF, are the RD 1001 – Bear 
River and Yankee Slough Levee System (NLD System ID: 5205000921), and RD 1001 – Nicolaus, Feather 
River Levee System (NLD System ID: 5205000922). 
 
The two systems are comprised of a total of seven segments as described in Table 1.1 below. The CVFPB 
is the non‐Federal sponsor for both the systems included in this LOI. RD 1001 is the Local Maintaining 
Agency (LMA) for both systems. 
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Table 1.1 Levee System and Segment Identification 

Levee System 
Name and ID 
Number 

NLD Segment Name 
NLD Segment 
ID Number 

Latest 
Inspection Date 

and Type 
Rating 

RD 1001 – Bear 
River and Yankee 
Slough Levee 
System 
 
NLD System ID: 
5205000921 

RD 1001 – Nicolaus – Unit 3 east, Bear 
River left bank above Yankee Slough 
(NICU) 

5205000927 
Periodic, 
February 2012 

U 

RD 1001 – Nicolaus – Unit 1, Yankee 
Slough right bank (NIC1)  

5205000921 
Periodic, 
February 2012 

U 

RD 1001 – 
Nicolaus, Feather 
River Levee 
System 
 
NLD System ID: 
5205000922 

RD 1001 – Nicolaus – Unit 2, Yankee 
Slough left bank (NIC2) 

5205000922 
Periodic, 
February 2012 

U 

RD 1001 – Nicolaus – Unit 3, Bear River 
left bank below Yankee Slough (NIC3) 

5205000923 
Periodic, 
February 2012 

U 

RD 1001 – Nicolaus – Unit 4, Feather 
River left bank (NIC4) 

5205000924 
Periodic, 
February 2012 

U 

RD 1001 – Nicolaus – Unit 5, Natomas 
Cross Canal right bank (NIC5) 

5205000925 
Periodic, March 
2012 

U 

RD 1001 – Nicolaus – Unit 6, Cross 
Canal inflow north (NIC6) 

5205000926 
Periodic, March 
2012 

U 

Note: A = Acceptable; M = Minimally Acceptable; U = Unacceptable. 
 

1.2   System and Segment Description 
 
The RD 1001 – Bear River/Yankee Slough and Nicolaus/Feather River levee systems are part of the 
Sacramento River Flood Control Project (SRFCP). The SRFCP was authorized by the Flood Control Act of 
1917 as Public Law 367 of the 64th Congress, and was later modified in 1928, 1937, and 1941. The 
SRFCP is a Federally authorized, non‐Federally operated and maintained, agricultural, industrial, and 
rural flood protection project. Levees were originally built by local interests in the 1800s and later 
incorporated into the SRFCP by the late 1950s. 
 
The RD 1001 levee systems include seven segments along the Bear River, Yankee Slough, Feather River, 
and Natomas Cross Canal, as shown on Figure 1.  Table 1.2 provides a description of each segment. 
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Figure 1 – RD 1001 Levees 
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Table 1.2 Description of Segments 

System  Segment  River/Channel Description 
Levee 
Length 
(Miles) 

Location 
(Levee 
Miles 
[LM]) 

Location 
(River 
Miles 
[RM]) 

USACE 
O&M 
Unit 

RD 1001 – Bear 
River and 
Yankee Slough 
Levee System 
 
NLD System ID: 
5205000921 

NICU  Bear River 

The segment on the left bank of Bear River 
extends from the confluence of Dry Creek 
and Bear River east of Wheatland to Camp 
Far West Road. 

9.42 
LM 0.00 to 

9.42 
RM 4.25 to 

12.62 
141 

NIC1  Yankee Slough 

The segment on the right bank of Yankee 
Slough extends from the confluence of 
Yankee Slough and Bear River east to the 
intersection of Bear River Drive and Jackson 
Road. 

