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RECENT FLOODING IN CALIFORNIA 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 19, 1997 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND 

ENVIRONMENT, 
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m. in room 

2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Sherwood L. Boehlert 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I think we're right on time, 10:00, and we're 
going to open up the hearing on a formal basis. 

Welcome to the Water Resources and Environment Subcommit
tee. Today we meet to receive testimony on the New Year's floods 
in California and the many environmental and emergency policy is
sues left in their wake. We'll also learn about the more recent and 
devastating floods in States along the Ohio River. 

Both of these natural disasters carry price tags in the billions of 
dollars. As we focus on flood policy, it is important to remember 
that this is an issue that is important to every region of the coun
try. 

In fact, roughly a year ago my own Congressional District in up
state New York experienced tens of millions of dollars in damage. 
Eight of my nine counties were declared disaster areas as a result 
of the heavy rains and rapid snow melt. 

One of this subcommittee's most vital missions is to oversee the 
activities of the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the 
Army Corps of Engineers. When disaster strikes, the Nation turns 
to FEMA and the Corps, probably more than any other Federal 
agencies. Using their authorities under the Stafford Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act and various water resources laws, 
these two agencies save lives, protect property, and restore hope. 
Let me tell you something: they do a very good job. That is based 
on personal experience. 

Today we are honored to have James Lee Witt, the director of 
FEMA. Mr. Witt has done an outstanding job during his tenure at 
FEMA. He has improved our Nation's disaster response programs 
and he has also increased emphasis on prevention and hazard miti
gation—themes all of us need to emphasize over and over again. 

For those of you who are new members of this committee, I want 
you to know that I am an unabashed member of the James Lee 
Witt Fan Club, and if anyone would like to sign on for membership 
see me after the hearing. 

(l) 
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We're also pleased Major General Russell Fuhrman, the Director 
of Civil Works, is able to join us. The Nation expects a lot out of 
the Corps. They must control floods and protect the human envi
ronment. At the same time, they must protect and respect the nat
ural environment following various mandates under our Nation's 
environmental laws. Sometimes that's not easy. 

This committee has grappled and will continue to grapple with 
these difficult issues. We hope the Water Resources Development 
Act of 1996, which includes critical flood control and watershed 
protection and environmental restoration missions for the Corps, 
will help set a smoother course for future policies and programs. 

Effective flood plain management and flood control can alleviate 
human suffering, save taxpayer dollars, and respect the environ
ment. The 1993 Mississippi flood, which caused over $12 billion in 
damage, can be very instructive on how we should address flooding 
and flood plain management issues. 

Following the Mississippi Flood, the famous Galloway Report 
provided detailed examples on how we can reduce flood losses and 
maximize the use of natural flood control measures. 

Relocating people out of dangerous flood plains and restoring 
wetlands and other natural flood control measures must be consid
ered in any comprehensive flood management program. 

It is interesting to note—and I'll make reference to this during 
the hearing today—that there was a rather detailed article in this 
morning's "New York Times" on that very subject. 

Todays hearing will address these and other issues raised by the 
recent flooding in California and the Central Valley. We'll here 
from Federal, State, and local officials about the damages, esti
mated in excess of $2 billion, and the response efforts. We'll also 
hear about issues associated with levees such as maintenance and 
reconstruction and stream clearing. 

Residents of the Central Valley will share some of their personal 
observations and experiences. In addition, a noted water resources 
expert and author, Professor Jeffrey Mount, will describe some of 
the facts and policy debates surrounding flood plain management 
and environmental protection in California. 

And, of course, we will hear from Members of the California dele
gation. Representatives Herger, Fazio, and Pombo, among others, 
have taken a lead role in bringing these issues to the attention of 
this subcommittee—indeed, to the attention of the entire Con
gress—and they are to be commended for what they have done. 

We don't always agree on every issue. We never will. But I tell 
you we always listen, and they are valuable sources of information. 

I can assure you this: we do agree on the need for the Federal 
Government to help rather than hinder in times of disaster. 

Now let me turn to the ranking democrat on the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Borski. 

Mr. BORSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and let me thank you for 
conducting this hearing. I also want to join with you in praising 
our FEMA administrator, James Lee Witt, who is, if not the finest, 
certainly one of the finest appointments by the Clinton Administra
tion, and I think you'll agree, Mr. Chairman, is the best—simply 
put, the best FEMA administrator we've ever had. 
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We can all recall the devastating flooding which accompanied the 
arrival of the new year in California. As the subcommittee with ju
risdiction over both flood damage reduction program of the Corps 
of Engineers and the disaster response program of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, the lessons learned from the Cali
fornia floods will aid the subcommittee in its oversight of both pro
grams. 

While often a hearing such as this is held to learn what caused 
the flooding, in truth we all know what caused the flooding—more 
precipitation fell in the river valleys than the river courses could 
handle. Flooding rarely gets more complicated than that. 

What we can learn, however, is what steps we might take to 
minimize loss of human life and property during future floods and 
how we might improve our ability to respond to the needs of flood 
victims following a flood. 

Flood damage reduction is not and never will be primarily a Fed
eral responsibility. For example, in the California Central Valley 
there are approximately 6,000 miles of levees, but only 1,700 miles 
of levees are Federal project levees, and not all the project levees 
were Federally constructed. Over 4,000 miles of levees in California 
are completely outside any Federal levee program. Yet, when disas
ter strikes, the Federal Government has proven to be generous in 
its response—generous even in areas where hindsight indicates 
that people may have placed themselves at risk through overzeal-
ous development and inadequate protection. 

The California floods indicate a continuing need to review the 
Federal, State, and local government role in reducing flood dam
ages. While no one denies the need to adequately protect our exist
ing urban areas, we must also consider the impacts future develop
ment can have on potential flooding. Every new development, every 
encroachment upon a traditional flood plain, and every loss of a 
wetland contributes to the potential for increased flooding down
stream of the loss of these natural flood reduction areas. 

There will be a comprehensive review of the flood damage reduc
tion needs of the Central Valley area. I strongly recommend that 
the study review both the structural and non-structural needs of 
the area. Levees and dams, alone, are not the answer. While levees 
may be necessary, perhaps the rebuilding effort could move them 
back to allow for increased carrying capacity and improved natural 
storage. 

Bypasses and wetlands restoration should also be included in the 
study, and State and local governments need to review land use 
patterns, as well. 

However, nonstructural approaches do not need to wait until 
completion of the study. In the Water Resources Development Act 
of 1996, the Corps was given new authority to explore non-struc
tural options following a flood rather than traditional rebuilding of 
levees. Because this authority can only be exercised at the request 
of a local sponsor, I hope the State and local interests will seriously 
consider this option to rebuilding levees as a tool in reducing the 
future risks of flooding. 

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing from our distinguished 
witnesses today. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much. 
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Before we proceed with the first panel, I'd like my colleagues to 
know if they have any opening statements they can be included in 
the record at this juncture, but we'd like to proceed. We have a 
long hearing and a lot of important business to take on. 

[The prepared statements of Ms. Tauscher and Mr. Wise follow:] 
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Rep. Ellen O. Tauscher 
Opening Remarks 
Hearing before the 

Subcommittee on Water Resources and the Environment 
on Recent Flooding in California 

March 19, 1997 

Good Morning. I wish to thank Chairman Boehlert and Ranking Member Borski for convening 
this important hearing to receive testimony on the recent flooding in my state of California. The 
tragic floods killed eight people, damaged or destroyed almost 20,000 homes and have been 
estimated to cost more than $1.8 billion in property damage. 

I also wish to thank my colleagues from California for taking the time'Share the experiences 
endured by their constituents. I think we can all agree that California needs a comprehensive 
flood management strategy that will minimize loss of life and property, save taxpayer dollars and 
protect and restore important and natural floodplain watersheds**^ <\\/o\-c{ P-frt <4 h^-f-c^S. 

Finally, I'm proud to thank the joint efforts put forth from (the FEMA and the Army Corps of 
Engineers. Both counties in my District, Alameda and Contra Costa, were declared major 
disaster areas and the assistance of the Corps and FEMA was indispensable to the people of the 
tenth Congressional District. In my view, State, local and federal agencies and governments, 
non-governmental stakeholders, and concerned members of the public must to work 
cooperatively, as they have in the CALFED process, to develop and implement better short- and 
long-term flood response coordination and funding. 

Together, we can find common-sense solutions to protect development while respecting the 
natural resolve of our great river systems and safeguarding our constituents from future losses 
like those experienced during the January floods. I look forward to hearing the testimony of our 
esteemed witnesses, and I look forward to working together to resolve the issues we are faced 
with today. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Statement by Congressman Bob Wise 

Before the Water Resources Subcommittee 

March 19, 1997 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to see James Lee Witt, Director of Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and General Russell L. Fuhrman, Director of Civil 
Works, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) here today to discuss flood response and 
coordination efforts by FEMA and the Corps. 

In the past year I have witnessed the damage floods can cause to life, property and land. 
Areas of West Virginia were declared federal states of emergency five times last year. A 
majority of these disasters were flood related. The "Floods of 96" inflicted severe damage to 
large areas of West Virginia. It caused overwhelming damage and destruction to our streams and 
rivers which affected life and property. Over $79 million was spent by FEMA for disaster 
recovery. 

Just as West Virginians were beginning to get back on their feet from last year's floods, 
another round of flooding occurred this year. For some, this flood inflicted even more severe 
damage than the previous floods. Sixteen counties were declared a federal state of emergency. 
It was like deja vu all over again. The devastation exceeded any I had previously witnessed. 
The damage to homes, roads, bridges and schools was extensive. 

Mr. Witt, you and I recently toured the Second Congressional District of West Virginia 
together and saw damage and devastation first hand, as I have done in all of the previous floods. 
We traveled extensively throughout the hardest hit flood areas with volunteer firefighters and 
many other emergency response teams who were on the front line of rescue and protection in 
many of these communities. 

It occurred to me after West Virginia suffered its second major flood, that more effort is 
needed to prevent flooding. Specifically, there need to be an undertaking to coordinate the 

MONTANI SEMPER I IRFRI^MounUineea »r%stwav* fr—' 
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various agencies which have overlaping jurisdiction in flood management. Similar to today's 
hearing, I brought together many federal, state and local agencies in West Virginia who are 
involved in flood management for a series of meetings to design a long-term, systematic effort 
to control flooding. Representatives from various federal agencies attended these meetings 
including Rita Calvan, Region III Director for FEMA and Jack Goga, District Chief of Planning, 
from the Corps. The purpose of this effort was to: (1) develop a flood control plan for each 
county and region, (2) establish a priority list and timetable for completing each project, (3) 
assign responsibility to particular agencies for each project and (4) learn what funding is needed 
to develop a strategy for obtaining it. 

These collective meetings were very successful. More than 800 people participated and 
about 100 flood control problems were outlined. These projects involved three different 
areas — flood prevention, special permitting for clean-up and prevention efforts and a better 
warning system for area residents. Significant progress was made toward developing the most 
wide-ranging flood prevention strategy ever put together in the Second Congressional District. 
My hope is to continue to move this project forward and find real solutions to prevent severe 
flooding. 

The time to assess what has, is and can be done to prevent any future flooding is now. 
The coordinated efforts of FEMA and the Corps is a step in the right direction. I am encouraged 
by their efforts to come here today and discuss how to effectively deal with flooding problems. 
I want to work with you and other appropriate officials in taking an active role in preventing any 
future flood damage. 
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Mr. BOEHLERT. It is my pleasure to welcome the first panel, con
sisting of four of our most distinguished colleagues from the State 
of California: Congressman Dick Fazio, Congressman Richard 
Pombo, Congressman Wally Herger, and Congressman George Mil
ler. 

Gentlemen, we're glad to have you here. We look forward to your 
testimony. Your entire statements will appear in the record. We 
would ask that you consider summarizing them. What I'd like to 
do is go in the order announced. Mr. Fazio, you are first. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. WALLY HERGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM CALIFORNIA; HON. VIC FAZIO, A REP
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM CALIFORNIA; HON. RICH
ARD POMBO, A REPRESENIWITVE IN CONGRESS FROM CALI
FORNIA; AND HON. GEORGE MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM CALIFORNIA 
Mr. FAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate you and Mr. 

Borski having this hearing, and I want to thank my colleagues for 
letting me go first so I can go in and deal on the Energy and Water 
Committee, which I know is one that this committee works closely 
with, in this case hearing from Mr. Pena at his first appearance 
as Secretary of Energy. 

Since we began clamoring to have this hearing, we've had the 
devastating floods in the Ohio River Valley, and I would anticipate 
that Mr. Thune and Mr. Boswell and others are probably not look
ing forward to what is estimated to be one of the potentially most 
devastating flood seasons in the upper midwest. This is going to be 
the year of the flood in almost every corner of the country. 

We know that FEMA, the Corps of Engineers, and others who 
will be providing testimony today are going to be stressed and di
verted in their attention from one area to another as the crisis 
unfolds. 

But I think for a moment we'd like to focus on the unique aspects 
of what happened in California. Our delegation has been attempt
ing, working with our Senators, to develop an approach to remedy
ing the problem we face and moving on and preventing it from oc
curring again. 

You know we've already had estimated losses of around $2 bil
lion, 100,000 Californians have been displaced from their homes. 
We've lost nine lives. It has truly been a devastating experience, 
only mitigated by the fact that after one of the wettest Januaries 
in history we've had one of the driest Februaries, and in March so 
far we haven't had the devastating warm tropical storm come 
through that would loose one of the most significant snow packs 
we've had in recent years. 

Much of the Sierra is at 200 percent of normal snow pack. We 
all hope we've gone through the worst. We may yet have some 
problems ahead of us, just as people in Utah and Colorado may 
nave, with runoff from very, very large snow packs. 

The President has or will today perhaps submit a supplemental 
that will significantly contribute to the solution of our problem, and 
I would say that problem really is to get back to a level of flood 
protection consistent with what we had at the beginning of this 
winter by next September. We need that funding so that emergency 
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recovery work can continue. We've already spent some $50 million. 
We believe there's about $200 million in the supplemental that will 
continue that work. 

It's estimated by the Corps that we will have to spend in the 
neighborhood of $250 million to perhaps $300 million just to put 
the system back in place. 

We also need to begin to follow on the emergency repairs, be
cause not only do we want to get back to the level of protection we 
had before the flooding; if we can take advantage of opportunities 
to improve levees where we were already planning to over the next 
several years, we ought to do that because it will not only save us 
time, maybe further disaster relief, but certainly money. 

And so what we'd like to do is to take advantage of some of the 
work the Corps was planning to do under the emergency condi
tions. 

Obviously, one of our concerns is that the funds not come out of 
the annual budgets of the Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation, 
which are making progress on another—many other, frankly—im
portant issues that will come before the Congress in the appropria
tions this year. 

I would hope this committee would certainly provide as much 
support for that supplemental appropriations bill as possible, and 
we know that could get very complicated if it becomes a mandatory 
requirement for offsets, although I believe the Administration is 
sending up an urgent supplemental that will not require that. I 
hope the Congress will follow their lead on that. 

Part of our problem, though—and maybe even more important 
problem for this committee's attention—is long-term. We need your 
help in identifying long-term solutions that are going to prevent 
these kinds of catastrophes from occurring in the future. 

We had division in our ranks last year, but a significant number 
of our delegation fought for a project that we thought would offer 
perhaps the highest level of flood protection required for the city 
of Sacramento, the Auburn Dam. This committee knows it well. 
You chose not to support that. But that doesn't mean that there 
aren't many other proposals that may come before you that will 
have the same kind of impact on providing higher levels of flood 
protection for not just one community but many up and down the 
Central Valley of California. 

We need to identify the problems we face in common and the 
best combination of solutions we can, and we need to have a dele
gation that supports it as broadly and in as bipartisan a fashion 
as we possibly can. 

We've already talked to Martin Lancaster about initiating a com
prehensive study similar to the Galloway study that you've already 
mentioned, Mr. Chairman. He's agreed to get started on that, and 
we certainly hope that can be done by reprogramming existing 
funds. 

We obviously cannot move forward unless we're prepared to come 
up with the mix of solutions that will provide the kind of protection 
we need into the future. 

The Administration is among many others supporting non-struc
tural alternatives, and I agree that where non-structural ap-
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proaches can provide the level of protection we need in the most 
cost-effective manner, we should pursue them. 

We have opportunities on the Cosumnes River south of Sac
ramento, in the Lower San Joaquin River, perhaps in the area be
tween Chico Landing and Red Bluff on the Sacramento River, 
where this kind of approach might be most effective. 

But we already need to point out, Mr. Chairman, that we have 
a system of bypasses that are working very well in northern Cali
fornia, particularly on the Sacramento River, which are intended to 
prevent flooding and are doing the job effectively. We may need to 
develop that kind of bypass system more effectively on the San Joa
quin River. 

The point is, we are already using approaches which I think are 
consistent with some of the values that were described in the Gal
loway study. 

There are other areas where proposals for meander belts and set
back levees may, however, be too costly or impractical. We need to 
come at this with a pragmatic approach. We need to be willing to 
tailor our solutions to what may be the conditions on the ground. 

I think we also have to look at off-stream storage where it's ap
propriate. There are several off-stream reservoir locations north of 
Sacramento: Sites Reservoir in Colusa County, which is not author
ized but which is moving quickly up the list of priorities in the 
process because it has the potential of providing additional water 
to the delta; Cottonwood Dam, which is an old Corps project that 
is authorized but hasn't proceeded; Oat Creek, which is a Bureau 
project that is authorized that could provide some off-stream stor
age, and flood protection for the Northern Valley, as well as addi
tional water to solve our delta quality issue. 

We need to be willing to come together as a delegation and ask 
this committee for your assistance, perhaps in a new authorization 
down the road, to look once again at the Corps project levees and 
the problems that have been created around them. 

I think we need to base all of our planning on the commitment 
of the State of California, perhaps to pass a bond act similar to the 
one that was passed in the last election cycle, specifically for flood 
protection, to help with local cost share. 

We need to ask the Federal Government to provide assistance on 
those Corps project levees and perhaps on some additional levees, 
but I'm sure this committee will be quick to tell us that there are 
limits and restraints on our ability to ask for Federal help, but in 
some cases levees may have taken on increasing importance. 

We have, I think, begun to work with consensus approach in 
California. We have $143 million in this year's budget, placed there 
by the Administration, for the CALFED process. I'd like the process 
of dealing with our flood protection to be part and parcel of that. 

We have the players at the table from one end of the political 
spectrum to the other. We're not going to get anything done unless 
we find consensus on every one of these issues. 

It seems to me the kind of support that you gave us in the 
WRDA last year is the kind of support we'd like to get again in the 
future, but only if we can bring you not only some State money to 
the table but a delegation that isn't divided on these issues so that 
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we don't ask this committee to divide itself in its efforts to help 
California. 

There are many people who will be appearing before you today 
who I've worked closely with on these issues, in addition to my col
leagues—people like Charlie Hoppin, people like Jeff Mount—who 
will, I think, in their presentations show you the diversity of my 
own District, and one of the reasons why it's important for this del
egation to continue to work to consensus so that we don't hand you 
a hot potato but an approach to a solution we can all get behind. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much. We've come to expect di
versity from California. 

Mr. FAZIO. We've got to overcome it. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Moving right along in that tradition, may I 

please present to the committee Mr. Pombo. 
Mr. POMBO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don't know about your 

comment, but there is diversity on the panel, and I think that Cali
fornia represents a number of different interests, and I think that 
the people—my colleagues and the other people that are going to 
testify before you today represent some of the differing opinions 
that are out there. 

I'd like to thank you for agreeing to hold this hearing on the 
flood damage in California and throughout the country that we 
have had. 

I want to also take this opportunity to also thank the Federal 
agencies. I think it's well known that I have been highly critical 
of the different Federal agencies at times, but I can honestly say 
that, throughout the process that we went through with the floods 
in my District, that we received very, very few complainants about 
the job that they were doing, and they responded in an outstanding 
manner. 

As a matter of fact, many times, as we were out on the levee 
banks looking at the damage and trying to do the flood fight, 
whether it was Army Corps or FEMA or other Federal agencies, 
they were right there hand-in-hand with the local residents fight
ing. I was impressed with the job that they did. I think they truly 
do need to be commended for the work that they did on our behalf. 

I'd also like to recognize witnesses from my District that will tes
tify later. 

On behalf of San Joaquin County, Water Resources Coordinator 
John Pulver will address several flood issues that are important to 
San Joaquin County. 

On behalf of the Sloughhouse Resources Conservation District 
will be its chairman, Bill Mosher. Mr. Mosher will discuss issues 
relating to private levees along Cosumnes River that Mr. Fazio 
mentioned in his testimony. 

Both these gentlemen have been instrumental in providing me 
and my office with the necessary information on the flood disaster. 

This Congress has its work cut out for it in the next few months. 
Damages from the California floods are expected to exceed $2 bil
lion. In my District, alone, San Joaquin County endured an esti
mated $59 million in damage to homes, over $12 million in dam
ages to businesses, $13 million to agriculture, and $15 million to 
infrastructure. Of the area I represent in Sacramento County, the 
damages have not yet been finalized, but it is estimated that there 
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is over $1 million in damage to homes, as well as an undetermined 
amount of damage to agriculture within the region. 

I want to reinforce that all of these figures are purely estimates 
and more than likely will increase as the flood waters recede. 

I understand that Congress will need to appropriate emergency 
supplemental funds for the flood response actions undertaken by 
the various flood agencies. This funding will be key in ensuring 
that California's flood victims get back on their feet; therefore, I 
urge members of the subcommittee to join me in supporting that 
supplemental bill. 

However, we all need to recognize that flooding in northern Cali
fornia is far from over. Additional flooding is expected to begin this 
spring when the snow pack begins to melt. As Congressman Fazio 
earlier testified to, the flood area that I represent has a 200 per
cent of normal snow pack, and as that begins to melt we will have 
that come down on us, as well. 

Many of the levees that broke during the past flood have been 
temporarily repaired. Some of them have not yet been repaired. As 
that snow pack begins to melt, it will again begin to flood within 
my District. 

Officials from Sacramento County have informed me that they do 
not have the necessary resources available to repair the numerous 
breaks along Cosumnes River levee system. They have requested 
assistance from FEMA but were denied emergency funding because 
private levees are not eligible for Federal assistance. 

The Army Corps of Engineers has explained that they, too, are 
prohibited from working on private levees unless there is a flood 
fight in progress. 

In spite of the fact that the Cosumnes residents are in the proc
ess of forming a reclamation district, they are left with few, if any, 
options. The organization of a reclamation district will enable them 
to maintain and repair their levees, but it is a lengthy process and 
doing so will not answer their immediate needs. It is almost certain 
that these constituents will flood again, since the levee system has 
suffered catastrophic failure. 

In the interest of protecting the lives and property of my con
stituents, I would like to press upon the subcommittee to assist in 
resolving this problem. I request that the subcommittee authorize 
language that will provide limited funding for one-time repairs to 
the failed levees in the Cosumnes River. Such an appropriation 
should be met with matching funds from the State, as well. 

Once authorized, this bill could be included as part of the emer
gency supplemental bill. 

I do not seek a Federal takeover of these levees; however, I do 
seek an immediate solution that addresses the dire needs of the 
residents along the river. Doing so will also prevent further deg
radation to wildlife and the environment. 

Flood protection needs to be restored to this area. 
This subcommittee, through its authorization, will provide great 

assistance in restoring such protection to the region. 
The second issue I want to bring to your attention is of a much 

larger scope. As hard as it is to believe, it has come to my attention 
that a comprehensive flood study of the Sacramento and San Joa
quin River basins has never been carried out. Despite the unknown 
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reasons for not doing such a survey before now, it is apparent that 
this must be done. Therefore, I additionally request that the sub
committee authorize funding for an independent, comprehensive 
study of northern and central California's flood control system. 
This, too, could be included as part of the emergency supplemental 
bill. 

I believe such a review of the current flood control system in re
gards to this disaster will lead to recommendations for improve
ments that will reduce the risk of future flooding. 

Furthermore, it may highlight areas of policy and regulation that 
need to be changed. 

The findings of this study should not be intended to place blame, 
but rather to prevent future flooding that could be repeated if the 
study is not carried out. 

In keeping with the need for a comprehensive review, private lev
ees should not be overlooked by any study that seeks long-term so
lutions. 

In closing, it is unfortunate that flooding has become a way of 
life for many communities throughout the country. As my constitu
ents know, flooding at any level can be devastating. It is essential 
that this Congress pass an emergency bill with funding for urgent 
levee repair. 

It is critical for the future, the economic future as well as the 
safety and well-being of the constituents in my District, that we 
come up with some long-term solutions to these problems. I think 
that many times Government regulation stands in the way of a 
long-term solution, and as we look at developing that long-term 
plan of how we're going to deal with this, it may also be necessary 
to review why we got into the situation to begin with. 

I thank the chairman, the ranking member, and the subcommit
tee, again. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much, Mr. Pombo. I appreciate 
your testimony. 

Next we'll hear from Mr. Herger. 
Mr. Herger, I'd like to commend you because you've sort of been, 

with your colleagues' support, the driving force to precipitate this 
hearing, so we welcome you and look forward to your statement. 

You'll notice the Chair has been generous with your two col
leagues on a bipartisan basis. Both of them exceeded their time. 
We permitted them because both of them had something very im
portant to say, and we know you will, too. 

Mr. Herger? 
Mr. HERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, ranking member, and 

other members of this committee. I will work to stay within my 
time. 

I thank you for the opportunity to speak on behalf of California 
regarding the recent flooding. I'd like to begin by sharing a few sta
tistics about the 1997 flood. 

January 1997, brought the worst flooding in California's recorded 
history. Nine people were killed. Six were constituents from my 
own District. More than 120,000 people were evacuated from their 
homes, and more than $1.6 billion worth of damage was suffered. 
Of the State's 56 counties, 48 were declared State and national dis-
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aster areas. This includes each of the 10 counties within my own 
District. 

Aside from the loss of life, probably the most disturbing statistic 
is the fact that this was the third 100-year catastrophic-level flood 
to hit California in the past 11 years. 

The 1986 flooding caused $400 million worth of damage. Fortu
nately, in that flood no lives were lost. 

In 1995, 28 people were killed and $1.8 billion worth of damage 
was caused by early and late winter floods. 

One of the witnesses today will testify regarding at least one in
stance where the Federal Government has not delivered promised 
Federal relief from the disastrous 1995 floods. 

I mention these facts to bring this issue into perspective. Califor
nia has an absolute need to develop aggressive flood prevention 
programs. Our flood control system has failed three times in the 
past 11 years. 

California also has an absolute need to define the responsibility 
of the Federal Government in maintaining California's flood control 
system. 

The Federal Government took control out of local hands, then ne
glected its responsibility to maintain and repair the flood control 
system. It took control of levee construction permits, debris re
moval, upper watershed management, and waterway maintenance. 
This control should and must require accountability. 

This accountability should come before, not after, the flood hits. 
When the water is rising and the levee is breaking, it is too late 
to begin meager efforts to hold everything in place. 

The time to assume responsibility is when the sun is shining and 
when repair efforts will have life-saving effects. 

When the recent floods hit, however, Federal agencies were 
caught unaware of emergency powers which allowed them to re
spond to flood situations. On January 17, 1997, the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Army Corps of Engineers exe
cuted a memorandum of agreement establishing an expedited pro
cedure of review for flood repair activities. 

This agreement was rescinded less than one week later when the 
Fish and Wildlife Service finally reviewed its own statutory powers 
and realized the law granted emergency authority to make repairs 
without prior consultation. Emergency powers defer such require
ments until after the emergency has abated. 

It is unclear how many flood activities were delayed until offi
cials finally figured out what action could not be taken. 

I suggest we take the opportunity of this hearing, Mr. Chairman 
and Members, to take a serious look at the devastation caused by 
January floods. We have a duty to find out what we are doing 
wrong, because something is wrong, Mr. Chairman, when a flood 
control system supposedly designed to withstand a once-in-a-cen-
tury-type flood fails three times in a little more than a decade. We 
need to find what has contributed to the failure of the system and 
assign responsibility, no matter where it belongs. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and this committee for hold
ing this fact-finding hearing. I look forward to hearing the evidence 
presented today and hope it will be useful to this committee and 
the Congress as we look for ways to improve California's flood con-
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trol system and to protect the lives, property, and communities of 
California residents. 

Thank you. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much, Mr. Herger. 
Mr. Miller? 
Mr. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com

mittee, for giving our delegation this time. 
As my colleagues have pointed out, and as they have documented 

to you the extent of the damage and the tragedy, I want to join 
them in commending the Federal agencies that responded in such 
a quick fashion to the plight of individuals and families that were 
caught unaware by these floods. 

These events again prove that we need to help people avoid the 
impact of high rainfall and rivers raging outside of their banks. 
What the floods do not prove, however, is that we need to build 
more dams and control flooding. The floods do not prove that en
forcement of our laws on endangered species cause the floods, as 
easy as it is to blame that law. Nor do they compel the Federal tax
payer to restore all damage to structures that lie in the flood 
plains. 

Obviously, we must respond to the immediate needs of Califor-
nians who have been affected by the floods and who require assist
ance to get their lives back together. Equally important, however, 
is how we respond to floods that have not yet happened. We need 
to start thinking now about how to handle these future floods in 
California. 

I would hope that everyone concerned, including the State of 
California, the Federal agencies, local government, and our citi
zens, will see an opportunity to learn some of the important lessons 
from the January floods. We know we can learn from floods, as we 
saw in the response to the Mississippi River Basin floods in 1993, 
and that we can develop principles of hazard mitigation. 

As the experts have stated, the California levees broke because 
there was too much water. The rains and the melting snow pack 
combined to push incredible volumes of water downriver. On this 
subject we probably agree that the levee system is outdated. The 
solution is where we diverge. 

The traditional solution is simply to rebuild the straight, single-
thread levee channels bigger and stronger. It's obviously a system 
that does not work. Instead, I believe we need to look at restoring 
channel complexity, adopting watershed management techniques 
such as flood plain management, wetland protection, and setback 
levees, so that we can catch the water where it falls instead of try
ing the push it downstream. 

This is not all we need to look at, however. We need to look be
yond the riparian issues to up-slope habitat, as well. Forest man
agement policies that allow upstream clear-cutting and construc
tion of logging roads on unstable slopes lead to erosion and slides 
that not only destroy valuable fisheries habitat but contribute to 
downstream floods, as well. 

Two features of the Mississippi River Basin program come to 
mind. Perhaps they could produce significant benefits if imple
mented in California. 
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First, Federal agencies worked together to help flood victims who 
wished to relocate out of the flood plain to do so. Secondly, existing 
levee systems were re-engineered to ensure that they would maxi
mize flood hazard reduction. 

These steps might seem like common sense, but they require a 
new approach to emergency flood assistance. Instead of putting ev
erything back the way it was before the flood, Federal agencies 
should be able to assist local communities to reduce the risk of 
high-water damage in the future. 

Yet, in the wake of the California floods, some are calling for a 
new round of expensive and controversial dam construction. This 
seems somewhat silly when you consider the fact that California 
has a law on its books 3 years old now that restricts communities 
from managing their flood plains by requiring that they allow re
building in flood plains of multi-family dwellings destroyed by 
floods and other natural disasters. 

A recent State legislative report has suggested that this law be 
repealed. It's incredible that we would pour hundreds of millions of 
dollars of Federal assistance into a State when the State says you 
can't use these other management tools inside of the flood plains. 

Another way we might reduce the impact on future floods is to 
consider enacting legislation similar to the Coastal Barriers Re
source Act for river flood plains. The premise of the Coastal Bar
riers Act is simple: if you want to build on undeveloped lands in 
flood zones, don't expect the Federal taxpayer to subsidize your 
construction. 

The Coastal Barriers Resources Act denies Federal flood insur
ance and other Government assistance for new construction on un
developed land in flood zones along our coast, but this does not 
apply to river watersheds. I would hope this committee would take 
a look at it. 

As this committee meets today to review the California floods, a 
coalition of 15 organizations is announcing a set of five principles 
of California flood management and flood plain restoration. These 
principles are summarized as follows: 

To restore the river systems and functions that improve flood 
management, while also bolstering the effectiveness of existing 
flood control systems. 

To better manage the use of flood plains to minimize taxpayers' 
expense and maximize environmental health. 

To manage the entire watershed to provide the most protection 
from floods in an environmentally sensitive way. Comprehensive ef
forts should be made to restore natural flood plain habitat and as
sociated hydrologic functions to levels that take significant pres
sure off the crucial but minimum habitat available today. 

State, local, and Federal agencies and governments, non-govern
mental stakeholders, and concerned members of the public need to 
work ^cooperatively to develop and implement better short-term 
flood response coordination and funding. The implementation for 
more innovative and comprehensive long-term alternatives should 
be facilitated and leveraged. 

I think this is the kind of thinking that this committee hopefully 
will undertake as they think about providing this long-term protec
tion. Simply suggesting that people can build in areas because we 
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think we can engineer 100-year flood protection I think would be 
the folly of the past, and I would hope that we would again, as 
Congressman Fazio and my colleagues have talked about, try to ar
rive at an independent assessment of this. 

Assembly Speaker Bustamente and Senator pro tern Lockyear 
have asked the President for an independent assessment, and I 
think that would be helpful. I think also helpful is the suggestion 
also of the flood assessments of the Sacramento/San Joaquin Val
ley, and even inadequate mapping that exists today because, unfor
tunately, the Congress is not giving the agencies the kind of re
sources necessary to conclude the mapping that would help local 
planners and State agencies and the Federal agencies decide how 
best California can design its flood protection for the future. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much, Mr. Miller. And the dele

gation has not failed to live up to its advanced billing. There is di
versity there. You have all contributed significantly to our delibera
tions, and I want to thank you for your appearances today. 

Mr. Borski? 
Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask unanimous consent 

that the statement of Congressman Matsui be placed in the record 
at this point. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Without objection, so ordered. 
My colleagues, we thank you very much. 
Panel number two this morning consists of one person, Mr. 

James Lee Witt, director of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. 

Mr. Witt, as you're taking your place, I would like to point out 
to my colleagues that the statements of the first panel all had high 
words of praise for the outstanding work of Mr. Witt and the 
FEMA agency, and we want to welcome you here this morning, and 
we look forward to your testimony. 

Your entire statement, as usual, and all supplemental material 
that you'd care to submit for our consideration will be made part 
of the record at this juncture. We would ask that you might sum
marize your testimony and we'll get right at it. 

TESTIMONY OF JAMES LEE WITT, DIRECTOR, FEDERAL 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, WASHINGTON, DC 

Mr. WITT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com
mittee. 

It is an honor for me to be here before you today and to speak 
to you about our recent disaster activities, especially in California. 
Having recently witnessed the trauma and devastation along the 
Ohio River, my remarks will also touch on some of those disasters. 

As you know, the winter floods in California had a widespread 
devastating impact on that State. Over 100,000 residents were 
forced to evacuate their homes, and the American Red Cross shel
tered over 20,000 people. To date, FEMA has accepted applications 
for assistance from over 21,297 California residents. 

FEMA immediately responded to this incident by deploying expe
rienced disaster response staff to the State and by authorizing the 
immediate emergency assistance that was required to repair utili
ties such as electricity and water, and to restore residential access 
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to affected areas, and to ensure that essential facilities and build
ings were operational. 

Forty-eight California counties are now included in the Presi
dent's major disaster declaration. I will be reviewing the situation 
on a week-to-week basis rather than closing the disaster declara
tion period after all the emergency needs have been met. 

Over 8,400 temporary housing assistance checks totaling $13 
million have been mailed to affected residents. 

FEMA and the State have approved over $6 million in individual 
family grant programs, which helps affected residents meet serious 
needs caused by disaster. 

FEMA and the State of California have conducted numerous in
spections for the public assistance grant program, resulting in over 
990 damage survey reports. Over $10 million in Federal funds have 
already been obligated to the State of California for public assist
ance projects. 

I'm aware that we have had difficulties in effecting this move op
eration following the State-wide floods in 1995, and I have taken 
several steps to ensure that these difficulties are resolved. 

In August 1996, I installed new leadership in the FEMA region 
nine disaster close-out center. Mr. John Swanson was charged with 
reducing the backlog of pending obligations, appeals, and reconsid
eration of damage assessments. 

Over the next 4 months after he was put in that position, FEMA 
was able to make significant progress by reducing our backlog, bet
ter explaining FEMA policy, and communicating our rationale for 
funding decisions. 

An important aspect of this effort to resolve outstanding issues 
was strengthening the partnership between FEMA, State, and local 
officials and Members of Congress in the affected areas. 

At the present time, FEMA has obligated $180.7 million to the 
State of California for previous flooding incidents. FEMA received 
approximately 19,885 damage survey reports from the 1995 flood 
events. Funds for 98 percent of the DSRs have been obligated, 330 
remain. FEMA has received 1,074 funding decision appeals from 
the State, 274 of which are still being considered; 47 damage sur
vey reports have been suspended pending further information from 
the applicants and environmental reviews. 

In the current flooding incident, I have instituted numerous pro
cedural changes to streamline the public assistance grant program. 
These procedures should minimize problems that have resulted 
during previous disasters in the State. 

For example, to ensure better uniformity and consistency in dam
age inspections, more-intensive training programs are being con
ducted at the disaster field office. This training is being provided 
to both FEMA and California Office of Emergency Service person
nel, regardless of their previous experience or training. It is to en
sure that all inspectors are instructed in the same policies and pro
cedures. 

No Federal agency inspector was given a field assignment until 
he or she had been fully trained in the field, and the senior review
ers from other FEMA regions conducted on-the-job training for re
viewers to ensure consistency. 
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Several measures were implemented to expedite damage survey 
reports review process. DSRs are reviewed in the field and all is
sues are resolved, to the greatest extent possible, in the field. Any 
issues that cannot be addressed in the field are jointly resolved 
with State officials in the disaster field office. 

This process will ensure more-accurate DSRs from the field, fast
er processing and obligating of funding, and fewer re-inspections 
and appeals. 

To immediately pay for emergency work, a procedure was imple
mented to expedite funding to local officials that were adversely af
fected by the disaster. Many communities were experiencing cash 
flow problems due to emergency actions taken during the flood-
fighting phase of the response effort. This expedited process pro
vides immediate funding for expenditures on emergency work such 
as debris removal. 

Because of the number of damaged levees in this disaster, a levee 
working group was established to facilitate the coordinated review 
of all requests for repairs to levee and flood control works. This 
group provides a single review that takes into account the program 
resources, regulatory responsibilities of the member agencies. 

The group includes representatives from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Natural Resources Conservation Service, FEMA, 
and the State of California. 

Mr. Chairman, I'll have to continue to go on and summarize the 
rest of this, since my red light is on. 

I have just recently been to Ohio, Kentucky, West Virginia, Ten
nessee, and Indiana, and the devastation there in those States is 
very bad—similar to what California has been hit with. We've al
ready taken over 31,000 applications in the Ohio River Valley. 

In one little community of Thelma that I was in, and Man
chester, and Ripley in Ohio—in Thelma, that community basically 
had 600 homes destroyed and most of all the businesses. The 
water, literally, at the McDonald's restaurant, a 30-foot sign, the 
water was all the way to the top of the arch of the McDonald's sign. 

Governor Voinovich, Governor O'Bannon, Governor Sundquist, 
and all the governors that I visited with—and I think you, Mr. 
Chairman, and many members of this committee—see that we all 
have to work stronger together in doing more preventive measures 
in mitigation to keep this type of devastation from happening in 
the future. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much. 
Let me ask you first of all, FEMA is in the process of trying to 

encourage States to establish State trust funds so that the State 
funding is immediately available in the event of a natural disaster. 

Did any of the States affected by the winter floods have such a 
fund? And, if so, did this fund offer these States any advantage 
over States that did not have such a fund? 

Mr. WITT. Several of the States have a fund set up. West Vir
ginia had set up a $63 million rainy day fund. The advantage that 
it gave West Virginia, particularly these small communities across 
the State, is that West Virginia could go ahead and advance dollars 
to those local communities to help clean up and fight floods. And 
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then, as our teams went in after the disaster was declared, then 
there would be a reimbursement for those dollars. 

But it made a big difference in West Virginia. When I was there 
and looked at that disaster, they had completely cleaned all their 
streets, they had completely started cleaning everything out of the 
businesses. The community could have a jump start on rebuilding 
and getting their community— 

Mr. BOEHLERT. But do you have any problem in the reimburse
ment process, because if they clean it up how do they document 
what the damage was, and how do you—I mean, you just can't ac
cept it at face value. 

Mr. WITT. They do an assessment. They also take pictures. They 
also keep up with their time, overtime costs, and their equipment 
costs, and the hours that they operated that equipment. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. SO you don't really have any problem document
ing it? 

Mr. WITT. NO, sir. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Because most mayors I know are very creative, 

and I've seen some interesting proposals on how to get reimbursed 
for certain things. 
. Mr. WITT. One thing, Mr. Chairman, we started in September 
1996, particularly—and we put it in place in California in this 
flood—was we published a public assistance guide for local govern
ment to use, and it walks them through every aspect of a disaster 
and what they need to do and how they need to do it, and I think 
that, in itself, is making a big difference this time. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Are you having much success at convincing those 
States that don't have such a rainy day fund to institute one? 

Mr. WITT. What we're looking at now, Mr. Chairman, is trying 
to redesign the public assistance program, and we're working on 
legislation to redesign this program because what we need to do is 
to expedite it, cut the red tape, make it user friendly to the local 
officials, yet still be accountable. Stop the intense review process. 
Make the decisions in the field with local officials. 

But those States that work harder in implementing mitigation, 
those States that work harder in implementing a State disaster 
fund, then we're going to be looking at giving those States a better 
cost share in the disaster declaration as an incentive to do this. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. That's wonderful. We'll work closely with you on 
that. 

You do a lot of things right, and one of the things I like—because 
I've had first-hand experience when we had the disastrous flooding 
in my Congressional District—is after sort of the dust had settled 
you brought some of the local government officials to Washington, 
and, as I have had it reported to me, had sort of a round-table dis
cussion with others from around the country, and your people lis
tened. The professionals who are on the job daily here listened to 
the people from the local communities. 

I know the feedback I got from a very colorful chairman of the 
board in one of my counties was that he thought it was extremely 
valuable. And I can tell everybody here this: when they first had 
the floods, this chairman of the board of one of my counties said, 
"I don't want any S.O.B. from Washington coming up here and tell
ing me how we're going run this thing." And the S.O.B. from Wash-
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ington came, and when all was said and done they were just abso
lutely amazed at the response they got from the Federal Govern
ment and the willingness to cooperate that was evident on the part 
of your entire team. 

I want to commend you for that. 
Let me—I've got some other questions, but I want to give other 

people a chance to participate, so let me turn to my colleague, Ms. 
Tauscher. 

Ms. TAUSCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Director Witt, I want to commend you for your help and your 

staffs help in California in my District, the 10th, in eastern Contra 
Costa County, which specifically benefitted from your quick assess
ment. 

Congress has made changes to the Stafford Act to enhance flood 
damage reduction, yet your testimony seems to imply that current 
disaster response programs, even with those changes, are insuffi
cient to achieve significant flood damage reduction. 

Do you have any suggestions regarding additional legislative 
changes that FEMA may need to discourage unwise flood plain de
velopment and to reduce the cost of flood damage? 

Mr. WITT. We are working now and in our budget for 1998 we 
are asking for $50 million for a pre-disaster mitigation fund. 

Of course, I asked OMB for $500 million, but they thought that 
was a little high. 

