NOVEMBER 2019 LEVEE SUPERENTENDENT JOE BRYSON 1608

=

Levee patrol, started pump and clean area four times. Checked for homeless and trash
at I-5 and Plymouth gates. Opened gates for contractors.
The pipe job North West is finished. They did a good cleanup job.
| had identification badges done for Gabe and me. These will be used when knocking
on doors.
Had a young man living at Grupe Park.
Caltrans hired a contractor to install fences and gate down to the water West 1-5.
Have not finished blacktop, rain. We are going to crown the blacktop.
The crack job came out good.
Lincoln Marina Plants
Gophers North East in two places, vegetation at levee ground
10. Frank and Christine Freni, 4263 Five Mile Drive, redid stepping stones on up to ground
side of levee.
11. KSN new home owner.
12. Spot on water side South East, West I-5, KSN is coming out to give instruction.
13. Many dead fish Five Mile and in front of Fourteen Mile at Weir. Fifty seagulls and
Buzzards came in. Fish are gone.
14. Lots of Halloween on North West Levee.
15. We will be inspecting South West Levee, Grupe Park too Marina this month.
16. |am having the pump Grupe Park inspected Thursday.
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Receipts

Assessments

Property Tax

Interest

Levee Subvention Reimbursement
Property Tax Relief

Disbursements

Salaries and Benefits
Salaries and Wages Auto Allow.
Part Time Employee
Payroll Taxes
Total Salaries and Benefits

Services and Stores
County Tax Administration
County Office Expense

District Vehicle - Fuel / Maintenance

Insurance
Emergency Equipment and Supplies
General Engineering
Assessment Engineering
Construction Engineering

Engineering - Sediment Removal Project
Engineering - Letter of Map Revision

Insurance

Workers Compensation Insurance
Legal and Accounting Fees
Auditing

Actual Actual Actual Est / Actual Budget
YE June 2013 YE June 2014 YE June 2015 YE June 2016 YE June 2017
325,547 293,745 290,322 298,000 298,000
173,315 163,447 180,039 200,000 200,000
5,153 4,171 4,773 5,000 5,000
93,904 93,904
1,972 1,903 -
$ 505987 S 463,266 S 475,134 S 596,904 596,904
61,531 57,573 55,696 58,000 x 58,000
26,000 x 26,000
5,201 4,564 6,335 6,300 x 6,300
S 66,732 S 62,137 S 62,031 $ 90,300 S 90,300
3,601 3,617 3,557 7,250 x 7,250
3,309 3,271 3,407
5,600 x 5,600
2,000 x 2,000
1,000 x 1,000
281,746 158,029 48,041 95,000 x 120,000
5,500 5,500
25,000
12,824 13,926 12,453 9,000 x 9,000
8,750 8,750
44,541 42,442 39,191 55,000 x 55,000
3,200 x 3,200



Levee Repairs - Operation & Maintenance 91,346 21,518 29,982 85,000 x
Fenses and Gates 25,000 x
Garbage Service 2,400 X
Locks and Signs 2,000 x

Misscellaneous 253 1,393

Office Expense 280 750 x

Other Repairs and Maintenance 69,283 20,629 12,408

Public Relations 4,372 4,310 1,096 9,000 x

Secretary Fees 7,578 8,050 7,267 9,000 x

Storage 800 800 825

Telephone 1,391 1,364 9 1,700 x

Trustee Fees 4,100 5,255 3,200 6,000 x

Utilities / Pump Maintenance 264 518 174 500 x

Weed Control 9,850 16,630 16,495 15,000 x
Total Services and Stores $ 535258 S 301,752 S 178,385 373,650

Contract

Levee Repair - Capital Improvement Projects

Special Projects 10,464 30,000 39,504
Contract S 10,464 S 30,000 $ 39,504

Fixed Assets
Purchase of District Vehicle 27,339
S 27,339
Total Disbursements $ 612454 $ 393,889 $ 307,259 463,950
Cash Basis Fund Balance Beginning of Year 1,803,467 1,697,000 1,724,726 1,892,601
Excess Receipts over Disbursements (106,467) 69,377 167,875 132,954
Adjustment for changes in Accounting Basis (41,651) -
Cash Basis Assets - End of Year $ 1,697,000 $ 1,724,726 $ 1,892,601 2,025,555

$

$

135,000
25,000
2,400
2,000

750
9,000
9,000
1,700
6,000

500

408,650

498,950



Dr. Michacl Panzer, Chairman RECL AM ATION DISTRICT NO- 1 608 Daniel J, Schrocder, Attorney

Drew Meyers, Trustee Jean L. Knight, Seeretary

Brett Tholborn, Trustee LINCOLN VILLAGE WEST Christopher H. Neudecl, Engineer

Joe Bryson, Superintendent
BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING
WEDNESDAY NOVEMBER 3, 2016
8:00 A.M.
ENGINEER’S REPORT

I. DELTA LEVEE SUBVENTIONS PROGRAM AB 360

A. Review the District's Final Claim for Fiscal Year 2015/16 and seek signature
from Chairman for submittal to DWR.

TOTAL FINAL CLAIM $201,938.23
LESS DISTRICT SHARE (1,000/MILE @ 3.6 $3.600.00
miles)

TOTAL ELIGIBLE $198,338.23
MAX REIMBURSEMENT = 75% OF ELIGIBLE $148,753.67

B. Review the status of the City of Stockton’s stormwater discharge pipe
replacement through levee from the North Lake system.

