9. Levee Maintaining Agency Projects

9.1. Overview

This chaptesummarizeshe knowndeficienciesdentified foreachlocal levee maintaining

agency(LMA) within the Regios. Note that #hought he f ocus of the 2012 C
BWEFS is State Plan of Flood Control (SPRE&jilities, the norSPFC facilities operateahd

maintained byRock Creek Reclamation District, Reclamation District 2140,taadColusa

Basin Drainage Distrigblay an importantole int h e R dlgod amirslystemand

thereforetheir projecthave also beemcluded in this chaptefThe potential projects to be

described in this chapter will be assessed and prioritized in coordination with stakeholders as
descibed later in this document.

Thedeficienciesncluded in theRFMP have been developed from existing information
including:

1 Locally provided information and studies

1 DWR and USACE Levee Inspectiéteports;

1 DWR Flood System Repair Project Informatiamd
 DWR NULE and ULE Information

This chapter contains a number of tables detailing known levee deficie®ar of the

deficiencies identified may have already been corrected by the LMA after the DWR and USACE
levee inspection reports were publigh&he acronyms and abbreviations contained in the tables
are explained below:

Hazard Level A. When water reaches the assessment water surface elevation, there is a low
likelihood of either levee failure or the need to flefaght to prevent levee failure

Hazard Level B. When water reaches the assessment water surface elevation, there is a moderate
likelihood of either levee failure or the need to flefaght to prevent levee failure.

Hazard Level C. When water reaches the assessment water surfacerelévaite is a high
likelihood of either levee failure or the need to flefaght to prevent levee failure.

A1 Acceptable.All inspection items are rated as acceptable.

M i Minimally Acceptable.One or more inspection items are rated as Minimally Aeatdtor

one or more items are rated as Unacceptable and an engineering determination concludes that the
Unacceptable inspection items would not prevent the segment/system from performing as
intended during the next flood event.
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Ui UnacceptableOne or moe inspection items are rated as Unacceptable and would prevent
the segment/system from performing as intended, or a serious deficiency noted in past
inspections (previous Unacceptable items in a Minimally Acceptable overall rating) has not been
corrected wthin the established timeframe, not to exceed two years.

LD - Lacking Sufficient Data. Thieveesegment is currently lacking sufficient data about past
performance or hazard indicators to be able to assign a hazard level, or there is poor correlation
betveen past performance and hazard indicators. Category LD may be further divided into
subcategories, like LD(A) or LD(B or C), to indicate how the segment could be assessed when
additional data is gathered and analyzed.

NA - Not Assessed

AssessmeniVaterLevel- Water level used for freeboard and structural evaluation of levee
segments. It is either the 1957 water surface profile or a level 3 feet below the existing crest if
1957 water surface profile is not defined for the segment.

Note that n addition tathe geotechnical failure modes, freeboard and geometry deficiencies
were also assessed as either meeting or not meeting applicable criteria, but no hazard level
category was assigned.
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9.2. Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District

Tehama Conty Flood Control & Water Conservation Distr{(fCWCD)was originally

established in 1957 by the Tehama County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Act.
This Act defined the boundary and territory of the District as follows: "all that territory of the
County of Tehama lying within the exterior boaniés thereof."In the context of this RFMP,
Tehama County FCWCD is responsible for the maintenahapproximately 13.6 miles of
SPFClevees along Deer Creek and Elder Creek. The Deer Creek levees primardgtmatal
agricultural lands in additioto the rural area of Vina. Elder Creek levees protect the small
community of Gerber in addition to rural agricultural areas.