Ms. TAUSCHER. Sort of moved the decimal point? 
Mr. WITT. Yes. But this is very important because we have been 

working with the private industry, the insurance industry, the 
Mortgage Lending Institute, the real estate industry, the Home 
Building Association, and I have had three round-tables with pri
vate industry to bring in the partnership to start looking at and 
working witn communities in disaster-resistant communities con
cept, where all of us together in a partnership would help minimize 
the risk in those communities. 

These programs—this program and the standards for this pro
gram will be in our proposed changes that we're going to be rec
ommending. 

Ms. TAUSCHER. In the President's budget request $50 million for 
pre-disaster mitigation funds? 

Mr. WITT. Yes. 
Ms. TAUSCHER. Will this involve a legislative proposal, as well? 

Could you give the subcommittee more details, perhaps, on this 
proposal? 

Mr. WITT. We're looking at some changes in the Stafford Act that 
hopefully we will have the language coming forward before July 
that we would highly recommend in changing some of the funding 
of the Stafford Act, changing the cost shares in the Stafford Act, 
and rewarding those States that do a better job, which I think is 
absolutely essential— 

Ms. TAUSCHER. Yes. 
Mr. WITT.—looking at helping the States to do more in mitiga

tion. And now we're working with the States in developing a State
wide mitigation plan, a 409 plan, which will help them to prioritize 
those mitigation projects in that State before the disaster ever hap
pens. 
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It's time for us to change what we're doing and how we're doing 
it. The only time we can do mitigation is after the disaster. 

Ms. TAUSCHER. Right. 
Mr. WITT. We have to start doing more pre-disaster. So there are 

a lot of changes that I think will make the program stronger, make 
our response capability and the States' capability stronger, so that's 
what we're looking at. 

Ms. TAUSCHER. We look forward to seeing those proposals. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Horn? 
Mr. HORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Pursuing the issue of mitigation with you, I know your strong 

feelings on this and you've expressed those again this morning. 
One of the things that we need to deal with is under the existing 

law—and Sacramento was certainly subject to that area, just as 
some parts of southern California, and I won't get into this in de
tail. I'm going to wait to discuss it with the Corps, primarily. But 
we faced the problem where some of these areas might have man
datory flood insurance under the current law imposed on these 
areas. 

The irony is that hundreds of millions of dollars would be taken 
out of these areas, and the problems still wouldn't be solved, based 
on the recommendations and the level of authorization and appro
priations. 

The President's budget, as you know, when it came to civil works 
of the Corps, has not really funded these projects or recommended 
funding as much as they should be if you're going to get the job 
done, given where we are and what we've seen happen in Northern 
California. 

So the question really is: to what degree do you think it would 
be appropriate, if you had to have any mandatory insurance, to 
have a trust fund where that money could go immediately out to 
finish the construction in these areas which would prevent—your 
point on pre-disaster—which would prevent future disasters and 
needs for the insurance? Is there some thinking we could do to 
change that law to get to your premitigation part, but using the in
surance trust fund, if we had to use it? 

I think it's a disaster for these areas if we impose it without 
moving this levee system. It has all been testified here of the prob
lem of levees, and we can get to private levees in a minute, but 
what's your sort of gut reaction to that? 

Mr. WITT. Congressman Horn, I would be more than happy to 
look at that with you and work with you on seeing what we could 
do with this. 

I met with all of the Orange County mayors in my office a few 
months ago. There is a Corps of Engineers' project in Orange Coun
ty, a drainage project, that was to be built within 2 years. Because 
of the lack of funding, it's going to stretch this project out over to 
10 years. So it's going to force those communities in that area, be
cause of the flood maps and where they are located, to buy flood 
insurance at a higher rate because they're in a different zone. 
They're put in a different zone. 

One mayor told me in his community, alone, because of people 
requiring to buy flood insurance over that extended period of time 
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in a small community, it was going to take $132 million out of that 
community just for flood insurance. 

So it's important that we look at some way that we can do this. 
Mr. HORN. Well, I agree with you. And one portion of the Natu

ral Disaster Act that Mr. Mineta and Mr. Emerson co-authored and 
a lot of us joined them in providing for mitigation centers around 
the country that could spread the word, work with people hands-
on to show them how you mitigate. 

You've had a number of examples. I know you mentioned to me 
the West Virginia town where you moved the houses back from the 
flood plain and right near the water where there was no damage 
when the next flood came. 

We have a lot of those examples in different parts of the country. 
But how do you feel about having these types of centers that, in 

essence, would do what agricultural extension has done so well for 
farmers for 100 years in this country? 

Mr. WITT. It may work. I'd be happy to look at it. 
Mr. HORN. Because that would be funded, if we went ahead with 

the Natural Disaster Act, out of some of the receipts that are com
ing in, to really reduce and share the cost of insurance across the 
country. 

Do you have any feelings on the value of those? 
Mr. WITT. Of course, my problem when we were working with 

Congressman Mineta at that time, on the legislation that he was 
working with, my concern with that legislation at that time was 
the availability of the insurance, plus the affordability of the insur
ance. 

Mr. HORN. Yes. 
Mr. WITT. Just because it was available didn't necessarily mean 

that it was affordable and people would purchase it, so I had a seri
ous concern about that. 

The mitigation side of the legislation I strongly supported. 
Mr. HORN. Good. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much, Mr. Horn. 
Mr Blumenauer? 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Witt, I wonder if you could just take us one step further. 

You've talked about pre-mitigation. I wonder if you could elaborate 
on the potential role that FEMA may have in actually preventing 
disasters. 

We've got a lot of folks that are on the edge of losing their homes. 
You see repeatedly the folly that has occurred where people are 
messing with Mother Nature and we're now trying to play catch
up. 

Is there a legitimate role for FEMA to move us a step beyond, 
to be more aggressive in actually preventing these disasters in the 
first place? 

Mr. WITT. I think we've already begun to move to that next step, 
since the 1993 flood in the midwest. At that time Congressman 
Volkmer and several Members of Congress passed the 1993 legisla
tion, the Volkmer bill, increasing the percentage of money from 10 
percent to 15 percent of the overall cost of the Federal disaster for 
mitigation in a State. 
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In the 1993 flood we pulled the Federal agencies together to 
work with each of the nine States in a buyout/relocation program— 
a volunteer basis. It has been very, very successful. We've bought 
out over 10,000 pieces of property in the midwest on a buyout/relo
cation program that all the States participated in. 

What was really good about it was the little community of 
Pattonsburg, Missouri, that I was at and Governor Carnahan was 
at, had flooded 31 times in its history. I never will forget the Mayor 
took me into City Hall and he kept showing me the high-water 
marks from each flood with shelves stacked up above the recent 
flood marks where he could store his papers, city papers. 

That little town, all of us working together—FEMA, HUD, Corps 
of Engineers, the governor, the local community, all of us—we were 
able to help that community to relocate its 142 residents and 18 
businesses where it will never flood again. 

Valmar, Grafton, Illinois—all these communities that we worked 
in doing this, this flood that we're having right now, the flood wa
ters in Grafton would have flooded all of those homes again, over 
1,000 people in that community. But the Mayor said he wasn't wor
ried about it this year because they would not get flooded. 

In the 1995 flood in the Midwest, Illinois and Missouri, the same 
communities that we did a volunteer buyout program with were 
flooded again, but there was no one there to be flooded, and all the 
land reverted back to the city or county, whichever it was in, as 
open land use management. They could build a park or they could 
build jogging trails, and it was environmentally good, but it was 
good for the community, it was good for the Federal Government 
because it doesn't cost us any more disaster dollars. We don't have 
to spend taxpayer dollars repeatedly on this. 

So I think we've taken that step, but I think we need to take it 
just a little bit further in doing the preventive measures before dis
aster strikes because we all know the high risk in certain commu
nities across our country, whether it's a flood, earthquake, hurri
cane, or fire. 

California has been hit with four floods, wildfires, and then the 
most costly disaster we've ever had in history, the Northridge 
earthquake, and all of this within 4 years. 

We've seen time and time again retrofitting in an earthquake 
area makes a significant difference. 

There was one home in Hollywood in the historical block that we 
were on, this one house—every house there had either major dam
age or was almost destroyed but this one house. This gentleman 
was standing in his front lawn when I went up there—and the 
First Lady was there. All the houses around him were almost to
tally destroyed. He never even had a single pane of glass broken 
in his house. 

I said, "What did you do? Why did you not have any damage?" 
He said, "I went to the library and I checked out a FEMA OAS 
video tape and I spent $1,000 and I retrofitted my house myself." 
He didn't even have a brick loosened in his chimney. 

So we can do a lot, but it's important that we bring in the indus
try, we bring in our partners, and they are ready to step up and 
help us because I have met with them and they're very excited 
about this and they really want to get involved. 
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So I think we're ready to move to that next step, but we're going 
to need your help to help us get there. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much. Would you make that vid
eotape available for the subcommittee? 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. WITT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you. 
With that, I turn to the vice chair of the subcommittee, Mr. 

Thune. 
Mr. THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Witt, it's a pleasure to have you before us today. I know that 

I, too, want to commend you for the great work that your agency 
has done in my State of South Dakota. I know you've been on the 
ground first-hand and have seen a lot of the damage that we've had 
from blizzards and what will be eventually flooding out there, as 
well. We're facing and anticipating repairing as best we can. I 
know your organization has had a number of people out there who 
are working diligently with us to see that that gets done. 

I also want to compliment you on the work that you have done 
in the way of a partnership between State and local governments. 
I know our governor and Congressional delegation, our local gov
ernments, that you have worked very well with them, and we are 
very appreciative of that. 

Just a couple of questions, if I might. 
In the 1988 amendments to the Stafford Act, there was a provi

sion that no geographic area would be precluded from receiving as
sistance under the act solely by virtue of an arithmetic formula or 
sliding scale based upon population. 

In 1995, the GAO, in a report, stated that, "The number of 
homes destroyed or sustaining major damage might be expected to 
be larger in more-densely-populated areas than in less-densely-pop
ulated areas." 

South Dakota, in fact, has rarely, I think, received individual as
sistance from FEMA, and the question I guess I would have is: 
might that fact be attributable in part to the criteria that, by its 
very nature, is sort of more prohibitive to rural areas? 

As a follow up to that, could you explain how you determine eli
gibility and whether or not these factors adhere to the prohibition 
on a strict, quantifiable formula-type factor? 

Mr. WITT. That's a very good question, Congressman. All the dis
asters that we declare we look at very closely with the States. The 
States submit—the governor makes the request for FEMA and to 
the President or to the President and we review it. 

The disaster declaration is based on whether it is beyond the ca
pability of State and local government to be able to respond. It has 
no bearing on whether it's a rural community or a populous com
munity. 

The impact to those communities in that State and to the indi
viduals, if that impact is beyond their capability, then it absolutely 
is looked at and recommended to declare. 

Mr. THUNE. Okay. But in terms of the individual assistance, 
that's not predicated on some formula that might disproportion
ately affect rural areas? 
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Mr. WITT. If it's—I believe it's—public assistance is $1 per cap
ita, and there's not a per capita figure for individual assistance. 

Mr. THUNE. Okay. One other question. I understand that FEMA 
had to go through a number of procedural environmental-type re
quirements before providing assistance during the western flood
ing, including exclusions from NEPA—the National Environment 
Policy Act—completing some programmatic consultations on endan
gered species that could be affected by FEMA action, Clean Water 
Act, etc. 

Some of these things—there's an agreement with the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation and others in order to comply 
with the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Given your intention and desire to streamline the emergency as
sistance process, how does the delay and the administrative ex
pense of meeting these requirements—how can that be diminished? 

Mr. WITT. What we're doing at the present time is looking at how 
we can push the environmental review and the environmental as
sessment back down to the States where the States could do it in 
their State and in their disaster, similar to what HUD and other 
Federal agencies do now. 

Right now the process at FEMA is that the environmental review 
and environmental impact statement is done by us, which takes too 
long, and it takes too much red tape. 

So we are in the process of changing, trying to get the authority 
to push it down and let the States do the environmental impact 
study and the review, where we could go ahead and move much 
faster. 

Mr. THUNE. IS there anything that this committee can do to as
sist with that? Is that something that you just need to get from— 

Mr. WITT. We need to get our language worked up, and we're in 
the process. That's part of the process that we're changing in the 
public assistance program, hopefully. 

Mr. THUNE. I, for one, would certainly like to work with you on 
that. 

Mr. WITT. I would like to say, Congressman, I was in South Da
kota a week ago Saturday, and, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, it looked like you were flying into the North Pole. 

Mr. THUNE. Yes. 
Mr. WITT. There was snow still 10 and 15 feet deep around the 

homes. 
Mr. THUNE. We have our work cut out for us. 
Mr. WITT. Yes. 
Mr. THUNE. We appreciate very much your help and look forward 

to working with you on that. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. YOU know, there are some who suggest, and 

we've had testimony before the subcommittee that would suggest 
we just sort of ignore environmental laws as we go forward in re
sponding to disasters. That is not going to happen, nor should it 
ever happen. 

It's a delicate balancing act, so I can appreciate the problem you 
have, and when you're trying to get the States to assume more of 
the responsibility I hope you're not in any way suggesting that 
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there should be any winking or nodding in terms of environmental 
law, because that is very important. 

Mr. WITT. Not at all. A lot of States do their environmental im
pact statements and do their environmental review within their 
State, and within the Federal laws, and then we would look at it, 
as well. 

But now, Mr. Chairman, it just takes too long to go through the 
process, and our team would be there in the State working with the 
State. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. I understand. And you indicated you're going to 
have some suggestions for revision to the Stafford Act. 

Mr. WITT. Yes. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. I look forward to receiving your suggestions and 

working cooperatively with you. 
Mr. Mascara? 
Mr. MASCARA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Witt, good to see you again. I'd like to commend you for the 

excellent job you're doing and the President's choice of you. You 
were in former local government, is that correct, from— 

Mr. WITT. County judge for 10 years, Congressman. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MASCARA. SO then we have something in common. I served 

as a county commissioner in Washington County, Pennsylvania, 
and my District contains three rivers—the Monongahela, the Alle
gheny, and the Ohio—so I'm very familiar with problems associated 
with flooding. 

My question is this—it's my understanding that the Corps will 
be restoring some damaged flood areas to a level of 25 years less 
than what it was originally assured that it would cover. So my 
question is this: do you have a seat at the table when these deci
sions are made with the Corps as they're trying to repair damage 
or restore areas that have been flooded? 

Mr. WITT. We work with the Corps very closely, and the Corps 
has been a tremendous partner with us in everything that we've 
been able to do. 

General Fuhrman, who is here today, is, I think, a tremendous 
asset for the Corps of Engineers in this country. 

We do work with the Corps in emergency repairs. I'll go to the 
Corps and ask if this was something that we needed funded be
cause of a flood fight or emergency repair, so we work very close 
with them. 

As far as the Corps reducing a 25-year level, we're not involved 
in that. 

Mr. MASCARA. I'm sure that question would be more appropriate 
for the general, but I was just wondering whether or not FEMA 
has a seat at the table, and do people from HUD and FEMA and 
the Corps sit down to talk about the problems around the country? 

Mr. WITT. Yes, sir. The Office of Management and Budget now 
has created an inter-agency task force, which the Corps of Engi
neers are leading particularly in California now, looking at the lev
ees in California. 

We have a seat at the table working with them. 
Mr. MASCARA. Thank you very much, Director. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mrs. Emerson? 
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Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Witt, thank you for being here today. I know 
you've been to my District in Missouri on several occasions, as well. 

Mr. WITT. Yes. 
Mrs. EMERSON. It's right next to Arkansas. 
Anyway, I wanted to follow up on something that you had talked 

about regarding trying to prevent disasters from happening. 
I know that FEMA has in the past assisted other communities 

with building levees or building up, strengthening their levees, and 
I wanted to know what you believed your role should be in helping 
to repair or strengthen levees, particularly when communities 
might not be able to afford their cost share of that. 

Mr. WITT. The levee policy that FEMA has in place I think prob
ably covers, to the extent as much as FEMA should be involved in 
the levee business. We're not the experts on the levee business. The 
Corps of Engineers— 

Mrs. EMERSON. Right. 
Mr. WITT. SO what we fund on public levees is flood fighting or 

debris clearance or emergency repairs that the Corps says to us 
that needs to be done. 

Also, when we do fund emergency repairs on a levee up to a 5-
year protection level, then they are required to have either joined 
the Natural Resource Conservation Service levee program or the 
Corps of Engineers levee program. 

Mrs. EMERSON. SO that, for example, when Mr. Thune's snow 
melts and comes down to our District, we've got some levees that 
really need to be strengthened because we've got an enormous dis
aster which ends up closing off a lot of our interstate highways 
coming way down into Arkansas. 

Could we deem that to be an emergency repair that perhaps we 
could encourage FEMA to help get involved with, with the Corps 
leading the way? 

Mr. WITT. If it is a Corps' levee—my understanding is that if it's 
a Corps of Engineers' levee or if it's a Natural Resource Conserva
tion Service levee, then they have the authorization to make re
pairs. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Okay. 
Mr. WITT. But also let me say a lot of communities that I—you 

know, when in was in local government, as well as State and Fed
eral, a lot of communities have local levee boards. Local levee 
boards in our State when I was there would basically tax them
selves so much per acre, particularly of farm land, to make sure 
that those levees were maintained and the repairs were kept up 
and the flood gates would operate, and many times I have seen 
that levees deteriorate because levee boards do not meet or local 
levees are not maintained. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Well, that is true, and I know that our levee 
boards have worked closely with your levee boards, but I think per
haps there are other circumstances that are involved— 

Mr. WITT. Yes. 
Mrs. EMERSON.—which are keeping our levees from being re

built. 
Mr. WITT. Absolutely. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Thank you. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Bateman? 
Mr. BATEMAN. Ill pass. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. All right. Mr. Horn, you had another question 

you wanted to ask? 
Mr. HORN. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Adminis

trator. 
I gave Mr. Witt a chart—and I think most Members have it— 

California flood vulnerability as of March 1997. I simply want to 
reference it while the administrator is here. I will pursue most of 
that with the Corps of Engineers. 

But as we think of preventive measures to take and we look at 
this potential tragedy—and I don't want to in any way diminish 
what has happened in northern California. It's unbelievable and 
the question our colleague, Mrs. Emerson, was asking and I was 
asking is exactly the situation we need to deal with on a lot of 
these levees. And if we can recognize it as a Federal responsibility, 
it's going to save us a lot of grief later. 

But in this case we're talking about comparing that little red 
space known as Los Angeles County on the Los Angeles River— 
we're talking about 82 square miles impacted versus the 290 
square miles in northern California, but one-half million people are 
impacted compared to the 129,000 in northern California; 177,000 
structures are impacted, compared to 18,500. 

While they were devastated probably at many more than $1.5 
billion now estimated—it will probably be higher—Los Angeles es
timates $2.3 billion in damages if the rainfall was exactly like it 
was in northern California. 

So we have weaknesses not only there but all over the Nation, 
as we know just from the questions of our colleagues, and we need, 
as you suggest, Mr. Witt, a proactive policy to get at these things 
while we have time, because it could be starting to flood now some 
place in America that you will be flying off to. 

And so we get down to a real dose of preventive medicine that 
is needed here. 

Mr. WITT. Congressman, I wholeheartedly agree. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Riggs? 
Mr. RlGGS. Mr. Chairman, I just walked in, and I have to apolo

gize to you and our colleagues for missing the earlier testimony 
and I guess I understand the introduction at the short organiza
tional meeting which preceded the hearing, for which I thank you. 
I was testifying elsewhere. 

But while we have a director here, let me just say this—and I 
promise I won't mention any DSRs in my Congressional District, 
but I do hope that we can put more of an emphasis on hazard miti
gation. I intend to look very carefully at that part of your testi
mony, Mr. Director, because I think that is the way to go. 

I'll reserve my other remarks, which have to do more with the 
appropriateness of development in this general Sacramento Valley 
area, much of which I think would be rightly considered—and don't 
get me wrong, because I am pro-development, but rightly consid
ered to be flood plain. I'll address those to later panels. 

But, Mr. Director, do you want to comment very briefly just on 
the emphasis on hazard mitigation and how it would apply, par-
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ticularly in this area of northern California where, as you well 
know, we experience these recurring floods, it seems in recent 
years, every other year? 

Mr. WITT. Congressman, I think it's very, very important, and I 
think we have documented it very well, that every dollar we spend 
on prevention and mitigation we save two dollars in future cost to 
the taxpayers. And you can just imagine the frustration and the 
lives it would save. 

This recent flood we've had in the midwest and the tornadoes, 
there were 59 fatalities. 

So it's important that all of us together focus and try to support 
the mitigation efforts and preventive measures that we all can 
identify very easily that we could do together, but it takes a Fed
eral, State, and business partnership and all of us working to
gether to make that happen. 

Mr. RlGGS. How would you envision hazard mitigation funds 
being used in this area of northern California? 

Mr. WITT. The State of California has a very good Office of Emer
gency Services. They have some very good people working in that 
and have done some really good things in mitigation, particularly 
in the retrofitting for earthquakes in California. 

We can provide the mitigation dollars. The State that the disas
ter has affected, it's their responsibility, working with local govern
ment and prioritizing what mitigation projects they want to fund. 

Mr. RlGGS. So in the case of California, that would be the Office 
of Emergency Services? 

Mr. WITT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. RlGGS. Working with local government? 
Mr. WITT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. RlGGS. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you. 
Mr. Director, before you leave I have one question that a friend 

of mine, Governor Wilson, has asked me if I would direct your way. 
It's my understanding that on January 17th the governor asked 

for FEMA assistance in pumping out ponded water behind levees, 
water that may cause further levee breaks. When might FEMA re
spond to the governor? 

Mr. WITT. Our staff has been working with the Office of Emer
gency Services in California on this issue, and they have a task 
force that is physically working now with them and the Corps of 
Engineers. 

The pumping that the governor has aggressively done in the 
areas of the farm land, private property, I applaud the governor for 
doing that. 

They asked me whether we could fund pumping. I sent a team 
out—the Corps of Engineers was part of this team, the State Office 
of Emergency was part of this team, and FEMA—to look at wheth
er or not it was an eligible project, whether there was an 
endangerment of public health and safety if the pumping was not 
done, if there was a danger of breaching levees because eroding of 
saturated levees, water standing, would cause serious public safety 
problems in communities, as well as health problems, if that was 
a problem. 
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And the team that came back on that said that it was mostly 
farm land and it was not an eligible project for FEMA, so we are 
working in preparing a report back to the governor. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. So I can tell the governor there will be a timely 
response? 

Mr. WITT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. We're talking days rather than weeks? 
Mr. WITT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Okay. Fine. You don't always get the answer you 

want, but what you do want is an answer, so I can understand 
that. 

Mr. WITT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. We will have additional questions that we will 

submit to you in writing and would appreciate your usual coopera
tion in having timely responses. 

[The information follows:] 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Washington, D.C. 20472 

APR I 0 • 

The Honorable Sherwood L Boehlert 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and the Environment 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
U S House of Representatives 
Washington, D C 20515 

Dear Chairman Boehlert 

This is in response to your March 19, 1997, letter to James Lee Witt, Director, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), in which you request that FEMA respond to 
the testimony of Michael Barry, Administrator, Plumas District Hospital (hereinafter 
referred to as the Hospital). Mr Barry presented his testimony during the Subcommittee 
on Water Resources and Environment Hearing on Recent Flooding in California The 
Director asked me to *"espond to Mr Barry's concerns, since he is currently in the process 
of reviewing the Hospital's third appeal, and does not wish to compromise the integrity 
of the appeal process 

I regret that upon application, review, and first and second level appeals, FEMA has 
been, so far, unable to provide any funding for replacement of the Hospital's roof 
However, as I am sure you are aware, FEMA is required to operate within the authority 
of its law and implementing regulations Upon review of the initial determination, and 
the first and second level appeal responses, it appears that these decisions were reached 
pursuant to the Robert T Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, P L , 
93-288 as amended, and Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations 

I also regret any confusion that occurred in the interpretation of FEMA's Region IX first 
appeal determination FEMA in no way meant to imply that Mr Barry and other 
Hospital representatives were being untruthful in the disclosure of their information, or 
that they in any way generated the information to make the work an eligible item under 
the guidelines of the Public Assistance Program As FEMA's Region IX Office 
explained in its appeal determination, the documentation submitted with the Hospital's 
initial request was considered to be more reliable than that submitted with the first appeal 
because "the first submittal was generated contemporaneously or closer in time to the 
loss than that submitted with the appeal" 

Although the letter does goes on to say that "the documentation submitted with the appeal 
was generated and obtained by the subgrantee specifically for the purpose of responding 
to FEMA's initial determination of ineligibility," this statement in no way was meant to 
imply that the Hospital had fabricated the material In light of Mr Barry's testimony, we 
have recently been in communication with our Region IX Office to seek further 
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clarification of this statement As with all new information presented during an appeal, 
the findings will be transmitted to the Director and taken into consideration during final 
review 

I wish that FEMA could respond more thoroughly to Mr Barry's comments However, 
until a determination has been reached on the Hospital's third appeal, it would be 
inappropriate for the Director, myself, or any member of our staffs to comment on the 
particular details directly related to the roof repair/replacement project 

I have enclosed with this letter, a copy of the Hospital's second appeal for the 
Subcommittee's hearing record The second appeal presents a detailed analysis 
supporting FEMA's Region IX determinations, and addresses, I feel, Mr Barry's 
criticism of FEMA's policy and determinations regarding the handling of Hospital's 
project 

If the Subcommittee should require additional information for its records, or would like 
additional information regarding FEMA's responsibility in providing Federal disaster 
relief and emergency assistance to State and local governments, please have a member of 
your staff contact our Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs at (202) 646-4500 

Sincerely, 

Suiti acy E. Suiter/ 
Executive Associate Director 
Response and Recovery Directorate 

Enclosure 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Washington, D.C. 20472 

|Vjnj L » I33U 

Mr. Richard Ray 
Governor's Authorized Representative 
Governor's Office of Emergency Services 
Post Office Box 239013 
Sacramento, CA 95823-9013 

Dear Mr. Ray: 

This is in response to your letter dated November 13, 1995, which forwarded a second appeal 
on behalf of the Plumas District Hospital. The subgrantee requests FEMA assistance to 
replace the roof of the hospital as a result of FEMA-0979-DR-CA. 

As explained in the enclosed analysis, roof replacement is not justified. However, I have 
approved an eligible scope of work to include the roof membrane repairs which were 
completed in October 1993 in the amount of $17,591. Insurance proceeds covered $12,591 of 
the total cost of repairs, leaving an unreimbursed insurance deductible of $5,000, eligible for 
FEMA funding. 

Please inform the subgrantee of this determination. The Region is available to coordinate the 
preparation of a supplemental Damage Survey Report to obligate the approved funds. In the 
event that the applicant does not agree with this determination, a third appeal may be 
submitted to the Director pursuant to 44 CFR § 206.206(e). 

Sfocerely, Mocereiy, / 

/ y 4 w i l l i a m C . Tidball 
L-V^, Associate Director 

jr Response and Recovery Directorate 

Enclosure 
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SECOND APPEAL ANALYSIS 
FEMA-979-DR-CA 

PA ID#063-91031; Plumas District Hospital 
DSRs 79669, 04010, 04011 

Roof Repairs and Replacement 

BACKGROUND 

Due to the severe winter storms, mud and rock slides, and flooding that occurred in January 
1993, the President declared parts of California major disaster areas. The approved incident 
period for the disaster was from January 5 through March 20, 1993. On March 9, 1993, 
Plumas District Hospital (Hospital) initially requested federal disaster assistance from FEMA. 
The hospital, located in the Town of Quincy, was determined to be an eligible applicant for 
Public Assistance funding. On May 17, 1993, a FEMA and State inspection team visited the 
hospital, surveyed the damages, and prepared several Damage Survey Reports (DSRs). 

DSR 79668 was prepared for Emergency Protective Measures around the hospital compound. 
This work included snow removal, preparing and placing sandbags, minor roof repairs, and 
de-icing. The DSR was approved in the amount of $11,170. 

DSR 79669 documented damage to the roof membrane and estimated $13,500 for a roof repair 
consultant in order to develop a scope of work and determine the Office of State Health 
Planning and Development (OSHPD) requirements. The DSR also recommended replacement 
of propane control valves and wiring, disassembly of burner manifold and installation of new 
components, replacement of propane regulators, and replacement of the de-icing system. On 
December 15, 1993, DSR 79669 was denied for funding based on the determination that the 
damage occurred prior to the declared disaster. FEMA's decision was based on two items: 

• the applicant's insurance carrier's Statement of Loss, which documented the "Date of 
Loss" as December 31, 1992; and 

• a December 15, 1993, letter from the applicant to the State of California Governor's Office 
of Emergency Services (OES) referencing severe storms in December 1992 as the cause of 
roof damage. 

On April 5, 1994, FEMA prepared two additional DSRs. DSR 04010 was prepared to cover 
the costs of "temporary roof repairs" in the amount of $17,591, less insurance proceeds of 
$12,591. The second DSR (04011) was prepared to cover the replacement of the 20,000 
square-foot roof. Although the FEMA inspector recommended approval, he was apparently 
unaware of the previous FEMA determination that the roof damage occurred prior to the 
declared event. Both DSRs were subsequently denied for the above-referenced reason. 

On January 18, 1995, the hospital submitted a first appeal for roof replacement to the Regional 
Director through OES. The appeal provided documentation in support of the applicant's claim 

Second Appeal: FEMA-979-DR-CA 
Plumas Hospital District, DSR 79669. 04010, 04011 Page 1 of 4 
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that the damages occurred during the declared incident, rather than prior to the incident 
period. The supporting documentation included a letter from the insurance carrier and a letter 
from the former Hospital Administrator both stating for the record that the roof damages 
occurred on or after January 5, 1993. 

The Regional Director denied the first appeal on June 13, 1995, on the basis that the claimed 
roof damages could not be attributed to the declared incident, but to "the cumulative effects of 
time and wear and tear." The Regional Director further noted that the subgrantee's insurance 
company prodded settlement for only roof repairs, not replacement, indicating that the 
replacement of the roof was not required as a result of the declared incident. 

The subgrantee filed a second appeal through OES on July 26, 1995. The second appeal 
reiterates support of the date upon which the claimed damages occurred and provides a history 
of maintenance on the roof. The following discussion is based on a review of all available 
information submitted by the applicant, the State, and the FEMA regional office. 

DISCUSSION 

The central issue of this appeal is the cause of roof damage. Once the cause of damage is 
confirmed, FEMA can determined to what extent that damage is eligible for federal disaster 
assistance pursuant to the Stafford Act and FEMA's implementing regulations. 

The appeal indicates that the major damage to the hospital roof was caused not by the snow 
itself, but from snow removal activities. Shovels and snow blowers were used to remove the 
significant amount of snowfall that accumulated on the roof. The snow removal project took 
place over several weeks as the snow continued to fall. The equipment, used primarily by 
temporary employees who were not familiar with the roof elevations or the placement of roof 
equipment, penetrated the roof and caused the damage. Roof damage caused by inexperienced 
temporary employees appears to have been unpreventable given the magnitude to the disaster 
event and the deployment of permanent (experienced) employees elsewhere on the property. 

Given the above, FEMA must now determined the extent of eligible damages caused by the 
penetration of snow shovels and snow removal equipment. Pursuant to section 406 of the 
Stafford Act, eligible restoration costs are those necessary to restore a facility on the basis of 
the design of such facility as it existed immediately prior to the disaster. 

According to the initial damage assessment found in DSR 79669, the hospital's roof membrane 
"was damaged during snow removal operations in combination with aging of roof materials.'' 
In September 1993, the subgrantee hired a contractor to repair the roof for $17,591. This 
repair was performed at the insistence of the subgrantee's insurance company in order to 
prevent further building interior damage. The contractor's scope of repairs was quite extensive 
and included: preparation of damaged roof area, application of modified bitumen sheet roofing 
to the blistered and large punctured areas, and plastic cement and fiberglass webbing for less 
severely damaged areas. The contractor's description of "blistered" areas again is an 

Second Appeal: FEMA-979-DR-CA 
Plumas Hospital District. DSR 79669. 04010, 04011 Page 2 of 4 
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indication of aging roof materials. The applicant's insurance company paid for the roof 
repairs completed by die contractor, less a $5,000 deductible. The insurance company did not 
cover roof replacement. 

In response to a request for additional information regarding this appeal, the applicant has 
provided a letter dated April 10, 1996, from the insurance company which confirmed that "no 
other payments could be substantiated" under the policy, and that "replacement of the roof 
may be required due to causes not covered by the policy." Based on this letter, as well as the 
property loss*eoverage indicated in the policy, it appears that insurance proceeds were limited 
due to "cause" of damage, rather than policy funding limitations. 

Based on the above-referenced roof condition and the fact that insurance proceeds only 
covered repairs, FEMA eligibility is limited to the scope of work performed by Van Dyne and 
Sons Roofing. The insurance company's limited settlement, i.e., repairs only, is consistent 
with FEMA's determination of eligible damages. 

The initial DSR also documented $3,082 in damage to roof items such as propane valves, 
regulator and wiring, the burner manifold, and the de-icing system. These items can be 
directly attributed to the disaster and the scope of repairs as identified on the DSR is eligible 
under the Public Assistance program. Because insurance proceeds fully covered these costs, 
however, there is no available funding. 

The initial DSR also recommended a line item in the amount of $13,500 for a roofing 
consultant to determine necessary repairs. According to the inspector's notes, "due to the 
amount of roof repairs needed, the applicant consulted with roofing companies who stated they 
could not offer bid(s) for repairs until a certified roofing consultant has analyzed, designed, 
and prepared plans and specifications for necessary repairs." The applicant provided two 
roofing consultant proposals, one dated March 4, 1993, and a second dated May 20, 1993. 
Upon review, the proposals far exceed the scope of work necessary to respond to disaster-
related repairs. The proposals include investigation of design flaws, analysis of the existing 
roof system effectiveness, as well as potential improvements. These items are associated with 
the replacement of an entirely new roof system, rather than repairs necessary to restore the 
roof to its pre-disaster condition. 

It must be noted that a DSR prepared in the field is an inspector's recommendation only and is 
subject to review and approval by the Public Assistance Officer and the Disaster Recovery 
Manager. Unfortunately, some recommendations may not be consistent with FEMA 
regulations and must be modified or denied. In this case, the cost of the roofing consultant to 
analyze and design plans and specifications for roof replacement cannot be justified. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, eligible roof damage did result from the January 1993 disaster. However, due 
to the pre-storm condition of the roof, the scope of eligible work is limited to the repairs 

Second Appeal: FEMA-979-DR-CA 
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performed in September/October 1993. The need for roof replacement is attributed to pre-
disaster wear and tear, rather than the use of snow removal equipment damaged that occurred 
during the declared disaster. 

The following summary outlines the above appeal determination. 

79669 
04010 
04011 

Roof̂ Consultant; Replace propane valves, 
burnedjnanifold, de-icing system 
Roof repairs 
Roof replacement 

M * S ^ 
$16,582 
$17,591 

$175,500 

-$3,082 
-$12,591 

$0 
TOTAL ELIGIBLE 

$0 
$5,000 

$0 
$5,000.00 

Second Appeal: FEMA-979-DR-CA 
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SECOND APPEAL 
FEMA-979-DR-CA; PA DD#063-91031 

Plumas District Hospital 
DSRs 79669, 04010, 04011 

Roof Repairs and Replacement 

REFERENCES 

ITEM DA1E DESCRIPTION 

1 4/10/96 Per FEMA second appeal request for additional information, 
Letter from Northbrook Insurance Company re: settlement limits 

2 1/26/96 Region IX Regional Director (Mattingly) Memorandum to 
Associate Director (Tidball) forwarding Second Appeal 

3 11/13/95 State of California Office of Emergency Services (OES) 
transmittal of subgrantee's Second Appeal 

4 9/28/95 Plumas District Hospital letter to OES with additional 
information re: Second Appeal request 

5 7/26/95 Plumas District Hospital Second Appeal of DSRs 79669, 04010, 
and 04011 

6 6/13/95 Region JX First Appeal response (denied) 

7 3/17/95 OES First Appeal request 

8 1/18/95 Plumas District Hospital First Appeal 

9 1/17/95 Plumas District Hospital Administrator letter re: Date of Loss 

10 1/13/95 Northbrook Insurance Company letter re: Date of Loss 

11 5/5/94 Region IX letter denying initial request for roof 
repairs/replacement 

12 3/30/94 Roof Replacement Estimate from Advanced Roof Technology, 
Inc. ($175,500) 

13 3/1/94 Plumas District Hospital internal memorandum re: DSR history 

14 12/15/93 Plumas District Hospital initial request for roof replacement 
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ITEM DATE 

SECOND APPEAL 
FEMA-979-DR-CA; PA ID#063-91031 

Plumas District Hospital 
DSRs 79669, 04010, 04011 

Roof Repairs and Replacement 

REFERENCES 
(continued) 

DESCRIPTION 

15 

16 

10/22/93 Van Dyne and Sons' Roofing letter to subgrantee re: repair 
warranty 

9/14/93 Northbrook Insurance Company Statement of Loss 

2/3/93 Major Disaster Declaration Date 

1/5 - 3/20/93 Incident Period 

DSE_ Inspection Date 

DSR 79668 - Emergency Protective Measures 5/17/93 
DSR 79669 - Roof Membrane, Re-roofing Consultant 5/17/93 
DSR 04010 - Temporary Roof Repair 4/5/94 
DSR 04011 - Roof Replacement 4/5/94 

Tapped" Date 

8/21/93 
12/15/93 
5/16/94 
5/16/94 
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Mr. BOEHLERT. With that, I want to thank you for your appear
ance this morning. I want to thank you for the good work your 
agency is doing. Keep up the good work. 

Mr. WITT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. The next panel, panel three, is additional Federal 

witnesses consisting of: Major General Russell Fuhrman, who is 
the Director of Civil Works for the Corps, accompanied by Briga
dier General Richard Capka, who is the Commander of the South 
Pacific Division; Mr. Warren Lee, Director, Watersheds and Wet
lands for the Natural Resources Conservation Service; and Gerry 
Jackson, Deputy Assistant Director, Ecological Services, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, accompanied by Mr. Wayne White, who is 
field supervisor for the service out of Sacramento, California; and, 
finally, Mr. Lacy Suiter, Executive Associate Director, Response 
and Recovery Program, for FEMA. 

Gentlemen, welcome. General Fuhrman, you're up. 

TESTIMONY OF MAJOR GENERAL RUSSELL L. FUHRMAN, DI
RECTOR, CIVIL WORKS, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
WASHINGTON, DC, ACCOMPANIED BY BRIGADIER GENERAL 
RICHARD CAPKA, COMMANDER, SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, 
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SAN FRANCISCO, CA; WAR
REN M. LEE, DIRECTOR, WATERSHEDS AND WETLANDS, NAT
URAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE, U.S. DEPART
MENT OF AGRICULTURE, WASHINGTON, DC; GERRY A. JACK
SON, DEPUTY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, ECOLOGICAL SERV
ICES, US. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, WASHINGTON, DC, 
ACCOMPANIED BY WAYNE WHITE, FIELD SUPERVISOR, SAC
RAMENTO, CA; AND LACY SUITER, EXECUTIVE ASSOCIATE 
DIRECTOR, RESPONSE AND RECOVERY PROGRAM, FEDERAL 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, WASHINGTON, DC 

General FUHRMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the sub
committee, I am General Russ Fuhrman, Director of Civil Works 
Army Corps of Engineers, and accompanying me today is General 
Rick Capka, commander of the South Pacific Division 
headquartered in San Francisco, California. 

Presently, the Army Corps of Engineers is actively engaged in 
flood preparedness, flood fighting, and post-flood recovery oper
ations across the country. As of today, the Corps has over 650 per
sonnel directly engaged in these operations. Over 180 personnel 
from our South Pacific Division and our North Pacific Division are 
devoted to post-flood recovery and levee rehabilitation activities on 
the west coast. 

We also have over 350 people actively engaged in flood response 
on the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, and approximately 100 person
nel involved in preparedness activities in the upper midwest. 

We have spent approximately $62 million so far on these efforts. 
The Flood Control Act of 1917 provided for a comprehensive flood 

control system for the Central Valley of California that incor
porated previously-constructed local levees into the Federal project 
of Corps-built levees. In many cases, these locally-built levees were 
not designed to the high standards of Corps' levees. 
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The local sponsor for this 1,700-mile levee system is the Califor
nia Reclamation Board, which is responsible for the operations and 
maintenance. 

When one of these levees is damaged in a flood event, its repair 
is a Federal cost with the sponsor providing lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and borrow material. 

There are also hundreds of miles of other levees in the Central 
Valley that do not meet Corps' standards and are not eligible for 
Corps assistance for repairs when damaged in a flood event. 

During this recent flood, the flood control system within Califor
nia functioned the way it was designed to operate. It prevented an 
estimated $1.8 billion in damages that otherwise would have oc
curred had it not been there. 

I am pleased to report that the Corps of Engineers undertook a 
very proactive approach to our flood-fighting and long-term recov
ery activities in the region. We exercised all available authorities 
to expedite the reinforcement of threatened levees and to close 
breaches in levees. We used emergency contracting procedures to 
issue letter contracts which resulted in contracts being awarded in 
a matter of hours. 

Early in the flood event, the South Pacific Division established 
an internal task force to look at an orderly approach to follow on 
once the immediate flood fight was complete. The task force has 
worked effectively, in close cooperation with the California Depart
ment of Water Resources, and arrived at a work plan that would 
ensure that the State's most serious problems are handled in the 
proper sequence. 

The Corps has developed a four-phased plan which addresses the 
flood problem to the flood fight to the long-term recovery. 

Phase one was the emergency response piece. 
Phase two is the initial recovery to the 25-year level of protection 

that was mentioned earlier. The purpose of this is to quickly pro
vide some protection to get us through the remainder of this flood 
season. 

The phase three work is the final restoration to the pre-flood 
level of protection. Our target is to complete this phase prior to the 
next flood season. As part of this effort we will look hard at alter
natives to flood plain uses, in addition to levee rehabilitation. 

Our phase four is the basin-wide comprehensive study that has 
been mentioned a couple of times, of systems and their adequacy 
of protection. 

The Administration recently issued guidance to agencies on flood 
plain management and procedures for evaluation and review of 
levee repair and associated restoration projects. This guidance rep
resents a change from the traditional practice of automatically re
building exactly what was lost in the flood event. 

Recovery must now take a longer-term view of flood plain man
agement and recognize that in many cases the wisest choice is not 
to rebuild what was there before but to perhaps move development 
out of the flood plain. 

There are certainly many examples where replacing levees to 
their original condition is the wisest choice, given the density and 
value of the land and structures being protected. However, in the 
future we will arrive at such conclusions only after having fully 
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considered a range of alternatives, including non-structural ones 
and having consulted with involved agencies at all levels of Gov
ernment, including State and local agencies. 

The guidance established the inter-agency levee task force—this 
was also mentioned by Mr. Witt—to facilitate this coordination. It 
includes representatives from each Federal agency involved and ap-

f>ropriate State, tribal, and local agencies. General Capka, on my 
eft, has been appointed the Corps lead for California. 

Overall, we feel we have met the challenge presented by the flood 
of 1997 and are aggressively pursuing the reestablishment of the 
flood damage reduction system in northern California. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, this concludes 
my statement. We'll be prepared to answer your questions. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much, General. Let me stress 
that your statements in their entirety will appear in the record. We 
do appreciate any ability you might evidence to capsulize in 5 min
utes or so what you want to say. 

Mr. Lee. 
Mr. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the commit

tee. I'm Warren Lee, the director of the Watersheds and Wetlands 
Division. I have a responsibility for our emergency watershed pro
gram within USDA. 