II. SEDIMENT REMOVAL PROJECT

A. Review with the Board of Trustees the task and scope that needs to be
evaluated in order to provide a reliable project estimate, Discuss project design
elements and our plan to work with Legal Counsel to evaluate District reserves
and budgetary constraints.

EXHIBIT A: 20 Year projected Income & Expense for RD 1608 for
completing the sediment removal project up to Grupe Park.

EXHIBIT B: 20 Year projected Income & Expense for RD for
completing the Sediment Removal Project up-to the District Boundary
on Fourteenmile Slough.

PRESENTATION OF 20 YEAR PROJECTED INCOME & EXPENSE
EXHIBITS FOR RD 1608 ON THF, OVERHEAD PROJECTOR SCREEN.

III. FEMA MAPPING STATUS
A. Review ongoing status and progress of preparation of the Letter of Map
Revision (LOMR) application for District’s response to FEMA regarding the
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mapping status of the District’s levee system. Review status of signature on MT-
2 form signed from the City of Stockton on October 21, 2016.

EXHIBIT C: Signed FEMA LOMR Submittal MT-2 Form
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RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 1608
LINCOLNM VILLAGE WEST
FISCAL YEAR 2016-2026 BUDGET WORKSHEET

FY 2015-2016  FY 2016-2017 FY 20172018 FY 2018-2018 _ FY 2019-2020 _ FY 2020-2021 FY2021-2022 FY 2022-2023  FY 2023-2024  FY 2024.2025

The $31,500 elaction cost budgstl is & placeholder every two years

3 intc the future whereby wa may have the need to conduct a mall
ballet elzction.
The Districls current assessment autharity under its current ol
expires in Fiscal Year 2025-28. This budgst projects tha
preparatilon of a new Proposition 248 Engineers Repori 2 years In
advance of this assessment expiration. The reeson for starling wo
yaars ahead of the expiration of RD 1608's assessment authority Is
because If he 1t atlempt fells with the RD 1608 constituency then

4 you have 1 more year to adjust your progrem and saek another
aflirmative election. $96,000 for assassment enginearing in Fisoal
Year 2023-24 Is to cover the preperation of a new assassment rall
to carry the District revenue into the fulura, The preliminary budget
includes $65,000 for assessment englneering and mailing and
$25,000 for public cutraach.
The Sedimeni Removal Project i3 estimated @ $2.6 millicn o
complets tha project afi the way to Ihe District Boundary east of 5

& on Fourlaznmife Slough.
Assessment revenyea was projaclad 1o ramain the same with no
increese or decrease beyond the expiretion of the current

8 assessment of 2025-26. Board of Trustess need to consider this
assurnption.
Tha Delta Leves Subvantions Program, AB 360, sunsafs in Fisca!
Year 2017/18. Currenily there fs nc guerantee thet ihis program
will be continued, |tis vary likely (hat soma form of the Program

7 will continue. For budgatary purposes we have shown the program
continuing on lhrough the end of this budget Iimit at the same cost
sharing ratios that are currantly in place.
We racommend that RD 1608 mainiain 2 X its annual incoma

8 (Assessment & Properly Tax Increment) in reserves o provide for
1st strike emergency response funds in the event of e significant
flood amergency.
Lavoe Suparintendent %
Par Time Employess 3%
Payroll Taxes and Expenses 4%
Fences & Gates 0%
Locks & Signs 4%
Weed and Rodent Conlrol & Clean Up 5%
Levee Repair Fund (General Operaticns & Maintsnanca) 5%
Levee Repair Fund {Levee Improvement Projects) 5%
Pump Syslam Maintenance 3%
Wireless Services (Cell and Mobile Computer} 3%
Emergency Equipmant & Supplies 0%
Garbags Servica 3%
District Vehidle {Fuel, Malntenance & Repairs) 3%
Trustas Fees 0%
Secrelary Fass 3%
Oflice Expenses {includes storage facility} 3%
Ganeral Legal 3%
Audit 2%
Gounty Administration Costs %
Liablity Insurance 4%
Worlkers Comp Insurance 2%
Automnabila Insurence 2%
Eleclion Cests 0%
Newsletler & Public Communications 0%
General Enginearing 1%
Assessment Engineering 2%
Sediment Removal Project TBD

Prenared hv Chrictanhar H- Nenderk 1179018 Pace 2

FY 2025-2026

FY 2026-2027

FY 2027-2028

FY 2028-2020

FY 2029-2030

FY 2030-2034

FY 2031-2032

£Y 2032-2033

FY 2033-2034  FY 20342035  FY 2035-2036

W/ SUBVENTIONS










RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 1608
LINCOLN YILLAGE WEST
FISCAL YEAR 2016-2026 BUDGET WORKSHEET

FY 20152018 FY 2016-2017 €Y 2017-2018  FY 2018-2019  FY 2019-2020  FY 2020-2021  FY 2021-2022  FY 2022-2023 FY 2023-2024 FY 2024-2025 FY 2025-2026 FY 2026-2027  FY 2027-2028  FY 2028-20259  FY 2029-2030  FY 2030-2031__ FY2031-2032  FY 20322033  FY 2033-2034  FY 2034-2035 _ FY 2035-2036

The $31,500 election cost budget is a placeholder svary two years
5 intothe fulure wheraby we may have tha naed to conduct a mall
ballot efection.