Figure 9-1. Overview of Tehama County FCWCD SPFC Facilities

g™ ‘i ) | / i b

Based on an itial assessment of flood threatsd local inputthe high priority goals for the
District include:

1 Addressdentifieddeficiencies to achievg A c t statuseirdthe USACE RIP and regain
PL84-99 compliancdor Elder Creek levees

1 Removeexcesyegetatio that significantly impacts aess, visibilityand channel
conveyance.

The following tables summarize the existing known levee deficiencies.
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Table 9-1. DWR Overall Maintenance Area Rating

LMA Short | Area Name Overall Rating
Name 2007 | 2008 | 2009 |2010] 2011 [ 2012 | 2013
NA0019 | Tehama County Flood Control and U M M A M M M
Water Conservation District
Table 9-2. Summary of TehamaCounty FCWCD Levee Units
Unit Bank Length (Miles)
Unit No. 01 Deer Creek LB 4.11
Unit No. 02 Deer Creek RB 1.50
Unit No. 04 Elder Creek LB 4.07
Unit No. 05 Elder Creek RB 3.96
Table 9-3. DWR Levee Inspection Summary for Tehama County FCWCD
NA0019 Total LMA | 13.64
Miles
Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Change
Overall LMA M Overall LMA M
Rating Rating
M+4U Thresh. M+4U| Thresh. M+4U | Thresh.
Ratedltem M U Miles % M U Miles % M U Miles %
Earthen Levee
Vegetation| 1.40 1.40  10.26 @ 1.40 1.40 10.26 0.00
Encroachments 0.09 0.09 0.66 0.08 0.08 | 0.59 -0.01 -0.01  -0.07
Animal Control| 0.03 0.03 0.22 0.07 0.07| 0.51 0.04 0.04 0.29
Slope Stability 0.31 031 227 033 0.33| 242 002 0.02 | 0.15
Erosion / Bank Cavir 0.01 0.01 | 0.07 @ 0.04 0.04| 029 0.03 0.03 | 0.22
Supplemental
USACE Erosion Surve 0.16 0.16  1.17 0.16 0.16 | 1.17 0.00
LMA Totals:| 2.00/ 0.00 200 14.66 | 2.08 0.00 2.08 1525 0.08 0.00 0.08 | 0.59
Table 9-4. DWR Channel Inspection Summary for Tehama County FCWCD
Channel Name Overall Rating
McClure Creek A
Salt Creek A
Table 9-5. USACE 2012Sacramento River Erosion Summary for Tehama County FCWCD
. . . Levee Mile Levee Mile .
Site ID River Mile Start End Status Rating
Unit No. 1 Deer Creek LB: DEC-2 L 0.00 2.98 3.00 eroding M
Unit No. 2 Deer Creek RB: DEC-® R 0.00 0.86 0.91 eroding M
Unit No.4 Elder Creek LB: ELC # L 0.00 1.44 1.51 eroding M
Unit No. 5 Elder Creek RB: ELC-G R 0.00 3.08 3.10 eroding M
Table 9-6. USACE Inspection Rating Summary
System Name Length (Miles) RIP Status RIP Date Rating
Deer Creek left bank, Unit 1 eastehama County 3.09 Active N/A N/A
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Deer Creek left bank, Unit 1 wesTehama County 1.14 Active N/A N/A
Deer Creek right bank, Unit-ZTehama County 1.45 Active N/A N/A
Elder Creek left bank, Unit 4Gerberlevee 4.64 Inactive 09/30/2012 U
Elder Creek left bank, Unit 4 east 0.83 Inactive 09/30/2012 | U
Elder Creek right bank, Unit 5 3.86 Inactive 09/30/2012 | U