Before I begin, Dr. Herschel Reed, who is our State conservation
ist in California, had planned to be here this morning to come be
fore this committee and share his personal comments, but the flu 
bug got him and thus he was not able to be here. 

Others have described the climatic events which led up to this 
flood. Let me share some of the impacts affecting the agricultural 
community. 

The series of storms surrounding this flood had a significant im
pact on the agricultural community—the damages associated with 
the flood are estimated to exceed $245 million—59,000 acres of crop 
land have been lost, and 95,000 acres of additional crop land have 
been damaged, with estimates exceeding $90 million. The primary 
crops damaged include basically your orchard crops, walnuts, nurs
ery, plus alfalfa, livestock and dairy, and many other varieties of 
specialty crops. 

Many of trie flooded areas are still under water. Water has be
come impounded behind the levees with no place to go. 

If these areas are not dried out by the time the trees bud, the 
trees, themselves, may be lost, causing much greater-term and 
more expensive loss. 

Most of the orchards which remain threatened are used to 
produce walnuts, peaches, apricots, apples, olives, etc. If it is nec
essary to replace these trees and vines, most varieties will take 
from seven to ten years to begin producing. 

The NRCS in California has received over 100 requests for as
sistance to address flooding problems in streams, tributaries, and 
the smaller rivers that have been impaired as a result of the floods. 

Of existing EWP funding, $2.1 million was spent addressing 36 
projects that posed the most threat to life or property. Officials are 
concerned that an appropriate level of protection for all of Califor
nia waterways be restored by November 1, the beginning of the 
predicted rainy season. 
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Let me give you some examples of work we've completed in Cali
fornia. Using existing funds in the Deer Creek area of Butte Coun
ty, six separate levee breaks were repaired under an EWP project 
to protect the town of Yountville from additional floods this season. 
This effort protected approximately 125 homes. 

In Napa County, there was emergency work on five sites along 
the Napa River levee, preventing flooding in the town of Yountville. 

Other projects have been quickly installed to protect homes, pub
lic utilities, business, and agricultural infrastructure from immi
nent danger. 

In each of these projects, NRCS has the support of a local spon
sor that provides 25 percent of the cost of the projects and agrees 
to maintain them. 

In addition to the emergency watershed program assistance, 
which provides assistance to groups and public entities, we provide 
technical assistance for the emergency conservation program ad
ministered by the Farm Services Agency. 

ECP is available to local individuals to address damages on crop 
land by removing debris and sediment and restoring crop land to 
the pre-flood condition. 

USDA has received requests for ECP assistance in at least 20 
counties in California. 

For both the emergency watershed program and the emergency 
conservation program, the Administration is working closely with 
affected agencies to determine the damage needs, the estimated re
sources to meet them, and any need for emergency supplementing 
funds. 

The Administration has recently sent—I believe last night—a de
tailed supplemental request for funding. 

The lessons of the 1993 flood were hard won. The Administra
tion's flood plain strategy goals are to share responsibility for flood 
plain management at all levels of government; to act sequentially 
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate flood and flood plain damages; 
and to organize better government responses to floods and flood 
plain needs. 

As a result, in a February 18 memo to agencies, the director of 
OMB and the Chair of the Council on Environmental Quality is
sued guidance on flood plain management and procedures for eval
uation and repair of levees. Rebuilding and recovery is now re
viewed within a longer-term context of flood plain management. 

Let me reflect back to the 1993 flood. One of the provisions that 
NRCS had at that time was the authority to purchase what we 
called "emergency wetland reserve program easements" for dam
ages that were caused by that flood. Since that time, we've pur
chased nearly 80,000 acres from willing sellers. In some cases en
tire levee districts were abolished and that area now is serving as 
its original flood plain aspect. 

NRCS is implementing this new strategy, reflecting the Govern
ment's interest in being efficient, fair, and responsive. 

Under the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 
1996, the Secretary of Agriculture has the authority now to pur
chase flood plain easements under the emergency watershed pro
gram nationwide. This new authority provides an opportunity to 
purchase easements when the long-term economic, social, and envi-
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ronmental benefits of purchasing the easement are greater than 
the cost of repeated repairs to the same land. Where willing sellers 
are available, procurement of easements on this land will provide 
a more permanent solution. 

Mr. Chairman, in essence of time I will cut my remarks and say 
that NRCS did respond with all available resources. We met the 
needs of the local communities within the jurisdiction that we 
have. 

Thank you for the opportunity to be here. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you very much. I do appreciate your con

sideration. 
Finally, Mr. Jackson. 
Mr. JACKSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to 

be here today to discuss the recent flooding which has taken place 
in California. 

As you mentioned, I am accompanied by Mr. Wayne White, who 
is supervisor of the Fish and Wildlife Service field office in Sac
ramento, California, and would be available to answer any specific 
questions as they may occur. 

Mr. Chairman, the Fish and Wildlife Service is taking all meas
ures necessary to expedite disaster response actions, including ex
ercising our existing authorities under the Fish and Wildlife Co
ordination Act and the Endangered Species Act, to ensure that dis
aster response is not delayed as a result of fish and wildlife con
servation actions. 

In January of this year, the Service implemented the disaster 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act regulations for the Cali
fornia counties that we declared disaster areas. 

These provisions allowed disaster response measures to be imple
mented immediately in the face of flooding without prior consulta
tion with the Service. 

In addition, on February the 19th of this year the Service issued 
a policy statement further clarifying and articulating our flood pol
icy. The purpose of the policy statement was to provide clear guid
ance to Service personnel, to address the concerns expressed by dis
aster response agencies and local residents, and to reiterate that 
Fish and Wildlife conservation efforts would not hinder emergency 
flood response actions necessary to protect human lives and prop
erty. 

This policy statement outlined the procedures that Service per
sonnel will follow in evaluating the impacts from short-term repair 
of flood control facilities. 

It was the Service's intention to make clear that any repair and 
replacement of a facility that serves a public purpose and is nec
essary to prevent the occurrence of such a natural disaster and to 
reduce potential loss of human life may proceed unimpeded, as long 
as the damaged facilities are repaired or replaced to substantially 
the same conditions as existed before the flood. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to emphasize that the Fish and Wildlife 
Service did not reinterpret the Endangered Species Act or the regu
lations to exempt certain activities with flood response. We simply 
implemented the emergency provisions of section seven of the act 
and its regulations to address the immediate needs of the commu-
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nities affected by the flood. This is standard procedure across the 
country in the wake of any disaster. 

Regarding flood plain management, the Fish and Wildlife Service 
has both a short-term and a long-term approach. Our short-term 
goal is to achieve a rapid and effective response to damaged flood 
and flood plain management systems that will minimize the risks 
to life and property. The long-term goal of the Service is to work 
to develop cost-effective approaches to reducing future flood dam
ages that are consistent with the need to protect important envi
ronmental and natural resource values that are inherent to the 
flood plain and adjacent lands. 

We will continue to work cooperatively with Federal and State 
agencies, local communities, water management districts, and con
cerned citizens to examine long-term flood damage reduction meas
ures. 

Our hope is to achieve a flood control system that is based on re
ducing flood damages through cost-effective and, where appro
priate, non-structural alternatives, while avoiding unwise develop
ment in the flood plain. 

I'd like to take this opportunity, on behalf of the Service, to com
mend this committee and the 104th Congress for passing the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1996. This legislation includes provi
sions that authorized the Corps to begin analyzing potential non
structural alternatives to reducing future flood damages. 

We believe the flood control systems of the future will depend on 
developing and implementing diversified approaches, including 
non-structural alternatives that take advantage of physical struc
tures such as dams and levees, plus the natural and Deneficial uses 
of flood plains to avoid damages and unwise development in flood-
prone areas. 

The Service looks forward to working with this committee and 
the Corps to address these opportunities and these challenges. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, we know that this will not be the last 
disaster that will affect human lives and property; therefore, I 
want to assure you that we are committed to continually improving 
our capability to respond to the needs of affected communities, 
businesses, and local residents before, during, and after natural 
disasters of all types. 

We look forward to working with the committee to improve Fed
eral disaster response, particularly the devastating floods that con
tinue to affect our homes and our communities throughout this Na
tion. 

We thank you for this opportunity and welcome any questions 
that you may have. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Thank you, Mr. Jackson. 
Mr. Suiter, I know you're here as a resource for this panel. Did 

you have any statement you care to make? 
Mr. SUITER. I don't believe I could improve on the director's 

statement. Thank you. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. You're a diplomat. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. BOEHLERT. General Fuhrman, you heard what the director 

has said about pumping the impounded flood water, and you know 
about the governor's interest in getting an answer to the letter he 
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directed to Mr. Witt. Do you currently have, in your view, sufficient 
authority, or do you need more authority in order to pump im
pounded flood waters behind a levee breach? 

General FUHRMAN. The only authority that I have, Mr. Chair
man, to pump impounded flood waters is during the emergency 
flood-fighting phase of the operation. Beyond that I do not have au
thority. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. You do not have authority. Okay. Do you want 
the authority? 

[No response.] 
Mr. BOEHLERT. DO you want to pass on that one? 
General FUHRMAN. I'll pass on that one. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. After the 1986 flood, the Corps was directed to 

undertake the repair of the entire levee system in the Sacramento 
Basin flood control project. One of the levees that breached was one 
on the Feather River that was scheduled for repair and upgrade in 
1998. 

How many other levees in the system have not been recon
structed or repaired since the 1986 flood that might now be at risk? 
Do you have any estimate, a number? A few? 

General FUHRMAN. Ill defer to the division commander on that 
one. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. General? 
General CAPKA. Mr. Chairman, after the 1986 floods, the Corps 

of Engineers undertook a study of the levees in the Sacramento 
Basin. 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Right. 
General CAPKA. And we have a five-phased project in order to 

handle the more than $100 million worth of upgrades that were 
deemed appropriate. 

Of that, we ve had funds appropriated for more than half, close 
to 60 percent of the work, and the work in the Sacramento area, 
a populated and developed region, was completed. 

We've now moved to the Yuba City, the Marysville area, and we 
have three other phases after that to complete. 

But I would say we've completed more than 50 percent of that. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. SO you know what needs to be done; it's just time 

and money? 
General CAPKA. Time and money. That's correct. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. That's the old problem. 
General CAPKA. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Lee, what do you estimate will be the dif

ference in cost between the proposed non-structural alternatives 
and a more traditional structural approach? 

Mr. LEE. Our experience following the 1993 flood when we pur
chased Emergency Wetland Reserve Program Easements on 
80,000-plus acresindicated the costs were equal to basically or less 
when considering the projected long-term costs. We had to cross 
that threshold first. If the cost to repair the damage and recover 
the land, remove the sediment, etc., was greater than the cost to 
actually build a levee up. That's when we purchased the easements 
from willing sellers. 

So we believe, in many cases, that we can have a long-term solu
tion equal to the cost of repairing the levee. 



48 

Mr. BOEHLERT. Okay. Fine. What I'm going to do now is turn to 
Mr. Mascara. 

Mr. MASCARA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I think you answered my question about the 25-year level of 

flood protection—that that's temporary. 
General FUHRMAN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MASCARA. Because in some instances that was less than 

what the original design was made for. 
Before I ask the question, I would want to refer you to page three 

of your testimony and the role of the Corps in operating its facili
ties. I see you mentioned, at least on three occasions that I can see, 
about locally-constructed levees, local sponsor for these levee sys
tems, and the responsibility to a local reclamation district. 

It appears to me—and I don't mean to be contentious—that 
somehow this might appear to be a Pontius Pilate, that somehow, 
although you're involved at this point and you gave us a good his
torical—maybe it was hysterical, I don't know—on the Flood Con
trol Act of 1917 and took us back in time so that we might under
stand the problems associated with the flooding, some local and 
State officials assert that the severity of the flooding was perhaps 
worse than it had to be because of the inadequate maintenance of 
the levees. 

From what I glean here from your statement on page three about 
being a local problem—I mean, how do you reconcile? It almost 
sounds like an oxymoron, that there's an internal contradiction 
here about who is responsible and who should pay for—and does 
your budget allow you to do those kinds of things? 

General FUHRMAN. Sir, let me first say that within the levee sys
tem, we view ourselves as partners with the State and the locals 
in operating that levee system and working all the issues associ
ated with it, and don't mean to imply that there's a local/Federal 
divide there. I think the working relationship is outstanding. 

But when it comes to the daily maintenance and operation of the 
levees, that is a local responsibility as far as shrubbery removal 
and the mowing and upkeep of the grass and those sorts of things. 

So if there are issues with regard to environmental-type or en
dangered species associated with the ability to do that, I would 
defer to the State of California and the folks that are responsible 
for that to answer that question. 

Mr. MASCARA. In your opinion, do you think the State and local 
governments spent a sufficient amount of money to maintain these 
levees? Or do you have access to that information? 

General FUHRMAN. I do not have access to that information, but 
I think it's fair to say that they suffer the same budget crunch that 
we all do and that they would like to spend a lot more than they 
do, as I would like to spend a lot more than I do on a number of 
our systems. 

Mr. MASCARA. As I indicated earlier, I'm from southwestern 
Pennsylvania and have three rivers where I live, and on the 
Monongahela we have three dams, and there is a $650 million 
project there. There have been cuts. One dam is near failure and 
could cause some very serious problems. 

Are the cuts too dramatic to deal with problems, not only in Cali
fornia but in Pennsylvania and other areas around the country? 
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General FUHRMAN. As it is with anything, whether you're talking 
infrastructure in our cities or infrastructure in our flood control 
and navigation project, it's a challenge for us in these times, given 
the age of many of these systems, to make smart decisions and find 
the right economies out there to continue to maintain those in op
eration in safe standard. 

We believe we are doing that and doing a good job of it, but it's 
a challenge. 

Mr. WISE. Would the gentleman yield just for one second? 
Mr. MASCARA. Yes. 
Mr. WISE. I think what the general is saying nicely is it's time 

for capital budgeting. I just throw that in, Mr. Mascara. 
Mr. MASCARA. Thank you. And I'm a co-sponsor, so I agree with 

my colleague, Mr. Wise. 
Would anybody else want to chime in as it relates to local and 

State efforts in maintaining these levees? Had we done a better job, 
could we have avoided some of the problems associated with this 
flooding? Could it have been less dramatic? 

[No response.] 
Mr. MASCARA. I guess not. You did everything possible to avoid 

the damage. 
Mr. LEE. I guess I think the obvious answer to that is yes, there 

are cases where improper levee maintenance has obviously aggra
vated levee stability. Gopher holes and tree roots and those kinds 
of things soon become paths for flood water to flow through. So the 
answer is yes. 

Could we or the States have done a better job? Again, as the gen
eral indicated, there is conflicting need for those scarce dollars for 
everything. 

Mr. MASCARA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentlemen. 
Mr. HORN [assuming Chair]. Thank you very much. 
The next in order, based on the chairman's list, is myself, so Let 

me pursue a couple of questions. 
The Corps—you heard me mention with Director Witt this chart, 

California flood vulnerability. Without objection, that's going to be 
put in the record at this point. 

[The information follows:] 
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CALIFORNIA FLOOD 
VULNERABDLITY 

(as of March 1997) 

OREGON EARLY 1997 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 

FLOOD DISASTER 
290 square miles Impacted 

129,000 people impacted 
18,500 structures impacted 

$1,5 billion estimated damages 

NEVADA 

POTENTIAL 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

DRAINAGE AREA FLOODING 
(based on similar storm level) 

82 square miles impacted 
500,000 people impacted 
177,000 structures impacted 

$2.3 billion estimated damages 

A 
R 
I 
Z 
O 
N 
A 

COMPARE THESE IMPACTS 
(per square mile) 

NO. CAL. 
People 440 
Structures 65 
Costs $5 million 

SO. CAL 
6,100 
2,100 

$28 million 
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Mr. HORN. I think all of us on this committee, regardless of 
party, want to see every authority that the agencies represented 
here have stretched to its absolute limit to solve these problems, 
and you heard a lot of emphasis from a number of us on both sides 
on the need for mitigation but pre-disaster efforts. 

This chart sort of reflects that, and Fd just like to sum it up that 
if we had a similar storm hit in southern California, exactly the 
same as it was a number of inches in the north, the area under 
a third as large as the impacted area that you see in northern Cali
fornia—namely, Los Angeles County—a half a million people would 
be impacted, 177,000 structures would be impacted, and an esti
mated $2.3 billion in damages would occur. 

So my question to the Corps is: what is the Corps of Engineers 
doing to prevent the same tragedy that has struck northern Cali
fornia from hitting the south? What are you doing in terms of 
works? 

Let's take, as an example, LACDA, the Los Angeles County 
Drainage District project. Just to get on the record, what dollar 
amount did the Corps request for LACDA in the budget that the 
President submitted? 

General FUHRMAN. I'll defer the question on what we're doing to 
General Capka. 

General CAPKA. Mr. Horn, you're absolutely right. We do have 
concerns and flood control interest in the Los Angeles area. You've 
mentioned LACDA. We also have the Santa Ana River project and 
the attendant work there. 

While I don't have the specific figures in front of me—and I will 
provide that for the record— 

Mr. HORN. DO you remember approximately what it was? 
General CAPKA. NO, sir, I don't. I will have to provide that for 

the record. 
Mr. HORN. It will be in the record at this point. 
[The information received follows:] 

The amount of money the Corps requested in its budget submission to the Office 
of Management and Budget for the Los Angeles County Drainage Area (LACDA) 
project was $45,000,000. The 1998 budget the President submitted to the Congress 
requested $11,700,000 for LACDA. 

Mr. HORN. What was submitted by OMB was $11 million, which 
is totally inadequate for that system. If this flood situation contin
ues over the next year or two, you're liable to have—frankly, $2.3 
billion is probably an under-estimate. This was prepared, this 
chart, by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, 
which is the partner on this project with the Corps in seeing that 
it's developed. 

What funds are needed, do you know, to obtain sufficient con
struction so mandatory flood insurance is not imposed on the thou
sands of residents along the river? 

As I mentioned to Mr. Witt, hundreds of millions of dollars would 
be taken from this area if the axe came down on mandatory flood 
insurance, when maybe only $100 million is needed to solve the 
problem. 

He, himself, mentioned, when mayors have come in and pointed 
out the same situation nationwide in this area, the flood insurance 



52 

is a fine idea, but the first order of business ought to be to do the 
preventive things that would avoid having to use flood insurance. 

It's a lot cheaper to do it up front on the preventive side than 
it is to take hundreds of millions of dollars out of an economy. 

In the case of southern California, Los Angeles, it is an economy 
that has not recovered yet from the recession starting in March of 
1988 when 400,000 aerospace workers were let go over the next 
couple of years. 

So do you have any reaction to that as to what funds are needed 
to attain specific construction? 

General CAPKA. Sir, what we have done with the budget ceiling 
we were given—and certainly the budget ceiling reflects the Ad
ministration's goal of achieving a balanced budget in the year 
2002—but what we've done is we have allocated that budget ceiling 
to ensure that all construction projects proceed, so we do not have 
to stop work in the middle of a project. 

However, I do not have enough funds, specifically for the Los An
geles County drainage area project or the Santa Ana, to construct 
at the optimum schedule, which I think is what you're referring to. 

Mr. HORN. Right. 
General CAPKA. HOW quickly could we do it? I would certainly 

need a lot more money in order to construct at the optimum sched
ule. 

Mr. HORN. Let us get the figure in the record— 
General CAPKA. I will. 
Mr. HORN.—on both LACDA and Santa Ana, what is the opti

mum level the Corps could absorb in its annual construction pro
gram, and then what did you recommend to OMB? And put in 
what OMB recommended in the name of the President to the Con
gress. We need that laid out on the record because it will show, I 
think, that we're not doing enough on the construction side. 

[The information follows:] 
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INSERT B 

BUDGET AND CAPABILITY' FOR LACDA AND SANTA ANA PROJECTS 

PROJECT 

Los Angeles 
County 
Drainage 
Area 
(LACDA) 

Santa Ana 
River 
Mainstem 

Corps FY 98 
Request to 
OMB 
(000) 

$45,000 

$49,900 

President's 
Budget 
Request 
(000) 

$11,700 

$52,900 

FY 98 
Capability 
(000) 

$40,0002 

$61,100 

FY 1999 
Capability 
(000) 

$80,000 

$38,000 

FY 2000 
Capability 
(000) 

$30,332 

$15,400 

1 Although project and study capabilities reflect the readiness of the work for 
accomplishment, they are in competition for available funds and manpower army wide In this 
context, the capability amount for a project by itself is without reference to the rest of the 
program However, it is emphasized that the total amount proposed for the Army's Civil works 
program in the President's budget is the appropriate amount consistent with the Administration's 
assessment of national priorities for Federal investments and the objectives of avoiding large 
budget deficits and the serious adverse effect that government borrowing is having on the national 
economy In addition, the total amount proposed for the Army's Civil Works program in the 
President's budget is the maximum that can be efficiently and effectively used Therefore, while 
we could utilize additional funds for a project, offsetting reductions would be required in order to 
maintain our overall budgetary objectives 

2 Estimated project costs dropped between the September 1996 OMB budget submission 
and the March 1997 capability estimate Total project costs decreased from $312 million to $240 
million The revised cost estimate reflects significant savings due to the elimination of several 
project components, including several non-Federal Bridge relocations Because the relocations 
were not needed, the local sponsor could not use the $5 million this would have cost towards it 
75-25 percent cost sharing ratio, and had to increase its cash contribution by that amount, thus 
reducing the Federal share of the capability amount for construction work that could be 
accomplished 
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Mr. HORN. In the meantime, we face the axe of mandatory flood 
insurance which will, frankly, be the greatest hit on any commu
nity since Hiroshima. That's what it gets down to. And the dam
ages will be unbelievable. 

And, of course, I'd like to know, does the Corps have a priority 
schedule based on the effect on people as a way to figure out which 
projects get how much money? 

General FUHRMAN. Are you talking about in the priorities of res
toration or holistically overall projects, sir? 

Mr. HORN. NO. The priorities on construction. To what point does 
the number of people affected should something go wrong on the 
100-year flood criterion or even the 200-year, that you take into ac
count in the case of northern California the number impacted in 
that type of situation, the southern California. Sacramento is very 
much like the southern California situation. 

Do you count people before saying, "Well, let's put several million 
in here this year"? Does it matter as to, if things go sour, the num
ber of people that are affected? 

General FUHRMAN. Congressman, it certainly does. The number 
and the severity of the possibility of a failure plays a very key role, 
along with a number of other issues, but a very, very key role in 
determining prioritization of resources. 

Mr. HORN. For the record, let's get the figures for the Sac
ramento project, which has been going for a number ofyears, much 
similar to the southern California projects, for the LACDA project, 
and the Santa Ana project. And the staff might want to add on 
both sides some more, just to make it a comparison sheet. What's 
the amount of work the Corps can absorb in one year, two years, 
three years? What did they recommend? And what was rec
ommended in the President's budget? Just lay out a nice compari
son chart in your judgment as to the number of people. 

Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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INSERT C 

FLOOD PROTECTION, BUDGET, AND CAPABILITY1 COMPARISON TABLE 

Project 

Los Angeles 
County Drainage 
Area, CA 

Santa Ana River 
Mainstem, CA 

Lower Sacramento 
Area Levee 
Reconstruction, CA 

Marysville/Yuba 
City Levee 
Reconstruction, CA 

Number of 
People 

Affected 
(000) 

464 

3,000 

22 

100 

Corps FY98 
Request to 
OMB (000) 

$45,000 

$49,900 

$400 

$9,000 

President's 
Budget 
Request 

(000) 

$11,700 

$52,900 

$300 

$7,300 

FY 1998 
Capability 

(000) 

$40,0002 

$61,100 

$200,000 

$9,300 

FY 1999 
Capability 

(000) 

$80,000 

$38,000 

$280 

$2,115 

FY 2000 
Capability 

(000) 

$30,332 

$15,400 

N/A 

N/A 

1 Although project and study capabilities reflect the readiness of the work for 
accomplishment, they are in competition fore available funds and manpower army wide In this 
context, the capability amount for a project by itself is without reference to the rest of the 
program However, it is emphasized that the total amount proposed for the Army's Civil Works 
program in the President's budget is the appropriate amount consistent with the Administration's 
assessment of national priorities for Federal investments and the objectives of avoiding large 
budget deficits and the serious adverse effect that government borrowing is having on the national 
economy In addition, the total amount proposed for the Army's Civil works program in the 
President's budget is the maximum that can be efficiently and effectively used Therefore, while 
we could utilize additional funds for a project, offsetting reductions would be required in order to 
maintain our overall budgetary objectives 

2 Estimated project costs dropped between the September 1996 OMB budget submission 
and the March 1997 capability estimate Total project costs decreased from $312 million to $240 
million The revised cost estimate reflects significant savings due to the elimination of several 
project components, including several non-Federal bridge relocations Because the relocations 
were not needed, the local sponsor could not use the $5 million this would have cost towards its 
75-25 percent cost sharing ratio, and had to increase its cash contribution by that amount, thus 
reducing the Federal share of the capability amount for construction work that could be 
accomplished 
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Mr. HORN. We now have the gentleman from West Virginia, Mr. 
Wise, who is recognized. 

Mr. WISE. I thank the gentleman. I might just note, you brought 
up a very, very important issue dealing with the manner in which 
the Corps is required to score projects, and the directive from OMB 
to the Corps of Engineers will just about make it impossible to do 
any kind of significant construction in this country. 

I think I calculated, with what the Corps is allocated, that they'll 
get about one project a year underway, and that's why I might say 
a number of us, on a bipartisan basis on this committee, are cir
culating a letter to Chairman Kasich and also the Appropriations 
Committee asking them not to abide by the OMB concept. 

The General obviously can't comment on this. He must represent 
the Administration policy. But I just think that this goes exactly 
in the opposite direction of what we're trying to do in this country. 

If we're trying to promote growth, if we're trying to build projects 
that are necessary, whether for economic growth or, as I'm about 
to talk to the general about, for flood prevention and control, we 
can't have a fiscal policy that frustrates that. 

What this would require, as I understand it, is essentially you've 
got to have everything in hand in order to be getting a start. It 
does not permit for incremental funding year-by-year as opposed to 
you have to have it banked. 

So in the case of whether it's a $229 million Marmet project 
which is necessary for commerce, or whether it's a flood control 
project, you have to have it in hand. 

The reality is that with your budget you'll get one project started 
a year, and all the rest of us are going to stand in line waiting, 
waiting, waiting, and so there's a real need. 

This is capital budgeting turned on its ear, and so there is a real 
need to do something about it. 

That was my ad hominem comment. 
General Fuhrman, I want to first thank you very much. You and 

the Vice President and James Lee Witt were in West Virginia, I be
lieve, on the 2nd day of the flooding. Your presence was a morale 
booster. Even more significantly, your observation and personal ac
tion following that—2 days later West Virginia did get the Federal 
disaster declaration for individual assistance, and we were just ap
proved for public assistance the other day. 

So that means in the 16 counties in West Virginia, at least, we're 
beginning to recover, and I thank you and the efforts of the Corps, 
particularly the Huntington district, which has been very, very 
helpful in the Ohio Valley situation. 

Let me bring up something that I brought up in the past with 
Mr. Witt, and indeed when he revisited West Virginia we talked 
about it at great length, and that is the issue of mitigation and 
what can be done. 

The fact of the matter is I don't know what you have expended 
during this flood in West Virginia, but in the four floods last year 
in West Virginia FEMA has expended $80 million to date. My ob
servation is that this year, with this last flood just last week, 
FEMA will expend a minimum of $20 million and probably as high 
as $40 million. The devastation was even worse than anticipated. 
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The reality then is that in a little over a year we've spent $120 
million of Federal taxpayers' funds in West Virginia, and that es
sentially is just to put people back and to try and restore a situa
tion when, for a significantly less amount, we could have made a 
capital investment and done something about mitigation. 

Now, following last year, in the third flood, I believe, I convened 
five meetings, and what I did was to try and bring together every 
agency that was involved in flood prevention and flood control. 

I was just making a quick note. I don't have them all, but it in
cluded: Natural Resource Construction Service with the United 
States Department of Agriculture, the Army Corps of Engineers, 
United States Geological Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and FEMA. On the State side there was the Department of Envi
ronmental Protection, the Department of Natural Resources, the 
Office of Emergency Services, the West Virginia National Guard, 
the West Virginia Department of Highways, and the West Virginia 
Soil Conservation Service. I've forgotten and left out the Federal 
EPA. 

In every meeting I had somebody else that raised their hand and 
said, "I should be here, too." 

I appreciate very much the Corps' participation in those meet
ings. What we were trying to do was to sit down, identify what the 
problems were in each county, and then put together a priority list. 
And that process needs to continue, but it needs to continue even 
more. It needs to continue because we don't have enough resources, 
as you've just testified, and also as I look at the USDA—United 
States Department of Agriculture—budget, we don't have enough 
resources in order to do what needs to be done. Therefore, we have 
to prioritize. 

I would make this personal request to you. As I said I appreciate 
very much the participation by the Corps of Engineers at every one 
of our meetings. My District actually is served by three districts. 
My Congressional District is served by the Huntington District, the 
Pittsburgh District, and the Baltimore District. We appreciate their 
participation. 

But I noticed something, and so what I would first ask is—when 
we bring these groups back together, if the Corps of Engineers 
would continue to be a very active participant, but even to go be
yond that, to look for ways that we can expand across agency and 
jurisdictional lines. 

Often there is overlapping jurisdiction between the Corps of En
gineers and USDA and what they can do. Is there a way that we 
can actually divide up responsibility—one works on this project, 
one works on this project? Is there a way that we can do joint ap
plications or joint permitting? 

And so what I would request is, first of all, if you and the Corps 
have looked at ways of reducing these barriers, and whether we 
could work with you. 

Second is that you would look at making West Virginia—we're a 
small State, but one that sure has been hit hard, and repeatedly— 
a trial State in this. 

If I have any time left, I'd ask if you might comment briefly on 
what efforts are underway in that regard and what we can look for
ward to. 
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General FUHRMAN. Congressman, I fully agree with what you 
said with regard to the agencies working together. I think what 
you're seeing happening in California with the creation out of the 
White House of this inter-agency levee task force is a good start for 
that. The Corps is taking a very, very active role in the taskforce, 
and General Capka will be heading up our effort on that. 

It's an effort to bring everyone together to the table at the front 
end to greatly reduce the bureaucracy, lay the issues out on the 
table early on, come to an agreement and then get on with solu
tions. 

So, from my perspective, I am very positive about the direction 
we're going, and we ought to be applying the same principles to 
West Virginia and everywhere that we go back in and address 
these restoration efforts. 

Mr. WISE. Thank you. And I just mention to the Chair, in my 
State—and this follows up on the Chair's observation. In my State, 
alone, $120 million has been spent in the last 15 months on putting 
people back or trying to dig them out, when for a fraction of that 
cost we could have had honest to goodness flood prevention and 
mitigation in many areas that would have averted those dollars, 
and averted them year after year after year. 

I look forward to working with the Chair on doing something 
about that. 

Mr. HORN. Well, the gentleman, with his usual eloquence, has 
obviously hit a target that a lot of us agree with. 

I'm reminded that three of us from the full committee went down 
on a survey in the spring on drug activity in the Panama Canal, 
Puerto Rico, and so forth. It's rather interesting what they're doing 
in trying to get a similar number of agencies that my colleague 
from West Virginia did, to get them all in a room on a regular 
basis, and it has been a lot to increase focus on the ultimate objec
tive by getting the relevant agencies in the room. 

I'd say to my colleague perhaps the Government Management 
Subcommittee of the Government oversight group can follow up on 
this also if you're not satisfied with having enough people in the 
room to go beyond the scope of this committee, because it's an ex
cellent suggestion I think that the gentleman has pursued. 

I now yield to Mr. Thune, the distinguished Vice Chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to recognize the good work that the Corps has done in 

working, as well, with our State on a number of issues, not the 
least of which is the policy manual that governs the Missouri 
River, and that's an ongoing dialogue and one which we won't solve 
here today. 

But just a couple of points, if I might, today. There are a couple 
of trouble spots, actually, in South Dakota, and one of which we 
will get into at a later time, and you have some people, I think, 
coming to our State next week to meet with some people from 
Pierre below the Oahe Dam. It has to do with flooding and sedi
mentation in the Missouri. 

But the other issue has to do with the James River Basin. I have 
met with—your staff has been very helpful. Colonel Volz was up 
earlier this month to discuss that. 
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There are a number of things that have been suggested and have 
been agreed upon by both the James River Water Development 
District and people who live along the river in terms of solutions 
that would help the James not flow backwards and flood but actu
ally flow downstream. 

The problem, as it always is—and has been alluded to earlier 
today here—has to do with money. 

According to the Corps, the money doesn't exist to help mitigate 
this program. 

There are some trees. The dead trees are eventually going to fall 
in the river and it's going to make this problem even more—it's 
going to worsen it. 

And so there are some things that have been suggested which I 
think would address many of these issues, and I fully empathize 
with the problems with funding and the need to live within the 
limitations that the Administration, the Congress have placed upon 
us, and in the interest of a balanced budget those are going to be 
high concerns and priorities. 

The question I guess I would have for you is as follows: could you 
explain how the Corps goes about prioritizing its various function 
and how those priorities are reflected in the internal allocation of 
funding in terms of from the various issues and flash points around 
the country, how you determine which are the priorities? 

General FUHRMAN. Are you referring to new project authoriza
tions or operations and maintenance type of work, sir? 

Mr. THUNE. I'm not so sure. I suppose perhaps both of you could 
address both. I'm not sure in which category this particular project 
would fall. My guess is it would probably be a—its an ongoing op
eration and maintenance thing, but it also might be characterized 
as a project. 

General FUHRMAN. From an operations and maintenance per
spective, holistically we provide our divisions and our districts, 
from a national perspective, with a pro rated share of those monies 
and look to them down where the rubber meets the road to make 
the hard decisions on what gets done, what doesn't get done, and 
what are unfinanced requirements that they come back up to head
quarters and try to see if we can find some additional funds for. 

With regard to new construction and new authorizations, it is a 
holistic view looking across the country at first of all which projects 
have gone through the feasibility stage and have hit all the bench 
marks to be ready to be authorized for construction. It includes in 
many cases, whether we have a sponsor with money if there is a 
cost-sharing piece to it, which in many cases is the largest chal
lenge out there—to find that sponsor that has the money to be able 
to put up the non-Federal cost share. 

And then it's hard decisions that have to be made on a variety 
of factors of who gets what starts when and how quickly we go at 
those starts. 

Mr. THUNE. I appreciate that. It seems to me, of course—and I 
guess I would hope that in the James River Valley area that we 
can, if the cost share is the issue, get that issue addressed. We'd 
like to get this prioritized, because I think it's going to be major 
costs down the road for a lot of us—local governments and individ
uals, as well as probably the Federal Government—and in my judg-
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ment this is one of those areas where a little prevention would save 
us a lot of money in terms of a cure later on. 

But we will continue to work with the Corps on that, and appre
ciate very much your help along the way already in terms of ad
dressing upstream some of the issues that are hopefully going to 
mitigate some of the flooding downstream. 

Thank you, General. And I thank the chairman. 
Mr. HORN. I thank you. You're finished ahead of time. 
The gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Poshard, is recognized. 
Mr. POSHARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I apologize for having arrived at the committee hearing late, and 

I don't have any questions at this point in time. I probably am 
going to have some questions that I will submit in writing. 

But just by way of comments, I think I would like to say this: 
my District in Illinois has experienced both the Mississippi flood 
situation, now the Ohio River situation. We've had flooding along 
the Embra River, the Wabash River, and I think the Cascasky at 
one time. And in every case under every circumstance the FEMA 
people have come in very quickly, done a marvelous job of respond
ing, and the Corps has been at every location where we have had 
any compromising of the integrity of our levee system, have given 
us good advice, repaired it or helped us repair it in a very expedi
tious and a very comprehensive way. They're doing that right now 
in some of the river communities along the southeastern edge of 
my District. 

I'm not trying to patronize anybody. I give out my share of criti
cism to agencies out here, and we probably do need some—I'm not 
totally familiar with the California situation. I'm certain we need 
some approaches there that may be more workable. 

But I'll tell you, for my sense of things, these two agencies have 
worked well together. They have understood their appropriate roles 
and their cooperative roles in facing these situations. And I ap
plaud them. They have, at least where I lived, I think been a decid
ing factor in saving a lot of lives and a lot of property that would 
not have been saved otherwise if these two agencies had not come 
to our help. 

And so I just want to say that, Mr. Chairman, in passing because 
I think, you know, we work with the agencies out here and it's our 
responsibility for oversight, and so on. But, doggone it, there are 
times, too, when people need to know that they've done the right 
thing and done it well, and I want you to know that that's the way 
I feel about both agencies. 

Mr. WISE. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. POSHARD. Yes. 
Mr. WISE. AS the gentleman is so wont to do, he states it far 

more eloquently than I did, and I would also just like to echo his 
remarks. 

Thank you. 
Mr. HORN. The gentlewoman from Missouri, Mrs. Emerson, is 

recognized. 
Mrs. EMERSON. General Fuhrman, hi. It's nice to see you again. 
General FUHRMAN. Good seeing you again, ma'am. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Thank you for being here. 
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I've got a question specifically leading back a little bit to what 
I had asked Mr. Witt. In Illinois, specifically the Miller City small 
levee, which is a private levee in Illinois across the river from my 
district, the FEMA funds went through the Illinois Department of 
Transportation to build up and to strengthen that particular levee. 

Because those were Federal funds, if you will, fixing that levee, 
it now threatens the integrity of your own mainstream levee in the 
Mississippi, and your own people have said that this particular 
part of the levee is threatened and does need repair. 

So I guess my question to you is: wouldn't it make sense to use 
Corps maintenance funds to strengthen that levee, since Federal 
funding, in fact, caused this problem to happen in our District? 

General FUHRMAN. I'm not familiar with that particular issue, 
but we'll provide the answer for the record and go back and work 
that with the Lower Mississippi Valley Division. 

Mrs. EMERSON. That would be great, because if, in fact, you can 
use your maintenance funds, since Federal funding caused that or 
threatens the integrity of your own mainstem levee, which threat
ens the—has the potential of threatening 350 to 500,000 people 
within southeast Missouri and Arkansas, we would just hope that 
you would seriously reconsider the funding part of this. Thank you. 

[The information received follows:] 
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INFORMATION PAPER 
COMMERCE TO BIRDS POINT LEVEE, MISSOURI 

LEN SMALL LEVEE, ILLINOIS 

ISSUE: Federally-funded restoration work on the Len Small Levee 
has strengthened it, such that the Mississippi River and 
Tributaries project Commerce to Birds Point Levee needs upgrading 
to safely pass design floods. It has been questioned whether 
local interests should provide lands, easements, and rights-of-
way for the levee upgrading, as has normally been required for 
MR&T Mississippi River levee work. 

STATUS: 
a. Commerce to Birds Point Levee. As a result of the 

flooding situation in 1995, a hydraulic investigation of the 
Project Design Flood (PDF) for the Commerce to Birds Point reach 
was undertaken and completed in June 1996 by the Memphis 
District. The results of the investigation were approved by the 
Mississippi River Commission in September 1996. The purpose of 
the investigation was to determine the effects of the Len Small 
Levee on the PDF flowline, which in turn affects the Commerce to 
Birds Point Levee. The results of the investigation are that the 
PDF flowline has increased in this reach and that the Commerce to 
Birds Point Levee will need upgrades in levee height and seepage 
control features to safely pass the PDF. It is now evident that 
these upgrades are required due to the increased reliability of 
the Len Small Levee and the loss of conveyance area. 

Both interim and permanent measures are planned for the 
Commerce to Birds Point Levee upgrade. Interim plans proposed 
for FY 97 include using clay gravel to raise the levee to the 
authorized height in several locations, and the installation of 
relief wells and temporary pumps in the most critical seepage 
areas along the levee. Current plans include measures to restore 
the levee crown to its original twenty-five foot width (the crown 
of the levee was considerably narrowed due to the emergency grade 
raise that was added during the 1995 flood), and appropriate 
slope and height adjustment based on the new PDF flowline. 
Additional relief wells will also be installed and additional 
pumping capacity provided at the Drinkwater Pumping Station to 
handle the additional seepage water. The estimated Federal costs 
are $10-15 million with estimated local costs of about $0.5 
million for lands, easements, and rights-of-way; however, the 
Corps will continue to evaluate the final design for the levee 
and other related components to determine if design changes can 
be incorporated to reduce the cost without sacrificing the 
integrity of the levee. Levee District No. 2 of Scott County, 
Missouri is responsible for the non-Federal costs associated with 
modifying the levee. The last inspection of the Commerce to Birds 
Point Levee reach was performed on 13 November 1996. The levee 
and facilities were found to be in satisfactory condition. 

b. Len Small Levee. WRDA 1996 extended the jurisdiction 
of the Mississippi River Commission (MRC) to include the Len 
Small Levee. This means the levee now lies within the 
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geographical area that is under the authority of the MRC. It 
does not mean that this levee is now part of the MR&T project. 
In addition, the House Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure on March 7, 1996 authorized the Corps to undertake 
a reconnaissance study to determine whether modifications of the 
recommendations contained in House Document 308, Eighty-eighth 
Congress, Second Session, are advisable at the present time, in 
the interest of flood control, navigation, and related purposes 
along the Mississippi River and its Tributaries with particular 
reference to that area along or affected by the Mississippi River 
in Alexander County, Illinois and Scott County, Missouri. 
Funding for this study effort is expected in FY 98. 

BACKGROUND: 
a. Commerce to Birds Point Levee. This MR&T levee is 

located on the west bank of the Mississippi River in Scott 
County, Missouri. It was designed to provide protection from the 
PDF. Levee failure would be catastrophic for Southeastern 
Missouri and Eastern Arkansas. During the flood of 1993, this 
reach of levee experienced extremely high stages on the upper ten 
miles due to the record stages at Cape Girardeau, Missouri. 
Although there were no major problems, heavy seepage was 
prevalent and numerous sand boils were found at the toe of the 
levee at Upper Mississippi River (UMR) mile 13. A water berm was 
constructed at the time to minimize sandboil action in this area. 
The flood of 1995 produced higher river stages on the Commerce to 
Birds Point Levee, even though the discharge was less, which 
indicated the Len Small Levee had an adverse effect on river 
stages in that reach. This resulted in near project flood 
conditions in this area, as well as heavy seepage throughout this 
reach of levee. Because of the potential of even higher stages, 
the decision was made to raise the upper ten miles of this levee 
using crushed limestone. Following flood fight activities, an 
investigation was initiated to determine the necessary measures 
to undertake to ensure the integrity of this levee. 

b. Len Small Levee. The Len-Small Levee (Miller City 
Levee, Fayville, and Olive Branch Levee are other names used in 
the past) is located on the east bank of the Mississippi River in 
Alexander County, Illinois. It is an "open-end" levee, in that 
it does not provide a continuous barrier to Mississippi River 
flooding, because the levee's downstream terminus does not tie 
into high ground. Although it does not form a complete levee 
protection project, it does provide a degree of protection to the 
area. It also serves as a "deflection" levee by keeping the 
Middle Mississippi River from forming a cut-off and shortening 
the river length by approximately 20 river miles. In July 1993, 
the levee failed at approximately UMR mile 34, allowing a 
significant crossover flow area to develop. This crossover flow 
scoured a hole approximately 1 mile long and 1/4 mile wide, with 
depths exceeding 4 0 feet. One-fourth of the flow of the 
Mississippi River traveled approximately 5 miles across a bend 
and reentered the river between UMR miles 17 and 13. The Len 
Small Levee is not in the PL 84-99 rehabilitation program. An 
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eligibility inspection was performed by the Corps of Engineers 
during December 1993. It was determined that the existing levee 
system did not meet PL 84-99 criteria without extensive 
upgrading. Therefore, the Corps of Engineers did not repair this 
levee breach following the 1993 flood. The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) provided funds to the State of Illinois 
to repair the Len Small Levee. Repairs were cost-shared 90% 
Federal to 10% non-Federal, with the Federal portion being 
approximately $3.1 million. The levee was restored to its 
original elevation. In the spring of 1994 another high water 
event caused this recently repaired section of levee to breach. 
FEMA again provided funds to the State of Illinois to restore the 
levee; however, the non-Federal portion of the cost-sharing was 
increased to 25%. The Federal cost was approximately $3.5 
million. The Corps provided technical assistance on the levee 
alignment and levee cross-section. Again, the levee was restored 
only to its original elevation. Following the 1994 Flood, the 
Corps restored the bankline between UMR miles 0 and 98.6, which 
includes the Len Small Levee reach, using Operation and 
Maintenance funds. No work was performed on the levee by the 
Corps. Although none of the levee repairs raised the levee 
height, they did increase the reliability (ability to withstand 
water against levee without breaching) of the levee. This is 
evidenced by the high water period in 1995 which saw no failure 
of the Len Small Levee, while similar stages in past years had 
resulted in levee failure. 