The Districts current assessmant authorily under its current role
expires in Fiscal Year 2028-26. This budget projects the
preparation of & new Proposition 218 Engineers Reporl 2 years In
advance of this assessmaent expiration. The reason for etarling two
years shead of the expiration of RD 1608's assessment autharily is
becatrse If lhe st allempt fails with the RD 1608 constiwenrcy then

4 you have 1 more year to adjust your program and seek anciher
afflrmative election. $96,000 for assessment engineering In Fiscal
Year 2023-24 is o cover the praparation of & new essessment roll
1o carry he District revenue info the fulure, The preliminary budgst
Includes $65,000 for assessment engineering and metling and
$25,000 for public outreach,

The Sediment Removai Projecl i estimaled @ $2.8 million to
complete the project all ihe way to Ihe District Boundary aast of -5
5 on Fourteenmile Slough.

Asseasment revenue was projecled to increase 10% beyond the
current assessment of 2025-28, plus add & CIP annuel Increase

8 whichwas estimaled 2t 2.5% . Board of Trustess nead to consider
this assumption.

The Dalta Levee Subventlons Program, AB 360, sunsets In Flscal
Year 2017/18. Currently there is no guarantee that this program
will ba.continued. It is very likefy that soma form ¢f the Program

7 will continue. For budgetary purpeses we have shown the program
continuing on through the end of this budget limit at the same cost
sharing ratics that ara currently In place,

We recommend thet RD 1608 meintain 2 X its annual income
{Assessmant & Proparty Tax Incramant) in resarves to provide for

& 1st strike emergency response funds In tha avent of a significant
flood emengency.
Annual % Increase
Levee Superintendent 3%
Per Time Employeas %
Payroll Taxes and Expenses 4%
Fences & Gales 0%
Locks & Signs 4%
Waed and Rodent Control & Clean Up 5%
Levee Repalr Fund (General Operations & Malrtenance) 5%
Leves Repair Fund (Levee Impravement Projects} 5%
Pump System Maintenance 3%
Wireless Services (Celi and Mobile Gomputer) 3%
Emergency Equipmant & Supplies 0%
Garbage Service 3%
District Vehicle (Fusl, Maintenance &leepaira) %

i

Trustee Fees 0%
Secretary Fegs 3%
OfMice Expenses (inciudes slorage facility) 3%
General Legat 3%
Audit 2%
Gounty Administration Gests 4%
Liabllity Insurance 4%
Workers Comp Insurance 2%
Autornebile Insurence 2%
Election Casls 6%
Newsletter & Public Communications 0%
General Engineering %
Assessment Enginsering 2%
Sediment Removal Project TBD

W/ SUBVENTIONS
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY O.M.B No. 1660-0016

OVERVIEW & CONCURRENCE FORM Expires February 25, 2014

PAPERWORK BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE

Public reporting burden for this form Is estimated to average 1 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the time for reviewing instructions,
searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and completing, reviewing, and submitting the form. You are not required
to respond to this collectlon of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number, Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden
estimate and any suggestions for reducing this burden to: Information Collections Management, Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency
Management Agency, 1800 South Bell Sireet, Arlington, VA 20958-3005, Paperwork Reduction Project {1660-0016). Submission of the form Is required
to abtain or retain benefits under the National Fleod Insurance Program. Please do not send your completed survey to the above address.

: PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORITY: The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, Public Law 90-448, as amended by the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, Public Law 93-
234,
PRINCIPAL PURPOSE(S): This information is being collected for the purpose of detarmining an applicant's eligibility to request changes to National
Flood Insurance Program {NFIP} Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).
ROUTINE USE{S): The Information on this form may be disclosed as generally pemmitted under 5 U.S.C § 552a(b) of the Privacy Act of 1974, as _
amended. This includes using this information as necessary and authorized by the routine uses published in DHS/FEMA/NFIP/LOMA-T National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP); Letter of Map Amendment {LOMA) February 15, 2006, 74 FR 7980.

DISCLOSURE: The disclosure of informatipn on this form is voluntary; however, fallure to provide the information requested may delay or prevent
FEMA from processing a determination regarding a requested change to a (NFIP} Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).

A. REQUESTED RESPONSE FROM DHS-FEMA

This request is for a (check pne):

[ CLOMR: A letter from DHS-FEMA commenting on whether a proposed project, If built as proposed, would justify a map revision, or
proposed hydrology changes (See 44 CFR Ch. 1, Parts 60, 65 & 72).

LOMR: A letter from DHS-FEMA officially revising the current NFIP map to show the changes to floodplains, regulatory floodway or flood
elovations, (See 44 CFR Gh. 1, Parts 60, 65 & 72)

B. OVERVIEW

1. The NFIP map panel(s) affecied for all impacted communities is (are);

Community No. Community Name . State Map No. Panel No. Effective Date
Example: 480301 City of Katy TX 48473C | ooosD 02/08/83
480287 Harrls County TX 48201C 0220G 09/28/80
060302 City of Stockton CA 06077C 0455F 10/16/09
San Joaguin County
060209 City of Stackten CA 08077C 0315F 10/16/09
San Joaguin County

2. a. Flooding Source: San Joaquin Delta

b. Types of Flooding: Riverine [[] Coastal ] Shallow Flooding (e.g., Zones AO and AH)
J Alluvial fan ] Lakes [ Other (Attach Description)

3. Project Name/ldentifier: RECLAMATION DISTRICT 1608 - LINCOLN VILLAGE WEST
4. FEMA zone designations affected: X {cholces: A, AH, AD, A1-A30, A99, AE, AR, V, V1-v30, VE, B,C,D, X)
5. Basis for Request and Type of Revision:

a. The basls for this revision request is (check all that apply)

[J Physical Change [J Improved Methodology/Data [ Regulatory Floodway Revision [ Base Map Changes
[ Coastal Analysis [J Hydraulic Analysls [ Hydrologic Analysls ] Corrections
[l weir-Dam Changes Levee Certification [ Alluvial Fan Analysis {1 Natural Changes

] New Topographic Data [ Other {(Attach Description)

Note: A photograEh and narrative descrietion of the area of concern is not regulred, but is very heleful during review.