Table 9-7. DWR Flood System Repair Project Summary

POI Number Status Failure Mode Location Start Location | Bank
End

Unit N/A: Obsr+131070 Serious Erosion Right

Unit N/A: 24-4 Serious Stability 000+10 to SRGIR Right

Unit No. 1 Deer Creek: Serious Erosion 2.98 3.00 Left

DWR_NA0019 01 s _2012_1|

Unit No. 1 Deer Creek: Serious Erosion 3.64 3.66 Left

56-3

Unit No. 4 Elder Creek: Critical Erosion 1.38 151 Left

DWR_NA0019 04 s 2012 9

Unit No. 5 Elder Creek: Serious Other 2.35 Right

59-10

Unit No. 5 Elder Creek: Critical Other 2.56 Right

DWR_NA0019 05 R 2012 0

Unit No. 5 Elder Creek59-9 Serious Other 2.65 Right

Table 9-8. Summary of NULE Results for Tehama County FCWCD

Freeboard
(Does
- Overall Underseepage Stability Through Erosion segment
Segment Description R o L Seepage o
Categorization | Categorization | Categorization c o Categorization meet
ategorization
Freeboard
Criteria?)
Gerber Not
24 Levee c B A c B Assessed
Deer Creek Not
54 Unit 1b c LD A LD c Assessed
Deer Creek Not
55 Unit 2 c LD A A c Assessed
Deer Creek Not
56 Unit 1la c A A A c Assessed
Elder Creek
57 Unit 4a- B LD A A B No
Tehama
County
Elder Creek
58 Unit 4b- B LD A LD B No
Tehama
County
Elder Creek
59 unit5 - B LD A LD B No
Tehama
County

SeeAppendix Efor a summary of the identified flood control improvement projects.
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9.3. Butte County Department of Public Works

In the context of this RFMPhéeButte Cauinty Department of Public Worl3epartmen{DPW)
maintains approximatel®4.7 miles of SPFC levees aloktyid Creek, Sycamore Creek, Sheep
Hollow Creek, Dry Creek, and Big ClacCreek Diversion Channel. These levpestect the
City of Chico and neighboringural agriculturabrea.

1| Project Levee
2y = Unit 1

= Unit 2/2A
= Unit 3

= Unit4
e= Unit 5
- Patrol Road

Based on an initial assessment of flood thraatslocal inputthe high priority goals for the
District include:
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w Address i1identified deficiencies to achi
PL84-99 compliance fortte Big Chico CreelMud Creek levee system.
w Repairidentifiederosion sites.
The following tables summarize the existing known levee deficiencies.
Table 9-9. DWR Overall Maintenance Area Rating
LMA Short | Area Name Overall Rating
Name 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 2011 | 2012 | 2013
NAO003 | Butte CountyDepartment oPublic A A A A A A A
Works
Table 9-10. Summary of Butte County Department of Public Works Levee Units
Unit Bank Length (Miles)
Unit No. 01 Mud Creek RB 7.29
Unit No. 02 Mud Creek LB 8.20
Unit No. 02A Channel Slough LB 0.30
Unit No. 03 Sycamore and Sheep Hollow Cree RB 413
Unit No. 04 Sycamore and Dry Creeks RB 2.94
Unit No. 05 Big Chico Diversion LB 1.85
Table 9-11. DWR Levee Inspection Summary foButte County Department of Public Works
NA0003 Total LMA | 2471 |
Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Change
Overall LMA ‘ A Overall LMA ‘ A
M+4U| Thresh. M+4U| Thresh. M+4U| Thresh.
Rateditem M U Miles| % M U Miles| % M U Miles %
Earthen Levee
Vegetation 0.0§ 0.08 | 0.32 0.08 0.08 0.32
Encroachmenty 0.05 0.05| 0.20 0.0§ 0.05| 0.20 0.00
Animal Control 0.01 0.01| 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04
Slope Stability] 0.01 0.01| 0.04 | 0.01 0.01| 0.04 0.00
Supplemental
USACE 0.05 0.05| 0.20 | 0.0% 0.05| 0.20 0.00
LMA Totals:| 0.11| 0.00| 0.11| 045 | 0.2¢ 0.00| 0.20| 0.81 | 0.09 | 0.00 | 0.09 | 0.36
Table 9-12. DWR Channel Inspection Summary forButte County Department of Public Works
Channel Name Overall Rating
No Channels Inspected in this District
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Table 9-13. USACE 2012 Sacramento River Erosion Summary foButte County Department of Public
Works