SUMMARY: In executing the needed upgrades of the levee from 
Commerce to Birds Point, Missouri, under the authorized MR&T 
project, local interests are required to provide lands, easements 
and rights-of-way for main line levee construction. The Army 
Corps of Engineers will continue to work with the local sponsor 
to resolve problems and provide the authorized level of 
protection. 
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Mrs. EMERSON. I also have a question for Mr. Jackson. 
I was obviously very pleased to hear that when an emergency sit

uation prevails, that Fish and Wildlife does put people first. 
But let me ask you a question: if, in fact, as we have the poten

tial for a major disaster in our District and along the Mississippi 
River, wouldn't it makes sense that with a potential for disaster 
that Fish and Wildlife might also waive some of the restrictions of 
the Endangered Species Act and other NEPA requirements in order 
to save people first? 

Mr. JACKSON. Basically, what we're doing—and we're doing this 
more and more nationwide—is working up front with the Corps of 
Engineers and FEMA and the States and others, essentially so that 
we don't have to waive the Endangered Species Act. 

The type of up-front coordination really has not resulted in any 
delays or really any impacts on the emergency activities imple
mented by those agencies. 

Mrs. EMERSON. But I guess it's how you define an emergency or 
if you define it in advance of it happening, or whether, you know, 
actions, environmental impact statements, and the like can be sped 
up if, in fact, an impending disaster would occur. 

Mr. JACKSON. Agreed. And I was not referring necessarily just to 
emergencies, because in advance that would not necessarily be an 
emergency situation. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Yes. 
Mr. JACKSON. But what we are finding is just this overall up

front involvement that we're having with the agency so we're actu
ally sitting there at the table with them during the planning proc
ess. 

We've been able to, I think, amongst us, really expedite, whether 
it's an EIS, a NEPA process, or whether it's a consultation. In fact, 
in many cases we have actually worked with the agencies to totally 
avoid not only impacts to listed species, but to avoid the need to 
even consult, just because we're made part of that planning proc
ess. 

Mrs. EMERSON. But you would agree that it's more important to 
put people first? 

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, Mr. Pombo left a question for me. I wonder if I 

might have a couple extra seconds to ask his question? 
Mr. HORN. Please go ahead. 
Mrs. EMERSON. Okay. And this goes to General Fuhrman again, 

and I'm going to ask you this on behalf of Congressman Pombo 
from California. 

Could you please describe for the committee how the Corps plans 
to initiate its proposed comprehensive basin investment in Califor
nia? What criteria did the Corps use to select existing projects for 
reprogramming? Once the local cost share is found, will these re-
programmed projects be fully funded by the Corps so they can 
begin immediately? 

General FUHRMAN. Let me just say a couple of things holistic 
about it, and then I will turn it over to General Capka to give some 
specifics. And many of the details we may want to provide for the 
record. 
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But we're reprogramming $100,000 to lay out the program of 
study in this fiscal year, with another $300,000 Federal dollars to 
be matched by State dollars to get the comprehensive study going. 
And then we'll carry that piece into fiscal year 1998, where it's en
visioned to cost in the neighborhood of $4 million. 

Let me turn it over to General Capka to give a few specifics as 
far as scope. 

General CAPKA. AS General Fuhrman mentioned, we needed to 
reprogram money in order to meet that fiscal year 1997 bill so we 
can get the study started very quickly. 

We had some projects in California that, because of a number of 
reasons, one of which was not having the local cost share available 
to proceed with the project, allowed us to defer that project. We 
captured that money and identidied it for reprogramming in order 
to pay for this particular study that you referred to. 

But in no case did we intentionally or have we slowed a project 
down for the sole reason of supporting this particular study. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Okay. Thank you very much. 
Mr. HORN. I thank the gentlewoman. 
Next is our distinguished colleague from California, Mr. Riggs. 
Mr. RiGGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And let me say good after

noon to all the witnesses on this panel, but especially General 
Capka, and tell him how much we're looking forward to working 
with him closely, particularly the two districts under his command 
that oversee Corps of Engineers matters in my Congressional Dis
trict and very important projects that the general and I have vis
ited on, like the deep water dredging and port development project 
on Humboldt Harbor in the northern end of my District, and in the 
southern end of my District the Napa River flood control and allu
vial watershed project—very important projects. 

But I want to come back and focus on the Central Valley floods, 
and I'd like to really, with this panel and the next panel, direct my 
comments and questions to the preventable nature of these particu
lar floods—that is, to what extent were these floods preventable, 
and to what extent could the $2 billion in damages have been miti
gated? 

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to submit for the record an article from 
"Insight" magazine entitled, "Regulatory Dam Burst as California 
floods rage," and just briefly quote from this article. 

It says that, as we've heard here this morning, that these floods, 
which caused the temporary evacuation of more than 100,000 peo
ple, destroyed hundreds of homes were, in the opinion of many of 
these residents in these communities, preventable, and they placed 
the blame for flooding "squarely on the regulatory zeal of the Fed
eral and State agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Army Corps of Engineers, 
their zeal to enforce environmental regulations. 

"Such regulations have impeded levee repair, forced the suspen
sion of the regular dredging of river bottoms and, say area resi
dents, placed a ridiculous amount of pressure on them to satisfy 
enforcement of the Endangered Species Act, ESA, all the while 
slowly putting their existing environment at risk. 
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"Instead of funds going for needed levee repairs and dredging, 
huge amounts of money, instead, have been used to provide habi
tats for endangered species such as the fairy shrimp and beaver. 

"According to one estimate by the California Reclamation Board, 
half of the delays and 30 percent of all levee repair costs are for 
environmental mitigation fees dictated by State and Federal regu
lators. Of the nearly $70 million appropriated for levee repair dur
ing the last year, alone, more than $20 million went to tree plant-
ing. 

I guess this would be trees that are planted on the tops of levees 
to protect wildlife habitat for endangered species, wnich might 
have been better spent in maintaining their structural integrity. 

Two other comments that I want to insert or quote from this ar
ticle before my question. One is from a man by the name of Bill 
Jennings of Delta Keeper. He says, in response to the legislation 
by Congressmen Pombo and Herger, who testified on the first 
panel—I believe that they have a bill that would permanently alter 
the ESA to deal with the issue of levee repair. 

In response to their proposed legislation, this man, Mr. Jennings, 
says, "This action is not surprising, considering the fact that Rep
resentative Pombo has been a vociferous opponent of the protection 
of endangered species for many years. Levees are an important 
source of wildlife habitat, and if the ESA was waived on the repair 
we would all be much poorer for it." 

Compare his comment to a comment by a man by the name of 
Jim English, general manager of the San Juan water district in the 
Central Valley. He says, "Think about it. When these levees broke, 
they rushed over agricultural land, picking up herbicides and pe
trochemicals. Chemicals have been mixed in combinations that 
wouldn't happen in nature, and animal feces have been mixed in 
with that water. This is a huge, huge problem and will probably 
take years to sort out." 

So I guess my question, gentleman, is— 
Mr. HORN. I assume the gentleman wants the article to go in the 

record? 
Mr. RlGGS. Yes. 
Mr. HORN. Without objection, so ordered. 
[The information submitted follows:] 
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Nation: Environmental Protection 

Regulatory Dam Bursts 
as California Floods Rage 

By Gayle M.B. Hanson 

Golden State ranchers have had their fingers in the policy dikes since 

the waters began soaking their land. They lay the blame for the huge 

flood damage directly on the shoulders of environmental regulators. 

A lex Hfldegrand has been ranching 
in California's Central Valley 
since 1962, and he claims never to 
have seen anything to rival the 

winter floods that have inundated much 
of the state's northern interior counties 
since the beginning of the yean The del
uge from the New Yeart storms put bis 
ranch under 8 feet of water and now, 
nearly eight weeks after the rains that 
forced him and his wife to scramble for 
their possessions in the middle of the 
night, he still isn't sure when he'll be 
able to return home. 

But Hildegrand remains certain of 
two things: The torrents of water that 
did close to $2 billion in damages in the 
region were unlike anything he had 
ever seen, and the disaster could have 
been prevented. 

"There is only one way to describe 
this flooding," says the rancher. "Bibli
cal. The forces of nature have simply 
overwhelmed us. The problem is the 
levees. Most are too narrow and haven't 
been upgraded since the sixties. The 
water starts leaking through and bub
bling up in boils around the levee and 
when it collapses it is awesome. When 
we left our home a little after 2 ajn. it 
sounded like Niagara Fails." 

But if the floods were of Old Testa
ment dimensions, Hildegrand and a 
growing number of others claim that it 
wasn't the Lord who was to blame for 
the damage to hundreds of thousands 
of acres of land, causing evacuation of 
more than 100,000 people and destroy
ing hundreds of homes. No, Hildegrand 
is joined by many m these ranching 
communities in laying the blame for the 
flooding squarely on the regulatory zeal 
of the federal and state agencies — 
including the US. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Army Corps of Engineers — to 
enforce environmental regulations. 

Such regulations have impeded 

levee repair; forced the suspension of 
the regular dredging of river bottoms 
and, say area residents, placed a ridicu
lous amount of pressure on them to sat
isfy enforcement of the Endangered 
Species Act, or ESA, all the while slow
ly putting their existing environment at 
risk. Instead of funds going for needed 
levee repairs and dredging, huge 
amounts of money instead have been 
used to provide habitats for endangered 
species such as the fairy shrimp and 
beaver. According to 
one estimate by a 
member of the Cali
fornia Reclamation 
Board, half of the 
delays and 30' per
cent of all levee-
repair costs are for 
environmental miti
gation fees dictated 
by state and federal 
regulators. Of the 
nearly $70 million 
appropriated for 
levee repair during 
the last year alone, 
more than $20 mil
lion went to tree 
planting. 

"We wanted to do 
$300,000 worth of 
work on channel 
clearance," says Hil
degrand. "The trou
ble is the govern
ment wanted $3 
million in mitiga
tion. They continue 
to ratchet you. They 
won't allow you to 
maintain the flood-
way The nver bot
toms have come up 
about 8 or 9 feet 
because they haven't 
been dredged in Tlte levees weren't 

years And that's a big problem." 
Hildegrand and others have been 

complaining for years to largely deaf 
ears about the regulatory climate But 
the scale of the devastation wreaked by 
the California floods has raised the 
issue of whether money used to plant 
trees on the tops of levees to provide 
wildlife habitats for endangered species 
might have been better spent in main
taining their structural integrity 

Republican Rep. Richard Pombo, 
who represents much of the flood-
stneken area, long has been a force for 
rewriting the ESA. An outspoken con
servative, he finds himself with a most 
unusual ally: none other than the state's 
stalwart Democratic senator, Dianne 
Feinstein. 

On a visit to the flood regions, Fein
stein expressed her disbelief upon 
learning of the regulatory morass fac
ing local ranchers. The senator, a lib
eral who has been a big supporter of 
environmentalists, was, after all, the 
sponsor of the still-controversial 
Desert Protection Act Little wonder 
that she stunned local residents with 
her pronouncements. 

"The Delta is the No. 1 infrastruc
ture problem in the state. We must 
strengthen those levees.... Levees are 

dry. Sole protection from rising waters. 

22 • Insight March 10, 1997 
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Though a nonproteded spedes, dairy caws 

not habitat. Levees should not be habi
tat The levee 13 there to stop water/' 
she declared in a speech before coun
ty residents that left some farmers 
scratching their heads in wondec "The 
first thing we need to get is some relief 
from these agencies and their regula
tions. Second, we need to get reim
bursements out to those who are eligi
ble for them as soon as possible," she 
declared. 

If area ranchers seemed pleased by 
the senator's pledge to work with 
Pombo to find permanent relief from 
the regulatory morass they face, some 
are bitter about the years in which they 
worked hard to maintain the levee sys
tem — only to have regulators step all 
over them. 

Frank AUegre has worked in the 
trucking and construction industry in 
the Central Valley for decades and on 
more than one occasion has come up 
against environmental regulators. At 
one point he reinforced the levees on his 
ranch with concrete—and found him
self being fined $150,000. They told me 
at the time that either I had to pay the 
fine or go back in and remove the con
crete," he recalls. "Frankly, I'm ready 
to take the concrete out and let the land 
wash into the river/' 

Another time he offered to dredge 
the Mossdale River back to his main 
ranch, only to be told that his offer to do 
the job for nothing would end up cost
ing him a bundle. "I met with the Corps 
of Engineers and offered to dredge it 
exactly the way they advised," AUegre 
tells Insight "But the process of getting 
a permit cost me $40,000 before I just 
threw in the towel. I mean, I had offered 
to do something for nothing, and all of 
a sudden it was costing me money/' 

Ironically, since the January Rood-

are shown the way to higher ground. 

ing AUegre has been working around 
the clock reinforcing levees throughout 
the region. This time, however, he has 
nothing to fear from regulators as pres-
ldentially declared disaster areas are 
immune from regulatory enforcement 
But if California Republican Rep. WaUy 
Herger and Pombo have their way, the 
ESA permanently will be altered to 
deal with the issue of levee repair. 

The legislation they have proposed 
would shorten the process required 
before performing such work, including 
eliminating some 
public hearings and 
other steps. "We 
want to get the job 
done as soon as pos
sible," says Mike 
Hardiman, a senior 
staffer in Pombo's 
office. "We need to 
shorten the tune." 

Pombo's legisla
tion already has 
come under fire from 
some environmental groups, including 
DeltaKeeper, an organization aligned 
with the San Francisco-based Bay-
Keeper. 

This action is not surprising, con
sidering the fact that Representative 
Pombo has been a vociferous opponent 
of the protection of endangered species 
for many years," says Bill Jennings of 
DeltaKeeper. "Levees are an impor
tant source of wildlife habitat and if 
ESA was waived on the repair, we 
would all be much poorer for it" 

The troucle is that while Jennings' 
position may have appeared attractive 
to many in the days before the flood, 
the scope of the problem in California 
may serve, once and for all, to illustrate 
the ludicrousness of the regulatory 

environment and force permanent 
changes. Ironically, the challenge to 
the ESA comes at a time when one of 
the nation's largest environmental 
organizations has admitted the failure 
of the ESA in terms of protecting 
endangered species. A report issued 
by the Environmental Defense Fund, 
or EDF, in late December urged that 
rather than use a regulatory hammer 
to beat landowners into submission, a 
better approach would be to recog
nize their efforts to maintain steward
ship of their property and to reward 
them accordingly. 

"Of the endangered species that 
live entirely on private lands, only 3 
percent are improving," says David 
Wilcove, senior ecologist and coau
thor of the EDF report There is 
enormous potential for the Endan
gered Species Act to encourage 
landowners to create, restore and 
enhance habitat on their land and 
reward them for doing so." 

Among the EDF proposals is a "safe 
harbor" program through which 
landowners who agree to enhance habi
tat on their property are given an iron
clad assurance that they will not be sub
ject to additional land-use restrictions 
as a result of good work. 

T h e safe-harbor program is evi
dence that, with some creative think
ing, both endangered species and 
private landowners can benefit from 

the Endangered 
Species Act," Wil
cove says. 

When forces as 
unlikely as Feinstein 
and Pombo align 
themselves on the 
same side of an issue, 
something indeed 
may begin to happen. 
The problem is that 
for the hundreds of 
thousands of Califor-

niarm who have seen their homes and 
livelihoods washed away in the deluge, 
the help comes too late. As for the envi
ronmentalists who backed the regula
tory morass, their "victory" in achiev
ing protection for endangered species 
may have resulted in a huge environ
mental disaster 

"Think about it," says Jim English, 
general manager of the San Juan 
Water District "When those levees 
broke they rushed over agricultural 
land, picking up herbicides and petro
chemicals. Chemicals have been 
mixed in combinations that wouldn't 
happen in nature. And animal feces 
have mixed in with the water. This is a 
huge, huge problem and will probably 
take years to sort out" • 

The scope of the 

problem may serve 

to illustrate the 

ludicrousness of the 

regulatory environment 
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Mr. RlGGS. Thank you. 
And, by the way, just so you know, for the later panel I'm going 

to also insert another article in the record that talks about all of 
the development that is proposed for these flood-prone areas, which 
appears to be one massive flood plain or flood basin. 

Again, it comes back to my concern that we simply cannot keep 
writing, if you will, a blank check to pay for the damages that re
sult from tnese periodic floods, these natural disaster episodes that 
we know are going to occur. 

So, given that, first of all, let me ask to what extent does present 
law, specifically the ESA—this is to the two generals—to what ex
tent did that affect your ability to respond expeditiously and effica
ciously to these floods? 

General FUHRMAN. Congressman, first of all, from an emergency 
response perspective, the Endangered Species Act is waived during 
that phase of the operation, so the simple answer there is it had 
no impact. 

With regard to your question on how did it affect the mainte
nance and repair of the levees prior to the flood from my Corps per
spective, the ones that I'm responsible for maintenance and re-
Eair—and none of those or very few of those are in the California 

asin. I have some on the Mississippi. There it is not a substantial 
issue. I would defer to the California Reclamation folks that oper
ate and maintain those levees on a daily basis to answer your ques
tion as far as those impacts go. 

Mr. RlGGS. General, let me ask you, do you think some of the es
timated $120 million that the Corps will spend in implementing 
and enforcing the Endangered Species Act could be better spent, 
given what we've learned from these floods? I mean, could some of 
those funds—should they have been, instead, reprogrammed for 
levee repair and the structural maintenance of these? 

I mean, you know the nature of the flooding there. You know 
that we still have not found or identified a long-term flood control 
solution for that whole basin, and that when we ultimately do the 
cost may be prohibitive to taxpayers. But do you think some of this 
money should be spent? 

General FUHRMAN. I think it's a balance, sir. Again, not knowing 
the genesis of those numbers and what particular projects or 
what s behind those figures, I can't comment on them. 

But generally, as you take a look at projects that we construct, 
one needs to take a look at the impact on the environment and 
come to an agreement between all parties on what is appropriate 
mitigation for any impact that we have on the environment out 
there, and ensure that that is reasonable. We need to ensure that 
it's reasonable and not outrageous. 

Mr. RlGGS. I've probably run over my time, but I want to see if 
any of the other witnesses would like to respond to this particular 
question. I think it's incredibly important. Again, I worry that we 
don't focus enough on trying to prevent and mitigate these disas
ters. 

Mr. JACKSON. Congressman, let me comment. 
To underline General Fuhrman's point relative to balance, I 

think that is the mantra of all of the agencies. We hear you loud 
and clear. We are aware of those contentions. We do take those 
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very seriously because that is the perception out there in some 
quarters, and in those cases perception becomes reality, and so we 
have spent quite a bit of time trying to run to ground those par
ticulars and to find those facts. 

Quite frankly, we have not found in our investigation the fact 
that the Endangered Species Act in any way really led to any of 
the damage that has occurred, the flooding, etc. 

And, again, these areas are very important habitat—provide very 
important habitat for any number of species, both listed under the 
Endangered Species Act and others. 

I think we have a longstanding tradition, in working with all the 
agencies, to try to find replacement for that habitat, but typically 
that is something that is worked out during that—usually during 
a very informal consultation process. 

And the mitigation really does not hold up the actual repair work 
or the mowing, etc. 

Mr. RlGGS. Mr. Chairman, if you would allow me one other fol
low-up question—you would acknowledge though, would you not, 
sir, that this system—and I think it's a patchwork system of dikes 
and levees that were really first created by man, and that they 
were created to basically protect productive agricultural lands— 
again, these are man-made. This is man-made habitat, if you will, 
the purpose of which is to protect productive agricultural lands, not 
necessarily to create habitat for endangered species. 

Mr. JACKSON. Let me respond. Much of these areas obviously 
were, you know, important and vital wildlife habitat previously 
and, in effect, where those dikes have been constructed was at one 
time important riparian zones. 

What essentially we have done is we have moved some of those 
natural levees that are found in the flood plains close to the river 
system because, you know, we are developing or we are farming in 
some of those flood plain areas now. 

And the fact in California, for example, where we have lost ap
proximately 95 percent of our wetlands, these riparian areas and 
those associated wetlands with that have become just extremely 
vital to Fish and Wildlife, so we're always looking for opportunities 
so that we don't have a net loss in habitat. 

Mr. RlGGS. Thank you, Mr. Jackson. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. HORN. I thank the gentleman. 
Did the gentleman for Oregon have any questions? 
[No response.] 
Mr. HORN. Well, we thank all of you on the panel, Generals 

Fuhrman and Capka, Mr. Lee, Mr. Jackson, Mr. White, Mr. Suiter. 
Thank you very much for coming and sharing this information. 

General FUHRMAN. Mr. Chairman, if I just might have one final 
word, from the Members of Congress, at least, I appreciate the 
praise for FEMA and for the Corps and for all of us Federal part
ners up here in our response, but I would just like to say, from my 
perspective, having visited many of these and been associated with 
flood fights for a long time, the real heroes of these operations are 
the State, local, and private individuals out there that operate 
these flood prevention facilities on a day-to-day basis, and some of 
those will be testifying before you here shortly. 
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We're glad to be able to do our piece, but those folks are the real 
heroes out there. 

Mr. HORN. Well, we certainly agree with those comments, Gen
eral. We've seen that time and again throughout the country, and 
we thank you for mentioning that. 

So this panel will be replaced now by panels four and five: Mr. 
Douglas Wheeler, the secretary of the California Resources Agency, 
will be the first witness, and we have three guests that represent 
the aspects of local districts and hospitals and engineering firms 
within the flood area. 

If Mr. Hastey, Mr. Smith, and Mr. Barry will come up along with 
Mr. Mosher, Mr. Pulver, Mr. Hoppin, and Mr. Mount, we will pro
ceed with the next panel when we ve responded to this vote. 

There is a vote on the floor. We have 15 minutes to get there— 
now about 12 minutes. We will be back after that. Sorry to delay 
you, but these things happen between the Floor and committee 
work. 

Thank you. 
We're in recess for about 20 minutes. 
[Recess.] 
Mr. HORN. The committee will come to order. 
Our first witness today on the panel of Californians that are 

close to the subject will be Mr. Brent Hastey from Marysville, Cali
fornia, a member of the Yuba County Board of Supervisors. 

We know, Mr. Hastey, that the flood area certainly hit your 
county in great degree, and we look forward to hearing from you. 

As you all have heard, we put your statement in the record just 
after the introduction, and if you could summarize it in 5 minutes 
we'd be most grateful. 
TESTIMONY OF BRENT HASTEY, YUBA COUNTY BOARD OF SU

PERVISORS, MARYSVILLE, CA; MIKE SMITH, PRESIDENT AND 
GENERAL MANAGER, MHM ENGINEERING, MARYSVILLE, CA; 
R. MICHAEL BARRY, ADMINISTRATOR, PLUMAS DISTRICT 
HOSPITAL, QUINCY, CA; WILLIAM M. MOSHER, CHAIRMAN, 
SLOUGHHOUSE RESOURCES CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
ELKGROVE, CA; JOHN PULVER, WATER RESOURCES COORDI
NATOR, SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIFORNIA; CHARLIE 
HOPPIN, CHAIRMAN AND DIRECTOR, CALIFORNIA-ARIZONA 
WATERMELON GROWERS ASSOCIATION, YUBA CITY, CA; AND 
JEFFREY F. MOUNT, PROFESSOR AND CHAIR, DEPARTMENT 
OF GEOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS, CA 
Mr. HASTEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for this 

opportunity to address this committee regarding the New Year's 
flooding experience in Yuba County. 

As the third district supervisor for Yuba County, past president 
of Reclamation District 784, and member of Governor Wilson's 
Flood Emergency Action Team, I have been actively involved in 
identifying flood issues and concerns and providing recommenda
tions for relief and assistance for our local community. 

The 1997 New Year's floods have had a significant impact on me, 
personally, because my family has seen this flood disaster first
hand. We lost our home and our orchards as a result of this disas
ter. 
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I have been working with my friends and neighbors as we re
build our lives for the second time since 1986. We are very angry. 
We have waited patiently since 1986, and we do not understand 
why our failing levee system has not been fixed. Our community 
has had over 800 homes damaged or destroyed, and damage esti
mates are in excess of $36 million. The five largest employers in 
Yuba County have gone under water. 

Property owners and businesses are struggling financially to stay 
in Yuba County. The county is frustrated in its efforts to address 
immediate repair and restoration needs and to prevent additional 
flood damage to all levees. 

The question to date has been: who has the responsibility for 
this? And what does the Federal Government consider timely re
sponse? 

Now the question is asked: how many people have to die before 
the levees are fixed? One death in 1987, six or three in 1997. We 
pray that that is enough. 

Federal funding needs to be appropriated immediately for ade
quate repair and restoration of our levees. 

I can't begin to describe the feeling of frustration in our emer
gency operations center following the levee break as we waited for 
the Corps of Engineers to arrive. We were at the mercy of the flood 
waters. 

At 8:10 p.m. on January 2, the Federal river levee failed. At 4:00 
a.m. the following morning the Corps was on the scene, 8 hours 
after the levee failure. On a good day I can drive to their Sac
ramento headquarters from my house in 40 minutes. An 8-hour re
sponse is too long when my friends and neighbors are running for 
their lives. 

Once on the scene, a contract negotiator for the Corps began ne
gotiating contracts. At 6:00 a.m., representatives from Reclamation 
District 784 requested the Corps consider measures to fight the 
flood, such as closing holes in the railroad tracks and the possibil
ity of breaching the Bear River, as it was obvious the teacup we 
live in would fill up and spill over. 

He informed us that his only responsibility was to negotiate this 
contract and he would do nothing else. He did not tell them whom 
to call or whom to see in the Corps with their concerns. 

At 5:00 p.m. on January 3rd the decision was made to breach the 
river levee to allow water out. Twenty hours for this decision was 
too long. The Bear River had over-topped and the system failed. 

Because the Corps and the Department of Water Resources took 
too long to decide what to do, we now have miles of levee to repair 
instead of two well-defined breaks. 

On January 22, once again the people of Yuba County were flood
ed, this time by the breaches on the Bear River levee. Between the 
2nd and the 22nd there were over 18 days of good weather. Still, 
the breaches on the Bear levee were not fixed. 

Decisions must be made to protect people, not just when it is con
venient for the bureaucrats. The Corps and DWR should be re-

uired to place liaison officers in each emergency operating center 
uring a flood event so communication can take place. 
The State of California has promised financial assistance to en

sure county governments have the ability to address expenses and 

a 



74 

disaster-related losses. We hope the Federal Government will con
tinue to provide ongoing assistance. Private employers that have 
been damaged during the flood should be, likewise, assisted. 

We must give consideration to areas suffering repeat disasters. 
We must establish a partnership between all levels of government 
in disaster response, recovery, and preparedness. Counties are in 
desperate need of financial assistance to address future pre-disas-
ter mitigation programs. 

It is our recommendation to increase Federal funding levels for 
long-term repair, stabilization, and maintenance for publicly-and 
privately-maintained levees, expedite repairs and maintenance for 
publicly-and privately-maintained levees, expedite repairs and 
maintenance on priority projects, and initiate an adequately-funded 
comprehensive assessment program to determine the integrity of 
levees throughout the Central Valley. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture has previously provided replace
ment nursery stocks to farmers. USDA should re-initiate this pro
gram to assist the replacement of trees damaged by flood waters. 
USDA should also consider utilizing funds available through its 
various soil conservation programs to assist farmers recover and 
protect topsoil. 

New water projects must be developed for the purpose of flood 
control. Projects on the Yuba River, Bear River, Cottonwood Creek, 
and Sites Reservoir would provide greater flood control flexibility 
for the State water project and the Central Valley project. 

I would only hope that, as we are able to be better prepared for 
disasters such as fires and earthquakes, we never experience an
other flood in Yuba County. We need to begin to work together side 
by side proactively. We must meet the needs of the people we 
serve. They deserve nothing less. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this time. I'm available for ques
tions. 

Mr. HORN. We thank you for that very thorough and detailed 
statement. We will ask staff to send this testimony to the Corps of 
Engineers and have them give a reply—which I'd like too, without 
objection, insert at this point in the record—in relation to how you 
saw the events versus what their decision-making was, given the 
times you've stated there, because you certainly have a right to a 
concern on that situation. 

[The information received follows:] 
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RESPONSES TO BRENT HASTEY'S TESTIMONY 

TIMELINESS OF CORPS RESPONSE 

Yuba County sustained the largest levee break in California. The 1500-foot 
break along the Feather River occurred at approximately 8 10 p.m. on January 2. When 
the call from Yuba County came into the state flood center, which was also staffed by 
Corps emergency operations and State of California Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) personnel at the time, the information given was that a break in the Feather 
River had flooded a very large area and that access was difficult The area ultimately 
flooded was approximately 20 square miles, with depths reaching 15 feet in some 
places. State Highways 70, 99, and all other access roads were cut off completely from 
the south end of the levee break as were the access roads for over six miles to the north 
of the levee break 

After failing to obtain information on accessing the break site by land, DWR 
and the Corps decided that driving to the site through flood waters in total darkness 
would place them in danger. Air transport was requested from the National Guard out 
of Mather Field in Sacramento The National Guard, at that time, stated that a 
helicopter could be provided at 1000 p.m for the DWR/Corps staff. However, the 
Guard was involved with rescue operations in that area and was unable to provide the 
helicopter until 3:30 a.m In the time between 8 10 p.m. and 3:30 a.m , the Corps and 
DWR staff reviewed maps of the area and began to analyze the available information to 
develop a preliminary scope of work This information was used to develop several 
strategies to close the breached levee. 

DWR and the Corps personnel arrived at the break at 4.00 a m , quickly assessed 
the situation, and designed a scope of work which was awarded that day. Normal 
response time is within minutes or a couple of hours depending on the specific situation 
In this one instance, access to the location could not be identified by local officials, 
during the first few dark hours of the flood event. 

Between January 2 and January 22, a stretch of good weather followed. Repairs 
to the break started immediately It took crews working 24-hours a day, seven days a 
week, over six weeks to complete, at a cost of over 11 million dollars. 
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BREACHING THE FEATHER RIVER LEVEE AND REPAIR OF THE BEAR 
RIVER LEVEE 

The Feather River break had flooded over 800 homes in a 20 square mile area. 
This flooded area had no outlet through which the flood water could drain. As a result, 
the water ponded up against other levees. On January 3, state and local representatives 
made the decision to breach a levee downstream and attempt to drain this 20 square 
mile area. The Corps of Engineers is not allowed to instruct local officials to 
intentionally breach levees This must be a local decision made by the owners of the 
levee. By the time the local and state officials had made the relief cuts, the water had 
taken its own natural course over another downstream levee and was draining into the 
adjoining Bear River. 

The only drain for this entire 20 square mile area was the two natural breaks in 
the Bear River. At the request of DWR and the local reclamation district, the Corps 
awarded a contract but postponed filling the breaks as the water was continuing to drain 
from the town into the Bear River. Had we gone ahead and filled in those breaks 
immediately, there would still be several feet of water in that town today. Mike Smith, 
the engineer for Reclamation District 784, publicly thanked the Corps for sequencing 
the closure of the Bear River for this very reason. 

DECISION NOT TO PUMP FLOOD WATERS 

Another means of removing ponded water would have been pumping it out at a 
cost of $50,000 per day. That pumping cost would have been paid by the reclamation 
district or the state. Thus, sequencing the closure saved the local county or the state 
hundreds of thousands of dollars and removed the water much faster than pumping 
alone. After the water level receded below the drainage point, the two 470-foot breaks 
were filled in on February 14, 1997. 

PARTNERSHIPS DURING THE FLOODS 

The Corps of Engineers was one player in the response to the flooding and its aftermath. 
Among the other players were the Yuba county Emergency Operations Center, DWR, 
the National Guard, and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) When 
the emergency was recognized, the Yuba County Emergency Operations Center 
immediately called the DWR for assistance. When DWR determined that their capacity 
to provide assistance was surpassed, they asked the Corps for emergency assistance 
under Public Law 84-99, as per protocol first established in a Memorandum of 
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Understanding between the Corps and the State in 1956. To speed the process of such 
requests for assistance, the Corps had placed personnel in the state flood center where 
the requests originate. As outlined above, the Corps swiftly moved into action, 
although Corps and DWR personnel could not gain access to the Feather River levee 
break site for many hours. FEMA immediately responded to the California floods by 
deploying experienced disaster response staff to the state and by authorizing the 
immediate emergency assistance required to repair utilities, restore residential access to 
affected areas, and ensure that essential facilities were operational. 

PLANNING FOR FUTURE FLOOD EVENTS 

The Corps is currently conducting proactive planning efforts under its 
Flood Plain Management Services program, and has proposed to the Congress a new 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin Comprehensive Study The study involves a 
comprehensive overview of the flood risk from a system-wide perspective. A system-
wide mathematical predictive hydrologic/hydraulic water management model will be 
constructed. If this kind of model had been in place, the extent of flooding could have 
been predicted. The goal of the Study is to identify structural, nonstructural and integral 
environmental measures options. Plans generated from the Study could provide 
increased flood damage reduction at a higher degree of predictability with respect to 
system performance during a major flood event. Partners with the Corps will include 
the state of California, resource agencies, interested parties and the general public. The 
Corps' Interagency Levee Task Force for the area will play an integral part on the 
Study. 

CORPS' FOLLOW UP TO THE JANUARY FLOODS IN YUBA COUNTY 

On March 24, 1997, the Sacramento District held a lengthy meeting with the 
Yuba county supervisor and several of his staff to discuss our emergency work plan and 
what further flood control assistance we can provide his county. The meeting went 
very well. The Corps will continue to provide additional assistance to Yuba County-
over the coming months and years. As demonstrated by our fast response on over 43 
other flood fight emergencies during the New Year's storm, the goal of the Army Corps 
is to respond immediately to requests for assistance and to participate in the path 
towards recovery. 
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Mr. HORN. Our next witness is Mr. Mike Smith, the president 
and general manager of MHM Engineering in Marysville, Califor
nia. 

Mr. Smith? 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, my 

name is Mike Smith. I'm a registered civil engineer and I provide 
engineering services to numerous levee districts, including Rec
lamation District 784 in Yuba County where the Feather River 
levee broke on January 2, 1997. 

The levee system in northern California was built over the last 
century by basically dredging the silts and sands from the floodway 
and constructing berms on each side of the river channel. The soils 
were not selected because of their engineering characteristics as 
good construction materials for levees, but because they were read
ily available. The resulting sandy, highly-porous levees seep and 
leak water. The ground on which the levees sit is also subject to 
seepage. 

When the rivers are high, the levees and the ground they sit on 
becomes saturated, resulting in a significant reduction in the struc
tural integrity of the levee. 

Seepage moving through levees can also cause internal erosion of 
the levee. These factors, in combination or separately, can lead to 
the catastrophic failure of a levee. It is highly probable that these 
factors played a major role in the Feather River levee failure on 
January 2nd. 

One might imagine that levee failure is caused by floodwaters 
overtopping a levee. While this can happen and frequently does in 
many parts of the Nation, it is important to note that our levees 
typically fail because of a lack of structural stability, not overtop
ping. 

Our levee system was constructed by the Federal Government, is 
generally owned by the State of California. Numerous local dis
tricts such as RD 784 provide routine maintenance under the au
thority of the State of California. 

Without substantial improvements to the levees, we can expect 
to have more failures. Yuba County has experienced two floods 
from levee failures in the last 11 years. Because of the flood of 
1986, the Corps of Engineers was directed to undertake the repair 
of the entire levee system in the Sacramento flood control project. 
The section of levee on the Feather River that failed on January 
2, 1997, was scheduled for reconstruction in 1998, 12 years after 
the 1986 flood and one year too late to prevent the 1997 flood. 

Prior to the January 1997 flood, there were a number of ongoing 
efforts to restore and improve the reliability of the levee system 
which protects Yuba and Sutter Counties. These efforts need the 
continued support of the Federal Government. 

It is recommended that the current program for reconstruction of 
levees as identified in the Corps' 1990 Sacramento River flood con
trol system evaluation, Marysville Yuba City area report be com
pleted. 

It is recommended that the 1991 Corps of Engineers' feasibility 
study to identify and support higher levels of flood protection for 
Yuba County be completed. 
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It is also recommended that the Corps review the design concepts 
of the proposed levee reconstruction project in light of what can be 
learned from the January flood to ensure that the goal of adequate 
structural stability has been achieved. 

The proper maintenance of levees and flood control channels has 
become increasingly difficult due to State and Federal environ
mental laws and regulations. The floodways have become, in many 
places, so overgrown with trees, brush, and undergrowth, as well 
as the buildup of silts and gravel deposits, that the channel capac
ity is significantly reduced and we can no longer expect the 
floodway to handle its intended design flow. 

In Reclamation District 784, before starting the Corps of Engi
neers' levee reconstruction project that was to provide increased 
levee strength to the section of levee that failed in January, an 80-
acre site had to be created at a cost of $1.9 million to mitigate for 
43 elderberry bushes found on the levee system. This is an example 
of how the implementation of the environmental regulation both 
delays and increases the cost of a vitally-needed levee repair 
project. 

It is recommended that Congress and Federal agencies review 
and, where appropriate, amend Federal regulations, including the 
Endangered Species Act, that prohibit or impede the repair and 
maintenance of levees and flood control channels. 

Levees and flood control channels are essential infrastructure 
and need to be primarily managed and maintained as such. Other 
uses, such as wildlife habitat, can be accommodated but should 
have a secondary priority. 

In addition, the Corps of Engineers assumed the responsibility of 
the California Debris Commission, which included channel mainte
nance of the Yuba River through dredging and accumulated grav
els. Funding needs to be provided ana environmental regulations 
need to be modified that allow the regular maintenance of the 
Yuba River, including extraction of gravels. 

I would like to express my appreciation for the opportunity of 
testifying before the subcommittee, and I'm available now or in the 
future to answer any questions. 

Thank you. 
Mr. HORN. Well, we thank you, Mr. Smith. That was very helpful 

testimony. 
Our next witness is Mr. R. Michael Barry, the administrator of 

the Plumas District Hospital in Quincy, California. 
Mr. BARRY. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of the 

subcommittee. I'm here to give testimony on the problems and 
delays we've experienced with FEMA. 

Our disaster occurred January 1993 and is still not resolved. It 
started snowing and didn't stop until we had 6 feet of very heavy, 
wet snow. When the snow on our roof reached 2Vb feet, we started 
removing it so the roof would not collapse. We hired temporary em
ployees and used 24 prisoners, for a total of 30 people on our roof 
removing snow. 

After the snow stopped, the heavy rains came. 
Because we started removing snow at a very early stage, our 

metal corrugated roof structure and metal roof supports were not 
damaged; just the insulation and membrane on top of the roof. 
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We requested assistance from FEMA in March 1993. Our insur
ance company covered patching the leaks, but not the damage done 
by the snow removal equipment. 

Once the roof membrane had been punctured by shovels and 
snow blowers put on the roof, the water got under the membrane 
and our roof never dried out. At night the water under the roof 
membrane would freeze and cause the membrane to blister up and 
open the patches and expand the breaks in the membrane. 

Rain and hot weather during the summer had a similar effect. 
The FEMA survey team came in May 1993. They were very help

ful and they told us it was their opinion that replacing our insula
tion and roof membrane and so on was definitely eligible and we 
should have no problems getting the money from FEMA. 

The next year, May 1994, we got a letter from FEMA, which is 
Exhibit 1, saying, "Unfortunately, we are prevented from funding 
repairs to the hospital roof because the damage did not occur dur
ing the instant period." 

A temporary employee was hired by our insurance company be
cause they were so overwhelmed with damage claims, and he made 
a mistake on the damage report, and he put a date of December 
31, 1992, as the date the damage occurred. The FEMA instant pe
riod started January 5th. 

We appealed the decision because our roof was not damaged 
until we started removing snow on January 9th, which was 4 days 
after the instant period started. 

Then we received another letter from FEMA in June 1995, which 
is Exhibit 2, which basically says we're not telling the truth, that 
FEMA believed the temporary insurance company s employee, and 
that we had generated the new information in our last letter be
cause of being declared ineligible. 

The letter gave an additional new reason by Regional Director 
Shirley Mattingly that our roof damage "cannot be attributed to 
the disaster event, but instead results from cumulative effects of 
time and wear and tear." 

She must have assumed that our roof was an old one. She didn't 
know that the roof had been completely replaced only nine years 
before and should have lasted at least 15 years, because our pre
vious roof lasted for 25. 

In November 1995 the Governor's Office of Emergency Services 
sent a second appeal to Regional Director Mattingly, which is Ex
hibit 3. The letter said, "It is extremely improbable that our docu
ments would be generated as charged by FEMA specifically for the 
purpose of responding to FEMA's denial." 

The letter also said, "Contrary to FEMA's assertion, this roof has 
been exceptionally well maintained and the underlayment and 
overlayment would not need replacement had it not been for the 
damages caused by the storm, as well as the penetrations made by 
shovels used by many people over several weeks to remove the 
snow, and it was imperative that the snow be removed to prevent 
collapse of the roof. Delay was unthinkable." 

November 1996 the Governor's Office of Emergency Services sent 
our third appeal to Shirley, and it's Exhibit 4. 

It is our experience that the people at FEMA responsible for han
dling our claim spent their time and energy looking for any reason 
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to deny our claim rather than evaluating the facts, reviewing the 
documentation provided to them by their own people who visited 
the people, plus the information provided to them by the Gov
ernor's Office of Emergency Services. 

A process that takes over 4 years, hours of time, pounds of pa
perwork, and is still not resolved needs to be fixed. Your assistance 
will be greatly appreciated. 

Thanks for your consideration. 
Mr. HORN. We thank you for laying out that record. Your letter, 

as well as Mr. Smith and Mr. Hastens, and all letters that have 
complainants such as that with records and times and dates and 
people, will be sent to FEMA to get a response from them to insert 
in this hearing record. I don't know if it will be too much help four 
years after the fact, but FEMA has, I know, done a good job of gen
erally moving much faster than they did ten years ago or five or 
six years ago. 

Certainly, I would think that they would want to deal with the 
problems in the system that are a problem. 

Now, perhaps the people that nave already rejected it will be 
asked to do the letter for the administrator coming back here be
cause they're the ones that know something about the problem, and 
usually human beings, no matter where they are, don't admit much 
self blame, so we might be going through the same circle again. 

But we will try to follow up on it and staff counsel will certainly 
do that. 

Our next witness is Mr. William M. Mosher, the chairman of the 
Sloughhouse Resources Conservation District in Elkgrove, Califor
nia. 