FEMA Form 086-0-27, (2/2011) Previously FEMA Form 81-89 MT-2 Form1 Page 1 of 3









DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

RIVERINE STRUCTURES FORM

PAPERWORK BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE
Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 7 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the time for reviewing
instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and completing, reviewing, and submitting the form.
You are not required to respond to this coilection of Information unless a valid OMB control number appears in the upper right corner of this form.
Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions for reducing this burden to: Information Collections
Management, Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1800 South Bell Street, Arlington, VA 20598-3005,
Paperwork Reduction.Project (1660-0016). Submission of tha form is required to obtain or retain benefits under the National Flood Insurance
Program. Please do not send your completed survey to the above address.

O.M.B. NO. 1660-0018
Expires February 28, 2014

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

AUTHORITY: The National Flood Insurance Act of 1988, Public Law 90-448, as amended by the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, Public Law
93-234.

PRINCIPAL PURPOSE(S): This information is being collected for the purpose of determining an applicant's eligibility to request changes to National
Flood Insurance Program {(NFIP) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).

ROUTINE USE(S): The information on this form may be disclosed as generally permitted under 5 U.S.C § 552a(b) of the Privacy Act of 1974, as
amended. This includes using this information as necessary and authorized by the routine uses published in DHS/FEMA/NFIP/LOMA-1 National
Flood Insurance Program; Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) February 15, 2006, 71 FR 7990.

DISCLOSURE: The disclosure of information on this form is voluntary; however, failure to provide the information requested may delay or prevent
FEMA, from processing a determination regarding a requested change to a NFIP Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).

Flooding Source: San Joaguin Delta

Note: Fill out one form for each flooding source studied,

A. GENERAL
Complete the appropriate section(s) for each Structure listed bealow:
Channelization..............complete Section B
Bridge/Culvert............... complete Section C
Dam..coeee e complete Section D
Levee/Floodwall............. complete Section E

Sediment Transport........complete Section F (if required)

¥ Description Of Modeled Structure

1. Name of Structure: RECLAMATION DISTRICT NO. 1608 LINCOLN VILLAGE WEST

Type (check one): ] Channelization [ Bridge/Culvert X LeveefFloodwall O Dam

Location of Structure: NORTH, EAST AND SOUTH LEVEES

Downstream Limit/Cross Section:
Upstream Limit/Cross Section: ______
2, Name of Structure:
Type {check one): [ Channelization [ Bridge/Culvert [ Levee/Floodwall 1 Dam
Location of Structure:

Downstream Limit'Cross Section:

Upstream Limit/Cross Section:

3. Name of Structure: ___
Type (check one) [ Channelization [ Bridge/Culvert O Levee/Floodwali [ Dam
Location of Structure: _____
Downstream Limit/Cross Section:

Upsiream Limit/Cross Section:

NOTE: FOR MORE STRUCTURES, ATTAGH ADDITIONAL PAGES AS NEEDED.

FEMA Form 086-0-27B, (2/2011) Previously FEMA Form 81-898 MT-2 Form 3 Page 1 of 10



B. CHANNELIZATION

Flooding Source: N/A

Name of Structure:

1. Hydraulic Considerations

The channel was designed to carry (cfs) and/or the -year flood.
The design elevation in the channel is based on (check one}:

[ suberitical flow [ Critical flow [ Supercritical flow [ Energy grade line

if there is the potential for a hydraulic jump at the following lccations, check all that apply and attach an explanation of how the hydraulic
jump is controlled without affecting the stability of the channel.

[ Intetto channel [] Outlet of channel [] At Drop Structures [] At Transitions
[0 Other locations (specify):

Channel Design Plans

Attach the plans of the channelization certified by a registered professicnal engineer, as described in the instructions.

Accessory Structures

The channelization includes (check one):
[ Levees [Attach Section E (Levee/Floodwall)] [ Drop structures [J Superelevated sections
[0 Transitions in cross sectional geomelry O Debris basin/detention basin [Attach Section D (Dam/Basin)}  [] Energy dissipator

O weir [C] Other {Describs):

Sediment Transport Considerations

Are the hydraulics of the channel affacted by sediment transport? [ Yes [ No

If yes, then fill out Section F {Sediment Transpert) of Ferm 3. If No, then attach your explanation for why sediment transport was not
considered.

"/

FEMA Form $86-0-278, (2/2011) Previously FEMA Form 81-89B MT-2 Form 3 Page 2 of 10
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C. BRIDGE/CULVERT

Flooding Source: N/A

Name of Structure:

1.

This revision reflects {check one):

[ Bridge/culvert not modeled In the FIS

[0 Meodified bridge/culvert previously modeled in the FIS

O Revised analysis of bridgefculvert previously modeled in the FIS

Hydraulic model used to analyza the structure (e.g., HEC-2 with special bridge routine, WSPRO, HYB):
If different than hydraulic analysis for the flooding source, justify why the hydraulic analysis used for the flooding source could not analyze
the structures. Attach justification.