Site ID River Mile LevSetgrlt\/Ille LevgﬁdMne Status Rating
MUD 4-4 R 0.00 4.32 4.37 eroding M
Table 9-14. USACE Inspection Rating Summary
System Name Length (Miles) RIP Status RIP Date Rating
Chico CreekMud Creek- Unit 1 6.80 Inactive 09/30/2012 U
Chico CreekMud Creek- Unit 3 east, Sycamore right 1.87 Inactive 09/30/2012 U
Chico CreekMud Creek- Unit 4 east, Sycamore left 0.71 Inactive 09/30/2012 U
Chico CreekMud Creek- Unit 5, diversion levee 1.80 Inactive 09/30/2012 U
Chico CreekMud Creek- Units 2 north and 3 3.35 Inactive 09/30/2012 U
Chico CreekMud Creek- Units 2 south and 4 9.23 Inactive 09/30/2012 U
Table 9-15. DWR Flood System Repair Project Summary
POI Number Status Failure Mode Location Start Location Bank
End
USACE_CESPK_CM2A_2010_p_007 Serious Stability 5.73 6.05 Left
Table 9-16. Summary of NULE Results forButte County Department of Public Works
Freeboard
Overall Underseepage Stability Through Erosion St(ez%eesnt
Segment Description Categorization | Categorization | Categorization c SeePage. Categorization meet
ategorization
Freeboard
Criteria?)
45 Reach 1| ChicoMud B A A A B Yes
Unit 1a
45 Reach 2| ChicoMud LD (A or B) LD A LD A Not
Unit 1a Assessed
47 ChicoMud LD (A or B) LD A A A No
Unit 3a
48 Reach 1| ChicoMud LD (A or B) LD A A A Not
Unit 3c Assessed
48 Reach 2 | ChicoMud B LD A A B No
Unit 3c
269 ChicoMud LD (A or B) LD A A A Not
Unit 2a Assessed
379 Chico-Mud A A A A A No
Unit 2b
1008 Non-Project B A A A B Not
Levee Assessed
1010 Non-Project LD LD A A A Not
Levee Assessed
1011 Non-Project B A A A B Not
Levee Assessed
1014 Non-Project B A A A B Not
Levee Assessed

SeeAppendix Efor a summary of the identified flood control improvement projects.
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9.4. Lake County Watershed Protection District

The Lake County Watersh&totection Distric{(WPD), was originally created as the Lake

County Flood Control and Water Conservation District as a political subdivision of the State of
California established under the Lake County Flood Control and Water Conservation Act, of the
State Water Code in 195The District is administered by theke CountyDirector of Water
Resources who reports to t@eunty Board of Supervisors, which acts as its Board of Directors.

The Watershed Protection District administers the National Fluadance Program for Lake
County; plans and implements flood control projects including preliminary engineering and
contract administration for Master Plans of Drainage, aerial photography, groundwater
management planning, watershed management plannirdeartbpment of grant

proposals.The District is responsible for maintaining 10.5 miles of levadesg Middle Creek,

Scotts Creek, Alley Creek, Clover Creek, and the Clover Creek Diversion Channel. The District
maintainsl3.4 miles of creeks in four zes of benefit and a groundwater detention structure on
Kelsey Creek. The Distri@lsooperates and maintains the Adobe Creek Reservoir, the Highland
Creek Reservoilgand the Highland Springs Park.