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Chairman, I, too, would like to thank you for 
the opportunity to speak here today. I'd like to state for the record 
that I receive no Government dollars in the forms of grants, con
tracts, or subsidies. 

What I'd pretty much like to address is kind of what happened 
along the Cosumnes River because we're a pretty unique river sys
tem. 

I know at the time that the weather forecasters had been report
ing these three storms coming in out of the Hawaii area. It was 
going to be warm wain. They were calling it the "Pineapple Ex
press." 

I know that the people in the town of Wilton really didn't know 
what was coming. It was the agricultural community who watches 
the river and lives along the river that pretty much knew that we 
were in for trouble. 

On New Year's Day we were all out watching the river. We were 
watching it rise. We saw it coming up faster than we'd ever seen 
it before. We evacuated horses and other livestock. We got our 
sandbags and we were ready to protect our levees. 

Starting the next morning, on January 2nd it was farmers and 
ranchers and their friends and neighbors who saved Jackson High
way when the water started going over it with sandbags. Jackson 
Highway is the State highway that goes through the area. 

Up and down the river, again, farmers and ranchers and their 
neighbors were out doing everything they could to protect their 
levee system. 
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In 1986, which was the highest recorded water that we ever had, 
the Cosumnes levee still had three or four feet to the top of the 
levee system, and in this flood the water went right over the top. 

The highest recorded water in 1986 was supposedly 40,000 cubic 
feet per second. In this flood it was over 90,000 cubic feet per sec
ond. 

So we were dealing with a tremendous amount of water. To 
compound the problem, the Cosumnes river is what some people 
call "free and natural" and other people call "dangerous and uncon
trolled." There are no dams. There is no flood control. There are no 
overflows. The water comes straight down and heads our way, and 
it heads into a channel that has not been maintained for my life
time. 

When my grandfather was starting out as a young boy on land 
along the river, as a farmer he would go out and he could take care 
of the problems that occurred in the channel. We owned to the cen
ter of the river. There was a tree that had fallen over and was 
starting a wash into the banks and into the levee. He removed the 
tree. He removed the sand and gravel. 

That has not happened. The sand and gravel has built up in the 
bed of the river three and four deep. In some places there are sand
bars. Floodwater coming down is coming into this clogged channel 
and it really had no choice but to be pushed up and over the banks 
and over the levees. 

I know that in one case my neighbor's son almost lost his life. 
He was on one of those little four-wheel-drive gators trying to get 
sandbags up to the top of the levee, and if that hadn't run out of 
gas the young man would have been on top of the levee when it 
gave way and he would have lost his life trying to save it. 

So there was a lot of local effort on levees that are well-main
tained. Most farmers and ranchers take care of the levees to the 
best of their ability. 

Our hands are hampered in a lot of ways. One of the things that 
we've always done is burned the levees every year to make sure 
that we could remove any burrowing rodents, and what has hap
pened now is they're trying to eliminate all agricultural burning, 
so I can't complete that function. 

Our hands are tied on really making any repairs to the channel, 
itself. I know that the reclamation district that is in the area, Rec
lamation District 800, their employee was ordered out of the river. 
Should he ever return with his bulldozer trying to free the blockage 
he would be put in jail. 

And so we have done what we could on a local level. We turned 
to the USDA for their emergency watershed program. We were 
turned down because they've claimed the watershed was too large 
for that particular program. They turned us over to the Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

The Army Corps of Engineers turned us down for assistance be
cause they said that the river levees are privately owned and were 
not built to their standards to begin with. 

We went to the county and the county informed us that they 
were broke because the state took away all their money. 

So we were turned down by pretty much everybody we talked to, 
including a couple requests to FEMA. 
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As of this week we have re-submitted an application to FEMA 
for help one more time. One of the reasons that they stated we 
were turned down is that there was ineligible applicant. This time 
the Sloughhouse Resources Conservation District has agreed to be 
the eligible applicant, and we hope, with help here today, that we 
can get some funds and get these levees fixed, and hopefully take 
care of the problem in the real short term while we're in the flood 
stage and then come up with some long-range solutions which in
clude an Army Corps study to come up with a long-range plan 
that's going to take care of and eliminate the problem of flood on 
the Cosumnes. 

Thank you. 
Mr. HORN. Well, we thank you, Mr. Mosher. That's very helpful. 

Again, that will be referred to the appropriate agencies that have 
been mentioned for commentary inserted in the record at the same 
point as your exhibits. 

Our next witness is Mr. John Pulver from San Joaquin County, 
where he's the water resources coordinator. 

Welcome, Mr. Pulver. 
Mr. PULVER. Thank you very much. 
My responsibilities in San Joaquin County include the flood plain 

management and channel maintenance. San Joaquin County is lo
cated in the central part of California at the confluence of the Sac
ramento and San Joaquin Rivers. In addition, we have channels 
that come off the western slopes of the Sierras that drain through 
our county and eventually flow out through the delta into the 
ocean. 

Mr. HORN. I might say I thank you for mentioning that for the 
record. As a Califomian, I happen to have been in every one of 
your cities over time, and you are in the most beautiful part of the 
state. 

Mr. PULVER. I certainly would agree with that. 
In San Joaquin County we have 54 reclamation districts that 

have the primary responsibility for the levee maintenance and flood 
plain activities. There are, in addition, 17 irrigation districts and 
7 cities. 

In a flood fight effort, the reclamation districts are limited by the 
amount of funds they have available to them, as well as the county 
is limited by the lack of funds, as well. 

We do have the support of the State and Federal Government to 
come in and help us deal with flood issues. They have the resources 
but do not have the local presence, so it creates a very difficult 
management situation and a credit to our Office of Emergency 
Services to get the personnel and materials to the right places to 
limit the flood damage that does occur. 

Our losses in the January flooding were approximately $100 mil
lion. Of that loss, probably $60 million was private damage, $22 
million was business, which includes agricultural losses, and then 
$15 million was public facilities that were lost. 

We're working with the Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
the Federal Highway Administration, and the Small Business Ad
ministration to obtain support or help in recovery from that flood 
effort. 
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In review of the flood emergency, two items stand out as major 
concerns to San Joaquin County. They are the need for a higher 
structural design standard for levees which protect urban areas, 
and the need for greater degree of certainty that the levees will 
function as designed. 

Urban areas behind levees should receive a higher level of pro
tection due to the substantial benefits that can be accrued from 
those levees. 

The failure of the levees in San Joaquin County has historically 
not been due to overtopping but has been due to structural failure 
of those levees. 

To existing levees, they can be retrofit with an impervious core 
or otherwise strengthened to provide a greater degree of protection, 
and thereby eliminate or reduce the substantial damages that 
might occur. 

The maintenance of the levees is made extremely difficult 
through the regulations that must be met by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game. 
These regulations lead to the growth material that impacts the car
rying capacity of the levees and the intrusion of burrowing animals 
into the levee structure. 

Both of these situations cause weak points that lead to increased 
seepage to the levees and their danger of failure. 

If the opportunity for uninhibited maintenance is allowed to be 
performed, flood losses could be reduced by ensuring that the lev
ees would function as designed in emergency. 

It is possible that mitigation for environmental impacts caused 
by the existence of the levees could be partially mitigated in some 
other location while not jeopardizing the flood-carrying capacity of 
the levees. 

Currently, in order to comply with the restrictions imposed, we 
are only allowed to perform in-channel maintenance between July 
1 and October 15. The maintenance of over 200 miles of channels 
is extremely difficult to be performed in that short period of time. 

The local responsibility as part of the participation in the Federal 
project is to provide that maintenance. These maintenance require
ments are overseen by the State of California. 

We often feel as though we are in the middle of two contradicting 
State requirements. In addition, if the weeds are not cut along the 
channels they cause a potential fire threat to the surrounding area. 
The fire marshall requires this cutting. Our challenge is to perform 
this function within the environmental requirements. 

It has been an honor and pleasure for me to be here and to pro
vide this information. I am available for any questions now and in 
the future that you might have regarding our flood-related activi
ties in San Joaquin County. 

Mr. HORN. I thank you, Mr. Pulver. That was excellent testi
mony. Again, you just stated a problem that relates to the State 
of California. What are you doing to bring those parties together, 
before we go to the next witness? Is the State well aware of that 
contradiction and conflict? 

Mr. PULVER. They are aware of the conflict. The bottom-line re
quirement is put on the county or the actual people charged with 
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the maintenance to resolve the issue, and so we are attempting to 
do that. 

Mr. HORN. Okay. We'll get into that in the general questioning, 
but I don't know if we have much authority to really ask the State 
of California what they're going to do about it. We can ask Federal 
agencies that. But we'll try and see just what they're doing, based 
on your testimony. 

Our second-to-the-last witness or third-to-the-last actually will be 
Mr. Charles Hoppin of Yuba City, California, which was greatly af
fected by that flood. 

Mr. HOPPIN. Mr. Chairman and your sole remaining subcommit
tee member, I appreciate the opportunity to speak before you 
today. I suppose my only regret is the rest of your subcommittee 
has not seen fit to wait and listen for those of us who— 

Mr. HORN. Let me just interrupt that. I'm sorry it always looks 
that way to people, and in my private life before being elected in 
1992 I testified as expert witness or something for numerous pan
els in the Senate and the House, and I know it's frustrating, but 
the problem is that each of us had probably four things we were 
supposed to be doing each hour, and I decided I was going to skip 
about 16 things, since I came in, I think, around 9:30 this morning, 
just to sit through this because of the importance it is to California. 

The problem is not that people don't want to be here. They've got 
demands of party caucuses where the leadership wants to meet 
with them, and we've got 100 demands every day, and we just can't 
make it all the time. 

But, let's face it, with a large committee like this, I used to be 
exactly like our colleague from Oregon here as a freshman. I'd be 
here, one other freshman would be here, and the ranking democrat 
and the chairman—or in those days the chairman and the ranking 
republican. 

But all I can say is they aren't sitting snoozin' somewhere. 
They're working. But we wish they'd decide this was one of the 
things they had to do. But often you have two or three equals. 
They've got constituents pouring in every day also. 

So thank you. They will read the transcript. We furnish the tran
script to everybody, and we'll certainly let them know. And those 
that are here usually have the most say in mark-up anyhow. 

Mr. HOPPIN. That's great. I didn't mean to insinuate that they 
didn't have a busy schedule, sir. 

I'm Charlie Hoppin, as you mentioned. I farm over 2,000 acres 
of vegetable and grain in the Meridian area in Sutter County, Cali
fornia. My operation employs up to 100 people annually and I've 
farmed in Sutter County for the past 30 years. I'm also proud that 
my family has farmed in the Sacramento Valley since 1849. 

The January 2nd flood, which covered our area of approximately 
25,000 acres of prime farm land, was surrounded by 100-year lev
ees. I think it's important, after hearing previous testimony, to 
make this committee aware that this area is not a designated flood 
plain and, in fact, has not been flooded since 1940. 

Up to 25 percent of our flooded area still remains under water, 
with approximately 400 acres of my own land in this area also 
under water. The balance of my land, which I have reclaimed much 
of through my own efforts of pumping and excavation, still remains 
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unfarmable because of saturation, siltation, and damage to our in
frastructure. 

Although my livelihood has been tremendously impacted, as well 
as the livelihood of all of my employees, I would be very short
sighted to stand before you today and feel slighted or singled out 
by any natural disaster. 

To understand the potential of our January floods was put into 
perspective by Mr. David Kennedy, Department of Water Resources 
director for the State of California, who stated that if the December 
storms had continued for another 12 hours, quite possibly thou
sands of lives would have been lost in the State of California and 
the majority of the Sacramento Valley would have, in fact, been un
derwater. It only cites that even with today's technology, nature 
still has an awesome power of destruction at her disposal. 

I'm fortunate that my vocation allows me to touch and work 
hand-in-hand with nature on a daily basis. It also allows me to be 
what I would consider a working conservationist, and something 
I'm very proud of, which is to be a steward of the soil. 

However, I feel the 1997 flood could have undoubtedly been pre
vented, and I don't think that that prevention would have required 
Star Wars technology. 

We need to have a workable balance between the endangered 
species problems, maintenance, and repair of channels of our lev
ees. 

The Meridian flood flooded at night and killed the majority of 
wildlife and plants in a 25-square-mile area. This basically has de
stroyed the balance of nature in our area—something that we've all 
worked very hard to maintain. 

When procedures are delayed for years by redundant studies, 
we've lost the common sense to build our levee systems in the first 
place. We have to be reminded that the majority of our levees were 
built in the early portion of this century, when Fresno scrapers and 
mules preceded Caterpillar tractors and John Deeres, and hand
held transit preceded laser-guided systems. However, more impor
tantly, it was a time, I believe, that common sense preceded bu
reaucracy. 

I think it is imperative that we value the habitat that has been 
created in a secondary manner by the waterways and levees, that 
Congress should not allow created habitat to compromise the intent 
and integrity of our manmade wonder. It was designed to conserve 
and deliver water, while protecting the entire population of north
ern California from flood and havoc. 

A good example is the Sutter Wildlife Refuge in the Sutter by
pass. It allows mid-channel growth of trees and brush. This restric
tion of water undoubtedly contributed to the flood of 1997 in my 
area. 

I feel it is important that Federal agencies follow the same com
mon-sense cultural practices in flood plains, be it refuges or mitiga
tion areas, that private landowner neighbors have followed for dec
ades. 

I believe it is important we proceed with vigor to repair the 
known problem areas and to prevent so-called "100-year floods" 
from recurring on a regular basis. 
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These 100-year floods threaten the backbone of California's econ
omy and much of its population. 

Assuming that Congress and the appropriate Federal agencies 
recognize the need for immediate repairs, while concurring very 
wholeheartedly with Congressmen Fazio and Herger, I would con
clude that we need to come up with some kind of a Cal-Fed advi
sory panel to reassess the levee systems in our State. I feel this 
group should also include business interests in California, as well 
as a representative from a responsible environmental group such 
as the Environmental Defense Fund. 

It has been my experience that when concerned parties in any 
issue are allowed to work together as equals, seemingly insur
mountable problems can be readily resolved. 

I would urge Congress to work with the State of California and 
its citizens to restore the most magnificent water system in the 
world. 

Thank you very much. I hope I finished on a lighter note than 
I started, sir. 

Mr. HORN. We appreciate your testimony. Again, where we can 
we'll send it to the appropriate agencies and that will be added to 
the record where your letter already is. 

Our last witness before we get to Secretary Wheeler is Mr. Jef
frey Mount, professor of geology, University of California, Davis. 
Welcome. 

Mr. MOUNT. Thank you. I'm delighted to be here. 
I want to introduce myself. I'm very different than the other 

members of this panel. I am a professor of geology at UC Davis. 
I have recently published a book called "California Rivers and 
Streams," and, like any academic, it's always, you know, "Read my 
book." So I want to give this book to the committee because it does 
give a more lengthy description of what I'm going to talk about 
today. 

I also want to mention that I'm a member of the Muir Institute 
for the Environment, which is a UC Davis program, and, as of yes
terday, appointed to the system-wide UC task force on flooding. As 
I say, just yesterday I found that out. 

The points I want to get to are two-fold, especially after listening 
to the comments today. 

First, I want to talk a little bit about the lessons learned. I think 
we are not focusing on the lessons that we have learned from this 
flood. 

Second, what I'd like to do is just give sort of a "Reader's Digest" 
version of some of the solutions that we might be considering. 

The first lesson that we have to learn is we can't prevent flood
ing. We have to get over that. There is some mind set that says 
that somehow we can prevent flooding. Our systems of dams— 
we've spent more than 100 years trying to prevent flooding in Cali
fornia, and we cannot. We have to move beyond that. 

Secondly, one of the issues that was not discussed today is multi
purpose dams. Multi-purpose dams in California fulfill one pur
pose, and that's water supply. They do not do a very good job of 
reducing floods. 

Thirdly, levees fail. Figuratively and literally, levees fail. It is ap
propriate, when we think about this as to why levees fail. There 
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are, of course, the engineering constraints that cause levees to fail 
during high flows, but there are other aspects. 

We ask levees to do too much. We place them against rivers. We 
basically divorce rivers from their flood plains and attempt to re
strict these flows to a narrow channel. 

By restricting these flows to a narrow channel, you essentially 
elevate the flood elevation. You elevate the stage. And so it is no 
wonder that you have catastrophic flooding associated with levees. 

But most of all the point I want to get across about a lesson 
learned is something we should be discussing. We're locked into 
what I like to call a "cycle of serial engineering." What I mean by 
that is that we've colonized the flood plain in California, depending 
on basically agricultural levees, and these urban centers have 
sprung up throughout central California directly in harm's way. 
But we've depended on those levees, and then later a system of 
multi-purpose dams. 

Each time there is a flood, we have what we're going through ba
sically right now, and usually the call, the traditional call, is for 
more levees and more dams. 

The point is: they will not prevent flooding. 
And the downside of this is that they will stimulate further 

growth in harm's way. There are more than 20 new communities 
being proposed in the Central Valley, alone. It's the fastest-growing 
region in our State. 

Worse yet, we know that some time early in the next century the 
Central Valley is likely to become more urban than rural. 

But most of this is taking place in harm's way, and I think that's 
an important lesson we have to learn from this. 

Some solutions? I wouldn't be an academic if I didn't offer my 
suggestions for solutions. 

First of all, there is no one-size-fits-all approach. That is the old 
way we used to manage floods. That is, we used to develop large, 
silver bullet solutions. We will build Shasta Dam and that will pre
vent flooding. We will build Oroville and that will prevent flooding. 
We will build Folsom and that will prevent flooding. It won't. 

So the old approach won't work. What we need is a more-inte
grated approacn. That approach basically involves breaking out of 
this cycle of serial engineering, and that is getting away from the 
traditional approach of just erecting new levees or building larger 
levees and new dams. 

What I suggest is what I like to call the "three harm rule." All 
of this, of course, is put in my testimony. 

First, stay out of harm's way. 
Second, get out of harm's way. 
Third, do not harm. 
Briefly I'll outline what I mean by that. 
Stay out of harm's way. We are asking too much of our flood 

Elains. We can look upon our flood plains as a place to store floods, 
ut we're not storing floods there, we're colonizing those flood 

plains. 
Right now, with the current government structure, we are not 

preventing people from building in harm's way, and what we're es
sentially doing is trying to make up after they have built in harm's 
way. So we're putting ourselves at risk, and I will argue—I don't 
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have the time to argue at length—that the root of our problem is 
the 100-year flood plain. It's a slavish devotion to a line in the sand 
which is nothing more than a statistical best guess, and it is prob
ably exacerbating flood damage. 

Secondly, get out of harm s way. I think the present tilt that 
FEMA is making toward mitigation rather than disaster relief is 
a very positive approach. Flood-proofing, elevation of structures, for 
example, re-operation of our so-called multi-purpose dams," that's 
one way to get out of harm's way. 

And then, third, do no harm. Get away from this approach of 
crowding rivers with levees. Back off the rivers. Work with the riv
ers rather than against them. 

What I mean by that is setback levees, properly placed, can be 
an effective flood control mechanism. Notice I say "properly 

Elaced." It also can preserve agricultural land in the Central Valley 
ecause you will not urbanize inside those levees—at least I'd hope 

you wouldn't urbanize. 
Bypass systems—we have one of the world's best bypass systems 

in the Sacramento system. It didn't prevent flooding, by the way, 
but it's one of the best. We need one on the San Joaquin system. 

Third—and this is the hardest part—step back and take a look 
at your system. We cannot afford to build a bullet-proof flood con
trol system, so we must make some decisions about where failure 
should occur in the system, and this is what I call a "circuit break
er" approach. It keeps the house from burning down. 

We need to choose some areas that will be flooded in the ex
treme, rare events, and we've got to stop urbanizing in those 
places, and the best places, of course, are agricultural land because 
the cost is less. 

So I'm actually a great proponent of preserving agricultural land 
in the Central Valley as a flood control mechanism. 

I am probably out of time, so thank you. 
Mr. HORN. Well, please finish. Don't worry about the time. 
Mr. MOUNT. Actually, my concluding remark would simply be: 

stay out of harm's way, get out of harm's way, and do no harm. 
This is the secret to breaking out of this cycle. 

We talk about all kinds of societal cycles, whether it's the cycle 
of poverty, or whatever. In this case it's a cycle of engineering, this 
serial engineering. The way to break out is this kind of approach 
rather than new dams and larger levees. 

That's it. Thank you very much. 
Mr. HORN. Well, we deeply appreciate that testimony. I'm going 

to yield to the ranking democrat. He just got elected to Congress 
and he's already ridden up—how many have we got on your side? 
Twenty-five members? He's now the ranking democrat. As he says, 
it's scary. 

The gentleman from Oregon. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Mount, I very much appreciate your testimony. Mr. Chair

man, I hope that we can have some of our colleagues directed to
wards the full testimony, because it seemed to me that it's some
thing that we don't hear in this setting. 

I am struck by the fact that people are coming here talking about 
the fact that we have had three 100-year floods in the last 11 
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years. One of our colleagues said we ought to follow through on 
this wherever it leads, because I think the evidence is pretty com
pelling that there has been a huge investment in this area and it's 
not making it better. It's making it worse. And if we're not careful 
it'sjust going to compound it. 

The up side is that this isn't something that's unique to northern 
California. I mean, people are wondering why they're having flood 
of the century every other year in Europe because they've short
ened the Rhine 50 miles and they've channelized it. 

I'm curious if you can elaborate for a moment on how we would 
actually have the objective analysis that would lead us to hopefully 
an independent assessment of what works and what doesn't. 

You have alleged that you're instantly suspect because you've 
published a book and have some opinions on it. Nobody that has 
come before us is without either strong personal feelings, even if 
it's for "common sense" solutions. Do you have a sense of how we 
can get an independent assessment that might help provide the 
framework for decisionmaking? 

Mr. MOUNT. Well, I have been accused of being a hopeless opti
mist. Maybe that's why I work at the university. But the Galloway 
Report which was done for the Mississippi floods, that is the report 
that was never formally adopted. 

Now, that actually took a relatively independent view and made 
a number of strong, important recommendations. We need the 
same kind of thing for the floods of California. We're going to need 
them in Ohio, as well. We're going to need them probably in the 
Mississippi Basin again after the snow begins to melt. 

Those kind of independent oversight reports are extremely im
portant. Obviously, the University of California has put together a 
task force which is going to look at this issue and can make com
ment on this issue, but I'm optimistic that because we now have 
national attention on this and we are abandoning the slavish devo
tion to just building more dams and more levees, that we can get 
an independent review on this. 

But, you know, basically I leave it up to you to make those kinds 
of calls. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. If I may just— 
Mr. HORN. Please. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. The notion that somehow we will solve this 

problem by an additional engineering solution occurs to me to be 
similar to taking care of a problem of being overweight by letting 
your belt out. 

Do you have a sense of some areas where engineering has given 
way to solutions, as you suggested, being in harmony with the 
river, some—god forbid me using this term—"reasonable" land use 
planning and control over urbanization, and some controlled flood
ing as options? Are there areas that you can point to where that 
has been done? 

Mr. MOUNT. I'm ashamed to say this, but Europe is way ahead 
of us on this, and Europe has been taking a complete second look 
at the way they handle floods. 

All of the things you mentioned—the point I wanted to make— 
and this relates to Europe—is no one solution is going to work. It 
actually takes an integrated watershed-wide approach. 



91 

I realize that's a buzzword we hear all the time, but it's true. It 
is, in fact, true. 

Local solutions—acting locally and local solutions make the 
whole problem worse, and worse for everybody involved. 

So it is watershed-wide approaches, again. It is allowing a river 
to recolonize its flood plain. It is stronger land use planning ham
mers. 

See, in the Central Valley, as you're both obviously quite aware, 
there is a great deal of money involved in this and there is a great 
deal of pressure to develop on these nice, flat places which are in 
harm's way, so it is a politically very difficult task to encourage 
local agencies to have stronger land use planning hammers to keep 
people out of the flood plain or keep people out of harm's way. 

And it gets even worse than that, and it comes back to this 100-
year flood plain and the insurance, because so much is being done 
just to meet that little requirement of 100-year flood plain, as if 
you imagine somebody who lived outside that 100-year flood plain 
was safe and the person who lives five feet inside it is not. 

It's this black-and-white approach which is actually making the 
problem much worse than it is making it better. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 
Dr. Mount, I appreciate your comments. 
One of the things that I found very interesting in the testimony 

is the reference to the half life of our memory on these events, that 
it's sort of an issue of first impression, and we have to re-learn the 
lessons over and over again. 

I hope that, through the work of this committee, we can do work 
on the other half of our infrastructure. We're looking at the trans
portation infrastructure. I'm hoping we can look at the green infra
structure in terms of waterways where we can come up with a bal
anced, integrated approach that will be similar to ISTEA and will 
be a model that will save money, improve the quality of life, and 
be in harmony with nature, rather than trying to build our way out 
of these problems. 

I appreciate your testimony. I found it very useful. 
Mr. HORN. I think the gentleman has a very good point, and we 

look forward to you working with the chairman and myself and 
others on this committee who are worried about these questions. 

May I say, since you mentioned—is it Dr. Mount or— 
Mr. MOUNT. Yes. 
Mr. HORN. Okay, Dr. Mount, having been a university president 

I'm sensitive to this, but it wasn't on the list. What you had to say 
on the urbanization of the San Joaquin Valley, we've already seen 
it, and the Sacramento Valley. I want to include at this point in 
the record, without objection, an article from the "Los Angeles 
Times" that got into this issue and what are the projections for 
population of the San Joaquin Valley. It is truly astounding. 

Of course, what it means is that more people from Los Angeles 
or wherever who decide to get out of urban, problem-ridden Amer
ica into the nicer small towns of America and small cities will 
mean we're losing a tremendous bit of agricultural land in the proc
ess. 

But when the children decide not to stay on the farm and go off 
and become lawyers—heaven help us—and doctors and engineers 
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and political scientists and anthropologists, and even geologists, 
then the farm is sold. 

When you've got people that want to build 500 homes at a sweep, 
which is what is happening in the Central Valley now, or 100 or 
200 around Fresno, it's changing the way of life in the major indus
try of the State, which is agriculture, believe it or not. Most of our 
friends in the midwest don't realize that we are the number one 
agricultural State, and that's due to the land and getting the land 
in production. 

Let me start on a few questions here. 
We mentioned the 100-year flood criteria. Dr. Mount, have you 

had a chance to examine that criteria that the Corps has, because 
I'd like the professor like you to put it in simple English that all 
of us can understand on tnis committee, because we have trouble 
figuring out how that formula works. Maybe you can give us Geol
ogy I. 

Mr. MOUNT. First of all, in defense of the Corps, they no longer 
call it the "100-year flood plain," and that is because of the mis
conceptions that are associated with the 100-year flood plain. 

There is a myth out there that the flood that will occupy an area 
of the flood plain—the so-called "100-year flood plain"—occurs once 
every 100 years. Of course, we've all heard we've had 11 100-year 
floods. 

A 100-year flood is nothing more than a statistical best guess, lit
erally a statistical best guess of a size of a flood that would have 
a certain probability of occurring; that is, it is a l-in-100 prob
ability that any year, whether it's next year or the year after, 10 
years from now, whatever, in any year you will have a flood of that 
size. 

But, unfortunately, what happened is so many people then came 
up with the idea that that's tne 100-year flood, then I'll be able to 
live in this spot for 100 years without ever experiencing a flood, 
and nothing could be furtner from the truth, as we've seen just in 
the last 11 years in California. 

But the important thing to keep in mind is it is a statistical best 
guess. I over-use that term, but I want you to know that in Califor
nia, where our database is very small—that is, our total record is 
no more than 100 years on any of these basins—that is the statis
tical base that— 

Mr. HORN. Except for tree rings, I assume. 
Mr. MOUNT. Right. And what the tree rings are telling us is that 

we go through great cycles in climate in California. 
Where are we in that cycle? Because the 100 years that occurred 

previously may tell us nothing about what's going to happen in the 
next 100 years, which is what I think we're finding out, by the 
way, right at the close of this century is that climate goes in cycles 
in California. 

But the 100-year flood doesn't acknowledge that so-called "100-
year flood." 

Mr. HORN. Well, would you say, just based on the statistical 
probability, that what we've seen happen on what the witnesses 
are all living in, would that easily qualify as the 100-year flood? 

Mr. MOUNT. I also, too, don't like to call it the 100-year flood. I 
would call what we saw this winter, especially along the Cosumnes 
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River, as an extremely rare event, but that doesn't mean it won't 
occur next winter and that doesn't mean it won't occur within 5 
years. 

Mr. HORN. NO. YOU can have 10 in a row. 
Mr. MOUNT. Right. 
Mr. HORN. Or sporadically 20 in a century. 
Mr. MOUNT. Exactly. 
Mr. HORN. But the scope of what the engineers' prediction model 

is, is it a certain percent of the flood plain is to be occupied by 
water, or what? 

Mr. MOUNT. Okay. Actually, no. What a great question. I'll tell 
you, the 100-year flood plain literally is a line which is drawn 
across the flood plain, which in many cases has nothing to do what
soever with the flood plain. 

Rivers have made flood plains. They've spread out over the mil
lennia and spread their waters across a flood plain and made them 
flat. That's what makes them flat in the first place. 

The 100-year flood plain, that line is just a line which is drawn 
across the flood plain. It actually doesn't define anything. There's 
no geomorphic, no geologic reason to draw this line. This line is 
just based on a guess of how much water is going to come through, 
the probability of how much water is going to come through the 
river and how far it would spread across the flood plain. 

The problem is that when we erect levees like we have in the 
Sacramento system we draw that so-called "100-year flood plain" 
inside the boundary of the levees. I mean, there is no flood plain. 
There is no such thing as a 100-year flood plain in major portions 
of the Sacramento Valley. 

But you need only look at that map and here came the so-called 
"100-year flood," and look what happened. It flooded outside the 
100-year flood plain, which I think is part of the problem. 

Mr. HORN. One of the other factors, FEMA is depending on maps 
when they impose mandatory flood insurance. 

Mr. MOUNT. Right. 
Mr. HORN. Which Sacramento has been struggling with and Los 

Angeles has been struggling with various types of zoning to have 
a reduced fee when you begin the so-called AR zone," and if you 
get in early you can continue to have it, but meanwhile tremendous 
economic damage is being done to you in the resale of your house 
and everything else. 

Do you think those maps have any real relation to what might 
happen in looking at it from a statistical probability point of view? 

Mr. MOUNT. I would argue that anyone who lies within the 
mapped 100-year flood plain is at risk. Period. You are at risk of 
flooding. 

The question actually arises about small engineering approaches 
which attempt to shrink the size of the 100-year flood plain just to 
get those houses out of it, and that in the long run is risky. 

Again, that's one of the lessons that was learned in this. 
Mr. HORN. Well, in the Los Angeles River, where we all thought 

we were doing good 30 or 40 years ago, our predecessors, we have 
built a wonderful high-velocity tunnel to the sea where they can 
dump everything in the Long Beach harbor, which has to be 
cleaned regularly because of things coming 20 and 30 and 50 miles 
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upstream. And obviously in that case, where the flood plain lines 
are now drawn, you have a half a million people that would have 
to give up their homes. And there are some that want that. Let 
them put up the money and pay a fair market value. Maybe a lot 
of people will take it and go up to Oregon and Washington and 
Idaho and Utah and continue to raise the cost of housing up 
there— 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Oregon. 
Mr. HORN. Oregon, in particular. That's right. 
We can take that—what is it? I think 300 million acre feet pour 

into the Pacific off the Columbia River. Just think, if we brought 
that down the eastern side of the Sierra Nevada Mountains into 
southern California, we'd solve everybody's problem and keep the 
building trades happy for 30 years. 

Anyhow, let me yield to my colleague. We'll alternate question
ing, and then Mr. Riggs I guess will be after that. 

Go ahead. 
Mr. BLUMENAUER. I have no more questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. HORN. All right. The gentleman from California, Mr. Riggs? 

And then well alternate until we've got the questions out of our 
system. 

Mr. RlGGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I again want to thank this 
panel of witnesses for hanging in there, as I know the hearing has 
gone a little late. 

The first thing I want to ask is I want to ask Supervisor Hastey 
if he ever got a response to the concerns he raised regarding the 
actions or, as the case might have been, inaction on the part of the 
Corps of Engineers. 

You cite in your testimony that the Corps—that you believe that 
the Corps may have actually, by its actions, exacerbated the flood 
damages, and you specifically cite an 8-hour response time, when 
the commute under normal conditions would be 40 minutes; a lack 
of initial action and single focus on negotiating a contract with 
Nordic Industries; 11 hours to make the decision to breach the 
Feather river levee to allow the water that was backing up to leak 
out; and a failure to act between February 2nd and 22nd, in which 
you contend there were 18 days of good weather. 

Have you gotten a response from the Corps of Engineers to your 
concerns? 

Mr. HASTEY. I've gotten a response in that the helicopter broke 
down and they had to get another helicopter, though they were fly
ing in from Sacramento, which is 40 miles away. I haven't gotten 
a response other than from General Capka I've been told that we 
probably should have had a liaison officer there, or someone that 
we could speak to. 

In our situation, although I think the Corps has done wonderful 
work in other parts of the county, in Yuba County they truly failed 
miserably. 

There was no one to talk to. There was no one dealing with the 
locals who knew where the water was going to go who we could 
deal with, and the negotiator that they sent had one focus, and 
that was to negotiate this contract. 

To be bluntly honest, it was a poor contract to be negotiating. He 
was negotiating a contract that would bring rock in from both ends, 
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knowing—and the locals knew full well that the Bear River was 
going to break and that one end that they were delivering rock to 
and the roads they were building were going to be gone. 

The response from the Corps was they sent their very best engi
neers to devise this problem. I'm not sure—that makes us a little 
nervous when that was their best engineers that devised that plan. 

Mr. RlGGS. I appreciate your comments. 
I now want to turn to this whole question of land planning. I re

alize that this is a very sensitive issue because land planning deci
sions obviously should be made locally by elected officials. They 
are, if you will, the land use policy decision-makers. 

However, I couldn't help but notice over the weekend a very ex
tensive article in the "San Francisco Examiner" Sunday that is 
headlined, "Unreliable levees, no barrier to developers." It goes on 
to talk about a number of developments—very interesting graphic 
used here—to locate six proposed major projects all in the Central 
Valley, San Joaquin and Central Valley area. 

The article says—it talks about one particular development that 
would be home to 35,000 people, as I understand it. These would 
be long-haul commuters to Sacramento, if you will, called "Plumas 
Lakes." It just happens to be in the area of the worst single inci
dent of this flood where the Feather River burst a levee on the 
night of January 2nd, inundating 15 square miles of farm land, 
killing three people, causing $200 million in damage, and forcing 
80,000 people from their homes. 

It cites this as a fairly typical example of some of these other de
velopments that are planned up and down the Central Valley from 
Marysville to Fresno. 

It then goes on to say that—and, of course, much of this has his
torically, as you well know, been productive agricultural land. It 
says, "In place after place, the high water inundated or threatened 
low-lying farm land, where local officials have given the green light 
for large-scale urban development, housing tracts, new cities—" en
tire new cities—"and even in one case a fantastic complex of four 
Disneyland-sized amusement parks. 

"If everything that has already been approved—" I'm assuming 
that these are approved and entitled projects—"if everything that 
had already been approved had been built, as many as 200,000 
more people would have been at risk, according to a review of plan
ning documents collected by The Examiner."' 

And then it goes on to talk about where all these projects are. 
Chairman Horn I think alluded to this concern, as well. Again, 

we're the last people to want to intrude in what is, I stipulate, the 
quintessential local issue, or the issue of the quintessential issue 
of local control, but, gentlemen, what is going to happen here? I 
mean, this is very worrisome. I think these floods, the floods of De
cember 1996, and January 1997, really should be for all of us, as 
elected policy decision-makers, a wake-up call. 

So I'd like to get your response from anybody on this panel who 
cares to comment about it. 

And I'll introduce for the record, Mr. Chairman, this particular 
article and the graphic, because the graphic, by the way, talks 
about the nature and the location of the project, and then it has 
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a notation regarding the impact of these storms on this particular 
area. 

I cited one, Plumas Lakes in Yuba County, so I'm assuming Su
pervisor Hastey is familiar with this project. The impact of the 
1997 storm, as I mentioned, and portions also flooded in the 1986 
levee collapse—a new city for 9,000 people called Mossdale Village 
in Lathrup—I hope I'm pronouncing that right—is approved but 
tied up in a lawsuit. Impact of the 1997 storm, evacuated when lev
ees leaked. 

Another area, Gold Rush City in San Joaquin County, new city 
for 20,000 people, the four Disneyland-sized amusement parks I 
mentioned, 10,000 hotel rooms to accommodate four million annual 
visitors. Impact of the 1997 storm, flooded. 

There are several other projects, as well. 
So where are we going here, because obviously there isn't enough 

money in the Federal Treasury to come along after the fact and try 
to repair the damage of the flooding. 

Again, it relates back to this issue Chairman Horn talked about, 
which is the conversion of traditionally productive agricultural land 
into essential large-scale housing tracts and instant suburbia. 

Mr. HORN. I'm going to have to interrupt the gentleman. I'd like 
that in the record. Without objection, it will be put in the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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San Francisco Examiner 

Sunday, March 16, 1997 

METRO 

Unreliable levees no barrier to developers Planners insist upgrades will be 
made, but critics fear Valley's entire system is at risk 

Lance Williams 
EXAMINER STAFF 

SEE ALSO SIDEBAR (DEVELOPMENTS PLANNED FOR FLOOD-PRONE AREAS) 

OLIVEHURST, Yuba County - When the developers and 
politicians look south at the rice fields and prune 
orchards along the Feather River, they envision big 
things: 

Housing tracts. Strip malls. Industrial parks. A 
bustling new city for 35,000 people. 

But the helicopter pilots who began their emergency 
fly-overs at dawn Jan. 3 saw something quite different: a 
vast, muddy lake, 15 feet deep and 3 miles across. 

This was the site of the worst single incident of the Great 
California flood of 1997 - when the Feather River, swollen 
to a depth of 77 feet, burst a problem-plagued levee on the 
night of Jan. 2, inundating 15 square miles of farmland. 

The disaster killed three people, caused $200 million in 
damage and forced 80,000 people from their homes. 

But bad as it was, the disaster might have been far worse 
if the proposed new city of Plumas Lakes had been built 
before the waters rose. 

The development, intended to serve long-haul commuters 
to Sacramento, was approved by the county supervisors 
here in 1993, but construction is not yet under way. More 
than two months after the levee burst, portions of the 
site still had water standing to the depth of eight feet. 

The flooding at the Plumas Lakes project area is a scene 
that was repeated up and down California's great Central 
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Valley, from Marysville to Fresno, during January's 
flooding. 

In place after place, the high water inundated or 
threatened low-lying farmland where local officials have 
given the green light for large-scale urban development -
housing tracts, new cities and even, in one case, a 
fantastic complex of four Disneyland-sized amusement 
parks. 

If everything that has been approved had already been 
built, as many as 200,000 more people would have been at 
risk, according to a review of planning documents 
collected by The Examiner. 

The Plumas Lake plan is "a total disaster," says Walter 
Cook, who lost a 15-acre walnut orchard, along with house 
and outbuildings, in the January deluge. 

"I don't think you should build a subdivision in a 
sinkhole," he says. "It's an area that floods every time 
a levee breaks, and the more people who move in there, the 
more heartache you will create. People will be homeless. 
People will lose everything. And the developers who build 
it will be long gone." 

Levee safety questioned 

Local officials and developers insist that the projects 
they plan will be safe: levees will be upgraded to protect 
the new cities from future floods, they say. 

"It is definitely thought that no one would go down there 
and develop anything until levee improvements are under 
construction," says Jim Manning, Community Development 
Director for Yuba County. 

But development proponents make that claim" even as some 
flood experts have begun an agonizing reappraisal of the 
safety of the state's levees, a 6,000-mile network of 
earthen walls and dikes that protect some 900,000 
Californians from flooding. 

The levees took an extraordinary battering in January: 
floodwater broke through in more than 80 places in the 
Valley, inundating about 250 square miles of farmland and 
towns,vcausing $1.5 billion in damage. 

To some experts, the real lessons of the flood may be that 
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the levee system is simply not capable of protecting the 
rapidly urbanizing Valley at times of flood. 

"The levee system isn't designed to protect property, 
it's mainly just designed to protect ag(ricultural) 
land, which is well suited for periodic flooding, 
anyway," says Erik Vink, California director for the 
American Farmland Trust, which works to conserve 
farmland. 

Ann Riley, a former state Department of Water Resources 
scientist now with Berkeley's Coalition to Restore Urban 
Waters, says: 

"We have allowed people to inhabit high-risk areas 
behind levees that aren't necessarily structurally 
sound, and the price tag to rebuild the entire levee 
system is absolutely prohibitive." 

Given the staggering costs of this year's floods, many 
experts say California should try to minimize the impact 
of future deluges by turning to an approach that plans for 
occasional high water and diverts it from populated 
areas. 

"You can't remove all the houses that are there, but you 
can direct flood water into bypasses, purchase key sites 
of land and direct the flows there," says Riley. 

For the Central Valley, the experts envision relocating 
some levees, buying easements across low-lying farmland 
to restrict development and creating one or more new 
flood-control channels like Sacramento's Yolo bypass, a 
broad swath of lowland that is farmed in summer but 
carries high water away from the city during storms. 

Such ideas imply that the state would restrict 
development in flood-sensitive areas. And that raises 
the hackles of local officials, who jealously guard their 
power to control zoning, and of home builders and real 
estate investors, who fear loss of their property rights. 

At a legislative hearing convened in January by state Sen. 
Barbara Lee, D-Oakland, a California Association of 
Realtors lobbyist said his organization found the idea of 
imposing new limits on development in flood-prone areas 
repugnant. The California Building Association's 
spokesman said his group would fight such restrictions. 



100 

"I told the committee that taking away somebody's 
property rights was repugnant to us," says CAR lobbyist 
Stanley Wieg. 

But Douglas Vogl of Fresno's San Joaquin River Committee 
says: "County supervisors are permitting developers to 
build structures in areas where nature dictates nothing 
should be built. This is not in the public interest, 
because property owners look to the public purse to make 
them whole when natural disaster strikes." 

Assistant U.S. Interior Secretary John Garamendi, a 
former San Joaquin County legislator, says: 

"It is insanity to build in these flood zones, and for 
cities and counties to allow it is dead wrong." 

The conflict between development and flood safety is 
being played out up and down the Valley. Among the hot 
spots: 

Gold Rush City. In 1989 the farming community of Lathrop, 
on the San Joaquin River south of Stockton, became a city. 

Soon after that, Norman Jarrett, a visionary South 
African developer, pitched the new city council on a $4 
billion real estate project to be built around four 
Disneyland-style amusement parks - one of them with a 
'4 9ers theme. 

More than 8 million people would visit "Gold Rush City" 
each year, the developer claimed in promotional 
material. The project would also include "a 
super-regional shopping center," three golf courses, an 
auto speedway with a grandstand for 120,000 racing fans, a 
sports arena for ice hockey or basketball, a hotel complex 
with 10,000 rooms, industrial parks and, finally, homes 
for 20,000 people. 

Attracted by the promise of 30,000 new jobs and $90 
million in annual tax revenues, the city-council 
enthusiastically rezoned a 5,500-acre riverside tract 
for the project. "Gold Rush City will put Lathrop on 
every tourist's itinerary," said Mayor Apolinar 
Sangalong. 

The city council also rezoned some farmland to 
accommodate Mossdale Village, a residential project for 
9,000 people. If everything is built, Lathrop's 
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population of 9,000 will triple, and much of the open 
space between Stockton and Manteca will be urbanized. 