Attach plans of the structures certified by a registered professional engineer. The plan detail and information should include the following
{check the information that has been providad):

[0 Dimensions (height, width, span, radius, length) [ Distances Between Cross Sections

[0 shape (culverts only) Ercsion Protection

O Material Low Chord Elevations — Upstream and Downstream

[ Beveling or Rounding Top of Road Elevations — Upstream and Downstream

1 wWing Wall Angle Structure Invert Elevations — Upsiream and Downstream

[0 Skew Angle Stream Invert Elevations — Upstream and Downstream

Cross-Section Locations

Sediment Transport Considerations
Arathe hydraulics of the structure affected by sediment transport? [ Yes [ No

If Yes, then fill out Section F (Sedimant Transport) of Form 3, 1f ng, then attach an explanation.

FEMA Form 086-0-27B, (2/2011) Previously FEMA Form 81-B9B MT-2 Form 3 Page 3 of 10



D. DAM/BASIN

Flooding Source: N/A
Name of Structure:

1. This request is for (check cne): [ Existing dam/basin ] New dam/basin [ Modification of existing dam/basin

2. The dam/bagin was designed by (check one): [J Federal agency [J State agency [ Private organization [J Local government agency

Name of the agency or organization:

The Dam was permitted as {check one): [ Federal Dam [ State Dam

Provide the permit or identification number (ID} for the dam and the appropriate permitting agency or organization

Permit or ID number Permitting Agency or Organization

[1 Private Dam

[1 Lecal Government Dam

Provided related drawings, specification and supporting design information.

O No

[ Yes

Does the project involve revised hydrology?

If Yes, complete the Riverine Hydrology & Hydraulics Form (Form 2},

Was the dam/basin designed using critical duration storm? (must account for the maximum volume of runoff)

[ Yes, provide supperting documentation with your completed Form 2.

[J No, provide a written explanation and justification for not using the critical duration storm.
Oyes [ONo

If Yes, then fill out Section F (Sediment Transport). If No, then attach your explanation for why debris/sediment analysis was not considered?

Does the submiital include debris/sediment yield analysis?

Does the Base Flood Elevation behind the dam/basin or downstream of the dam/basin change? [ Yes [ No

If Yes, complete the Riverine Hydrology & Hydraulics Form (Form 2) and complete the table below.

Stillwater Elevation Behind the Dam/Basin
FREQUENCY (% annual chance} FIS REVISED

10-year (10%)
50-year (2%} - -
100-year {1%)} I _
500-year (0.2%) - _
Normal Pool Elevation
7. Please attach a copy of the formal Operaticn and Maintenance Plan

E. LEVEE/FLOODWALL

1. System Elements

a. This Levee/Floodwalt analysis is based on {check one): :ﬁg;;(sﬁt?r?gor zorl'_les‘g_lli’cte d ;iagzg?:]sgd
[ leveeffloodwall [ levee/floodwall b4 leveeifloodwall

system system system

. Levee elements and locations are {check one):

[ earthen embankment, dike, berm, etc. Station 5+00 to 187+00
O structural floodwall Station to
O Other (describe): Station to

. Structural Type (check one): [J monolithic cast-in place reinforced concrete [ reinforced concrete masonry block [ sheet piling
Other {describe):  EARTH EMBANKMENT

d. Has this leveeffloodwall system been certified by a Federal agency to provide protection from the base flood?

O Ne

Yes

If Yes, by which agency?

FEMA (GRANDFATHERED

FEMA Form 086-0-278B, (2/2011) Previously FEMA Form 81-89B MT-2 Form 3 Page 4 of 10



e. Aftach certified drawings containing the following information (indicate drawing sheet numbers):

1. Plan of the levee embankment and floodwall structures. Sheet Numbers:
2. A profile of the leves/floodwall system showing the Base Flood Elavation (BFE),
leves and/or wall crest and foundation, and closure locations for the total levee system, Sheet Numbers:

. A profile of the BFE, closure opening outle and inlet invert elevations, type and size
of opening, and kind of closure. Sheet Numbers:

. Alayout detail for the embankment protection measures. Sheet Numbers: 23
Location, layout, and size and shape of the levee embankmant features, foundation treatment,
Floadwall structure, closure structures, and pump stations, Sheet Numbers:

Freeboard

a. The minimum freeboard provided above the BFE is:

12.4 NAVDSS

Riverine

3.0 feet or meore at the downstream end and throughout Yos
3.5 feet or more at the upstream end [ Yes

4,0 faat within 100 feet upstream of all structures and/or constrictions X Yes

Coastal N/A

1.0 foot above the height of the one percent wave associated with the 1%-annual-chance
stillwater surge elevation or maximum wave runup (whichever is greater). [dves

2.0 feet above the 1%-annual-chance stillwater surge elevation [ Yes

Please note, occasicnally exceptions are made to the minimum freeboard requirement. if an exception is requested, attach
decumentation addressing Paragraph 85.10{b)(1)(ii) of the NFIP Regulations.