4.17 
LM 0.00 to 

4.17 
RM 0.00 to 

4.40 
141 

RD 1001 – 
Nicolaus, 
Feather River 
Levee System 
 
NLD System ID: 
5205000922 

NIC2  Yankee Slough 

The segment on the left bank of Yankee 
Slough extends from the confluence of 
Yankee Slough and Bear River east to 
Gallagher Road. 

3.66 
LM 0.00 to 

3.66 
RM 0.00 to 

4.25 
141 

NIC3  Bear River 

The segment on the left bank of Bear River 
extends from the confluence of Feather 
River and Bear River northeast to the 
confluence of Bear River and Yankee Slough. 

3.18 
LM 9.42 to 

12.60 
RM 0.00 to 

4.25 
141 

NIC4  Feather River 

The segment on the left bank of Feather 
River extends from the Natomas Cross Canal 
north to the confluence of Feather River and 
Bear River. 

13.36 
LM 0.00 to 

13.36 
RM 79.353 
to 12.25 

141 

NIC5 
Natomas 
Cross Canal 

The segment on the right (north) bank of the 
Natomas Cross Canal extends from Feather 
River northeast to the East Side Canal. 

5.44 
LM 0.00 to 

5.44 
RM 0.00 to 

5.30 
142 

NIC6  Cross Canal 

The segment on the right (west) bank of the 
East Side Canal extends from the Natomas 
Cross Canal north to the Union Pacific 
Railroad tracks. 

4.80 
LM 0.00 to 

4.80 
RM 0.00 to 

4.90 
142 
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1.3   Construction History   
 
Construction of flood protection in the Sacramento Valley began in the 1800s when landowners built 
low levees to protect their individual properties. Landowners eventually formed reclamation districts 
and constructed more substantial levees in the late 1800s. The RD 1001 levee system levees were 
completed by 1920. After the SRFCP was authorized in 1917, USACE began improving the levees and 
flood protection systems along the Sacramento River. According to the operation and maintenance 
(O&M) manuals, levees in the RD 1001 levee systems were brought to USACE project levee standards by 
the late 1950s.  Since the 1950s, improvements have consisted mostly of bank protection with the 
below exceptions: 
 

o 1964 – NIC2 – reconstruction of various sections.  
o 1969 – NIC4 – levee enlargement on the left bank of the Feather River at LM 1.9, 2.2, 

and 5.75. 
o 1986 – NIC5 and NIC6 – emergency levee repairs on the right bank of the Natomas Cross 

Canal between the Sacramento River and State Highway 99/70. 
o 2011 – NIC5 – reconstruction of 770 feet of levee at approximate LM 1.6. 

1.4   Population and Industry at Risk 
 
Available data from the National Levee Database and O&M manuals indicate that levees in the RD 1001 
levee systems provide protection for approximately 43,395 acres and a population of 1,540, which 
includes the towns of Rio Oso, Nicolaus, East Nicolaus, Verona, and agricultural areas behind the levees. 
Residential land use includes sparsely populated use in the agricultural areas and more densely 
populated areas within the towns. The RD 1001 levee systems protect State Highways 65, 70, and 99, 
two active Union Pacific Railroad lines, two volunteer fire stations, a Pacific Gas and Electric substation 
and numerous transmission lines,  both the Rio Oso and Nicolaus Post Offices, two grammar schools, the 
Nicolaus Cemetery, the main drain pumping plant on the Natomas Cross Canal, and several smaller 
drainage pumping facilities on Bear River and Yankee Slough. There is also significant agricultural 
infrastructure protected by the levee systems including two rice drying and storage facilities, five walnut 
processing and storage facilities, a fertilizer and pesticide distributor and warehouse facility, and 
numerous hay and equipment storage barns and warehouses.  Although detailed estimates of property 
values are not readily available, levee failure could result in significant damage to property and impact 
the local economy.   