Gold Rush City hit a snag last year when the California 
Farm Bureau Federation joined the Sierra Club in a lawsuit 
challenging the rezoning. 

Project opponents said they were horrified by the plan to 
pave over the prime agricultural soils on the Stewart 
Tract, an island at the east end of the San Joaquin River 
Delta where Gold Rush City would be relocated. 

Another hitch came Jan. 5, when levee breaks on the lower 
San Joaquin River downstream of where it was joined by the 
flood-engorged Tuolumne put much of the farmland west of 
Lathrop under water - including the site of Gold Rush 
City. 

Two months later, portions of the development area are 
still flooded. The developer and Lathrop city officials 
told the Manteca Bulletin that the 1997 flood was 
irrelevant; long before Gold Rush City is built, massive 
levee improvements will be made to keep the project dry, 
they said. 

But project opponent Eric Parfrey says that could shift 
flooding downstream to the city of Stockton, where 
January's high water put great pressure on levees, 
forcing the evacuation of one new 1,300-unit housing 
development. 

Also, flood experts believe it is vital to keep Stewart 
Tract undeveloped to ease the impact of future floods, 
says Rudolph Platzek, author and regional planner. 

"If we are to build a San Joaquin River bypass equivalent 
to the Yolo Bypass to take the pressure off the levees, it 
will need to pass right through Gold Rush City," he says. 

The upper San Joaquin River bed. Since 1947, the massive 
Friant Dam in the foothills east of Fresno has allowed the 
state to divert more than 90 percent of the water away from 
the channel of the upper San Joaquin River into a series of 
irrigation canals. 

As a result of diversions, the river through the bluffs 
below the dam has run at only a trickle in all but the 
rainiest of seasons. 
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That has emboldened officials of the City of Fresno and 
Madera and Fresno counties to begin rezonmg stretches of 
the riverbed for residential development. 

So far, the Fresno City Council has approved "Scout 
Island," a subdivision for 11 upscale homes in the 
riverbed, and Fresno County supervisors have approved a 
100-unit river bottom tract. Upstream, Madera 
supervisors have given approval for developing "Rio 
Mesa," a sprawling new city for 90,000 people. A 250-acre 
portion of that development, dubbed "Riverbend Ranch," 
abuts the river bottom. 

Primary flood protection for the projects, all still 
unbuilt, is supposed to be provided by the enormous dam 
that impounds Sierra runoff into Millerton Lake. 

But in January, the warm storms melted the Sierra 
snowpack, filling Millerton and forcing uncontrolled 
releases from the dam. The San Joaquin roared to life 
through the Fresno bluffs, wrecking a trailer park in the 
river bottom and surging past the sites of the 
subdivisions. 

After the storm passed, local flood officials joined with 
preservationists to urge the City Council to enact an 
emergency building moratorium in the river bottom. They 
argued that the City Council needed to study public safety 
issues before issuing building permits, but the effort 
failed. 

Councilman Ken Steitz accused proponents of hyping the 
flood danger, telling the Fresno Bee: "They were using 
that to deny somebody (the right) to build on their own 
property." 

Yuba City-Marysville. The Feather River downstream from 
its junction with the Yuba has been the site of six major 
floods in the past half-century. 

Worst of all was the so-called "Gum Tree" break shortly 
after midnight on Christmas Eve 1955, when a levee that 
had been spouting geyser-like leaks for more than eight 
hours finally ruptured, flooding a vast agricultural 
area and killing 38 people. 

In the 41 years since then, the state has spent millions 
jpgrading the levees, and it's a good thing. Today, the 
former farmland at the foot of the very levee that gave way 
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in 1955 is a checkerboard of subdivisions. All the 
projects were approved by the Yuba City Council in the 
past five years. 

"One of them is called River Run, and it's aptly named," 
says Sutter County Supervisor Dick Akin, "because in 
1955, the river ran right through where the development is 
now. It's a risky place to put homes, right on a levee." 

Akin says opponents cited flood danger in an attempt to 
derail the projects, but the City Council approved them 
anyway. Voters later rejected two bond issues to build a 
high school in the area after opponents argued that the 
new school would eventually be wrecked by flooding, he 
said. 

Many home buyers in the new tract are new to the area and 
"didn't realize what they were buying, until this 
winter," Akin says. Most of the year, the Feather is a 
placid stream, and if you've never seen it at flood, you 
can't imagine how powerful it can become, he says. 

In the flood of 1997, leaks developed along the levee near 
Gum Tree, but the structures held. Instead, the break 
occurred downstream and on the opposite bank, above the 
Plumas Lake site. 

Community Development Director Manning says the 
officials who approved the new town didn't feel it was 
necessary to make flood safety a development 
requirement, because developers would want that as much 
as anybody. 

"I don't know that we would need to make it a requirement 
of anybody to have levee improvements before spending 
millions of dollars on an investment at risk," he said. 
"People are going to go, "Wasn't this under 15 feet of 
water in 1997?' Developers don't make all that money by 
not being clever." 

But Richard Meehan, a Palo Alto engineer and flood expert, 
has studied the area's three most recent flood disasters -
the 1955 and 1997 levee breaks, and another break in 1986 
that caused $500 million in damage. He doubts levee 
upgrades will solve the problem. 

Meehan says the levees are built far out on the flood 
plain, atop an underground layer of gravel that is the 
river's prehistoric channel. In the trial of a lawsuit 
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filed in connection with the 1986 flood, he testified 
that, when the Feather is at flood, water can move through 
the gravel far landward, undermining even the 
best-constructed levee. 

"There definitely is a land-planning issue here," he 
says. 
Tomorrow: Flood control in future. 
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Mr. HORN. We have a problem, not of the Chair's making, since 
he learned about it 4 minutes ago. 

The Coast Guard subcommittee is going to begin a hearing in 
here at 2:00, and that will mean all of our wonderful questions that 
we were going to ask you eyeball-to-eyeball will have to be submit
ted to you in writing. 

The one basic question I'd like to hear from each of you but I 
can't do it on the record today, but it will become part of the writ
ten record, is: in your judgment, what's the best way to solve the 
problem? And if you wouldn't mind sharing your thoughts in a suc
cinct paragraph, I would be most grateful for that, and that will 
go in the record without objection at this point. 

I also want to get into the problems, one way or the other, of the 
structural failures in levees as being the problem more than the 
overtopping, and what we mean by that, and I would welcome your 
thoughts and I would have the staff ask the Corps of Engineers for 
their thoughts. 

And I'm also concerned about the policy that the Corps says if 
it's a private levee, "Sorry, we're not really involved," and yet the 
fact that we had private levees built saved the Federal Government 
and the Corps and the Congress and the taxpayers a lot of money. 
I think somewhere we've got to work through that policy and try 
to make some sense out of it. 

I would simply ask you, Dr. Mount, does that come in hard cover 
as well as paperback, that fine book of yours? 

Mr. MOUNT. That fine book of mine. Yes. 
Mr. HORN. Well, if it mentions the Paharo River on which my 

homestead abuts in San Benito County, I will buy a copy and write 
you a check. I want to read that book, provided the Paharo River 
is somewhere in there. 

Did you get into the Paharo River? 
Mr. MOUNT. I went to graduate school in Santa Cruz, so— 
Mr. HORN. Well, you know where the Paharo River is, then. 
Okay, now we're going to have to close this out. 
Mr. Wheeler was going to be back, and I'd like his deputy, Ray

mond D. Hart, the deputy director of the Department of Water Re
sources, to at least come at the table, present his statement—don't 
read it. We'll just put it in the record. 

And if you can summarize it in about 5 minutes or so I think my 
friend, Mr. Coble, will give us that time, but then we've got to close 
it off automatically. And that will be the last witness, and all the 
rest will be written questions. 

TESTIMONY OF RAYMOND D. HART, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, 
CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY, SACRAMENTO, CA 

Mr. HART. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, thank 
you. I'm Raymond Hart. I'm the deputy director of the Department 
of Water Resources in California. I'm responsible for flood manage
ment in California, and I was directly involved in managing the 
flood response in California during the January event. 

I will submit for the record Secretary Wheeler's remarks. Unfor
tunately, he had pressing business and couldn't be here. 

I'd also like to submit for the record these maps that were given 
to you earlier. There are four of them. 
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Mr. HORN. Without objection, they will be inserted in the record. 
Mr. HART. And, if I may make a few remarks, the flood that we 

experienced in January was, indeed, truly a record event. It cov
ered most of the Central Valley, as compared to the 1986 floods, 
which were really the American and Feather Basins, and the 1995, 
which was very localized in several different areas of the State but 
not nearly as widespread as this one. 

All our major reservoirs were taxed. Most of them had record 
flows into them. And the reservoirs in most cases reduced by over 
half the peak flows that were released downstream, so if the res
ervoirs had not been there, there would have been tremendous 
damage well beyond what the Corps' estimates would have been. 

The non-structural things that you've heard about today I think 
make sense where people are not currently living. Where people 
are living, such as in Sacramento and Los Angeles, it's certainly 
not practical to think about moving all these people out. 

I'd like to get down to the final remarks so I can save your time. 
There are several things that are of concern to us. 
One, we need to see a supplemental appropriation to fund the 

following: $300 million for the full cost of levee repairs to be under
taken to bring the system back to capacity by November; $381 mil
lion to fund the Federal share of highway repair, which will require 
a waiver of $100 million per disaster cap; at least $200 million to 
repair our damaged public facilities and ongoing assistance to flood 
victims; and reauthorize and fund the tree assistance program ad
ministered by the Department of Agriculture. 

In addition to supplemental appropriations needed, we ask that 
the Congress do the following 

Mr. HORN. What was that agriculture number? 
Mr. HART. It's the tree assistance program. 
Mr. HORN. Okay. You don't have a dollar figure on it? 
Mr. HART. NO, I do not. Support, repair of the damaged levees 

to their full height and section under the Corps emergency repair 
authority. Under their phase three program you heard about ear
lier, they're going to be bringing them back up to the full capacity. 
The problem is that during this winter we were very fortunate we 
had six dry weeks that basically took us out of extreme flood emer
gency for, I think, the remainder of this year. However, if we'd had 
another large event, not having that 100-year flood protection, par
ticularly north of Sacramento, it would have been devastating. 

I think the policy needs to be reviewed as to what can be done 
for emergency repairs and what constitutes an emergency. 

The Corps has a lot of difficulty moving once the water has re
ceded, even though there may be reoccurring flooding. 

Continue to support a policy that expedites environmental per
mitting for the levee repairs, which only requires mitigation to the 
post-flood level habitat. We've already had habitat mitigation re
quirements on the two levee repairs up in the Sacramento Basin, 
both the Feather and the Sutter—basically those areas were under 
water and damaged, yet there is habitat requirement for mitiga
tion. 

Examine the policy of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency that does not distinguish between crop year losses and the 
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long-term investment values of agricultural infrastructure, espe
cially with orchards and vineyards. 

California's crops are extremely valuable. It's not the row crop 
type of things that you just plant from year to year; the investment 
takes years to develop, and then when it's wiped out by the flood, 
which is a rare one, it will take them 5 to 10 years to reestablish 
the investment. 

Mr. HORN. That's an excellent point. Having grown up with an 
orchard, I know what you mean. 

Mr. HART. In conclusion, the State recognizes the need for a com
prehensive approach to the problem of flooding. It is prepared to 
do its part in taking remedial action. 

The FEAT Report—which is the Flood Emergency Action Team— 
will identify structural and non-structural solutions to deal with 
flooding in California. 

We look forward to working with the Federal Government in de
veloping a flood control system that is less subject to these dev
astating floods and which recognizes limitations imposed by the 
physical reality of a large river prone to erratic hydrology. 

The Army Corps of Engineers' proposal to review non-structural 
responses and conduct basin-wide studies in principal California 
watersheds—although I caution the amounts of money we're talk
ing so far, I think are inadequate to do the job. The Corps spent 
nearly $12 million investigating the American Basin. The $2 mil
lion to study the entire San Joaquin/Sacramento Delta obviously 
will require substantially more than a few more million dollars. 

The State has already taken the initiative on the Cosumnes 
River through establishment of a task force. Local levees obviously 
are a problem. 

I think you're correct in your observation that they put in a tre
mendous investment and the public did not have to pay, yet the 
public did benefit from it. Interstate 5 and Highway 99 were pro
tected by these levees, and now are at risk to flooding, which obvi
ously impacts the commerce of California. 

Mr. HORN. It would certainly be helpful if the State government 
rounded that whole theory out with the value of the levees and so 
forth, that we had something in our hands. 

I remember the Imperial Irrigation District has several billion 
dollars worth of irrigation and levees in that area that have been 
done since 1900, and we ought to be able to make that point. 

Mr. HART. We'll put something together for you. 
I appreciate the opportunity to be here today, and we certainly 

stand ready to answer any of your questions. 
Mr. HORN. You've done a brilliant job, Mr. Hart. You can go 

home proud that you've laid out some of the key recommendations. 
We're sorry we couldn't give you more time, but I didn't know the 
room was to move at 2:00. 

Mr. HART. I understand. 
Mr. HORN. We're about as close to 2:00 as we'll get, so thank you 

very much. We thank the staff, whose names will be in the record, 
since that's the tradition we have in Government reform, who 
helped do what, so there will be a section in your transcript on the 
professional staff that prepared the hearing. 

We thank you, and with that this is adjourned. 
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[Whereupon, at 2:05 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to 
reconvene at the call of the Chair.] 

PREPARED STATEMENTS SUBMITTED BY ME1BERS OF CONGRESS AND WITNESSES 

1065 Bucks Lake Road Quincy, California 95971 (916) 283-2121 

March 19,1997 

THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENI" 
HEARING ON RECENT FLOODING IN CALIFORNIA 

TESTIMONY OF R. MICHAEL BARRY, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
PLUMAS DISTRICT HOSPITAL, QUINCY, CALIFORNIA. 
QUINCY, CALIFORNIA IS LOCATED IN THE SIERRA 
NEVADA MOUNTAINS, (NORTH EASTERN CALIFORNIA). 

Good morning Mi. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee on Water 
Resources and Environment. I am here to give testimony on the problems and 
delays we have experienced with The Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
(FEM A). Our disaster occurred during the enow storms of January, 199.) and it 
still not resolved. 

It started snowing in January of 1993 and it didn't Stop until wc had SIX feet of very 
heavy snow. When the snow on our roof reached two and a half feet we started 
removing it so our roof would not collapse. We hired temporary employees and 
were able to use twenty four prisoners for a total of 30 people on the roof 
removing snow. The snow became so compacted we had to chop it into cubes, pot 
the cubes on plastic sheets, pull the sheets to the edge of the roof and push mem 
off. After the snow stopped the heavy rains came. Water leaked through the 
damaged roof membrane through out the hospital. We put hoses in the crawl 
space between the ceiling and the roof to catch the water and drain it through the 
ceiling into sinks or large plastic garbage cans. Because we started removing snow 
at a very early stage our metal corrugated roof structure and metal roof supports 
were not damaged. 

We requested assistance from FEMA March 9,1993. Before we could be eligible 
for assistance we bad to exhaust all the funds available from our insurance 
company. Oor insurance coverage covered patching the leaks but would not pay 
for the damage done to the roof by the snow removal equipment. After the roof 
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was patched there was no way to f top the roof teals. Once the roof membrane 
had been punctured by shovels and snow blower* water got under the membrane 
and our roof never drycd out. At night the water under our roof membrane would 
freeze and cause the membrane to bister up and open the patches or expand the 
breaks in the membrane. Rain and hot weather daring the lununcr had a similar 
effect. 

The PEMA survey team visited our hospital May 17,1999. They were very helpful. 
It was their opinion that replacing our insulation, roof membrane and repairing 
roof ventt, air conditioning supports and etc. was definitely eligible and we should 
have no problem* getting the money from FEMA. 

August 16,1993 we received a letter stating that our claim was being held up 
pending receipt of our insurance information which we had already submitted. 

Our insurance company paid $29,045.01 in September and our roof was patched. 

We received a letter dated May 5,1994 from FEMA, (Exhibit 1), saying, 
"Unfortunately, we are prevented from funding repairs to the hospital roof because 
the damages did not occur during the incident period...,". A temporary employee 
hired by our insurance company made a mistake on his damage report and put 
December 31,1992 as the date the damage occurred to our roof. The FEMA 
incident period was January 5,1993 to March 20th. We appealed the decision 
because our roof was not damaged until we suited removing snow on January 
9 th. 

We received a letter from FEMA dated June 13,1995, (Exhibit 2), which basically 
says we were not telling the truth, that FEMA believed the temporary insurance 
company's employee and that we "generated" the new information in our last letter 
because of being declared ineligible. The letter gave an additional new reason by 
the PEMA Regional Director Shirley Mattingly that our roof damage "cannot be 
attributed to the di«a«r*r event, hut instead results from the cumulative effects of 
time and wear and tear." She must have assumed that our roof was an old one. 
She did not know that our roof had been completely replaced only nine years 
before and should have lasted at least fifteen years. 

November 13,1995 the Governor's Office of Emergency Services sent a second 
appeal to Regional Director Shirley Mattuely. (Exhibit 3). The letter said it is 
extremely improbable that our documents would be generated, as charged by 
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FEMA, specially for the purpose of responding to FEMA's denial! The letter also 
said, "Regarding FEMA's latest determination for denial of costs (facility not 
maintained), FEMA has no basis for their decision, as the Suhgrantee need a 
systematic and exhaustive maintenance program for this facility." "Contrary to 
FEMA's assertion, this roof has been exceptionally well maintained and the 
underlayment and ovcrlayment would not need replacement had it not Keen for the 
damages caused by the 979-DR storm, as well as the penetrations made by shovels 
used by many people over several weeks to remove tbe snow. As it was imperative 
that the snow be removed to prevent collapse of the roof, delay was unthinkable!" 

November 20,1996 the Governor's Office of Emergency Services sent our Third 
Appeal to Regional Director Shirley Mattingly. (Exhibit 4). 

It is our experience that the people at FEMA responsible for handling our claim 
spent their time and energy looking for any reason to deny our claim rather man 
evaluating the facts and reviewing the documentation provided to them by their 
uwu people who visited our hospital plus the information provided to ihcm by the 
Governor's Office of Emergency Services. A process that takes over four years, 
hours of time, pounds of paper work and still is not resolved needs to be fixed. 
Your assistance will be greatly appreciated. Thank you foi youi luusidcrutiuii. 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Region IX 

fcuUfagioa 
Prcadio of San FttKmco 

Sun Prancncu, California 94129 

JUN I 3 686 EWW 
Mr. x i Rally 
Governor's Authorised Representative 
Governor's Office of Bearaeney Services 
Public Assistance faction Berth 
7100 fowl ing Drive, s u i t e 340 
Sacramento, C& 98832 
Dear Mr. Xe l ly i 
SubjectJ First Appeal - DSR 7»««9/04010/0*011 (Plumas District 

Hospital Roof) 
FDuV-979-Dfl, P .A. 0M-O1O31 
Subgrantaet Plumas District Hospital 

This is in response to your letter dated March 17, 1995 which 
transmitted the eubgrantee's appeal of IB0>'« determination that 
costs associated with repairs or replacement of the Plumas 
Olatriet hospital roof (Damage Survey Report (Dam) 
79669/04010/04011} were ineligibla because the work is not 
required as the result of the disaster. 

FEMA's initial determination was based on the sworn st̂ tfltf"1' *" 
vr-etat erf U B M tiled with the Morthbrook Property and Casualty 
Insurance Company in early January 1993 which provided December 
31, 19*3 as the date of loas. This December date of loss is 
confirmed in the subgrantee'* letter of December 15, 1993 to 
Richard Ray in which the original damage is attributed to "severe 
storms in December 1992". 

We believe that the documentation submitted in support of the 
subgrantee's request for asslstancs Is more reliable than that 
submitted by the subgrantee with its appeal. The reasons for 
this are (1) en* first submittal was generated contemporaneously 
or closer in time to the loss than that submitted with the 
appsal, Jtnd (11) ths documentation aubmlfctad with the appsaX was 
generated and obtained by the eubgrsntee specifically for the 
purpose of responding to mot's Initial determination of 
ineligibility. 
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Hora iaportaatly, hewevar, replacement of the roof (as oppeaad to 
rapair of the root) cannot bo attributed to the dleaetar event, 
but Instead raaulta from tba cumulative affaeta of time and veer 
and tear. Km clearly atatad in tha euberantee'e Deoenber 15, 
1993 lattar to your of flea, "Baaed upon prior and currant 
experience, rurther roof and calling damage will continue to 
occur with avary aignifleant rain atom..." She aubgrantee'a 
contractor also aetaa in ita lattar of October 33, i**> tha 'worn 
roof membrane". Tbie baeia la furthar supported by the fact that 
ware replacement required aa a raault of atom damage, i« la 
axpoctod that theoa eoata would be covered by insurance end that 
raca would oover the unreimburalbla loseeo, that ia the 
deductible, only, instead, tha "ftroof of Lome" indicates loaa or 
damage of approximately $34,000 and the insurance ooapany 
provided insurance proceeds only for tha repair of the roof* 
anile it nay make sense for the aubgrantee to replace ita roof to 
better prevent future loaees/aaaaga, only repair work appears to 
have been required (and covered) aa a raault of the December 

rieeae adviea tha aubgrantee of this determination and notify 
then that a second appeal nay be submitted in accordance with 
Title 44 of the Code of Federal Keaulatlona, |306.40«(d). Any 
appeal must be in writing and subaittsd no later than to days 
after the aubgrantee'a receipt of notice of this denial. 

Pleaae contact me directly at (419) 933-7100 if I can provide 
furthar assistance, or your staff may contact mr. Wick Mikes at 
(415) 923-7380. 

sincerely, 

Shirley MettinAa/ 
Regional Directs* 
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SIAIK O* CAUMJKJSIA meiX WILSON, Vvmuor 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE BRANCH / I P C 
ruiojc ASMS 1'ANit. ht-eriuN ?. ^ g j A 

Coventor's OfTic* or Emcrpncy Servkei ^ f l f e k r 
rest omec Bex U9Q13 ^^^F 

Sacraatnto, California M82340I9 gjSgnSp 
9I60644M4 Fix 9I6-364-30M t^P*^*» 

November 13.1995 

EVlitP' 3 
Richard Krimm. Associate Director 
FMftral Emergency Mnrutgftment Agency 

Through: Shirley Maidngly. Regional Manager 
Region IX 
Building 105 
Presidio of San Francisco 
San Francisco, CA 94129 

Dear Ms. Mattingly: 

Subject: Second Appeal: Damage Survey Reports 
(DSR) 79669/04010/04011 
FKMA-y79-t>R, PA.OW-iHOJl 
Subgrantee: Plumas District Hospital 

Attached is a letter dated July 26,1995, from the Plumas District Hospital (hereinafter 
known as Subgrantee) appealing the Federal Emergency Management Ageacy's (FEMA) denial 
of their first appeal regarding funding for the replacement of the hospital roof damaged by the 
snow during the 970-T5R winter storm of 1993 Also attached is a letter from the Subgrantee 
dated September 28,1995, supplying additional information in support of their appeal. 

The snowfall in the winter of 1993 was excessive and destructive. So much so, that the 
President declared a major disaster area fcr several counties in northern California, including 
Plumas County The incident period established by FEMA for this disaster was January 5,1993 
through March 20,1993. The roof of the hospital sustained major damage fiom shovels used in 
continual snow removal activities from January 7,1993. to January 15,1993. The original 
inspector was unable to estimate the cost of the roof repair, and recommended thai the 
Subgrantee engage the services of a consultant. Subsequently the Subgrantee contracted with 
Advanced Roof Technology, Inc. to perform this task. It was determined that damages were to 
extensive that the roof system would be unable to withstand another typical northern California 
winter and that It was necessary to replace the roof. 

The Office of Emergency Services (OES) and FEMA are in agreement that the 
Subgrantee meets the criteria for public assistance. Unfortunately, our organisations are in 
conflict over whether the Subgrantee is eligible for the specific costs involved in replacing the 
Subgramcc's roof system. FEMA has concluded that the Subgrantee is ineligible lor funding. 
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FBMA/Plumas District Hospital 
November 13.1995 
Page Two 

KfcMA first disallowed the Subgrantee's claim for roof replawaneut based ou "Project 
site damages occurred prior to the disaster incident period." They denied it after the Subgrantce's 
First Appeal, on the basis that the damages "..resulted from the cumulative effects of time and 
wear and tear." 

In addressing FEMA's fust reason for denying costs (date of damages), substantial 
doriiniftntatlnn was submitted supporting the act that the damage* ware Incurred during 
the incident period. The error made early in the application stage - quite possibly by a clerical 
employee - was corrected, and the actual date the damages were incurred was substantiated by 
the inspector, the insurance company, the former hospital CEO. and the Subgrantee themselves. 

Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR Section 206.202(d)(1)) states, "...the 
inspectors will identify the eligible scope of work and prepare a quantitative estimate for the 
eligible work." According tn the DSR narrative tto imtpaanr i-hakeA th* Suhoranted Uhnr 
records and conceded that all appeared to be In order. Since the Subgrantee is subject to the 
Single Audit Act, it is extremely improbable that their documents would be generated, as 
charged by FEMA, f pacifically for the purpeM of responding to FEMA'i denial! The 
Subgrantee has grave concerns regarding FEMA's implicaton that they would fabricate 
information to make their claim eligible. 

Regarding FEMA's latest determination for denial of costs (facility not maintained), 
FEMA let» uu basis for their decision, as tho Subgrantee used a systematic and exhaustive 
maintenance program for this facility. The roof on this facility was installed in 1983 as a 15-
year roof, but would last much longer with proper maintenance. 1 ne basic metal decking and 
strtierural integrity ix in excellent condition, and needs no repairs. Every year on a monthly basis 
the Subgrantee cleans the roof scuf&n and, prior to each rainy season, they do extensive field 
Checks on all roof penetrations. The roof is kept free of debris at all tunes. Additionally, every 
three years the Subgrantee resurfaces the roof with an aluminum asphalt base emulsion paint 

Contrary to FEMA's assertion, mis roof has benn eveaprinnally well maintained and the 
underlayment and overlayment would not need replacement had it not been for the damages 
caused by the 979-DR storm, as well as the penetrations made by shovels used by many people 
over several weeks to remove the snow. As it was imperative that the snow be removed to 
prevent collapse of the roof, delay was unthinkable! 

Of further consideration is the apparent feet (per the DSR itself) that the FEMA inspector 
was not accompanied by an OES Inspector. CFk 44, Section 206.202, states, "Damage surveys 
are conducted by an inspection team (emphasis only). An authorized local representative 
accompanies the inspection team..." The fiact that this inspection took place without benefit of 
OES's input or on-aita observation IMVW serious quettions in the minds o f both OES and th* 
Subgrantee. 
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November 13,1995 
Page Three 

CFR 44. Section 206.223(a), states "To be eligible for financial assistance, an item of 
work must. "(1) Be required as the result of the major disaster event, (2) Be located within a 
designated dis*sffr urefi. and (l) Re the legal responsibility of an eligible applicant." Dw work 
involved in this issue ineontmvertihlv meets all requirements for assistance. It is imperative that 
the hospital roof be replaced for ihc safety of patients, AS well as the hospital staff, and to prevent 
internal damages during the rainy season. 

Bated on this information. OES advocates that FFMA reconsider their dental of the costs 
involved. The Subgrantee has exercised good faith effort by seeking needed assistance and 
appealing FEMA s denial. 

If you have further questions or comments concerning this matter, please contact 
Ruth Jcrtdrejack « (916) 262 176S. 

'RICHARD'RWY 
Governor's Authorized Representative 

Attachment 

Michael Barry, Plumas District Hospital 
Carol Scotti. OES Program Manager I 
Juni Byers, OES Area Coordinator 

rj/plumu.hos 
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1TAT1OT CAUWMWU WIElWLtOUCwwwr 

otSAsm AMtstAWZ n u i i a i 
n i lUC AMWTAMS SECTION 

Nov«m**2Q»19M 

James Lcc Win. Dmemr P ^ ^ f ^ ft^ * i n i ^ ? -
F«d«^ Emetceacy Management Agracy • • > ~ ^ . ^ • p ^ a a s * " ' * - " ^ ^ ^ 

Through: Shirley ManJogly. Regional Director 
FcdenI Emtigtocy ManagonMB} Agtocy 
Region K 
Building 103 
PretMJo of S « Francisco, CA 94129 

DanrM».Mnawgly: 

Subjcct' T h W A f p W of D M M V Survey Repo«796«W)«OU 
FEMA-979.DR, P A Of3-91031 
Subgranlaa- Pmmat Dbtrict Hospital 

Tin fi 'iQffirf otTmarginrjifhnin i(OHi)ii till wauling ifii 1111 In mil hilar 
dated August 1,1996, ftom the Plans Dbtatct Hoapitftl (hercirantt known ai*H(Mpllil") 
appealing the Federal Emergency Managwrwint Agoac^(rraaA'»)dcnitf ofstoeewmdaypcal 
regivdmgr\induigibrtfaftrepb«cmaBi oftbitw^ttlrDofdinagcdd»avibe9794>Rwuiter 

i of 1993. 

XhtwaaiiMm^mam^\9nym»maEmitlyxm*miittav^^ Asaicsuh,the 
f i rsident declared a major dinner ana tor seven! countfc* ia ratbess Caltfbmla, iocladiog 
Plumas County. VMA»mMi*»A**'n*U*t*r*toAtf}iainfy a ]pay f ^ ^ M M ^ O f t 
1993. Thorotfofmehosprtsusouatf major d a r ^ 
ronovalactivkk«aT)mi«na«y7,l9W,toiaimryISJ»3. TwoFEMAIwiwcton 
nconunenoTed securing a oonsuttaar% opua^ bacaiw they could nM arriva M in aatunated oast 
Subsequently, the Hcwuni coNftaetft) with A^vaaoadRoofTaelMialafy.InB. topaifbiBlhia 
task. It was oVtcniB^ that damages wan M « K ^ ^ 
withstand anodter typical oonbera CatUbiaia winter and o^ttw«iaMxs»yu> replace &S roof. 

TheOlSaad IVMA aTemsmiNatBtttMtfe 
for public auiraooa, and mat tba dmaM&kBmdbrtebBm^tvrfwmwUtoxVvdKimd 
disaster time frame (see PEMA's soslysh of second appsaj). Umtetunittly.ooroigsniBndons 
nntmontnltaovnrwhtstagtheHnsn^ 
bospitaliBof. — M « *• . - . - . ^ ^ - . . - Y - .- -T, iiipĵ Ti Tin ~' n 1 In ill I a 111 liw In a lliaa 
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FEMA/PtwoiM District Koipitml 
November 20,1996 
PweTwv 

The OESbvUrvwlWFEMAbwoobuU for this detenBinctioD. The hospital roof was 
only nine y t » old, and hid been mettaileuily nwttaimd prior to thesnowstonnofihe979-DR 
event T^bsjictnBiil decking aid jawcta^ 
repairs. Each year dMHo^talckawQKroof>cufEm>i^ptk»toeMk(«by icasoD.l!Ky<fc 
txtanv« field ckadaoadliDofpenetntioiiS. The roofis kept free of debris Mall tunes. 
Additionally, every three years the Hospital resur{as*s the roof with an ahiimmiak asphalt base 
emubion paint l i e excellent pitdisntercautitiin of tfaeioofusubitaariatt^byfbeoOfiMctor, 
Mv^MtfaeHoapit«l'»ni«1iiNnwKctecowfa. 

CotsraytoFEMA ŝascrtinm.thettPb^rhqrnKirtar^ 
replacement had it not beta for the damage* eeuMd hjr the 979..DR storm, w well u the 
penetrations made by slswcistsed byousty people to fctBovcthasoow. The Hospital has 
iariiMl^sainftooftheio^tal^bafeross^ l ib 
evidemtlu«thcioofi>eedtrapl»nwnent,sndth^ 
Tncinsuratraadjufmatinxlthetteforfiiity The 

done by the snow removal aojapment. "...wraraia^bfekjpiovideBnywantary for the repair 

furthermore, the Hospital has iDctadsd • leUer &om Advamad tooTTcchnology 
ratpoodiiBj to their requeglbrmtvtfuation of ths roof. It b glaringly evident from iheir 
response that the damage wu inflicted dtirint the period ofsnow removal, awdivwftcm prior 
wear and tear as coododed by FEMA. 

Additionally, FEMA^ajpaaant that eligjkiliry is band on "...die be* d»e iMurww 
prĉ ê ds only coveted tejstti" u urvaM Tte 
Ftdtral Atptlrtow (CFgj as ft states to restoring tolhnfe to prattssster design and funec^ 
The function ofthe roof is to tepwatan^ 
building. 

The OES also has concerns regarding the fret that the FEMA uapactKamvedM the 
Hospital site without a State i«IK*MBtteiv«. TheinspMOMtookplac*vvidx>utbciirfiiQfQES' 
inpirt a oo^tsobierveaon, and » contrary to c^ 
openukni. Thus, no dialog between the taspcctoMicofc place saieaolvc airy pcmlbledu^eaus 
OgfOPJlafffft. 
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FEMA/Plomu District Hospital 
Nownbnr30 ( 199$ 
PICCTBRC 

OBS, at O m a r tar * e State of CalUbnti, iqipomtaBHQaMMtaitssjxml.and 
i^ugttAMFgMAfcndtlwwofTaplicaariitandthefcBid^ 
CFif *« SMtoH 206.226(4(2). (Utn t b K i f « 4 t a a f e d f k % bartretMraMa, "...appieved 
iMloiaQva wofk may lurhnjci faplacvncnt of v a fanlffif• 

If 4MW mo further qiKstious wr CUBBBBBIX euaecralaf tall Barter, y a u a ^ e M M I 
Ruth Jcnftcjack of my naff «<916) 46447B. 

RnriOBBBB 

oe: PlunmDiariat Hospital 
)aml Byws, OBS A m Coordiaator 

QtfumasJws 
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Testimony by Hon. Vic Fazio 
Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 
California Floods 
March 19, 1997 

Chairman Boehlert, Ranking Member Borski, and subcommittee members, 

Thank you for scheduling this important hearing. Since our tragic flood event in 

January, we have worked together in a bipartisan manner to draw attention to the significant 

needs of California and the necessary recovery efforts. I appreciate the opportunity to appear 

before the committee today. 

My message today is simple: we've got a problem, and we need your help. 

The problem comes in two parts. First, California has experienced a devastating flood, 

and we need your help in getting back to normal. Nine lives have been lost, nearly $2 billion 

in damage has occurred, and over 100,000 Californians were forced to flee their homes. 

The President has submitted an emergency supplemental appropriations request. We 

need that assistance for a variety of reasons: First, so that the emergency recovery work can 

continue to go forward. Second, so that after the Corps of Engineers and others have made 

the necessary emergency repairs, those agencies can go forward this summer with additional 

work that will take us back to the level of protection we had before the floods. Third, we 

need these funds so they don't have to come out of the annual budgets of the Corps, the 

Bureau of Reclamation and others, which are making progress on other important projects. 

I would value the support of all the committee's members for that supplemental 

appropriations request. 

But as this committee knows, the second part of our problem is long-term. We need 

your help in identifying the long-term solutions that will prevent lives from being lost and 

catastrophic damages in the future. 

Last year, the California delegation fought vigorously for one project we believed 

would offer the highest level of flood protection for the City of Sacramento — the Auburn 

Dam. The committee in its wisdom decided that was not to be. However, our problem has 

not gone away, and no river city in America faces a greater threat of flooding than 

Sacramento. 
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Now, in view of the 1997 floods, we need to reassess our situation and identify new 

solutions ~ the best solutions for tomorrow. 

I've written Assistant Secretary of the Army, Martin Lancaster, to initiate a 

comprehensive study similar to the Galloway study conducted after the Mississippi River 

floods, and he has agreed to reprogram funds to get such & study started this year. Only such 

a comprehensive study can determine just how extensive our needs are and perhaps identify 

the mix of solutions that will provide the protection we need into the future. 

The Administration is supporting non-structural alternatives, and I agree that where 

non-structural approaches can provide the level of protection we need in a cost-effective _ 

manner, we should pursue them. In fact, in northern California our system of bypasses — the 

planned flooding of agricultural lands to help accommodate high winter river flows — worked 

as intended to prevent flooding in the Sacramento area. 

But there are other areas where proposals for meander belts, setback levees or the like, 

may be costly or impractical. We don't want to force a solution to fit a problem ~ that only 

creates more problems in the future. 

I have been an advocate of considering off-stream storage where it is appropriate. 

There are several possible off-stream reservoir locations north of Sacramento such as Sites, 

Cottonwood and Oat Creek that may be cost-effective investments that can increase our flood 

protection while giving us additional water supply flexibility. They don't present the 

environmental problems associated with an Auburn Dam, and at least one of them has been 

authorized for many years. Certainly these possibilities should be investigated and given 

serious consideration, and we may need the committee's assistance in this area. 

How can we make sure we make the right decisions and move forward with 

comprehensive solutions? 

I believe that we have a great model at work right now -- the so-called CALFED 

initiative. As you know, CALFED is a federal-state partnership to address environmental 

restoration in the Bay-Delta area of California. The people of California approved a $995 

million bond issue last fall to fund environmental restoration projects and to pay for the state 

share of appropriate federal projects. The Administration has now proposed $143 million for 

fiscal year 1998 to support this-initiative. 

2 
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CALFED has involved a compelling set of urban, agricultural, business and 

environmental stakeholders to identify possible solutions, decide upon individual projects, and 

move quickly ahead to implementation. Naturally, as we address the need for environmental 

restoration of the Bay-Delta, we have discovered that flood control is clearly involved in our 

decisions about water supply and water quality. I believe that the CALFED process is one we 

must build upon to bring a comprehensive approach to the many water problems that 

challenge our state. 

In closing, I appreciate the committee's attention to California's needs in the past, 

especially its inclusion of needed projects in the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, 

and I appreciate the committee's willingness to investigate the new demands placed on us by 

our catastrophic flood event. I look forward to working with you here and in the 

Appropriations Committee to bring about the solutions that make sense for California and for 

the American taxpayer. 

3 
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DEPAR I'MENT OF THE ARMY 

COMPLETE STATEMENT 
OF 

MAJOR GENERAL RL SSELL L FUHRMAN 
U S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DIRECTOR OF CIVIL WORKS 

BEFORE THE SI BCOMMITTEE ON 
W UER RESOURCES \ND 1 HE ENVIRONMENT 

OF THE 
COMM1I FEE ON TRANSPORT A FION AND INFRASI RUCTURE 

UNI FED ST \TES HOI SE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

ON 

THE CALIFORNIA FLOODS OF JANUARY 1997 

WASHING ION. DC 
MARCH 19, 1997 

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF I HE SUBCOMMITTEE 

INTRODUCTION 

I am Major General Russell Fuhiman. Director of Civil Works, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. Accompanying me today is Brigadier General Richard Capka. Commander, South 
Pacific Di\ision. headquartered in San Francisco. California 

Thank you for inviting the Department of the Army to testify at this important hearing on 
the Federal response to the California Floods of January 1997 I am pleased to be here 
representing Martin Lancaster, Assistant Secretary of the Army for Ci\il Works. These floods 
ha\e had disastrous effects on California, and the same series of storms has caused serious 
flooding along rivers and streams in Washington, Oregon. Idaho. Nevada, and Montana. 

The U S Army Corps of Engineers played, and continues to play, a significant role in 
flood response and recovery efforts In discussing our role. I will address the following areas 

- a description of the flood. 

- role of the Corps in operating its facilities. 
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- role of the Corps in emergency management actions. 

- Administration's guidance on levee repair and associated restoration. 

- Fiscal Year 1997 supplemental appropriations, 

- and finally, some reflections on the flood event. 

Although 1 will be addressing onl> the U S Army Corps of Engineers role in this 
statement, it should be noted that other Department of Defense organizations also pro\ ide 
significant support during disasters. The Corps also responds to requots for support from other 
Army Major Commands or military installations, and the Department of Defense. I will only 
address our ci\il works response in this testimony. 

A DESC RIPTION OF THE FLOOD 

Beginning shortly after Christmas of last year and continuing into January, the west coast 
was subjected to a series of warm, sub-tropical storms dubbed "The Pineapple Express." Over 
the next several weeks, runoff from the unprecedented storms caused flooding along the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin River basins, high water in the Delta in California, and flooding in 
other river basins in the Pacific Northwest. These storms also dumped snowfall in the Sierra 
Nevada and at higher elevations elsewhere in the Pacific Northwest. One hundred eight counties 
in California, Nevada. Oregon. Washington, and Idaho were declared disaster areas by the 
President. Forty-eight of those counties were in California where property damage exceeded 
SI.7 billion. 

This storm system differed from the west coast storms of 1986 and 1995 in that every 
major basin in the region was hit. and hit hard. Inflows on the Sacramento River at Shasta Dam. 
100 miles north of Sacramento. California, corresponded to a 125-year event. Storm frequencies 
of 190-years and 65-years respectively were experienced at Oroville Dam on the Feather Raver 
and at Folsom Dam on the American River in the Sacramento area. South of Sacramento, a 110-
year event at Camanche Dam took place, adding to the flood waters in the San Joaquin River. In 
the San Joaquin Basin itself, four reservoirs experienced events ranging from 125-year to 180-
year frequency. High flows in all of California's Central Valley rivers stressed the flood control 
system from Modesto in the northern portion of the valley to Bakersfield in the south. In 
Nevada, flows from the Truckee River in Reno reached 21.000 cubic feet per second, a 150-year 
event. 
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ROLE OF THE CORPS IN OPERATING ITS FACILITIES 

The Corps of Engineers' involvement in the flood damage reduction system in 
California's Central Valle> began with the Flood Control Act of 1917. which provided for a 
comprehensive flood control system that incorporated previously constructed local levees into 
the Federal project Inclusion was based on location, adequate height, cross section, maintenance 
and past performance In most cases, neither subsurface investigations nor rigorous engineering 
designs were performed when these locally constructed levees were built. These levees and 
those subsequently constructed to Federal standards comprise a system of protection 
approximately 1700 miles in length, 1100 miles in the Sacramento River basin and 600 miles in 
the San Joaquin River basin These are known as "project levees " The local sponsor for this 
levee system is the California Reclamation Board which is responsible for operations and 
maintenance. The Reclamation Board frequently transfers this responsibility to a local 
Reclamation District When one of these levees is damaged in a flood event, its repair is a 
Federal cost with the sponsor providing lands, easements, rights-of-way. and borrow material I 
should point out that theie are hundreds of miles of other levees in the Central Valley that do not 
meet Corps standards and are not eligible for Coips assistance for repairs when damaged in a 
flood event 

Congressionally authorized flood damage reduction projects are operated to fulfill their 
various authorized purposes Every Corps of Engineers flood storage reservoir has an approved 
Water Control Plan and a Water Control Manual that prescribes how the project will operate 
individually and in unison with other projects in that basin to reduce flood damages If changes 
to the manual are needed, public meetings are held to discuss the proposed change. Using the 
manual, personnel in Corps district Reservoir Control Centers implement the Water Control 
Plan. The purpose of the plan is to maximize the beneficial uses of reservoir storage. 

Reservoirs are typically drawn down to a low level in anticipation of spring rains and 
snow melt. When a downstream control gage reaches, or is forecast to reach, flood stage where 
serious damage would begin to occur, resenoir releases are reduced in order to impound the 
floodwater and lower river stages. For medium to large floods, the outflow may be cut to 
minimum flow, but the river may still rise above flood stage at the control point due to flows into 
the river from uncontrolled tributaries downstream from the dam. As the water level in the 
reservoir rises, the project outflow is increased to avoid completely filling the reservoir, if 
possible. Allowing the reservoir to fill before the storm ends is not sound engineering practice, 
because once the reservoir is full, its outflow can no longer be completely controlled. When this 
happens, high inflows to the reservoir can pass unregulated over the spillway, such as occurred at 
Painted Rock Dam on the Gila River. Arizona, in 1993. In no case, however, is the outflow ever 
greater than the natural inflow. 