If No is answered to any of the above, please attach an explanation.
b. s there an indication from historical records that ice-jamming can affect the BFE? Oyes [ No
If Yes, provide ice-jam analysis profile and evidence that the minimum freebeard discussed above still exists.
Closures
a. Openings through the levee system {check one}: exists [ does not exist

CLOSURES ARE NOT APPLICABLE. ALL OPENINGS CONSIST OF PIPE PENETRATIONS THAT ARE
If opening exists, list all closures: LOCATED ABOVE THE BFE (SIPHONS, 50 DISCHARGE, ETC...)

Channel Station Left or Right Bank Opening Type Highest Elevation for Type of Closure Device
QOpening Invert

{Extend table on an added sheet as needed and reference)

Note: Geotechnical and geologic data

In addition to the required detailed analysis reports, data obtained during field and laboratory investigations and used in the design
analysis for the following system features should be submitted in a tabulated summary form. (Reference U.5. Army Corps of
Engineers [USACE] EM-1110-2-1906 Form 2086.)

FEMA Form 086-0-27B, (2/2011) Previcusly FEMA Form 81-29B MT-2 Form 3 Page 5 of 10



Embankment Protection
a,  The maximum levee slope land side is: 3;1 (TYPICAL})
T b, The maximum levee slope fiood side is: 2:1 (TYPICAL}
h The range of velocities aleng the levee during the base flood is: 0 FPS {min.) to 2.5 FPS {max.)

Embankment material is protected by (describe what kind): 18 INCH MINUS QUARRY STONE RIPRAP

Riprap Design Parameters {check one): O velaocity [} Tractive stress
Attach references N/A - ANALYSIS OF EXISTING LEVEE

Stone Riprap

. Flow Curve or
Sideslope Depth Velocity Straight Deo Thicknass Depth of Toedown

Sta to

Sta to

Sta to

Sta to

Sta to

| Sta to

| (Extend table on an added sheet as needed and reference each eniry)

f. Is a beddingffilter analysis and design attached? [ Yes No
g@. Describe the analysis used for other kinds of protection used (include copies of the design analysis):
N/A ANALYSIS OF EXISTING LEVEE

Attach engineering analysis to support construction plans.

5. Embankment And Foundation Stability

a. identify locations and describe the basis for selection of critical location for analysis:
EFER ECTECHNICAL REPORT SECTION 8.2. VOLUME 2 OF THIS REPORT SUBMITTAL

[ Overall height: Sta.: , height ft.

[ Limiting foundation soil strength:

Strength ¢ = degrees, ¢ = psf
Slope: 88 = (h} to (v)
(Repeat as needed on an added sheet for additional lccations)

b.  Specify the embankment stability analysis methodology used {e.g., circular arc, sliding block, infinite slope, etc.):

CIRCULAR ARC (SPENCERS METHOD)
¢.  Summary of stability analysis results: REFER TO SECTION 8 OF THE GEOTECH REPCRT

‘\_)

FEMA Form 086-0-27B, (2/2011) Previousiy FEMA Form 81-89B MT-2 Form 2 Page 6 of 10



Embankment Protection

The maximum levee slope land side is: 3:1 (TYPICAL)
The maximum levee slope flood side is: 2:1 (TYPICAL)
The range of velocities along tha levee during the base flood is: 0 FPS (min.) to 2.5 FPS (max.)

Embankment material |s protected by (describe what kind}: 18 INCH MINUS QUARRY STONE RIPRAP

Riprap Design Parameters {check one): O velocity [ Traclive stress
Attach references  NJA - ANALYSIS OF EXISTING LEVEE

Stone Riprap

Sideslope g é%% Curve or

Velocity Straight Dso Thickness Depth of Toadown

Sta to

Sta to

Sta fo

Sta to

Sta to

Sta to

(Extend table on an addad sheet as needed and reference each entry)
f. Iz a beddingffilter analysis and design attached? [0 Yes X No
g. Desecribe the analysis used for other kinds of protection used (include copies of the design analysis):
N/A ANALYSIS OF EXISTING LEVEE

Aftach engineering analysis to support construction plans.

5. Embankment And Foundation Stability

a. Ildentify locations and describe the basis for selection of critical location for analysis:

REFER TO GEOTECHNICAL REPORT SECTION 8.2, VOLUME 2 OF THIS REPORT FOR SUBMITTAL
[0 Overall height: Sta.: , height ft.

[] Limiting foundation soil strength:

Strength ¢ = degrees, ¢ = psf
Slope: 88 = (h}to {v)
(Repeat as needed on an added shest for additional locafions)

b.  Specify the embankment stability analysis methodology used (e.g., circular arg, sliding block, infinite slope, etc.):
CIRCULAR ARC (SPENCERS METHQOD)

¢.  Summary of stability analysis resulis: REFER TO SECTION 8 OF THE GEOTECHNICAL

N

FEMA Form 086-0-278, (2/2011) Previously FEMA Form 81-89B MT-2 Form 3 Page & of 10



E. LEVEE/FLOODWALL {CONTINUED)

Embankmsnt And Foundation Stability (continued)

Case

Loading Conditions Critical Safety Factor Criteria (Min.)

End of construction 1.3

Sudden drawdown 1.0

Critical flood stage 1.4

Steady seepage at flood stage 1.4

Earthquake {Case I) 1.0

(Reference: USACE EM-1110-2-1813 Table 6-1)

d.

Yes [ No
If Yes, describe methodology used: "SEEP/W" BY GEO-SLOPE INTERNATIONAL-STEADY STATE ANALYSIS
0 No
[ No

O No

Was a seepage analysis for the embankment performed?