2.0   Description of Deficiencies and Justification of SWIF approach 

2.1   Description of Deficiencies  
 
The USACE PI report for both systems identified several items rated unacceptable, requiring immediate 
attention, and which could seriously impair the functioning of the system. These items are herein 
referred to as critical items. The PI also identified items rated unacceptable, requiring immediate 
attention, but with which the systems should perform as intended in the next flood event with historic 
levels of flood‐fighting. 
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Vegetation Growth ‐ In each inspected segment, vegetation impaired visibility of the levee embankment 
slopes and may have hidden potential erosion, animal burrows, encroachments, slope stability areas, cracks, 
depressions/rutting, seepage areas, and other items. 
 

Sod Cover ‐ The inspection team observed rills or gullies deeper than 6 inches associated with surface 
drainage within the levee embankment in segments NICU of System 0921 and segments NIC3 and NIC4 of 
System 0922. Surface drainage rills less than 3‐inches deep and portions of the levee with less than 50 
percent sod cover were observed in segment NIC1 of System 0921 and NIC2 of System 0922.  
 

Encroachments ‐ The inspection team observed encroachments that included houses, landscaping, pools, 
sheds, fences, pipes and other utilities, debris piles, construction and farming equipment, power poles, 
culverts and associated appurtenances, excavations into the levee embankment, and privately owned pumps. 
Permits for many of these encroachments were not provided to the inspection team. These encroachments 
may inhibit and prevent inspection, operations, maintenance, or emergency operations. Some 
encroachments could negatively impact the integrity of the levee. 
 
In some cases, the inspection team observed pipes through the levee without positive closure devices 
(flap gates or sluice gates), or the positive closure device was not functioning properly. 
 

Slope Stability ‐ The inspection team observed indications of slope instability in segments NIC4 and NIC6 of 
System 0922. A hole was observed above a pipe on the landside embankment of segment NIC4. The hole 
appeared to be caused by soil displacement from a damaged pipe. Cracking with 2‐inch vertical displacement 
was observed on the landside hinge and embankment of segment NIC6. 
 
Levee slopes, steeper than specified in the O&M manuals, were observed at multiple locations in all 
segments of Systems 0921 and 0922, except segment NIC6.  

 
Erosion/Bank Caving ‐ The inspection team observed and recorded erosion more than 1‐foot deep at the 
waterside toe or on the levee embankment in segment NICU of System 0921, and segments NIC2, NIC4, and 
NIC5 of System 0922. Bank caving within 35 feet of the levee embankment was observed in segments NIC3 
and NIC6 of System 0922.  

 
Depressions and Rutting ‐  The inspection team observed depressions and rutting deeper than 6 inches 
on the levee crown, slopes, or within access roads in all segments for both Systems 0921 and 0922, 
except segment NIC5. Depressions and rutting less than 6‐inches deep was observed in segment NIC5.  
 
Cracking‐ The inspection team observed cracking along the levee crown and slopes in segments NIC4, 
NIC5, and NIC6 of System 0922. The cracking was deeper than 6 inches, and had a vertical displacement 
of 2 inches in segment NIC6. The cracking observed in segment NIC4 was less than 6‐inches deep, but 
had a vertical displacement along the crack. The cracking observed in segment NIC5 was less than 
6‐inches deep, but the length of the crack exceeded the height of the levee.  
 
Animal Control ‐ The inspection team observed animal burrows on both the waterside and the landside 
slopes in each segment. At some locations, burrowing was observed on both sides of the embankment 
at the same location. Additionally, portions of the landside and waterside embankment in each segment 
were obscured by vegetation and prevented inspection. No bait stations were observed and there were no 
signs of backfilled or grouted burrows in Systems 0921 and 0922 of the RD 1001 levee system.  
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Riprap Revetments and Bank Protection ‐ The inspection team observed riprap that was either 
displaced or hidden by dense vegetation in segment NICU of System 0921 and segments NIC3 and NIC4 
of System 0922.  
 