After the river peaks and begins to fall, the reservoir discharge is increased to begin 
regaining reservoir storage space with which to control any ensuing flood. Release rates are 
controlled so as to never produce flows greater than those which were already experienced in 

3 
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order to not cause further damage This increase in reser\oir releases during the recession phase 
of the flood may give the appearance that we are contributing to the Hood, while in fact we are 
regaining storage space in order to be able to react to a subsequent storm. During the flood 
e\ent, we do not know withcertainty how intensely the rain will fall, how long the storm will 
continue, how much rain will fall on the basin, or how soon another storm may occur. Weather 
forecasters can only give us predictions based on their current observations. 

During this recent flood, the flood control s>stem within California functioned the way it 
was designed to operate It prevented an estimated SI .8 billion in damages that otherwise would 
have occurred. Where levee breaches did occur, in mo>t cases they were caused by flood flows 
greater than the levee was designed to withstand Of the 32 breaches reported in project levees, 
only two locations were identified where failure occurred below the design level The continued 
high water is causing further saturation of the levees, which increases the probability of failure or 
substantial damage due to seepage or erosion. 

After the 1986 Hoods, the Corps initiated a niujor studv effort known as the Sacramento 
River Flood Control System Evaluation Some items of work from this study have been 
authorized and are funded for construction Primarily, this work is levee improvements There 
are seveial other Corps flood damage reduction efforts underway in the Central Valley at various 
stages of completion. These studies are looking at levee raising, channel widening and 
straightening, and potential reser\oir sites. Some levee improvements in the Sacramento area 
were recently authorized in the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 as a part of the 
authority for the American River Project. 

ROLE OF THE CORPS IN EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

The U S. Army Corps of Engineers* response and recovery activities are conducted under 
various congressional authorizations. Principal among these are Public Law 84-99, which 
authorizes the Secretary of the Army to establish the Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies 
Program: and Public Law 93-288. commonly known as the Stafford Act. which is the principal 
authority for the Federal Emergency Management Agency. 

CORPS PUBLIC LAW 84-99 AUTHORITY 

Under Public Law 84-99. as amended, the Corps of Engineers may undertake a broad 
range of preparedness and response activities in reaction to floods and coastal storms These 
include advance measures to alleviate flood threats, flood fighting, rescue and emergency relief 
activities during a flood event, and rehabilitation of flood control and Federally authorized and 
constructed shore protection works which have been damaged or destroyed by floods or coastal 
storms. Public Law 84-99 also prov ides authority to conduct preparedness activities for all other 
types of natural disasters, such as earthquakes; to provide emergency supplies of drinking water 
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for human consumption when a community's water source is contaminated; and to assist in 
supplying water to drought impacted areas. Further, the Corps is authorized to pro\ide essential 
sen ices to preserve life and protect property in flood impacted areas, for up to 10 days, 
subsequent to a Governor's request for a Presidential disaster declaration under the Stafford Act 

The South Pacific Division has already provided direct flood fighting assistance, flood 
fighting supplies, technical support and emergency contracting services to the State of California 
during the flooding that ravaged the State in January Significant flood fighting activities the 
Corps engaged in included reinforcing the Sutter Bypass levee on the Sacramento River, 
stabilizing the levee b'eak at the Feather River near Olivehurst. California, construction of an 
emergency levee to protect the town of Meridian California, and construction of emergency 
seepage beims along levees on both the San Joaquin and Sacramento Rivers and their tributaries 
We continue to be active in California in the recover) phases of this operation 

I am pleased to report that the Corps of Engineers undertook a very proactive approach to 
our flood fighting and long-term recover) activ mes W e exercised all available authorities to 
expedite the reinforcement of llireatened levees and to close breaches in levees and we used 
emergencv contracting procedures to issue letter contracts for the many flood fighting operations 
These expedited contracting procedures, which in main cases resulted in contracts being 
awarded in the matter of a few hours, were used many times during the flood fighting phase 

The Corps regularly provides technical assistance to levee districts and other public 
sponsors to assist them in operating and monitoring the conditions of their flood control project 
As river stages increase to where there is water against the river side of the levee for an extended 
period of time, the levee becomes saturated and the possibility for under seepage, sand boils and 
other forms of potential structural failure of the levee increases The Coips provides technical 
assistance to assist local levee patrols to recognise the warning signs and to identify potential 
areas of weakness or failure. During the California floods. Corps personnel assisted levee 
districts in conducting levee patrols, constructing sandbag ring levees around sand boils, 
sandbagging to raise low points in levees, and addressing other seepage problems that developed 

Early in the flood event, the South Pacific Division established an internal task force to 
look at an orderly approach to follow once the immediate flood fight was completed. The task 
force has worked effectively in close cooperation with the California Department of Water 
Resources and arrived at a work plan that would ensure that the State's most serious problems 
are handled in proper sequence. 

The Corps has developed a four-phase plan which addresses the flood problem from the 
flood fight to the long-term recovery The first phase (Emergency Response) is the flood fights 
executed by our Emergency Operations teams in coordination with the State emergency response 
organizations. To date, 32 Phase I, Emergency Response projects have been completed at a cost 
of $21 8 million. As the waters recede and we get a closer look at more levees, there may be 
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work required that will be accomplished under subsequent phases. Future storms, or an 
abnormally fast snow melt, could cause us to return to Phase I emergency response operations. 

Phase II (Initial Recovery) provides essential interim flood protection for the remainder 
of the storm season. We maximize use of reservoir flood control space and initiate standard 
levee rehabilitation that is sufficient to provide 20-25 >ear level of protection. Twelve Phase II, 
Initial Recovery projects were completed by the first week in March at a cost of $34.6 million. 

We have begun efforts to identify the complete scope of Phase III (Final Restoration) 
requirements Phase III work will restore pre-flood level of protection. Our goal is for final 
levee rehabilitation projects to be completed by November 1997, before the next flood season 
As part of this effort, we will take a hard look at alternatives to floodplain uses in addition to 
levee rehabilitation. The Water Resources Development Act of 1996 amends Public Law 84-99 
to allow the use of nonstructural alternatives to levee repair We will be examining the 
possibility of buying out the development in a floodplain rather than rebuilding the levee in 
conjunction with OMB CF.Q guidance, the local sponsor, and other Federal agencies including 
Fish and \\ ildlife Service 

Our Phase IV (Long Term) effort will have as its main focus, a basm-wide 
comprehensive evaluation of systems and their adequacy of protection As we have done 
following other significant flood events, we will assess flood damage and flood reduction 
alternatives We will look at flood proofing, flood warning systems, and solutions that can be 
implemented at the local level We have initiated a floodplain management technical services 
response effort as the first part of Phase IV Evaluation of reservoir flood control allocation, 
nonstructural measures, improvements to by-passes and floodways, and a hydraulic model study 
are also scheduled for the comprehensive study. We will perform in-depth consultation with 
other Federal agencies, and State and local interests, as well as partner with CALFED in this 
effort 

The Corps also has established procedures that allowed us to continue work from flood 
fights to interim repairs on damaged levees uninterrupted, while shifting from flood fight to 
initial rehabilitation funding sources This aggressive approach enabled Phase I and Phase II 
repairs to be initiated and completed in a very compressed period of time. We have been 
aggressive in the use of state-of-the-art technology, utilizing Global Positioning System (GPS) 
equipment, Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software, and geographic data sets from other 
agencies. Global positioning programs were used that allowed us to pinpoint levee failures and 
greatly facilitate our inspection, analysis, project preparation and documentation 

Currently, the Corps of Engineers is aggressively pursuing Phase III of this program and 
is working diligently to restore the pre-flood level of protection for all eligible flood control 
works. I am pleased to report to the members of the Committee that the level of cooperation 
among and between all concerned Federal, State, and local agencies in response to this 
unprecedented flood emergency was singularly outstanding. Our early dialogue with the State 
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Director of Water Resources, the State Office of Emergency Sen ices, the Regional Director of 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the Federal Emergenc) Management Agency contributed in 
significant measure to the efficient, well-coordinated and timely response to the flood 
emergency Now that we are well into our restoration phase and levee rehabilitation, I believe 
that this spirit of cooperation will continue as we focus all of our resources on the most pressing 
issue in our emergency recovery operations. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMEN f AUTHORITY 

Another aspect of our response is our work for the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA). conducted under Public Law 93-288 This Act authorized FENH to direct 
Federal agencies to utilize available personnel, supplies, facilities and other resources to provide 
assistance in the event of a major disaster or emergency declaration L'ndei the Federal Response 
Plan developed by FEMA and the 21 signatory agencies, the Corps of Engineers has been 
designated the responsible agent bv the Department of Defense for supporting FEMA by 
pro\ iding public works and engineenng support to States in response to major disasters. Once 
the Federal Response Plan is activated. FEM \ may task the Corps of Engineers through mission 
assignments, with an array of support requirements This may include technical advice and 
evaluations, engineering services, construction management and inspections, emergency 
contracting, emergency power, emergency repair of water supply, waste water, and soiid waste 
facilities, and real estate support. Mission assignments to the Corps of Engineers all emphasize 
the emergency technical and construction support capabilities of the Corps of Engineers In 
eairying out these assignments, we can apply all of the resources available throughout the Corps 
of Engineers nationwide, as well as tap the resources of other Federal agencies and, through 
contracting, the assets of private industry 

During this Pacific Northwest flood, the Corps, pursuant to requests from FEMA under 
Public Law 93-288. was able to provide immediate and timely support to State and local 
governments. Based on a combination of Federal and State assessments, the Corps of Engineers 
responded to numerous missions in support of the States of California. Idaho, and Nevada In 
California, the Corps of Engineers received FEMA missions to provide support in the following 
categories; emergency supplies, debris removal, and staffing of the Emergency Support Function 
#3 (Public Works and Engineering) element in the Disaster Field Office with a total funding 
amount of $724,000.' 

Although our work under the Public Law 93-288 authority cannot be implemented until a 
Federal emergency declaiation and FEMA mission assignments are made, we remain prepared in 
anticipation of taskings In-house training and the experience and expertise gained in carrying 
out the Corps of Engineers civil works mission keep Corps personnel prepared for disaster 
response and recovery. 
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ADMINISTRATION'S GUIDANCE ON LEVEE AND ASSOCIATED RESTORATION 

More than in the past, the recover)' phase of this flood will recognize that the problem of 
flood damage is not caused entirely by floods, but by our often unw ise use of floodplains In 
response to the Midwest flood of 1993 and subsequent floods, the Administration has worked to 
improve the Nation's flood and floodplain management policy to reduce the loss of life and 
property caused by floods, and to restore the natural resources and functions of floodplains. The 
Administration issued. "Sharing the challenge Floodplain Management in the 21st Century," 
(commonly known as the Galloway Report) detailing how this could be accomplished The 
goals have been to share responsibility for floodplain management at all levels of government, to 
act sequentially to avoid, minimize, and mitigate flood and floodplain damage, and to organize 
better governmental response to floods and floodplain management needs 

With these goals in mind, the Administration recently issued guidance to agencies acting 
upon applications for levee repair and associated restoration of damages incurred as a result of 
floods of 1996 and 1997 In a memorandum to agencies dated February 18. 1997. the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget and the Chair of the Council on Fnvronmental Quality 
issued the guidance on floodplain management and procedures for ev aluation and rev lew of lev ee 
repair and associated restoration projects In line with similar guidance released after the 1993 
Midwest flood, this guidance represents a change from the traditional practice of automatically 
rebuilding exactly what was lost in a flood event Recovery must now take a longer-term view of 
floodplain management and recognize that in many cases the wisest choice is not to rebuild what 
was there before, to place it once again in the path of the next flood, but to perhaps move 
development out of the floodplain or purchase easements as the best way to reduce future 
damages. 

The guidance established several new procedures I will emphasize two of them here that 
ha\e been successfully used following the Midwest flood of 1993 to improve floodplain 
management practices and reduce subsequent flood damages First, the Army Corps of 
Engineers serves as lead agency to ensure that Interagency Levee Task Forces are established 
during flood events to include representatives from each involved Federal agency and 
appropriate State, Tribal, and local agencies. The overall goal of the Interagency Levee Task 
force is to achieve a rapid and effective response to damaged flood and floodplain management 
sy stems that minimize risk to life and property, while ensuring a cost-effective approach to flood 
damage mitigation and floodplain management, as well as the protection of important 
environmental and natural resource values Brigadier General Capka has been appointed as the 
lead Corps official for this effort in California In addition to the Corps, other Federal agencies 
participating in the Interagency Levee Task Force include the Departments of Agriculture. 
Commerce, Housing and Urban Development. Interior and Transponation the Environmental 
Protection Agency, Small Business Administration, and the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. 
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Second, in making plans for levee and associated repair, the Task Force will consider 
nonstructural alternatives and design modifications that could reduce flood damages, lower long-
term cost to taxpayers, and improve the environment These altematnes may include acquisition 
or "buyout" of floodplain development or retirement of agricultural lands. Removing most types 
of development from the floodplain reduces flood damages from the inevitable next flood and 
eliminates the need for expensive structural measures to control flood waters This approach is 
consistent with recent actions by Congress in the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 
which amends Public Law 84-99 to emphasize consideration of nonstructural alternatives 

Hav ing said that. I do not want to leave the impression that this Administration believes 
that structural measures are no longer considered reasonable solutions to flood damages. There 
are certainlv manv examples where replacing levees to their original condition is the wisest 
choice, given the densit) of development and value of the land and structures being protected. 
However, in the future, we will arrive at such conclusions onh after having fully considered a 
range of alternatives, including nonstructural ones, and having consulted with involved agencies 
at all levels of government, including State and local agencies 

FISCAL ^ EAR 1997 EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT 

The President is consideiing and will soon send to Congress a supplemental appropriation 
request for emergency levee rehabilitation, flood related response and recovery operations for the 
California flooding as well as funds for other flood response and recovery operations 

While we continue to be involved in flood response and recovery operations in 
California, we have had to address flooding elsewhere in the Nation. The Corps has already been 
engaged in flood emergencv operations along the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers this month The 
potential for additional flooding is very high particular^ in the upper Missouri River basin, the 
Red River of the North in North Dakota and Minnesota, and the Pacific Northwest, all of which 
have significantlv above average amounts of snow pack I have alreadv authorized advance flood 
fighting measures in South Dakota. North Dakota, and Minnesota to prevent predicted flooding 
from snow- melt runoff 

We are prepared to continue to be proactive in assisting States' emergency organizations 
in all areas when flooding may occur. 

REFLECTION ON THE FLOOD EVENT 

Overall, we feel we have met the challenge presented by the California Floods of 1997 
and are aggressively pursuing the re-establishment of the flood damage reduction system in 
northern California. 
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A number of things worked verv well during the flood. The Corps flood control projects, 
consisting of reservoirs and levees, worked as designed and withstood the test of this flood. The 
water control plans for the reservoirs were ver> beneficial in guiding our response to these 
unprecedented conditions. The Cmergencv Operations Centers at Corps Headquarters, districts, 
and div isions functioned very well during the crisis providing timelv responses to needs in the 
affected area Our volunteer program was also a great success, providing a pool of over 300 
indiv iduals from across the Corps who were willing to go to the stricken area and join in the 
flood fight 

In closing. I would like to take the opportunitv to recognize the heroic efforts of local 
communities and citizens, the States, National Guard units, and all of the Federal agencies that 
participated in the flood fighting activities during this event The Armv Corps of Fngineers was 
an integial pan of this effort and I am proud to be associated with the dedicated people, both 
militarv and civilian, of the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr Chairman, and other members of the Subcommittee, this concludes mv statement 
Thank >ou for this opportunitv to discuss the vital role of the U S -\rmv Coips of Fngineers in 
the California Floods of January- 1997 response and iecoverv effort Brigadier General Capka 
and I will be pleased to answer anv questions )0u mav have 
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Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency 

Testimony for the Record 

Water Resources and Environment Subcommittee 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure 

Rayburn House Office Building 

March 19,1997, 10:00 AM, Room 2167 

Mr. Chairman, the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) 

appreciates the Committee's efforts to have hearings on the very serious flooding 

problems in the Central Valley of California. SAFCA was formed after the 

devastating floods of 1986 in the Sacramento area. Because of vigorous flood control • 

efforts by SAFCA since 1986, and a stroke of luck with weather patterns in the recent 

flooding events, the area of SAFCA responsibility was saved from significant 

damage in 1997. A slight change in the storm track could or perhaps would have 

overwhelmed current flood protection facilities in Sacramento. 

While we do not for a moment diminish the severity of flooding of many of 

our neighbors in the Central Valley and the importance of removing the flood risk, 

the fact remains that the Sacramento area has the densest population and 

development in the Central Valley and remains at an extremely high risk of 

disaster. 

Members of SAFCA have taken the initiative to begin developing adequate 

protection. We have repaired many levees, built some new ones, and raised others 

to reduce the flood threat. We have also arranged with federal officials to make 

more flood control space available in Folsom Dam. This was a particularly critical 

element in averting disaster in January. But we are nowhere near achieving the 
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ultimate goal of a high level of flood protection for this area of very high level risk. 

We continue to need all possible assistance to achieve a safe level of protection. 

In addition to the work already done, we hope to have other activities under 

way soon. The Water Resources Development Act of 1996 authorized 

improvement of many miles of levees, telemetering gauges, and a flood warning 

system along the American River. These are referred to as the "common elements" 

because they are recognized to be essential necessary ingredients in any of the 

potential long term solutions to Sacramento's serious flooding problems, but they 

are not in any way sufficient to solve the problem. In addition, WRDA 96 

authorized continued reoperation of Folsom Dam to provide additional flood 

protection and other work on repairing levees is authorized under other authorities 

to help alleviate the near term danger. We are working with the Congress to ensure 

adequate levels of funding for these efforts and others in FY98. 

Notwithstanding these efforts, there is still a critical need to develop and 

implement a long term strategy for a high level of flood protection for the 

Sacramento area. This is because the American River has demonstrated on five 

separate occasions since 1950 its ability to produce higher flows than were 

anticipated in the design of Folsom Reservoir. Even with near-term levee 

improvements described above, Folsom Dam as currently configured is not capable 

of controlling the American River. Uncontrolled American River flows jeopardize 

Sacramento, the State Capitol, and the center of State government. Efforts are still 
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underway to remove water from portions of California which were flooded last 

January, and except for good planning and good luck, Sacramento would face the 

same condition. In short, the most basic operations of the governing structure of 

the world's seventh largest economy would be devastated. 

Additionally, uncontrolled American River flows jeopardize the integrity of 

the Central Valley flood control project below the confluence of the Sacramento and 

American Rivers. Uncontrolled flows threaten levees along the lower Sacramento 

River, the Yolo Bypass, and in the Delta. Over the next thirty years there is nearly a 

one in three chance of uncontrolled American River flows. Any evaluation of the 

flood control needs of the Central Valley must recognize the importance of 

controlling the American River and preventing a disaster in Sacramento. 

We thank you very much for this opportunity to express our views and look 

forward to working with you and the Committee to meet the flood control needs of 

the Central Valley. 



San Joaquin River System 
January 1997 Levee Problems 
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San Joaquin River Trahern & Walthall Levee* (Flood Fights) 

Paradise Cut Levee Break "A" 

Paradise Cut Levee Break "B" 

Lower San Joaquin River Multiple Levee Breaks 

Upper Sen Joaquin River Multiple Levee Break* (Right Bank) 

Upper San Joaquin River Multiple Levee Breaks (Left Bank) 

Brannan-Andrus Island Boils And Levee Sloughing (3 Sites) 

• Upper Roberts Island Levee Seepage (Flood Fight) 

• Stewart Tract (Flood Fight) 

• Sherman Island Levee Slumping 

• Twttchell Mand Levee Sloughing (2 Sites) 

• Ryer Island Levee Sloughing 

• Sen Joaquin River Levee Seepage At RD17 (Right Bank) 

• San Joaquin River Levee Slumping At RD2063 (Right Bank) 



Sacramento River System 
January 1997 Levee Problems 

Feather River Levee Break (Left Bank) 

Feather River Levee Relief Cuts (Left Bank) 

Sacramento Bypass Levee Repair (Left Bank) 

Sutter Bypass Levee Break (Right Bank) 

Sutter Bypass Levee Relief Cuts (Right Bank) 

Meridian Emergency Dike 

Bear Rwer Levee Overtopping And Breaks(Right Bank) 

Butte Creek Levee Restoration (Both Banks) 

Feather River Levee Repair (Right Bank) 

Yuba River Mining Debris Dike Repair 
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ĵ N 

,* 

^ k? 

^ * 

( i9q 

K e r m a n X> >^ 1 

/ FRESNO CO [}*b 

) . PEOPLES WEIR 
2 . COLE SLOUGH WEIR 
3 . DUTCH JOHN'S CUT WEIR 
4 . MURPHY SLOUGH WEIR 
5. REYNOLDS WEIR 
6 . LEMOORE WEIR 
7. ARMY WEIR 
6 . ISLAND WEIR 
9. CRESCENT WEIR 

( 0 . CRESCENT BY-PASS WEIR 
1 1 . STINSON WEIR 
) 2 . JAMES AND TRANQUILLITY WEIR 
< 3. EMPIRE WEIR NO. 1 
i 4 . EMPIRE WEIR NO. 2 

F r e s n o\J(j 

^41) 1 

s © 

/ Selma p / 

>£gj£kgge 2 \-/ 
r5^ \ 1 
3 \oush \ \ I y^~^ 

\ KINGS CO ^ ' ) 

\ / / 
V u , „ / 1 TULARE CO 

V H a n f o r d • / 
Figure 2a v / 

KINGS RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 
Project Levee Maintained By 

Kings River Conservation District 

file:///oush


139 

Figure l a 
PLUMAS COUNTY 
NORTH FORK 

FEATHER RIVER PROJECT 

1 *̂  
Cut-Off 

Figure l b A" fi=S\ CLEAR 
LAKE COUNTY } ] | | / / / V \ LAKE 

MIDDLE CREEK 
AND TRIBUTARIES PROJECT 



140 

TESTIMONY OF YUBA COUNTY SUPERVISOR BRENT HASTEY 

U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TRANSPORTATION & INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE 

WATER RESOURCES & ENVIRONMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 
MARCH 19,1997 

Thank you for this opportunity to address this Committee regarding the 
New Year's flooding experienced in Yuba County. 

Personal Background: 

As the Third District Supervisor for Yuba County, California, Chairman of 
the Board of the Yuba County Water Agency, Past President of Reclamation 
District 784, member of Governor Wilson's Flood Emergency Action Team, and 
local farmer, I have been actively involved in identifying flood issues and 
concerns, and providing recommendations for relief and assistance for our local 
community. The 1997 New Years' Floods have had a significant impact on me 
personally because my family has seen this flood disaster first hand. We lost our 
home and our orchards as a result of this disaster. 

I have been working with my friends and neighbors as we rebuild our 
lives for the second time since 1986. We are very angry. We have waited 
patiently since 1986, and we do not understand why our failing levee system has 
not been fixed. 

To compound things, I have also had problems receiving individual relief 
from the Federal Emergency Management Agency. Shortly after the flood, I 
registered over the phone with FEMA and was told by the FEMA representative 
that I would be contacted in seven to ten days. Unknown to me, because my 
house was inaccessible at the time I called, they kicked my claim out of the 
system. Finally, after more than a month, I received my FEMA inspection on 
February 4th. I was promised by the inspector that I would be receiving my 
written confirmation on the inspection within seven to ten days. I finally received 
confirmation of my application on February 21st. Included in my application 
confirmation was also the confirmation letter for Gloria Mitchell of Yosemite, 
California. Hopefully she has been helped by now. A check for three months' 
rent arrived on February 21st, almost two months after the initial event. 

1 
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Local Damage: 

Our community has had over 800 homes damaged or destroyed and damage 
estimates are in excess of $36 million. The five largest private employers in Yuba 
County have gone under water. Property owners and businesses are struggling 
financially to stay in Yuba County. As businesses begin rebuilding, owners are 
experiencing extreme frustration as they try to recover from catastrophic losses. 

The County is frustrated in its efforts to address immediate repair and 
restoration needs and to prevent additional flood damage to all levees. The 
question to date has been who has the responsibility for this and what does the 
Federal government consider timely response? Now the question asked is how 
many people have to die before the levees are fixed? One death in 1986, three in 
1997. We pray that is enough. Federal funding needs to be appropriated 
immediately for adequate repair and restoration of our levees. 

I can't begin to describe the feeling of frustration in our Emergency 
Operations Center (EOC) following the levee break as we waited for the Corps of 
Engineers to arrive. We were at the mercy of the flood waters. At 8:10 p.m. on 
January 2nd the Feather River levee failed. At 4:00 a.m. the following morning 
the Corps was on the scene, eight hours after the levee failure. On a good day, I 
can drive to their Sacramento headquarters from my house in forty minutes. An 
eight hour response time is too long when my friends and neighbors are running 
for their lives. Once on the scene, a contract negotiator for the Corps began 
negotiating a contract with Nordic Industries. At 6:00 a.m. representatives from 
Reclamation District 784 requested the Corps consider measures to fight the flood 
such as closing holes in the railroad tracks and the possibility of breaching the 
Bear River as it was obvious the tea cup we live in would fill up and spill over. 
He informed them that his only responsibility was to negotiate this contract, and 
he would do nothing else. He did not tell them whom to call or whom to see in the 
Corps with their concerns. At 5:00 p.m. on January 3rd, the decision was made to 
breach the Feather River levee to allow water out. By this time men on 
bulldozers, at incredible risk to their lives, we asked to cut the levee in the dark 
and hope a chopper made it to them to pick them up. Twenty hours for this 
decision was too long; the Bear River had overtopped and the system failed. 
Because the Corps and DWR took too long to decide what to do, we now have 
miles of levee to repair instead of two well defined breaks. 
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On January 22nd, once again the people of Yuba County were flooded, this 
time by the breaches on the Bear River levee. Between the 2nd and the 22nd, 
there were over 18 days of good weather; still the breaches on the Bear River 
levee were not fixed. Decisions must be made to protect people, not just when it 
is convenient for the bureaucrats. The Corps and DWR should be required to 
place liaison officers in each EOC during a flood event so communication can take 
place. 

Individuals are now being held at the mercy of federal agency regulations, 
red tape, and endless procedures. We need a commitment from the federal level at 
a minimum to keep their word. FEMA and the Corps of Engineers should 
establish a pro-active, streamlined response and accountability for this event. Our 
community should not become a victim of the bureaucracy. The human element 
must be considered, as the emotional effects of this disaster are going to be with us 
for years to come. I am often reminded by Yuba County residents that many 
families are still recovering from the 1986 flooding. 

But, I must say the area that is of great concern for me as a resident of Yuba 
County and as a disaster victim is frustration with the federal regulations and the 
policies dictating delivery of services for individuals and families. It is difficult 
for me to stand here feeling I am being penalized for being a hardworking 
taxpayer who supports governmental programs. My constituents do not 
understand why a loan is virtually all the government is willing to provide for 
them, while they see those who can't repay a loan receive grant money. Another 
large loan may create a situation which forces families like mine to walk away 
from their homes, unable to assume this financial hardship. We must work 
together to address this issue. It makes no sense that someone with one foot of 
water damage receives financial aid grants while those who are severely impacted 
are urged to accept another loan. 

Although almost 2,000 Yuba County residents have registered for disaster 
assistance with FEMA, and assistance dollars have been provided for emergency 
housing needs, we are faced with yet another disaster in Yuba County—economic 
disaster. 

Federal assistance should be made available to all individuals and the 
funding process should not create additional hardships. We have worked hard to 
address flood victim's needs, conducting surveys of over three hundred families 
impacted by this disaster. A common concern and frustration has been lack of 
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access and information. We realize this disaster has been widespread throughout 
the State, but consideration should be given to areas that have immediate needs for 
disaster assistance and coordination with agencies such as the American Red 
Cross, Salvation Army and others. 

The State of California has promised financial assistance to ensure County 
government's have the ability to address expenses and disaster related losses. We 
hope the Federal government will continue to provide ongoing assistance. Private 
employers that have been damaged during this flood should be likewise assisted. 

Pumping Flood Waters: 

Our levees are supposed to protect and keep lives and property safe from 
floodwaters, but again our county faced frustration with yet another federal policy 
decision when we were faced with pumping flood waters from our neighborhoods 
and farmlands. FEMA policy is that they do not pump flood water out of 
inundated areas. I might remind you that when the water is behind the dam, it is 
the publics; when it is in the river, it is public domain; but when the levee breaks it 
is now the local districts water. When did the water change hands. This decision, 
of course, has financial impact and long lasting implications for our county, and 
for businesses, individuals and farmers. 

Agribusiness: 

Agriculture is the backbone of Yuba County. The economic loss of 
orchards, crops and livestock will force an exodus from our county. We must take 
action to provide federal and state assistance to the agricultural industry. 

Legislative Support-Funding: 

We must give consideration to areas suffering repeat disasters. We must 
establish a partnership between all levels of government in disaster response, 
recovery and preparedness. Counties are in desperate need of financial assistance 
to address future pre-disaster mitigation programs such as GIS systems. 

It is our recommendation to increase federal funding levels for long-term 
repair, stabilization and maintenance for publicly and privately maintained levees. 
Expedite repairs and maintenance for publicly and privately maintained levees. 
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Expedite repairs and maintenance on priority projects and initiate an adequately 
funded, comprehensive assessment program to determine the integrity of levees 
throughout the Central Valley. 

The USDA has previously provided replacement nursery stalks to farmers. 
USD A should reinitiate this program to assist the replacement of trees damaged by 
flood waters. USDA also should consider utilizing funds available through its 
various soil conservation programs to assist farmers recover and protect topsoil. 

New water storage projects must be developed for the purpose of flood 
control. Projects on the Yuba River, Bear River, Cottonwood Creek and Sites 
Reservoir would provide greater flood control flexibility for the State Water 
Project and the Central Valley Project. 

I would only hope that, as we are able to be better prepared for disasters 
such as fires and earthquakes, we never experience another flood in Yuba County. 
We need to begin to work together, side by side, proactively. We must meet the 
needs of the people we serve. They deserve nothing less. 
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Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to speak on behalf 
of California regarding recent flooding. 

I would like to begin by sharing a few statistics about the 1997 
flood. January 1997 brought the worst flooding in California's 
recorded history. Nine people were killed, six were constituents 
from my district, more than 120,000 people were evacuated from their 
homes and more than $1.6 billion dollars worth of damage was 
suffered. Forty-eight of the state's fifty-six counties were 
declared state and national disaster areas. This includes each of 
the 10 counties within my own district. Aside from the loss of life, 
probably the most disturbing statistic is the fact that this was the 
third 100-year, catastrophic-level flood to hit California in the 
past 11 years. 

Flooding in 1986 caused $400 million dollars worth of damage, 
fortunately no lives were lost. In 1995, 28 people were killed and 
$1,831 billion dollars worth of damage was caused by early and late 
winter floods. 

One of the witnesses today will testify regarding at least one 
instance where the federal government has not delivered 
promised federal relief from the disastrous 1995 floods. I mention 
these facts to bring this issue into perspective. California has an 
absolute need to develop aggressive flood prevention programs. 

Our flood control system has failed three times in the past 
eleven years. California also has an absolute need to define the 
responsibility of the federal government in maintaining California's 
flood control system. 

The federal government took control out of local hands, then 
neglected its responsibility to maintain and repair the flood control 

(more) 
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system. It took control of levee construction permits, debris 
removal, upper watershed management, and waterway maintenance. This 
control should require accountability. This accountability should 
come before not after the flood hits. 

When the water is rising and the levee is breaking, it is too 
late to start meager efforts to hold everything in place. The time 
to assume responsibility is when the sun is shining and when repair 
efforts will have life saving effect. When the recent floods hit, 
however, federal agencies were caught unaware of emergency powers 
which allowed them to respond to flood situations. 

On January 17, 1997 the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Army Corps of Engineers executed a memorandum of 
agreement establishing an expedited procedure of review for flood 
repair activities. This agreement was rescinded less than one week 
later when the fish and wildlife service finally reviewed its 
statutory powers and realized the law granted emergency authority to 
make repairs without prior consultation. Emergency powers defer such 
requirements until after the emergency has abated. It is unclear how 
many flood activities where delayed until officials figured out what 
action could or could not be taken. 

I suggest we take the opportunity of chis hearing, Mr. Chairman, 
to take a serious look at the devastation caused by January's floods. 
We have a duty to find out what we are doing wrong. Because 
something is wrong, Mr. Chairman, when a flood control system 
supposedly designed to withstand a once in a century type flood fails 
three times in little more than a decade. 

We need to find what has contributed to the failure of the 
system and assign responsibility, no matter where it belongs. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to thank you and this committee for holding this 
fact-finding hearing. I look forward to hearing the evidence 
presented today and hope it will be useful to this committee and to 
congress as we look for ways to improve California's flood control 
system and to protect the lives, property and communities of 
California residents. 

*««« 
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Testimony of Charlie Hoppin 

Mr. Chairman and members of die Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to 

testify today on the recent floods in California's Sacramento Valley. My family has lived and 

finned in mis region since 1848, and I have personally farmed in Yuba and Sutter counties for 

the past 30 years. My farming operation, which employs roughly 100 people, includes the 

production of wheat, rice, safflower, apples and vegetable crops on 2,000 acres of land. 

I currently serve as the Chairman of Environmental Relations, and as a Director, for 

the California-Arizona Watermelon Growers Association; Director on the Board of Farmers' 

Rice Cooperative; Director of the California Rice Industry Association; I also serve on a 

Citizen Advisory Panel to California Governor Pete Wilson's Flood Emergency Action Team 

(F^A.T.). 

The January 1997 levee breech and resulting 25,000 acre flood near the Sutter County 

town of Meridian flooded over 1,200 acres of my farming operation with water and silt that 

rose as high as 18 feet It should be noted that this area is not in a designated flood plain and 

has not experienced a flood since 1940. 

This levee break, which caused the initial flooding, was promptly fixed by die U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers to a 25-year level of protection, despite calls by the focal counties 

and u\e State oft^alifonua for ruU repairs to to 100-VCT The Corps has 

also closed die man-made breech created to allow a portion of the flood waters held captive by 

the Sacramento River levee and bypass levee to flow back by gravity into a designated flood 

plain. Presently, 25% of die original flooded area in Sutter County remains under water. The 

75% which has been drained remains untillable due to soil saturation, siltation, and damaged 

infrastructure; natural gas wells. State, County and private roads, State and Federal irrigation 
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and reclamation systems. Because of the inevitable delays in re-enay resulting from a flood, 

the region's cropping patterns for this season will be significantly affected. 

Unfortunately, my farm sits geographically at the lowest point <n the flooded area. At 

this time all remaining flood waters need to be mechanically pumped out While pumping is 

our only option for drainage at this time, it must be noted that mis practice is terribly 

expensive. Temporary pumps must lift and push water over levee tops, as opposed to existing 

reclamation pumps which normally utilize a combination of gravity flow and pumping 

through levees at ground level. I understand that due to extensive damage to our 

infrastructure, the Federal Emercency Management Agency (FEMA) has discretionary powers 

to fund our emergency reclamation efforts. This authority id provided by Public Law 93-288 

as amended by P.L. 100-707 Sec 403 Sub Sec (a) (3). 

FEMA representatives, however, have been unwilling to act In fact, FEMA 

representatives have repeatedly denied any authority or responsibility for pumping of flood 

waters out of the region. 

At this time, all of the original drainage pumps that have been repaired are operating 

under the authority, and at the expense, of Local Reclamadon Districts 1660 and 70, (these 

Reclamation Districts cover the flooded Meridian area,). Additionally, the State of California 

has provided funds to Districts 1660 and 70 for the express purpose of leasing additional 

diesel-powered reclamation pumps to assist in the effort This timely contribution from the 

State underscores the urgency of reclamation efforts to both directly affected agricultural 

interests and local communities, which are dependent on agriculture for their economic base. 

I understand that the State of California, while acknowledging Federal responsibility 

for pumping flood waters out of die region, provided timely funds for our reclamation 

districts, and intends to work with FEMA to secure reimbursement for this action. 

Additionally, I have reclaimed at least 50% of my own land by excavation and pumping in an 

effort to mitigate my personal financial loss from this flood-related devastation. 

It would be an extremely short-sighted and selfish person who felt singled out in any 

natural disaster. We need only to follow newspaper and media accounts to understand the 
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scope and devastation nature often causae. I feci fortunate to be here today. I realize this 

disaster could have been much worse for my Amity, my oinpk)y«)es and our community. In 

fact, David Kennedy, Director of the California Department of Water Resources, has 

commented mat if the January 1,1997 storms had continued another 8-12 hours, me resulting 

flood could have very well cost thousands of uvea and covered the majority of the Sacrameoto 

Valley. 

Even with all of me technology at our disposal today we must acknowledge mat 

nature, while providing seemingly limitless resources, often displays an awesome power of 

destruction. However, anyone with even a basic knowledge of the water systems in the State 

of California should appreciate such a magnificent creation - a system which provides water 

for vast urbanisation, industry, and one of the most efficient and productive agricultural 

communities in the world. Our waterways and flood control projects also provide 

transportation and recreation opportunities'to millions of Americans, as well as invaluable 

benefits for wildlife. 

The state and federal water projects, despite their shortcomings, were built in an era 

when Fresno scrapers and mule teams preceded Caterpillar and John Deere tractors, as did 

hand-held tranailes and spirit levels mat preceded laser technology and the computer. 

However, even more importantly, it was a time when common sense preceded bureaucracy! 

I realize that the water systems of California were built wim foresight ahead of their 

time, and yet are expensive to maintain However, diese systems, which include projects on 

the Sacramento, Feather, and Yuba River systems, provide a major poitionofthe water that is 

fttftrtwlly *»• hf»lrh«n* *f""« «f «h« fotyt flmnrtmi>8 in ttia WariH T hdiava it wntiM ha 

mHhmg ffftfK rff* THfl'g—»"* to A*b*y " * « * « " " » *~< " T ^ w " " ^ "" » tyttttn thai 

provides flood control for urban and rural California",*. Even the intuitive and creative minds 

mat foresaw the need for California's waterways and flood comtol projects at the beginning of 

mis century had no ides of the vast number of people that would benefit from then-foresight 

I feel without question mat the causes ofthe flood of *97, which nearly destroyed my 

fr*-w— and threatened die lives and well-being of my family and neighbors, can be 
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corrected. It won't require Stir Wan technology, but simply a step back into a time when 

common sense preceded bureaucracy. 

I am thankful uta my vocation albws me to intenrtwto This 

interaction allows me to touch and see tilings mat many well-meaning people can only 

imagine. It also allows me the privilege of being a steward of the soil which most certainly 

requires me to be a true working conservationist I realize that if I don't rise to the occasion 

of being a successful conservationist, I will not only contribute to the decline of niankind but 

also destroy a wonder of nature. 

It is with this appreciation of nature, and the recognition of the importance of the water 

projects that I believe we must find a workable balance to endangered species problems. Ido 

feel, however, that when levee repairs and the clearing of debris and sediment from river 

channels and designated flood plains are delayed for years to study the environmental impact 

of the repairs, that we have lost the common sense that created and developed these systems in 

the first place. 

A good example of this is occurring in Reclamation District 1500, also in Sutter 

County, where a severe levee repair problem has been studied, funded, and accepted by die 

Corps of Fngmccrs, only to be delayed for several years while additional Fish and Wildlife 

studies are completed on possible impacts on die endangered Giant Garter snake. The irony 

here is that no one has found evidence ofthepresence of the Garter snake in this area. And 

furthermore, if it does exist, a levee constructed for fktod control m this century is not its 

original habitat A more practical solution would be to simply relocate any snakes found in 

mis area and return them to their primary habitat, u ^ elirainating any threat to them caused 

by levee repairs. It must be realized that the flood in the Meridian area, which occurred at 

night, killed bom plants and n««»»aig. including the endangered gaiter snakes in addition to 

countless deer, upland game birds, and other animals mat play such a large role in die balance 

of nature. 

I am pleased to learn that through the efforts of die Corps of Engineers and die U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service, that the old process of proceeding from flood fight and 
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inlanricrtatBrepain to their origmal Thisoewprooess 

allows Ate Cocps to proceed quickly to repair flood damage, and more importantly, will 

provide greater efficiency for flood project repair and inaintoonnce and provide ssine flood 

season protection for flooded conmumities. Such a poetical solution to a previously 

cumbersome piocedure is an example of foe coo^mon sense approach I am requesting the 

agencies consider. IhopesuchactswiUbeerKOuragedbythisadinmi^^ 

Furthermore, I would ask Congress and foe tcdenrt agencies to remember that the 

levees and flood control systems were designed to conserve and transport water while 

simultaneously protecting foe population of California from floods and economic havoc. 

While foe tremendous amount of wildlife habitat that was created as a byproduct byjthe water 

system should not be taken for granted or destroyed, we should not allow this habitat to 

compromise foe intent and integrity of mis man-made wonder. 

I would additionally request that, while valuing created habitat, Congress and federal 

agencies allow untethered repair and maintenance of our levee system. It should also be 

recognized that areas such as the Sutter Wildlife Refuge which encourage mid-channel growth 

of trees, brush, and tales in a designated flood plain likely connibuted to the flood by 

restricting water flows. Again, the creation of a migratory waterfowl refuge is a wonderful 

mnA K—urfteial CMtfri, hilt it mm* K» ittttvigwi-wd Aa» wtvimniMBHl valine ArtiiM tint 

compromise foe integrity ofa flood control project In this case federal officials should 

always be required to follow foe same accepted flood channel culna^ practices that their 

private landowner neighbors have been required to adhere to for decades. 

Tlje hundred year flood we experienced in Northern Califooium 1986 and this year 

dearly illustrates there is no guarantee du< we wiU not continue to face flood related 

economic chaos and continued loss of life. In order to help prevent these regularly occurring 

so-called hundred year floods, Congress should encourage a conmionsenw approach to the 

repair and maintenance of our water system without unrcat onable delays. Work needs to 

proceed with great vigor in recognized problem areas. 
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Additionally, we must have a comprehensive assessment of our levee system, 

recognizing that most of these projects originated at a time when old sloughs and natural 

channels were simply filled in and built up withotit today's engmeering technology. 

It is clear to me mat while a workable solution to the problems end short-comings of 

the water and flood control systems are readily at hand, a complete and comprehensive 

reassessment ofthe levee systems should be made. Tnis assessment needs to proceed forward 

at a pace mat reflects the fact that the lives and economic well being of the residents of 

Northern California are in jeopardy until all needed repairs are completed. 

Assuming that Congress and the appropriate Federal agencies recognize the need for 

imm*'"—* TTirnifin* —d rreir. T will firtHy** hy r~pTTtinf fr** • j™"* • ' * " T p*"*1 

be formed that includes both State and Federal officials, as weU as a citizens advisory group. 

In my opinion the citizens group is essential to bridge the gap between the workings of 

bureaucracy and local community needs. Tne citizens group should also include responsible 

representatives of environmental groups such as the Environmental Defense Fund. 

It has been my experience mat when all concerned patties involved in any issue are 

allowed to assemble as equals mat the solutions to seemingly msurmountabk problems can be 

resolved to the satisfaction of all. 