Yes
K Yes
X Yes

Was a seepage analysis for the foundation performed?

Woere uplift pressures at the embankment landside toe checked?

Ware seepage axit gradients checked for piping potential?

The duration of the base flood hydrograph against the embankment is hours.

Altach engineering analysis to support construction plans.
REFER TO GEOTECHNICAL REPORT IN SECTION 1, VOLUME 2 OF THIS REPORT SUBMITTAL

Eloodwall And Foundation Stability

a.
b.

c.

NA

Describe analysis submittal based on Cade (check one); O UBC (1988) [0 Other (specify):

Stability analysis submitted provides for: O Overturning O sliding ¥ not, explain:

Loading includad in the analyses were: O Lateral eath @ Pa=_____psf; Pp=______psf
O Surchargs-Slope @ . O surface psf
O wind@Pw=____ psf

[C1 Seepage (Uplift); [ Earthquake @ Peq= %g

[0 1%-annual-chance significant wave height: ft.

I 1%-annual-chance significant wave period:

d.

SecC.

Summary of Stability Anaiysis Results: Factors of Safety.
Itemize for each range in site layout dimension and loading condition limitation for each respective reach.

Loading Condition

Criteria (Min}

Sta

To

Sta

To

Overturn

Sliding

Overturn

Sliding

Qverturn

Sliding

Dead & Wind

1.5

1.5

Dead & Soil

1.6

1.5

Dead, Sail, Flood, &
Impact

1.5

1.5

Dead, Sail, & Seismic

1.3

1.3

(Ref

: FEMA 114 Sept 1986, USACE EM 1110-2-2502)
Note: (Extend table on an added sheet as needed and reference)

FEMA Form 086-0-27B, (2/2011)

Previousiy FEMA Form 81-89B

MT-2 Form: 3 Page 7 of 10



E. LEVEE/FLOODWALL {(CONTINUED)
Floodwall And Foundation Stability (continued)

e. Foundation bearing strength for each soil type:

Bearing Pressure Sustained Load {psf) Short Term Load (psf}

Computed design maximum

Maximum allowable

f.  Foundation scour protection [ is, (1 is not provided. If provided, attach explanation and supporting documentation:
Attach engineering analysis to support construction plans.
Settlement

Has anticipated potential setflement been determined and incorporated into the specified construction elevations to maintain the

established freeboard margin? [ Yes No N/A-EXISTING LEVEE. THERE WILL BE NO CONSTRUCTION ON THE
LEVEE AND NO PLACEMENT OF FILL, THEREFORE LO88 OF

The computed range of setflementis . ft.to____ft. FREEBOARD DUE TO SETTLEMENT IS MINIMAL.

Settlement of the levee crest is dstarmined to be primarily from : [0 Foundation consolidation [] Embankment compression
B Other {Describe): MINIMAL SETTLEMENT, REFER TC GEOTECH REPORT (SECTION 8.1) IN VOLUME 2.

Differential settlement of floodwalls [J has &I has not been accommodated in the structural design and construction.

Aftach engineering analysis to support construction plans. N/A - EXISTING LEVEE

Interior Drainage

a. Specify size of each interior watershed:

Draining to pressure conduit: 863 acres
Draining to ponding area: 806 acres
Relationships Established

Ponding elevation vs. storage Yes [ No
Ponding elevation vs. gravity flow Yes [ No
Differential head vs. gravity flow Yes [ No

The river flow duration curve is enclosed; [ Yes No

Specify the discharge capacity of the head pressure conduit: 66 cfs COMBINED CAPACITY FOR BOTH PUMPING FACILTIES

Which flooding conditions were analyzed?

Gravity flow (Interior Watershed) Yes [JNo
Common storm (River Watershed) O Yes No
Historical ponding probability Ovyes [XMNo
Coastal wave overtopping OYes [MNo

If No for any of the above, attach explanation. SEE ATTACHED SHEETS FOR EXPLANATION

Interior drainage has been analyzed based on joint probability of interior and exterior flooding and the capacities of pumping and outlet
facilities to provide the established level of flood protection. Yes [ No If No, attach explanation,

The rate of seepage through the levee system for the base flood is _0.25 cfs

The length of levee system used to drive this seepage rate in item g:18,200 ft.

FEMA Form 086-0-27R, (2/2011) " Previously FEMA Form 81-89B MT-2 Form 3 Page 8 of 10



E. LEVEE/FLCODWALL (CONTINUED)

Interior Drainage {continued}

i. Will pumping plants be used for interior drainage?

BdYes []No

If Yes, include the number of pumping plants: 2 Municpal For each pumping plant, list:

The number of pumps

Plant #1

Plant #2

3

2

The ponding storage capacity

226 Acre-ft

5.7 Acre-ft

The maximum pumping rate

33cfs

26 cfs

The maximum pumping head

251t

211t

The pumping starting elevation

UNKNOWN CITY PUMPS

UNKNOWN CITY PUMPS

The pumping stopping elevation

UNKNOWN CITY PUMPS

UNKNOWN CITY PUMPS

ts the discharge facility protected?

NO

NO

Is there a flood warning plan?

YES

YES

How much time is available betwean warning
and flooding?

24-72 HRS

NIA

Will the operation be automatic?

If the pumps are electric, are there backup power sources?

Yes
Yes

(Reference: USACE EM-1110-2-3101, 3102, 3103, 3104, and 3105)

[ No
[0 Ne BACKUP GENERATOR TOWED IN

Include a copy of supporting documentation of data and analysis. Provide a map showing the flooded area and maximum ponding elevations for all
interior watarsheds that resuit in flooding. NO FLOODING ANTICIPATED.