In the context of this RFMP, Lake County WPD maintainga@gmately 10.5 miles of SPFC
levees as described above. This levee system protects the small community of Upper Lake,
along with theneighboring rural agricultural areas.
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Project Levee
= Unit1
= Unit 2
== Unit 3
— Unit 4
e= Unit 5

Based on an initial assessment of flood thraatslocal inputthe high priority goals for the
District include:

w Address identified deficiencies to achieve
PL84-99 compliance for the Mile Creek levee system.
w Continue with implementation of the Middle Creek Flood Relief and Restoration Project

The following tables summarize the existing known levee deficiencies.
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Table 9-17. DWR Overall Maintenance Area Rating

LMA Short | Area Name Overall Rating
Name 2007 | 2008 | 2009 [ 2010 2011 [ 2012 | 2013
NAO009 | Lake County Watershed Protection M A A A A A A
District

Table 9-18. Summary of Lake County Watershed Protection District Levee Units

Unit Bank Length (Miles)
Unit No. 01 Middle Creek LB 3.42
Unit No. 02 Middle Creek RB 3.13
Unit No. 03 Scotts Creek LB 1.35
Unit No. 04 Poge, Alley, and Clover Creek Diversion RB 1.53
Unit No. 05 Clover Creelind Clover Creek Diversion LB 1.04

Table 9-19. DWR Levee Inspection Summary folLake County Watershed Protection District

NA0009 Total LMA | 10.47 |
Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Change
Overall LMA ‘ A Overall LMA ‘ A
M+4U| Thresh. M+4U| Thresh. M+4U | Thresh.
Rated Item M U Miles| % M U Miles | % M U Miles %
Earthen Levee
Vegetation| 0.27 0.27| 2.58 0.22 0.22 | 2.10 -0.05 -0.05 | -0.48
Trim / Thin 0.13 0.13| 1.24 0.34 0.34| 3.25 0.21 0.21 2.01
Encroachmenty 0.01 0.01| o0.10 0.01 0.01| o.10 0.00
Slope Stability] 0.01 0.01| o0.10 0.0% 0.05| 0.48 0.04 0.04 0.38

LMA Totals:| 0.42| 0.00| 0.42| 4.01 0.62 0.00| 0.62 | 5.92 0.20 | 0.00 | 0.20 1.91

Table 9-20. DWR Channel Inspection Summary forLake County Watershed Protection District
Channel Name Overall Rating
No Channels Inspected in this District N/A

Table 9-21. USACE 2012 Sacramento River Erosion Summary fotake County Watershed Protection
District

. . . Levee Mile | Levee Mile .
Site ID River Mile Start End Status Rating

No Supplemental Erosion Sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Table 9-22. USACE Inspection Rating Summary

[ System Name Length (Miles) RIP Status RIP Date Rating |
Middle Creek left bank Unit 1 north 2.56 Inactive 03/05/2013 U
Middle Creek left bank Unit 5 and part of 1 2.34 Inactive 03/05/2013 U
Middle Creek right bank Unit 2 3.44 Inactive 03/05/2013 U
Middle Creek right bank Unit 2 north 0.58 Active 03/07/2013 M

Table 9-23. DWR Flood System Repair Project Summary
POI Number Status Failure Mode Location Start Location End Bank
No POI Repair Sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Table 9-24. Summary of NULE Results forLake County Watershed Protection District

Freeboard
(Does
Erosion segment
Categorization meet
Freeboard
Criteria?)
77 Middle A A A A A No
Creek- Unit
2a
78 Middle B A A LD B No
Creek- Unit
la
79 Middle LD (A or B) LD A LD A No
Creek- Unit
1b
80 Middle LD (A or B) LD LD LD A No
Creek- Unit
3 - Scotts
Creek
81 Reach 1 Middle C LD LD A A No
Creek- Unit
le
81 Reach 2 Middle B B B C C No
Creek- Unit
le
237 Middle LD (A, B or C) LD A LD A No
Creek- Unit
4 Alley
Creek
Channel
267 Middle LD (A, Bor C) LD A LD A No
Creek- Unit
5 Alley
Creek
Channel
268 Middle LD (A or B) LD A LD A No
Creek- Unit
3b Scotts
Creek

Through
Seepage
Categorization

Overall Underseepage Stability

Segment Description Categorization | Categorization | Categorization

SeeAppendixE for a summary of the identified flood control improvement projects.
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9.5. Levee District 1 (Glenn)