Seepage ‐ The inspection team did not observe active seepage during the PI. Evidence of past seepage 
was observed at one location on the landside of segment NIC4 of System 0922. The inspection team 
observed an approximately 300‐foot‐long and over 8‐foot‐deep scour hole filled with water 
approximately 5‐ to 10 feet from the landside toe that was at roughly the same water surface elevation 
as the Feather River on the waterside. The scour hole is a historic levee breech/seepage location.  
 
Through seepage caused by a damaged pipe was also observed in segment NIC4. Landside ditches containing 
water limited the inspection team’s ability to inspect for active seepage or evidence of past seepage in 
segments NIC5 and NIC6 of System 0922. The PI was performed during a period of low flow. These low‐flow 
observations do not imply that seepage would not occur during higher flows. 
 

Table 2.2 Periodic Inspection Segment Ratings by Levee Embankment Item 

Deficiency 

Bear River and 
Yankee Slough  

(‐0921) 
Nicolaus, Feather River System (‐0922) 

NICU  NIC1  NIC2  NIC3  NIC4  NIC5  NIC6 

Item 1, Vegetation Growth  U  U  U  U  U  U  U 

Item 2, Sod Cover  U  N/A  N/A  U  U  A  A 

Item 3, Encroachments  U  U  U  U  U  U  U 

Item 5, Slope Stability  M  M  M  M  U  M  U 

Item 6, Erosion/Bank Caving  U  A  U  M  U  U  M 

Item 8, Depressions/Rutting  U  U  U  U  U  M  U 

Item 9, Cracking  A  A  A  A  U  U  U 

Item 10, Animal Control  U  U  U  U  U  U  U 

Item 12, Riprap Revetments 
and Bank Protection 

U  N/A  A  U  U  A  N/A 

Item 15, Seepage  A  A  A  A  U  M  M 

Note: A = Acceptable; M = Minimally Acceptable; U = Unacceptable; N/A = Not Applicable; 
Bold “U” indicates that the unacceptable rating included items rated as unacceptable and likely to 
prevent the system from performing. 
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2.3   Justification of SWIF Approach 
 
RD 1001 will take a worst‐first, prioritized approach with the overall goal of correcting outstanding 
deficiencies to bring the system into compliance with the project Operations and Maintenance Manual 
in accordance with the assurances provided.  This system is a part of the Sacramento River Flood Control 
Project (SRFCP).  The Operations and Maintenance Manual for the SRFCP includes the following 
language due to conditions peculiar to this area, "Brush and small trees may be retained on the 
waterward slope where desirable for the prevention of erosion and wave wash.  Where practicable, 
measures shall be taken to retard bank erosion by the planting of willows or other suitable growths on 
areas riverward of the levees."  The November 29, 2011, SWIF policy states that the purpose is to assist 
levee sponsors in attaining compliance with USACE standards.  Under the assurances provided for the 
SRFCP, RD 1001 will maintain to the standard that USACE has directed in the O&M manual. 
 
The USACE Sacramento District released its draft PI report in July 2012. In September 2012, RD 1001 
submitted a response to the draft PI report which documented correction of 57 of the 77 critical items 
identified in the draft PI report (attached). The USACE Sacramento District is currently reviewing this 
response, and it is anticipated that segment ratings would improve. However, because a system’s rating 
is determined by the lowest rating of one of its segments, RD 1001 does not anticipate that the system 
ratings will change without long‐term solutions. The remaining 20 critical items and status of corrections 
are summarized as follows: 
 

 14 encroachment‐related items that require property owner coordination, engineering analysis, 
and/or enforcement actions by the CVFPB; 

 5 erosion/bank caving items that require engineering analysis and design, permitting, and/or 
ESA consultation; and 

 1 seepage item that will require design, permitting, and environmental site assessment (ESA) 
consultation, and is being coordinated with the State for funding through the critical repairs 
program. 
 