9. Qther Design Criterla

a. The following items have been addressed as staied:

Liquefaction []is [ is not a problem

Hydrocompagction [ is B4 is not a problem
Heave differential movement due to soils of high shrink/swell [ is is not a problem

b. For each of these probiems, state the basic facts and corrective action taken; ,
REFER TO THE GEOTECHNICAL REPORT IN SECTION 1, VOLUME 2 OF THE SUBMITTAL REPORT

Attach supporting documentation

If the levee/floodwall is new or enlarged, will the structure adversely impact flood levels and/or flow velocities floodside of the structure?

OYes BEINo pja

Attach supporting documentation
EXISTING LEVEE

d. Sediment Transport Considerations: NA EXISTING LEVEE. NO NEW PROJECTS ANTICIPATED WHICH WILL IMPACT THE FLOOD SIDE|

Was sediment transport considered?

[1Yes [ No

If Yes, then fill out Section F (Sediment Transport). If No, then attach your explanation for why sediment transport was not considered.

Operational Plan Ang Criteria

a. Arethe plannedfinstalled works in full compliance with Part 65.10 of the NFIP Regulations?

Xl Yes [ No

b. Does the operation plan incorporate all the provisions for closure devices as required in Paragraph 65.10(c)(1) of the NFIP regulations?

BHyes [ONo

¢. Does the operation plan incorporate all the provisions for interior drainage as required in Paragraph 65.10{c}(2} of the NFIP regulations?

K yes [No

FEMA Form 086-0-27B, (2/2011)

Praviously FEMA Form 81-898

If the answer is No to any of the above, pleass attach supporting documentation,
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E. LEVEE/FLOODWALL (CONTINUED)

11. Maintenance Plan .
Please attach a copy of the fomal maintenance plan for the levee/floodwall

‘ THE OPERATION & MAINTENANCE PLAN IS ENCLOSED IN SECTION 4, VOLUME 1 OF THIS REFORT SUBMITTAL
‘ 12. Operations and Maintenance Ftan

Please attach a copy of the formal Operations and Maintenance Plan for the leveeffloodwall.
THE OPERATION & MAINTENANCE PLAN 1S ENCLOSED IN SECTION 4, VOLUME 1 OF THIS REPORT SUBMITTAL

CERTIFICATION OF THE LEVEE DOCUMENTION

This certification is to be signed and sealed by a licensed registered professional engineer authorized by law to certify elevation information data,
hydrotoglc and hydraulic analysis, and any other supporting information as per NFIP regulations paragraph 65.10{e} and as described in the MT-2
Farms Instructions. All documents submitted in support of this request are corrsct to the best of my knowledge. | understand theat any false
statement may be punishable by fine or imprisonment under Title 18 of the United States Code, Section 1001.

Certifier's Name: CHRIS NEUDECK License No,. 43473 Expiration Date; 06/30/2018
Company Name: KJELDSON, SINNOCK, NEUDECK, INC. Telephone No.: 209-946-0268 Fax No.:
Signature: Date: _ E-Mail Address: CNEUDECK@KSNINC.COM

F. SEDIMENT TRANSPORT

Fiooding Source:  N/A
Name of Structure;

If there is any indication from historical records that sediment transport (including scour and deposition) can affect the Base Flood Elevation {BFE);

| and/or based on the stream morphology, vegetative cover, development of the watershed and bank conditions, there is a potential for debris and
sadiment transport {including scour and deposition) to affect the BFES, then provide the following information along with the supporiing
documentation:

Sediment load assaciated with the base flood discharge: Volume acre-feet
| Debris load associated with the base flood discharge: Volume acre-feet

Sediment transport rate (percent concentration by volume}

Method used to estimate sediment transport:

Most sediment transport formulas are intended for a range of hydraulic conditions and sediment sizes; attach a detailed explanation for using the
selected method.

Method used to estimate scour and/or deposition:
Method used to revise hydraulic or hydrolegic analysis (modél) to account for sediment ransport:

Please note that bulked flows are used to evaluate the performance of a structure during the base flood; however, FEMA does not map BFEs based
on bulked flows.

If a sediment analysis has not been performed, an expianation as to why sediment transpart {including scour and deposition) will not affect the BFEs
or structures must be provided.

FEMA Form 086-0-27B, (2/2011) Previously FEMA Form 81-89B MT-2 Form 3 Page 10 of 10



J

ATTACHMENTS

MT-2 FORM 1: OVERVIEW AND CONCURRENCE

C. REVIEW FEE

A fee is not submitted with this package as this submittal is a request for additional data
and not an new submittal.

MT-2 FORM 3: RIVERINE STRUCTURES FORM

E. LEVEE/FLOODWALL (ATTACHMENT #2)

8. Interior Drainage

e. Which flooding conditions were analyzed?

. Common Storm (River Watershed) No
Explanation: Interior watershed drainage was only analyzed. River
watersheds were not a part of the analysis.

. Historical ponding probability No
Explanation: Historical pending is not possible on the Levee
Structure and any possibility of interior ponding is indirectly studied
with the Gravity Flow (Interior Watershed) analysis.

o Coastal wave overtopping No
Exptanation: This is not a coastal project.

KSN Generated Supplement Riverine Structures Form MT-2 Form 3 Attachments