Levee District 1 (LD1) maintaink2.45 miles of SPFC levee along the right bank of the
Sacramento River

SPFC Facilities
(v ? N \7 ( 8

Figure 9-4. Overview of LD 1
P - e\ S

%f ) \\ P
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Based on an initial assessment obtlchreatsnd local inputthe high priority goals for the
District include:

T Address identified deficiencies to achieve
PL84-99 compliance for the Sacramento River West Bauke system.
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The following tablesummarize the existing known levee deficiencies.

Table 9-25. DWR Overall Maintenance Area Rating

LMA Short | Area Name Overall Rating
Name 2007 | 2008 | 2009 [ 2010 2011 [ 2012 [ 2013
LD0001G | Levee District NoO001G (Glenn U M M U M A A
County)
Table 9-26. Summary ofLevee District 1 (Glenn)Levee Units
Unit Bank Length (Miles)
Unit No. 1, Sacramento River RB 12.45
Table 9-27. DWR Levee Inspection Summary folLevee District 1 (Glenn)
LD0001G Total LMA | 1245 |
Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Change
Overall LMA | A Overall LMA | A
M+4U| Thresh. M+4U| Thresh. M+4U| Thresh.
Rated Item M U Milesg % M U Miles| % M U Miles %
Earthen Levee
Vegetation| 0.06 0.06 | 0.48 | 0.0€ 0.06 | 0.48 0.00
Trim / Thin  0.11 0.11| o0.88 | 0.11 0.11| 0.88 0.00
Encroachments 0.05 0.05| 0.40 0.04 0.04 | 0.32 | -0.01 -0.01 | -0.08
Animal Control | 0.23 0.23| 1.85 | 0.1f 0.15| 1.21 | -0.08 -0.08 | -0.64
Slope Stability 0.01 0.01| 0.08 | 0.01 0.01 | 0.08
Supplemental
DWR UCIP 0.00
LMA Totals:| 0.45, 0.00| 0.45| 361 | 0.37 0.00| 0.37| 297 | -0.08 | 0.00 | -0.08 | -0.64
Table 9-28. DWR Channel Inspection Summary forLevee District 1 (Glenn)
Channel Name Overall Rating
No Channels Inspected in this District N/A
Table 9-29. USACE 2012 Sacramento River Erosion Summary fotevee District 1 (Glenn)
. . . Levee Mile | Levee Mile .
Site ID River Mile Start End Status Rating
No Supplemental Erosion Sites. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Table 9-30. USACE Inspection Rating Summary
| System Name Length (Miles) RIP Status RIP Date Rating |
Sacramento RivaNest Bank 119.72 Inactive 04/03/2013 | U
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Table 9-31. DWR Flood System Repair Project Summary

POI Number Status Failure Mode Location Start Location Bank
End
No POI Repair Sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Table 9-32. Summary of NULE Results forLevee District 1 (Glenn)
Freeboard
Through (Does
- Overall Underseepage Stability 9 Erosion segment
Segment Description R o 2 Seepage I
Categorization | Categorization | Categorization c oI Categorization meet
ategorization
Freeboard
Criteria?)
65 Levee B B A LD B Yes
District 1-
Glenn,
Sacramento
River

SeeAppendix Efor a summary of the identified flood control improvement projects.
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9.6. Levee District 2 (Glenn County)

Levee District 2 (LD 2) maintains 4.9 miles of SPFC levee along the right bank of the
Sacramento River.

SRS
| T
i

P ey Sy

Based on an initial assessment of flood thraatslocal inputthe high priority goals for the
District include:

T Address identified deficienci RFPandoegamc hi eve
PL84-99 compliance for the Sacramento River West Bauke system.
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The following tables summarize the existing known levee deficiencies.