In addition to the critical items identified in the draft PI report, there were also 1,432 unacceptable 
items which require immediate correction, but the system should perform as intended in the next flood 

event with historic levels of flood‐fighting. These items are summarized by deficiency category in 
Table 2.3 below. RD 1001 is currently finalizing a plan to bring the levee into compliance with the project 
Operations and Maintenance Manual on a worst‐first, prioritized approach, as part of their routine 
maintenance activities beginning in the 2013 maintenance season. However, some unacceptable items 
will require a longer period to correct due to coordination, enforcement, and associated property rights 
issues related to encroachments; engineering analysis and design for more complex repairs; and 
permitting for impacts to endangered species due to vegetation removal. A SWIF will outline a plan for 
correcting those unacceptable items which will require more than two years to correct. The SWIF will 
also outline corrective action and interim risk reduction plans while holding life safety paramount. 
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Table 2.3 Non‐Critical, Unacceptable Items in ‐0921 and ‐0922 

Category  Number of Items  

Animal Control 255 

Cracking 2 

Depressions/ Rutting 83 

Encroachments 471 

Erosion/ Bank Caving 15 

Riprap Revetments & Bank Protection 31 

Seepage 1 

Slope Stability 1 

Sod Cover  12 

Vegetation 561 

Total 1,432 

3.0   Demonstration of Funding Commitments  

RD 1001 has an annual O&M budget of over $620,000, raised by a benefit assessment on properties in 
the District. In addition, RD 1001 leases RD 1001‐owned parcels and collects revenues from a RD 
1001owned borrow pit to supplement collected assessments. This budget is used annually to address 
many of the on‐going items associated with O&M of the levee system including erosion, bank caving, 
burrowing animals, visibility, access, and vegetation management. This budget also includes funding for 
the RD Manager, four full‐time staff members, an engineering consultant, outside legal counsel, and 
part‐time labor as needed. This team of RD staff and outside consultants are being tasked to prioritize all 
unacceptable items identified in the inspection reports and will be able to address the majority of the 
items through routine maintenance activities. The team will also develop a strategy and worst‐first 
prioritization of encroachment, bank caving and erosion, as well as large vegetation issues that will 
require longer‐term coordination and permitting activities. These plans will be developed in the SWIF. 

4.0   Interim Risk Reduction Measures 

RD 1001 is currently implementing interim risk reduction measures and will prepare an Interim Risk 
Reduction Measures Plan (IRRMP) as part of the SWIF.  The IRRMP will include a combination of 
emergency response plans, communication and coordination with the property owners and evacuation 
planners (RD and County), as well as increased monitoring and levee patrols in specific areas of concern. 
RD 1001 will also continue close coordination with Sutter County emergency managers to improve 
communication and evacuation planning and update emergency operations to address areas of 
increased interim risk. Finally, RD 1001 is a participating member of the Yuba‐Sutter Flood Fight 
Coalition. This group consists of various LMA’s in Yuba and Sutter Counties that have partnered to 
establish regional stockpiles of flood fight materials; coordinated communications between agencies 
and improvements to communication equipment; application for State grant funding to improve 
emergency operation and evacuation plans, and coordinate those plans between the agencies; to 
develop regional contracts with equipment and material suppliers to increase reliability during an 
emergency; and to provide regional manpower assistance to areas in need in time of emergency. 
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5.0   Interagency Collaboration 
 
In order to address the remaining items and develop the SWIF, RD 1001 will collaborate extensively with 
other local, State, and Federal agencies. Implementation of the corrective actions will require 
collaborative planning with some or all of the following: 

 USACE for levee standards, design, Section 404 permits for erosion and bank caving repairs, and 
continuing eligibility inspections. 

 CVFPB for real property issues, permitting, compliance, and enforcement of illegal or non‐
compliant encroachments. 

 Federal Emergency Management Agency as a potential mitigation funding partner. 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), California 
Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) (formerly CDFG), and California State Historic 
Preservation Act (SHPO) for environmental and historical resource consultation. 

 California Department of Water Resources (DWR) for funding, levee standards, coordination 
with State Plan of Flood Control, regional planning, and continuing eligibility inspections. 

 Sutter County for emergency operations and response, land use planning, funding and 
permitting. 

 Yuba Sutter Flood Fight Coalition for emergency operations, response and funding.  

6.0   Anticipated Permit and Consultation Requirements 
 

The CVFPB is responsible for continued operation, maintenance, repair and rehabilitation needs on 
RD 1001 levee systems. RD 1001, as a local maintaining agency, will be required by the CVFPB and the 
USACE to perform corrective actions to ensure operational adequacy of the levee systems. In general, 
these activities will consist of routine maintenance activities including mowing, spraying, grazing, 
burning, baiting, and minor grading operations that do not impact special status species or habitat.  
 
The California Central Valley is home to hundreds of species of wildlife and plant life including several 
State and Federally threatened and endangered species. 
 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus),  
Delta Green Ground Beetle (Elaphrus viridis),  
Delta Smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus),  
Green Sturgeon (Acipenser medirostris),  
Central Valley Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss),  
Central Valley Spring, Late‐Summer, Fall, and Winter‐Run Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha),  
California Red‐Legged Frog (Rana aurora),  
California Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense),  
Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis gigas),  
Fairy Shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi),  
Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni),  
Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia) 
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For corrective actions addressing the unacceptable items identified in the PI report that are beyond 
routine maintenance, including larger grading operations, activities that may impact sensitive species or 
habitat, or activities that require enforcement actions, the following permits may be required: 
 

 CVFPB encroachment permits. 

 USACE Section 404 permits. 

 NMFS, USFWS, CDFW Endangered Species Act consultation.  

 California Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreements. 

 California Section 401 Water Quality permit. 

 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis and documentation. 

 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits.  

 Local grading and drainage permits. 
 

Permitting corrective actions will include coordination and/or consultation with several State and 
Federal agencies, including some of those mentioned previously in Section 5.0.  
 
In addition to consultation under fish and wildlife protection authorities and other environmental 
regulations, encroachment permitting, removal, or modification will require significant consultation 
between RD 1001 and CVFPB as well as individual encroachment owners and landowners. The CVFPB is 
responsible for enforcing encroachment permit terms and conditions and has a process in place for such 
enforcement. It includes research of permit and as‐built records, informal coordination with easement‐ 
and land‐owners, noticing, and potentially public hearings. This process can take a significant amount of 
time and can become litigious. Further, in some cases, encroachments pre‐date the establishment of 
operations and maintenance regulations and/or are found in project as‐builts. 

7.0   Conclusion 
    
Given the anticipated scope of necessary work, the CVFPB on behalf of the RD 1001 respectfully 
requests that the RD 1001 – Bear River and Yankee Slough Levee System and the RD 1001 – Nicolaus, 
Feather River Levee System retain active status in the P.L. 84‐99 Program, while the SWIF is being 
developed.  The CVFPB on behalf of RD 1001 asks that this initial request be granted for two years to 
allow adequate time to develop a successful SWIF.   
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Attachment C 

CECW-HS 
SUBJECT: Policy for Development and Implementation of System-Wide Improvement 
Frameworks (SWIFs) 

c. Transitioning "Acceptable" or "Minimally Acceptable'' Levees. Levees sponsors with 
levees that are "Active" in the rehabilitation assistance program under an existing vegetation 
variance or deviation from the standard that want to use the SWIF process to transition to a new 
vegetation inspection standard through the vegetation variance request process, or that would 
like to systematically improve the condition of participating levees, may maintain their P.L. 84-
99 rehabilitation assistance eligibility as long as they continue to meet the milestones set forth in 
their applicable SWIF. 