Table 9-33. DWR Overall Maintenance Area Rating

LMA Short |Area Name Overall Rating
Name 2007 | 2008 | 2009 [ 2010 2011 [ 2012 [ 2013
LD0002 | Levee District No. 0002 A A A A A A A
Table 9-34. Summary ofLevee District 2 (Glenn County)Levee Units
Unit Bank Length (Miles)
Unit No. 1, Glenn County Sacramentg RB 4.89
River
Table 9-35. DWR Levee Inspection Summary forLevee District 2 (Glenn County)
LD0002 Total LMA | 4.89
Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Change
OverallLMA ‘ A Overall LMA ‘ A
M+4U| Thresh. M+4U| Thresh. M+4U| Thresh.
Rated Item M U Milesl % M 9] Miles| % M U Miles %
Earthen Levee
Animal Control | 0.25 0.25| 511 | 0.3Z 032 | 6.54 | 0.07 0.07 | 1.43
SlopeStability | 0.01 0.01| 0.20 -0.01 -0.01 | -0.20
Supplemental
USACE 0.01 0.01| 0.20 | 0.1 0.01| 0.20 0.00
DWR UCIP 0.00
LMA Totals:| 0.27| 0.00| 0.27| 552 | 033 0.00| 0.33| 675 | 0.06 | 0.00 | 0.06 | 1.23
Table 9-36. DWR Channel Inspection Summary forLevee District 2 (Glenn County)
Channel Name Overall Rating
No Channels Inspected in this District N/A
Table 9-37. USACE 2012 Sacramento River Erosion Summary facevee District 2 (Glenn County)
. . . L Mil L Mil .
Site ID River Mile evsetzrt e evgﬁd e Status Rating
SAC_1647_R :
- - 164.70 0.08 0.08 eroding M
Table 9-38. USACE Inspection Rating Summary
System Name Length (Miles) RIP Status RIP Date Rating
Sacramento RivaNest Bank 119.72 Inactive 04/03/2013 U
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Table 9-39. DWR Flood System Repair Project Summary

POI Number Status Failure Mode Location Start Location Bank
End
DWR_LD0002_01_s _ 2012 ¢ Serious Erosion 0.02 0.02 Right
Table 9-40. Summary of NULE Results forLevee District 2 (Glenn County)
Freeboard
Through (Does
. Overall Underseepage Stability g Erosion segment
Segment Description R S R Seepage o
Categorization | Categorization | Categorization 9" Categorization meet
Categorization
Freeboard
Criteria?)
67 Levee B B A LD A Yes
District 2-
Glenn,
Sacramento
River

SeeAppendix Efor a summary of the identified flood control improvement projects.
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9.7. Levee District 3 (Glenn County)

Levee District 3 (LD 3) maintains 12.25 miles of SPFC levee along the left bank of the
Sacramento River.

Figure 9-6. Overview of LD 3 SPFC Facilities
Rl [:.‘ [k ey, -2

Based on an initial assessment of flood thraatslocal inputthe high priority goals for the
District include:
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1T Address identified deficiencies to achi
PL84-99 compliance for the Sacramento River Hagée system.
1 Addressing critical erosion sites.
1 Enhancing rodent control activity
The following tables summarize the existing known levee deficiencies.
Table 9-41. DWR Overall Maintenance Area Rating
LMA Short | Area Name Overall Rating
Name 2007 | 2008 | 2009 [2010] 2011 [ 2012 | 2013
LDO003 | Levee District No. 0003 A A A U U M U
Table 9-42. Summary ofLevee District 3(Glenn County) Levee Units
Unit Bank Length (Miles)
Unit No. 1,Glenn County Sacramento River LB 12.24
Table 9-43. DWR Levee Inspection Summary forLevee District 3 (Glenn County)
LD0003 Total LMA | 12.24 |
Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Change
Overall LMA ‘ M Overall LMA ‘ U
M+4U| Thresh. M+4U| Thresh. M+4U| Thresh.
Rated Iltem M U Miles| % M ) Miles| % M U Miles %
Earthen Levee
Vegetation 0.01 0.01| 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.08
Trim / Thin  0.19 019 | 155 | 0.1¢ 019 | 155 | 0.00 0.00
Encroachments 0.20 0.20 | 1.63 0.21 021 | 1.72 0.01 0.01 | 0.08
Animal Control| 1.79 1.79 | 14.62 | 1.94 1.94 | 15.85 | 0.15 015 | 1.23
Slope Stability| 0.06 0.06 | 0.49 | 0.07 0.07 | 057 | 0.01 0.01 | 0.08
Supplemental
USACE 0.03 0.03| 0.25 | 0.03 0.03| 0.25 0.00
DWR UCIP 0.00
LMA Totals:| 2.27| 0.00| 2.27 | 1855 | 2.45 0.00| 2.45| 20.02 | 0.18 | 0.00 | 0.18 | 1.47

Table 9-44. DWR Channel Inspection Summary forLevee District 3 (Glenn County)

Channel Name

Overall Rating

No Channels Inspected in this District
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Table 9-45. USACE 2012 Sacramento River Erosion Summary facevee District 3 (Glenn County)

Site ID River Mile LevSet(;rlt\/hIe LevéﬁdM"e Status Rating
SAC_1630_L 163.00 1.35 1.35 eroding M
SAC_1683 L 168.30 5.96 5.96 eroding M
SAC_1720 L 172.00 9.60 9.60 eroding M
Table 9-46. USACE Inspection Rating Summary
| System Name Length (Miles) RIP Status RIP Date Rating |
Sacramento River East LevekD 3 Glenn County 38.36 Inactive 05/08/2013 U
Table 9-47. DWR Flood System Repair Project Summary
POI Number Status Failure Mode Location Start Location Bank
End
6812 Serious Erosion 11.25 11.25 Left
DWR_LDO0003 01_s _ Critical Erosion 9.60 9.87 Left
2012_52
DWR_LD0003 01_s _ Critical Erosion 9.88 9.88 Left
2012_40
Table 9-48. Summary of NULE Results forLevee District 3 (Glenn County)
Freeboard
Overall Underseepage Stability Through Erosion st(eg(r)neesnt
Segment Description Categorization | Categorization | Categorization c Seepagg Categorization meet
ategorization
Freeboard
Criteria?)
68 Levee B B A LD B Yes
District 3-
Glenn,
Sacramento
River (Glenn
Co)

SeeAppendixE for a summary of the identified flood control improvement projects.
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9.8. Sacramento River West Side Levee District

In 1915 the Sacramento Rivdfest Side Levee Distri¢SRWLD) was created by the legislature
with the purpose of forming a flood protection didtfor the area bounded by the Sacramento
River on the east, the Colusa Drain on the west, between Colusa in the north and Knights
Landing in the southiThe SRWLD operateis coordinationwith RD 108. RD 108 uses its
personnel to perform the maintenaié¢he levees and is reimbursed by the SRWLD.

The Sacramento River West Side Levee Distiesteesegments were initially built in the 1800s

by local interests A construction project to raise the levee begayund1915, and a second

raise was completad 1919. The levee crest elevation has remained essentially unchanged from

the grade completed in 1918eveeswere o mpl et ed t o USACEO SSinder oj ect
the late 1930s, SRWLI2vees have experienced multiple erosion events, sand Hooksit

activity, overtopping, multiple bank caving/failure, erosion, seepage, sand boil, and sinkhole

events.
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Figure 9-7. Overview of Sacramento River West Side LIBPFC Facilities

Based on an initisdssessment of flood threatsd local inputthe high priority goals for the
District include:

1T Address identified deficiencies to achieve
PL84-99 compliance for the Sacramento River West Bau&e system.

Thefollowing tables summarize the existing known levee deficiencies.
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