d. Reinstating Eligibility While Developing and Implementing a SWIF. Levee sponsors that 
receive an overall levee system inspection rating of"Unacceptable" or have been "Inactive" in 
the rehabilitation program may regain eligibility for P.L. 84-99 rehabilitation assistance through 
the SWIF process. Upon approval by USACE of the letter of intent, requirements described 
below, the levee sponsor will receive an initial of up to two-year reinstatement of eligibility for 
P.L. 84-99 rehabilitation assistance. Continued eligibility will be determined annually based on 
milestones described in the subsequent SWIF. Levee sponsors who have never been eligible for 
rehabilitation assistance under P.L. 84-99 cannot gain P.L. 84-99 rehabilitation assistance 
eligibility through the SWIF process. 

7. Requirements for Development and Submittal of a SWIF. The development of a SWIF is a 
two-step process consisting of (1) a Letter of Intent from the sponsor briefly describmg levee 
system deficiencies and justification for how a system-wide approach will optimize flood risk 
reduction, and (2) development of a SWIF for addressing deficiencies and reducing flood risk. 
Once a Letter oflntent has been approved by USACE, a levee sponsor has up to two years to 
develop a SWIF plan. Eligibility after this two-year period will be dependent on the levee 
sponsor's progress in achieving the milestones defined in the SWIF. The SWIF plan is intended 
to be a specific document that guides sponsor activities, including anticipated milestones, but 
may also be adaptable and should be revised if conditions or needs change during 
implementation. The requirements for the Letter of Intent and SWIF are described as follows: 

a. Requirements for Submitting a Letter of Intent for a SWIF. A Letter of Intent must be 
signed by all associated levee sponsors for each levee system involved in developing the SWIF 
and must include the following: 

(1) Identification of levee system or systems to be covered by the SWIF, including system 
name and system identification number as listed in the National Levee Database; 

(2) Brief description of deficiencies or issues that will be included in the SWIF and 
discussion of how a system-wide approach will improve and optimize overall flood risk 
reduction. This includes identifying any conditions not within the control of the levee sponsor(s) 
that prevents them from correcting '4Unacceptable" inspection items in a timely manner; 
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SUBJECT: Policy for Development and Implementation of System-Wide Improvement 
Frameworks (SWIFs) 

(3) Demonstration that significant non-federal resources have been, or will be, committed 
for developing and/or implementing the SWIF (e.g., state legislative action, bond. financing); 

(4) Anticipated interim risk reduction measures that will be implemented throughout the 
SWIF process, including overall risk communication approach that addresses the risk to life 
increased by system-wide deficiencies; 

( 5) Brief description of existing or planned interagency collaborative efforts that will 
contribute positively to SWIF development, implementation and oversight; and 

( 6) List of anticipated state and federal permits and consultation requirements, needed to 
implement the SWIF. 

b. Requirements for Submittal of a SWIF. SWIFs are developed and implemented by levee 
sponsor(s), reviewed and accepted by USACE, and monitored by a USACE district to address 
system-wide issues in a prioritized way to optimize system-wide risk reduction. As a minimum 
for acceptance by USACE, the levee sponsor's SWIF must include the following: 

(1) Identification oflevee system or systems covered by the system-wide improvement 
framework, including system name and identification number as listed in the National Levee 
Database; 

(2) Description of proposed levee improvement and justification on how the SWIF 
optimizes flood risk reduction; 

(3) A plan and schedule for interagency collaboration, including environmental and/or 
Tribal consultation if applicable, in the implementation of the SWIF; 

( 4) Documentation of specific agreements, such as project specific agreements, between 
levee sponsors and USACE or other agencies/organizations related to implementation of levee 
modifications, under Section 408 or other overlapping USACE policies and studies, applicable to 
the levee systems identified in the system-wide improvement framework? 

(5) Documentation of any regional considerations, approaches, and tools to be used during 
implementation of the system-wide improvement framework; 

( 6) Description of interim maintenance standards that will be implemented during the 
SWIF to mitigate conditions of uncorrected ''Unacceptable" inspection items; 
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