I would urge Congress to work with the State of Calffiraia to restore one of the most 

magnificent water systems in the world, so that it can continue to nurture and protect me 

residents of California now and in the future. 
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Statement on Government Grants, Loans, & Subsidies 

IamcunvnUyrecogniiedasaneDOtybytfaeU.S. FannServiceAgoicy. In 19971 

will t«nMYf> th» m w i m i i ^ payment «f $40,000 from die P S A , for participating in the rice 

and wheat program. 

I have no federal loans or grants. 

Charlie HHoppin 

SS# 564-62-5890 
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Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the opportunity to be here today to discuss the recent and 
tragic flooding which has taken place in California. Our hearts go out to those that have 
suffered losses from the devastating floods, as well as those who are currently suffering losses 
from flooding along the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers in the Midwest and Southeast. 

The amounts of rain which fell in the Central Valley of California in late December 1996 and 
January 1997 were some of the highest ever recorded. As noted by previous speakers, the flood 
control system throughout the Central Valley was greatly stressed by the unprecedented amounts 
of rain and snowmelt that resulted from this series of storms. This disaster clearly illustrates that 
even with the best flood protection possible, our ability to eliminate flooding is impossible. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service is taking all measures necessary to expedite disaster response 
actions, including exercising our existing authorities under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act and the Endangered Species Act to ensure that disaster response is not delayed as a result of 
fish and wildlife conservation actions. In January 1997 the Service implemented the disaster 
provisions of the Endangered Species Act regulations for the 48 California counties that were 
declared disaster areas. These provisions allow disaster response measures to be implemented 
immediately in the face of flooding without pnor consultation with the Service. 

In addition, on February 19, 1997, the Service issued a policy statement further clarifying and 
articulating our flood policy. The purpose of the policy statement was to provide clear guidance 
to Service personnel, to address the concerns expressed by disaster response agencies and local 
residents, and to reiterate that fish and wildlife conservation effort would not hinder emergency 
flood response actions necessary to protect human lives and property. 

The policy statement outlined the procedures that Service personnel will follow when evaluating 
the impacts from short-term repair of flood control facilities. It was the Service's intention to 
make clear that any repair and replacement of a facility that serves a public purpose and is 
necessary to prevent the recurrence of such a natural disaster and to reduce the potential loss of 
human life may proceed unimpeded as long as the damaged facilities are repaired or replaced to 
substantially the same conditions as existed before the flood. Further, the Service will work with 
the appropriate agencies to reduce potential impacts to fish and wildlife resources, including 
listed species. If significant adverse impacts to listed species have occurred or are occurring as 
the result of emergency actions, the Service will work with the agencies to minimize or mitigate 
for these impacts. 
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We did not re-interpret the Endangered Species Act or the regulations to exempt certain activities 
associated with flood response. We simply implemented the emergency provisions of Section 7 
regulations to address the immediate needs of the communities affected by the flood. This is 
standard procedure across the country in the wake of a disaster. 

Currently, we are engaged in flood response efforts throughout the affected States. In keeping 
with the Administration's February 18, 1997 flood plain management guidance, we are working 
closely with the Army Corps of Engineers, FEMA, and State agencies to respond to the needs of 
affected landowners, businesses, and water management districts. We are providing personnel to 
the Corps Emergency Response Team and offering technical assistance wherever possible to 
minimize the long-term impacts from levee repair and reconstruction. These efforts will continue 
throughout the flood season. In the wake of natural disasters, we routinely work closely with 
FEMA, the Corps, and other Federal and State relief agencies to ensure fish and wildlife 
conservation efforts do not hinder emergency response actions. The recent flooding in the 
Central Valley is no different. 

The Administration is working with the affected agencies to review damages and needs, the 
existing resources that can meet them, and any need for emergency supplemental funds. We will 
be sending up a detailed supplemental request shortly. 

Regarding floodplain management, the Fish and Wildlife Service has both a short term and long 
term approach. Our short-term goal is to achieve a rapid and effective response to damaged 
flood and floodplain management systems that will minimize the risks to life and property. The 
long term goal of the Service is to work to develop cost-effective approaches to reducing future 
flood damages that are consistent with the need to protect important environmental and natural 
resource values that are inherent to the floodplain and adjacent lands. We will continue to work 
cooperatively with Federal and State agencies, local communities, water management districts, 
and concerned citizens to examine long-term flood damage reduction measures. Our hope is to 
achieve a flood control system that is based on reducing flood damages through cost-effective, 
and where appropriate non-structural alternatives while avoiding unwise development in the 
floodplain. 

I would like to take this opportunity on behalf of the Service to commend this Committee and the 
104th Congress for passing the Water Resources Development Act of 1996. This legislation 
includes provisions that authorize the Corps of Engineers to begin analyzing potential non
structural alternatives to reducing future flood damages. We believe the flood control systems of 
the future will depend on developing and implementing diversified approaches including non
structural alternatives that take advantage of physical structures, such as dams and levees, plus 
the natural and beneficial uses of floodplains to avoid damages and unwise development in flood 
prone areas. The Service looks forward to working with this Committee and the Corps to 
address these opportunities and challenges. 

In closing, we know this will not be the last natural disaster that will affect human lives and 
property. Therefore, we are committed to continually improving our capability to respond to the 
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needs of affected communities, businesses, and local residents before, during and after natural 
disasters of all types. We look forward to working with the Committee to improve Federal 
disaster response, particularly the devastating floods that continue to affect our homes and 
communities. Thank you for this opportunity and I welcome any questions you may have. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the affect of the New Year's Day floods in 

California. 

Starting on New Year's Day, an extended, warm rain in California caused damage 

which resulted in 48 California counties being declared federal disaster areas. Damage to 

agriculture in California is estimated in excess of $245 million. Of this, $124 million is 

damage to agricultural infrastructure, such as land, private levees, farm equipment, 

buildings, and irrigation systems. Fifty-nine thousand acres of crops have been lost, and 

another 95,000 acres have been damaged, a loss totaling $90 million. Crops suffering the 

highest loss include: walnuts, $16.8 million; nursery products, $16 million; alfalfa, $15 

million; wine grapes, $13.8 million; wheat, $8.1 million; plums and prunes, $6.1 million; 

and peaches, $5.8 million. Livestock and dairy losses are $16.5 million. Other crops may 

also experience reduced yields and reduced quality. 

Many of the flooded areas are still flooded, as water has become impounded behind 

the levees. If these areas are not dried by the time the trees bud, the trees themselves may 

be lost, causing a much longer-term and more expensive loss. Most of the orchards which 

remain threatened are used to produce walnuts, peaches, apricots, apples, olives, plums, 
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prunes, almonds, and pistachios, and vineyards which produce wine grapes. If it is 

necessary to replace these trees and vines, most varieties will take from 7 to 10 years to 

begin producing. 

The NRCS in California has received over 100 requests for assistance to address 

flooding problems in streams, tributaries, and smaller rivers that have been impaired as a 

result of the floods. Two point one million dollars of existing EWP funding to cover those 

projects that pose an immediate threat to life or property. However, many officials are 

concerned about the importance of an appropriate level of protection in all California 

waterways being restored by November 1, 1997, the projected beginning the next rainy 

season. 

Using existing funding, in the Deer Creek area of Butte County, an EWP project 

was installed to protect the town of Vina from additional flooding this season. This effort 

protected approximately 125 homes. In Napa County, emergency work on the Napa River 

levee prevented flooding in the town of Yountville. Other projects have been quickly 

installed to protect homes, public utilities, businesses, and agricultural infrastructure from 

imminent danger. In each of these projects, NRCS has the support of a local sponsor that 

provides 25 percent of the cost of the projects. Additionally, we work closely with the 

local people to make sure that these projects are socially, economically, and 

environmentally appropriate for their community. 

In addition to EWP assistance, we provide technical assistance for the Emergency 

Conservation Program (ECP) administered by the Farm Service Agency (FSA). ECP is 

available to address damages on cropland by removing debris and sediment, and restoring 

cropland to its pre-flood productivity. In 20 California counties, USDA has received a 

substantial number of requests for ECP assistance. 

For both EWP and ECP, the Administration is working with affected agencies to 

determine the damage needs, the existing resources that can meet them, and any need for 



159 

3 

emergency supplemental funds. The Administration will send to Congress a detailed 

supplemental request. 

Thejessons of the Midwest floods of 1993 were hard-won. The Administration's 

floodplain strategy goals are to share responsibility for floodplain management at all levels 

of government; to act sequentially to avoid, minimize, and mitigate flood and floodplain 

damage; and to organize better government response to floods and floodplain needs. As a 

result, in a February 18th memo to agencies, the Director of OMB and the Chair of CEQ 

issued guidance on floodplain management and procedures for evaluation and review of 

levee repair and associated restoration projects. Rebuilding and recovery is now viewed 

within the longer-term context of floodplain management, to permit landowners and 

communities new rebuilding choices so that they can use the lessons learned from the flood 

and applying those lessons in deciding on rebuilding decisions. 

NRCS is implementing this new strategy reflecting the government's interest in 

being efficient, fair, and responsive. To ensure that we have the best solutions for each 

project, the federal agencies are working closely together and with local communities to 

examine each proposed project to determine the most appropriate long-term solution. For 

some projects, repairing broken levees is the best solution; but for others, especially where 

damages occur year after year, the best solution may be to remove or set back the levees 

and allow the river to expand naturally during flood events. 

The Federal Agricultural Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (the 1996 Act) gave 

the Secretary of Agriculture the authority to purchase flood plain easements under the EWP 

program. This new authority provides an opportunity to purchase easements when the 

long-term economic, social, and environmental benefits of purchasing the easement are 

greater than the cost of repeated repairs to the same land. Where willing sellers are 

available, retirement of this land provides a more permanent solution from damages 

associated with flooding or products of erosion The landowner receives fair value for the 

property depending on the easement restrictions and an opportunity to enhance the 
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environmental functions if a riparian corridor is created. This authority gives us the 

flexibility to provide long-term, common sense, environmentally responsible flood 

protection. 

A particular area of concern in California are rivers where private levees have failed 

and no Federal agency has authority to repair the levees. Along the Cosumnes River in 

Sacramento County, where approximately 21 breaks in 25 miles of private levees have 

occurred, landowners have asked NRCS and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for 

assistance. The river has a drainage area that exceeds 400 square miles which, under 

certain circumstances, is large enough to qualify for Federal assistance, in this case from 

the Corps of Engineers. However, it is Administration's policy that levee projects not 

maintained under the Corps program are ineligible for emergency repair assistance. The 

Administration adopted this policy to encourage levee districts and owners to keep levees 

maintained and properly functioning. We believe this to be both good government and 

sound policy for the taxpayer. 

Some landowners have expressed an interest in utilizing non-structural alternatives, 

such as setback levees and floodplain easements, as alternatives to repairing the damaged 

levees. Easements may allow uses such as wetland restoration and the establishment of 

wildlife habitat and, where appropriate, the production of low-risk agricultural crops in the 

flood plain area. 

In a report to the Governor, the Flood Emergency Action Team recommended that 

Cal-Fed, as part of its planning process, use funds from Proposition 204 and from the 

Central Valley Project Improvement Act for dual purpose projects which incorporate both 

flood control and habitat restoration. In addition, The Nature Conservancy has indicated 

that they have some property, and are pursuing offers to purchase additional property in the 

Cosumnes corridor, and are interested in providing partnership funding if NRCS and other 

agencies are able to work out non-structural alternatives in this area. Coupled with funds 

available through the Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) or for flood plain easements under 
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EWP, California's farmers and floodplain managers and NRCS will be able to achieve a 

long-term, environmentally responsible solution to the flooding that frequently occurs in 

these areas. 

In the San Joaquin River system, major breaks have occurred along the levees, 

especially at the lower end. In this area, which is adjacent to the existing U.S Fish and 

Wildlife Service's San Luis National Wildlife Refuge, several landowners have indicated a 

willingness to sell easements to their land for the purpose of restoring wetlands that will 

also provide flood protection. This proposal, if successfully executed, would result :n the 

official abandonment of miles of levees providing non-essential flood control protection, 

many of which were seriously damaged by the 1997 flood. There should also be reduced 

need to expend Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) funds to compensate the 

flood-affected landowners or for the State to continue the costly levee maintenance 

programs. 

If these lands are restored to wetland condition, the areas would be designed to 

absorb major flood events with little or no harmful effects. Much of the land would 

incorporate natural flood flows to stimulate the production of native trees and shrubs, thus 

benefiting a wide diversity of neo-tropical migratory birds, plus the state-listed endangered 

riparian brush rabbit and the yellow-billed cuckoo. The historic, and currently drained, 

White Lake bottom would be restored, creating habitat for wood ducks, mallards, herons, 

egrets, and the federally-listed threatened Aleutian Canada goose. In all, willing sellers in 

the area are offering over 3,000 acres of land for easements. These areas could be added 

to the existing refuge to enhance a high quality environmental reserve. 

In summary, NRCS responded immediately to the most critical problems using 

available resources. Many eligible projects remain to be repaired. The floods of 1997 offer 

California a unique opportunity to address long-term flooding problems in a manner that 

will consider the preferences of local people, the best uses of the land, and the safest 

protection for California communities. To take advantage of this opportunity, we need to 
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move quickly to use the new authorities and establish long-term solutions before the next 

flood season begins. We are pleased to report that all the federal and state agencies with 

flood recovery authonty are working together in earnest to ensure that this happens. 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I thank you for this opportunity 
to present my views regarding the tragic flooding that occurred in Northern California in 
January. I appreciate the Subcommittee's willingness to hear the testimony of those 
affected by the flooding. We must respond rapidly and forcefully to the lessons that we 
learned in these storms This hearing will certainly be a critical step in developing the 
information we will need to move forward. 

The facts on the tragic nature of these storms are well-known. Nine lives were 
lost Total damages are estimated to be at least SI .6 billion with some $300 million in 
damages to California's flood control system 160,000 acres were flooded as a result of 
levee failures. 

I believe that there must be at least two distinct phases to the Congressional 
response to these storms The federal government is already playing a critical role in 
immediate recovery efforts. Clearly, a Supplemental Appropriations measure is needed to 
allow aid to flow uninterrupted for flood victims and to facilitate the rebuilding of 
damaged flood protection facilities and other public infrastructure. I hope that the 
Committee will lend its support to such an effort. 

In this regard, I would like to add my voice to that of Rep. Pombo in seeking a 
solution to the problems facing Sacramento County with regard to levee breaks along the 
Cosumnes River. Unprecedented flows from the Cosumnes during the recent storms 
resulted in more than 20 breaks in the private levees along this river. Because of the 
private ownership of these levees, neither the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency has been willing to provide any funding for 
repairs Sacramento County lacks the resources to address this situation on its own. It is 
unacceptable to allow these breaks to remain so that flood damages are compounded and 
area residents are unable to begin the rebuilding process. Therefore, I would ask the 
Committee's consideration and support for federal assistance to ensure that these levees 
can be rapidly repaired. 

In addition to this immediate recovery effort, we must undertake a second phase of 
a Congressional response to these storms identifying and implementing improvements to 
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the region's flood protection system to prevent a recurrence of this tragedy. These storms 
make it clear that substantial improvements are needed in the flood control systems of the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys. Although an appropriately high level of priority 
must go to those areas directly impacted by the recent storms, I would request the 
Subcommittee's continued cooperation in efforts to address the extremely severe flood 
threat facing the City of Sacramento. 

The City of Sacramento was largely spared damage during the recent storms. 
Unquestionably, Sacramento did not suffer major flood damage in part through simple 
good fortune. Certainly, our community benefited from several important flood control 
measures taken since the last major storms in Northern California in 1986. However, 
studies performed for the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency suggest that had the 
American River Watershed experienced the storm that hit the Feather River Watershed, 
releases into the American River from Folsom Dam could have gone as high as 160,000 
cubic feet per second. This level is far above the design capacity of the American River 
levees, suggesting that a perilous situation was averted only as a result of the path that 
these storms followed. 

I know that this Subcommittee is keenly aware of the tremendous flood threat 
facing the City of Sacramento. The American River floodplain threatens 400,000 
residents and $40 billion in property in the Sacramento area. Last year, the Sacramento 
area House delegation was united in support of comprehensive legislation to address this 
problem. While the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee was unable to support 
this proposal, I do appreciate the Subcommittee's inclusion of $57 million for levee 
improvements and a flood warning system in last year's Water Resources Development 
Act. 

The recent storms underscored the importance of the type of levee improvements 
along the American and Sacramento Rivers that the Committee authorized. Nonetheless, 
h is quite clear that further action is urgently needed in order to achieve an adequate level 
of flood protection for Sacramento. I look forward to working with the Subcommittee on 
this issue as well as other aspects of efforts to respond to the recent floods. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I thank you once again for 
holding this important hearing. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the 
Subcommittee this morning. 

This winter's flooding in Sierra and Central Valley watersheds has produced widespread 
human tragedy and billions of dollars in physical damage. The deaths of eight people are blamed 
on the floods. These events again prove we need to help people avoid the impact of high rainfall 
and rivers raging outside their banks. 

What the floods do not prove, however, is that we need to build more dams to control 
flooding. The floods do not prove that enforcement of our laws on endangered species caused 
the floods, as easy as it is to blame that law. Nor do they compel the Federal taxpayer to restore 
all damaged structures that lie in the flood plains. 

The only endangered species in this debate should be the political scapegoat, which is 
what some are employing to deflect our attention from die real issues. This is not the time for 
unsubstantiated accusations about a beetle or a fairy shrimp. These tragedies ought not serve as 
an excuse to legislate by anecdote, as is too often the case in the Congress these days. If we do 
not look for the real answers, no matter how difficult it may be, we are destined to see this 
tragedy repeated again. 

According to information released by the California Office of Emergency Services, and 
reported this week by the Contra Costa Times, damages from the 1997 California floods will tie 
those we suffered in 1995, or roughly $1.8 billion. Over 20,000 people have requested federal 
assistance through FEMA, and the agency has written $13.2 million in temporary housing checks 
this year to 8,618 California individuals or families displaced by the floods. 

Direct flood damages were also experienced in my own district and in nearby 
communities, although these areas were not damaged nearly as heavily as other areas in the state. 
The town of Orinda apparently suffered the worst flood damage in Contra Costa County. 

Obviously, we must respond to the immediate needs of Californians who have been 
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affected by the floods and who require assistance to get their lives back together. Equally 
important, however, is how we respond to floods that have not yet happened. We need to start 
thinking about how we handle flooding in California. 

I would hope that everyone concerned — including the State of California, Federal 
agencies, local governments, and our citizens - will see an opportunity here to learn some 
important lessons from the January floods. 

We know we can learn from flood damage, and we saw this happen in response to the 
Mississippi River basin floods in 1993. Emergency personnel, local communities and 
environmental advocates worked together to develop a principle of "hazard mitigation" to guide 
flood relief efforts, reducing the risk of future flood damage while helping the people who were 
injured by flooding. Residents of the Mississippi River Basin started thinking creatively about 
responding to the danger of floods instead of spending billions of dollars in often futile attempts 
to modify the behavior of streams and rivers. 

As the experts have stated, the California levees broke because there was too much water. 
The rains and the melting snowpack combined to push incredible volumes of water down river. 
No matter how we try, we will never be able to control completely Mother Nature. It may be, 
however, that in our efforts to control her, we have actually done things that made the floods 
even worse. 

As an example, and on this subject we probably agree, the levee system in California is 
outdated. The solution is where we diverge. The traditional solution is simply to rebuild the 
straight, single thread levee channels bigger and stronger, but it is obvious that this system does 
not work. 

Instead, I believe we need to look at restoring channel complexity and adopting watershed 
management techniques such as flood plain management, wetlands protection, and setback 
levees, so that we can catch the water where it falls instead of dumping it downstream. This is 
not all we need to look at however. 

We need to look beyond riparian issues to upslope habitat as well. Forest management 
policies that allow for upstream clear cutting and the construction of logging roads on unstable 
slopes lead to erosion and slides mat not only destroy valuable fisheries habitat, but contribute to 
downstream floods as well. 

The President's budget includes a provision to eliminate the tax-payer subsidized 
construction of logging roads on federal lands. We need to support that proposal not only as a 
matter of public policy, but also as a tool for reducing downstream floods. 

Two features of the Mississippi River basin program also come to mind, and perhaps they 
could produce significant benefits if implemented in California. First, federal agencies worked 
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together to help flood victims who wished to relocate outside the flood plain. In addition to 
traditional property restoration assistance, emergency relief programs offered full, pre-flood 
value for the purchase of properties that lay in the hazard zone. The Federal Housing 
Administration and Small Business Administration coordinated the benefits of federal loan 
programs for the victims to relocate above the flood plain to avoid the risk of future flood 
damage. 

Second, existing levee systems were re-engineered to ensure that they would maximize 
flood hazard reduction. Rather than relying solely on repairs to existing levees, the Corps of 
Engineers reviewed the causes of the breaks and determined whether levees should be moved or 
constructed differently to withstand future floods. 

These steps might seem like common sense, but they require a new approach to 
emergency flood assistance. Instead of putting everything back the way it was before the flood, 
federal agencies should assist local communities to reduce their risk of high water damage in the 
future. Taking themselves out of the path of flood waters was a far safer alternative for residents 
— and for taxpayers — than just rebuilding in the flood plain. And the cost of these measures is 
far lower than that of constructing new dams to hold back flood waters 

Yet in the wake of the California floods, some are calling for a new round of expensive, 
controversial dam construction, including the Auburn Dam on the American River, as a panacea 
for flood damage. 

Just last year, this Committee wisely rejected this ill-conceived proposal. And the truth 
of the matter is, the Auburn Dam still is not needed. In fact, the American River was the one 
major watershed in the region where flood waters were well-managed, with little damage 
resulting. Analyses of the flooding will probably show that we achieved more efficient protection 
from the improved management of Folsom Dam and bank reinforcement, which some of us had 
advocated as an alternative to another costly dam. Congress already has authorized more work 
on the American River levee system as well. 

In California, a further change will be necessary to allow local communities to manage 
flood risks. A three-year old state law restricts communities from managing their flood plains 
intelligently by requiring them to allow rebuilding in the flood plain of multi-family dwellings 
destroyed by floods and other natural disasters. As was recently recommended in a staff report to 
the California Senate Committee on Housing and Land Use, that law should be repealed to allow 
cities and towns to make rational decisions regarding flood management. 

At the same time, the state and federal governments can help those who wish to relocate 
outside of flood risks. Past government programs supported those who built and rebuilt within 
flood plains where the risk of flood damage was extremely high. The least we can do is to 
provide similar support for those who no longer wish to risk repeated flooding, which will also 
save taxpayers the cost of future literal — and figurative — bail-outs. 
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Another way we might reduce the impact of future floods is to consider enacting 
legislation similar to the Coastal Barrier Resources Act for river flood plains. The premise of 
Coastal Barriers is simple: if you want to build on undeveloped land in the flood zone, don't 
expect the federal taxpayer to subsidize your construction. 

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act denies federal flood insurance and other government 
assistance for new construction on undeveloped land in the flood zone along our coasts, but this 
does not apply to river watersheds. Existing structures included in the System are grandfathered, 
so no one has the rug pulled out from under them. 

If such a system were applied to river flood plains, I believe it would pay off in many 
ways. First, it would discourage the kind of development that puts people in harm's way. 
Second, it would help preserve the wetlands and lowlands that provide natural buffers to flooding 
— buffers that often are destroyed or impaired by development. Finally, it would help slow, or 
even reverse, the dramatic growth in the cost of disaster relief by discouraging the kind of 
development that leads to these expenditures in the first place. 

As this Subcommittee meets today to review the California floods, a coalition of 15 
organizations is announcing a set of five "Principles of California Flood Management and 
Floodplain Restoration." The five principles can be summarized as follows: 

• Restore river systems and functions that improve flood management while also 
bolstering the effectiveness of existing flood control systems; 

• Better manage the uses of floodplains to minimize taxpayer expense and 
maximize environmental health; 

• Manage the entire watershed to provide the most protection from floods in an 
environmentally-sensitive way; 

• Comprehensive efforts should be made to restore natural floodplain habitat and 
associated hydrologic functions to levels that take significant pressure off the 
crucial but minimum habitats available today; 

• State, local and federal agencies and governments, non-governmental 
stakeholders, and concerned members of the public need to work cooperatively to 
develop and implement better short-term flood response coordination and funding. 
The implementation of more innovative and comprehensive long-term alternatives 
(undertaken in conjunction with near-term spending) should be facilitated and 
leveraged. 

I believe these principles are sensible and fair, and I encourage your Subcommittee to 
keep them in mind as you consider alternatives for flood management in California and 
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elsewhere. 

I request thac the full text of these principles be included as part of the hearing record. 

Finally, there has been much discussion in California regarding the need for an 
independent assessment of the state and Federal flood systems and responses to the January 
floods. State Assembly Speaker Bustamante and Senate President Pro Tern Lockyer ha^e asked 
the President to begin such an independent assessment. I think theirs is a fair and reasonable 
request, and I think it is important to lend our support to this request. This proposal is not 
intended to diminish the role of the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation, or any 
agency or group. Rather, by appointing an independent body to review the floods, we hope to 
minimize the usual bureaucratic conflicts which can cloud a traditional study. I ask that you 
include as part of the record a letter from Senator Boxer and a letter from 17 Members of the 
California House delegation, and Senator Feinstein. This correspondence supports the request 
for an independent assessment of the January floods. If you wish, I would be pleased to supply 
the Subcommittee with further details regarding the need for an independent review. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this 
important subject with you, and I would be please to answer any questions you may have. 
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NEWS ^M CONGRESSMAN 
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ATTENTON — 1 1 1 1 1 1 ^ 
2205 Rayburn Building 7th District 
Washington, D C 20515 California 
(202) 225-2095 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact Daniel Weiss 
Wednesday, March 19, 1997 202/225-2095 James Snyder 

MILLER PROPOSES CHANGES TO INSURANCE LAW TO AVERT FUTURE DAMAGE 

WASHINGTON — Flood damage, such as that wreaked by winter storm flooding in California 
earlier this year, can be averted in the coming years by changing state and federal laws that 
encourage settling and resettling in flood plains, Rep George Miller (D-Calif) in testimony before 
the Transportation Committee's Subcommittee on Water Resources and the Environment 

"A three-year old state law restricts communities from managing their flood plains by requiring 
them to allow rebuilding in the flood plain of multi-family dwellings destroyed by floods and other 
natural disasters," Miller said "As was recently recommended in a staff report to the California 
Senate Committee on Housing and Land Use, that law should be repealed to allow cities and 
towns to make rational decisions regarding flood management 

At the same time, the state and federal governments can help those who wish to relocate outside 
of flood risks Past government programs supported those who built and rebuilt within flood 
plains where the risk of flood damage was extremely high," Miller continued "The least we can 
do is to provide similar support for those who no longer wish to risk repeated flooding, which will 
also save taxpayers the cost of future literal — and figurative — bail-outs " 

Miller also advocated legislation similar to the Coastal Barrier Resources Act to cover river flood 
plains The Coastal Barrier Resources Act denies federal flood insurance and other government 
assistance for new construction on undeveloped land in the flood zone along the coast, but it does 
not apply to river watersheds 

"Such legislation would discourage the kind of development that puts people in harm's way," 
Miller testified "It would help preserve the wetlands and lowlands that provide natural buffers to 
flooding — buffers that often are destroyed or impaired by development Finally, it would help 
slow, or even reverse, the dramatic growth in the cost of disaster relief by discouraging the kind 
of development that leads to these expenditures in the first place " 

Miller also emphasized that the flood damage could not be blamed on environrr.w.aal policies that 
protect sensitive lands and endangered species 

"This is not the time for anecdotal and unsubstantiated accusations about a 'beatle' or a fairy 
shrimp, and finger pointing at the Endangered Species Act as the cause of all of our problems," 
Miller testified "The ESA has become an easy target, but such accusations are patently 
inaccurate and irresponsible If we do not look for the real answers, no matter how difficult it 
may be, instead of always pointing to a scapegoat, we are destined to see this tragedy repeated 
again " 

The 1997 California floods will tie damage wrought during the floods of 1995, or about $1.8 
billion, according to the California Office of Emergency Services. Over 20,000 people have 
requested federal assistance through FEMA, and the agency has written $13 2 million in 
temporary housing checks this year to 8,618 California individuals or families displaced by the 
floods 
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MtEM® Sacramento Field Office 
U.S. FISH AND W1LDUFE SERVICE-REGION1 

3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 130 
Sacramento, CA 95821-6340 

BAHO4(IVA0AXAUFORNUk.WAlHINaTON.ORe00N. 
HAWAII AND The PACIFIC ISLANDS 

Refer: Jena Prewitt, Washington, D.C. - 202 208-6291 

For Release: 1 p.m. PST, February 20, 1997 

g.S. FI3I Mffi NIMLiri SERVICE I3S7ES 
M M I K C T FtOOP RMfCT8B fQLICT 

The Interior Department's U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service today 
issued a policy statement addressing how the agency will respond to 
the California flood emergency, protect human lives and property, and 
address endangered species conservation. 

The Service's policy was announced by Deputy Interior Secretary 
John Qaramendi at a February 20 meeting on flood recovery sponsored 
by Senator Dianne Feinstein in Sacramento, California. 

"Fish and wildlife conservation efforts will not hinder 
emergency flood response measures," Saramendi said. "This policy 
statement provides clear guidance to address the concerns expressed 
by disaster response agencies and local residents." 

The 1973 Endangered Species Act contains emergency provisions 
that allow for replacement and repair of public facilities in 
Presidentially declared disaster areas. The Service's policy 
statement clarifies how the agency is implementing these emergency 
provisions in the 42 California counties that have been declared 
Federal disaster areas. 

The policy will remain in effect for the remainder of this 
year's flood season. It states that for flood-fighting and short-
term levee repairs needed to save lives and property, landowners can 
go ahead with repairs that restore the flood control structures to 
"substantially the same condition" as existed before the flood 
without prior review by the Fish and wildlife Service. 

"Substantially the same" means that the level of flood 
protection and the area affected by the structure should be 
approximately the same as before the flood. Increasing the level of 
flood protection, such as by increasing the levee heights, would be a 
substantial modification that would require Service review. 

(more) 
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Zf flood control structures need to be improved or upgraded from 
what existed before the flood, the Fish and Wildlife Service will 
conduct an expedited review on a case-by-case basis. 

After repairs have occurred, the Service will work with 
appropriate agencies upon request to reduce potential impacts to fish 
and wildlife. Zf there are significant adverse impacts to listed 
species as a result of emergency actions, the Service will work with 
the agencies to minimize or mitigate these impacts. 

The Fish end Wildlife policy announcement follows the issuance 
of guidance to all relevant agencies by the White House on February 
18 to "achieve a rapid and effective response to damaged flood and 
floodplain management systems that will minimize risk to life and 
property, while ensuring a cost-effectivs approach to flood damage 
mitigation and flcodplain management and the protection of important 
environmental and natural resource values that are inherent to the 
floodplain and adjacent lands." 

-30 
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CALIFORMA'S OPPORTUNITY TO ACHIEVE IMPROVED FLOOD MANAGEMENT 

AND MAJOR ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION. 

By Philip B.Williams Ph.D.,P.E.' 

A. SUMMARY 

The January 1997 flood presents us with a unique opportunity to propose a new flood management solution 

that provides greater hazard reduction benefits for Central Valley communities, with greater reliability and 

at lower cost than continued reliance on the present flawed and unreliable flood control system. This 

solution, which fully integrates flood management with river and watershed management, will also enable 

the large scale restoration of habitat for wetlands, waterfowl, and fish mat have been largely destroyed by 

the construction of mis same flood control system. It can be argued that this solution is the only solution, 

as there is now every indication that even with massive new expenditures on more structural flood control 

engineering work;, there is no assurance that the present system would be able to prevent the inevitable 

catastrophic flood which is likely to occur within the next century. 

B. BACKGROUND 

The rivers of the Central Valley- of California have the world's most comprehensive and highly engineered 

flood control system. This system was constructed mainly by the federal government over the last 80 years 

and consists of a complex of flood control dams, levees, and flood bypasses. Since the system was 

completed in the late 1970's, it has been tested by major rainfloods twice; in February 1986 and now in 

January 1997. In both of these flood events significant inadequacies in the operation, maintenance and 

design of the system were revealed, resulting in several billions of dollars of flood damages. Most seriously 

the mis-operation of Folsom dam in 1986 caused a near catastrophe for the City of Sacramento; and the 

predictable but unanticipated large flood spills from New Don Pedro and Friant dams in the 1997 flood 

created large flood waves that caused multiple ruptures in levees as they traveled downstream. 

F.ven as this system was being completed it was becoming obsolete. By the 1970's the U.S. Government had 

finally recognized the futility and limitations of an exclusive reliance on an expensive strategy of attempting 

to "control** floods through massive engineering works. It was realized that flood control ignored the need 

1 Philip 8. w'iliiams. President, Philip Williams & Associates. Ltd., Pier 35. The Embarcadcro, San 
Francisco. California 94133. Tel. 415/981-8363. 
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to address factors such as inappropriate land use that were causing the steady escalation of flood damages 

experienced in the U.S. since the 1944 Flood Control Act. Starting with the passage of the 1968 Flood . 

Insurance Act a series of new policies were enacted adopting flood plain management approaches. 

Unfortunately during die 1980's and I990's, at both the state and federal level these initiatives languished, 

but since the 1993 Mississippi floods the validity and utility of flood management as opposed to flood 

control strategies has been confirmed by federal agencies and professional organizations. 

The construction of the massive water control system of the Central Valley caused major ecosystem declines 

and extinctions that were only understood or acknowledged within the last two decades. With the passage 

of the 1992 Central Valley Project Improvement Act, and the signing of the 1994 Bay Delta Accords, there 

are now new State and Federal initiatives being formulated to restore fish, wildlife and wetlands. These 

initiatives are focussing on the restoration and management of flows and habitat in the river and estuary 

system. 

C A FLAWED FLOOD CONTROL SYSTEM 

The flood control systems of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers have had built into their design, serious 

intrinsic flaws, that frustrate achievement of their primary design objective, which is to prevent all flood 

damages for floods smaller than the design flood.fin most places the 100 year flood]. These include: 

1. Ouidated Levee System 

In 1910 when the levees and bypass system of the Sacramento river Flood Control project [SRFCP], were 

designed, one of if, major objectives was to flush hydraulic mining debris sediments from the Sacramento 

river channel to restore navigation for river stern wheelers. This was a major factor in choosing to construct 

levees as close to the river channel as possible, often within the active meander belt of the river and across 

highly permeable relict river channels. The consequence of this design decision has been eroding and 

unreliable levees, high maintenance costs, and higher flood stages than occurred naturally. Because the 

levees were so close to the river, their maintenance activities and repair with rip rap has now destroyed 

essential riparian habitat along most of the Sacramento River. 

2. Flood Peaks Increased 

The design of the SRFCP significantly reduced the storage of flood waters within the Sacramento valley. 

This storage of floodwaters on the floodplain had slowed down and dampened the flood peak as it moved 

downstream The engineers of 1910 recognized this effect and estimated that by the time the project was 

complete the flood peak at the vicinity of Sacramento would increase the design flood from 450,000 cfs 
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naturally to 600,000 cfs, due to die elimination of floodplain storage. In the 1986 flood the flow in the 

vicinity of Sacramento was just under 600,000 cfs. Elimination of fioodplains also destroyed or 

disconnected almost all of the Sacramento Valley's extensive floodplain wetlands from the river, destroying 

a key component of the watershed's ecosystem. 

3. Flood Control Encourages Flood Prone Development 

At the time the SRFCP was designed die Sacramento Valley was sparsely settled. Where people fanned in 

the floodplain they took prudent actions to protect themselves, like building ranches on raised ground. It was 

assumed that overtopping of the levees during the inevitable flood larger than the design flood was an 

acceptable risk. What was not foreseen was the effect the levees would have to encourage people to develop 

in the floodplain and neglect traditional flood proofing methods. By the 1940's it was decided mat additional 

flood control was the answer to die growing flood hazard problem and a series of large flood control 

reservoirs were constructed in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys between the 1940's and 1970's to 

reduce flood peaks of large floods to the 1910 design capacity of the SRFCP, and the design capacity of the 

later San Joaquin Flood Control Project, to reduce, but not eliminate, the risk of levee failure. At the time 

of the design of these reservoirs no consideration was given to the further increase in flood damages likely 

incurred by people induced to develop in floodplain areas where the risks, while reduced, were still 

substantial. The construction and operation of these large dams on the Central Valley rivers has probably 

been the most important cause of wholesale decline in the river and estuarine ecosystem. 

4. Flood Control Reservoirs Mis-operated 

When these dams were designed in the 1940's and 1950's they were experimental in that there was very little 

operating experience with dams of this sire. Nevertheless, their flood control benefits depended on them 

being operated exactly to plan during all major floods. Subsequent experience has shown mis to be 

impossible. This assumption did not consider an inherent operational conflict All these dams were intended 

as multipurpose reservoirs, to be used for power and irrigation as well as flood control. However, to 

maximize irrigation and power revenues requires minimizing flood control storage space. Recognizing this 

conflict, and because federal taxes paid for the less tangible flood control functions, reservoir drawdowns 

and releases during the winter flood season were specified in federally approved flood control operating 

manuals. Unfortunately, enforcement of these specified operations has been lax or ineffective and has 

allowed many dams to illegally store irrigation water in the flood control space during the winter. There is 

now a history of incidents during major floods on many multipurpose dams like die 1986 Folsom dam mis-

operation. Prescribed reservoir releases have been made too little and too late, leading to too large or 

uncontrolled releases and severely limiting the effectiveness of the flood control dams. Illegal storage of 

floodwater in this *ay also has a subtle but important negative environmental effect. It tends to eliminate 

the natural winter and spring flow variability which sustain important river ecosystem processes. 
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5. Inadequate Outlet Capacity 

In the design of most of the dams outlet capacity is inadequate to allow the most effective use of flood 

storage space. For example more than half of Folsom Dam's flood storage space must fill before water 

pressure is great enough to discharge the full flood release. 

6. Flood Releases UnreallsHcally Constrained 

In the design of the San Joaquin Valley dams, prescribed flood discharges were so small, less than 10% of 

the design flood, that almost all the incoming floodwater has to be stored. With only a small amount of flood 

storage available it is inevitable that these dams will overtop in a large flood or be unable to handle 

successive small floods. For example in the January 1997 flood the inflow to New Don Pedro Dam was 

130,000cfs but the discharge was limited to less than the 9,000cfs design channel capacity, resulting in the 

reservoir filling and spilling a flood wave of SO.OOOcfs that broke the levees downstream. This futile attempt 

to eliminate flood peaks in the lower river has allowed encroachment of vegetation into the old river channel 

as well as encouraging development in the floodway. This has caused a significant adverse effect on 

spawning gravels and the riverine ecosystem. 

7. Risk of Catastrophic Failure 

The design of the flood control system makes almost no provision for addressing the consequences of the 

inev itable extreme flood larger than die design flood or a flood wave from a dam failure that will overwhelm 

the system. For example, the design of the levee system establishes a uniform level of protection up to the 

level of the design flood. In fact, for a flood larger than the design flood the safety of the City of 

Sacramento would necessarily depend on unanticipated or even deliberate levee failures upstream to achieve 

lower flood stages at the City This is a fact that is probably not understood or appreciated by communities 

upstream. 

D. OPPORTUNITIES FOR A NEW FLOOD MANAGEMENT SOLUTION 

The January 1997 floods have reconfirmed the lessons of the 1993 Mississippi flood. These lessons are 

described in the 1994 White House "Galloway Report" and echoed in the 1994 report of the Interagency 

Floodplain Management Task Force. The essence of a flood management approach is changing the objective 

from "controlling floods" to the more appropriate one of reducing flood hazards to lives and property. In 

this strategy, structural flood control measures are a very important, but not the dominant, tool in achieving 

modem societal goals. Land use controls, flood insurance, building codes, relocation, flood proofing, 

emergency preparedness, and public education are also important and effective tools. Flood management 

also requires "management" to substitute for "construction" as the most important activity to protect our 
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fioodplain infrastructure. This in turn emphasizes the need for more sophisticated and effective maintenance, 

operation, flood warning, training, monitoring, and learning from experience to enable a cycle of constant 

improvements in the system. 

To initiate a new effective flood management strategy will first require a comprehensive unbiased 

reassessment of the effectiveness of the present system. Such an audit would most likely confinn many of 

the findings and recommendations of the Galloway Report, but in addition identify some problems unique 

to California's flood control system. For example, these are some of the improvements that could be made 

to increase reliability and effectiveness. 

1. Redesign dam flood control operation procedures to take into account upstream reservoirs and 

forecasted inflows to make prompt releases to draw down the reservoir. 

2. Modify dam outlets to increase discharge capacity. 

3. Increase floodway capacity downstream by setting back levees. 

4. Increase flood releases to the expanded floodway capacity. 

5. Setback levees on the mainstem rivers to increase floodway capacity, reduce risk of failure, and to 

provide fioodplain storage benefits. 

6. Lower flood bypass weirs to lower river stages. 

7. Identify planned levee failures and inundation areas for extreme floods or dam failures. 

8. Use up to date dynamic flood prediction models that accurately reflect the benefits of fioodplain 

storage 

9. Develop accurate assessments of residual risk of property located on the fioodplain but behind 

levees. 

10. Develop levee maintenance and inspection processes that accurately reflect the main risks of failure. 

11. Reconstruct levees to improve reliability. 

E. OPPORTUNITIES FOR HABITAT RESTORATION 

Restoration planning efforts by Calfed and by other investigators all point to the need to restore some portion 

of the fioodplain wetlands and woodlands that have been practically eliminated from the system. Although 

the science and pi actice of ecosystem restoration are new, there is a substantial consensus that a prerequisite 

to the successful restoration of any type of habitat is the restoration of physical processes mat sustain the 

living organisms For floodplains the key processes are floods, the movement of sediment, and free 

interaction of flows between river channel and fioodplain. 
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To achieve substantive restoration of floodplain wetland processes will therefore require: 

1. Setback levees to recreate floodplain corridors. 

2. Setback levees to allow for an active natural meander belt. 

3. Reconstruction of levees to allow for vegetated toes instead of rip rap. 

4. Acquisition of flood bypass land to convert to wetlands. 

5. Lowering of bypass weirs to increase frequency of flooding in bypass wetlands. 

6. Change in reservoir flood operation to increase frequency of smaller floods. 

7. Change in reservoir operation to allow for larger flood pulses to regenerate floodplain woodlands. 

8. Increase in frequency of moderate sized floods to reestablish natural riffles, pools and meanders. 

F. CONCLUSION 

There is an almost perfect overlap between those measures needed for implementing an effective flood 

management strategy and those needed for meaningful restoration of the Valley's fish and wildlife. 
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Konorabla Peta v. Domaniol 
Chairman 
Suboonmittee on Energy 

and Water Development 
committee on Appropriations 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.c. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This letter is to inform you of the Army Corps of Engineers 
plan to reprogram $400,000 of General Investigation funds 
appropriated in Fiscal Year (FX) 1997 to initiate the 
Comprehensive Basin Investigation in California. Severe flooding 
in January 1997 revealed that a comprehensive evaluation of the 
flooding problems in the Sacramento River and San Joaquin River 
Basins, California, is required, in addition to an assessment of 
flooding at small communities within the flood affeoted area. 

The goal of the Comprehensive Basin Investigation is to 
undertake a comprehensive overview of the flood risk in the 
Central Valley of California and evaluate environmentally 
sensitive, long term solutions from a system perspective. Out of 
this comprehensive study it is expected that several site 
specific reconnaissance studies would be identified which could 
lead to feasibility studies for specific project authorization. 
Further, as part of this effort, a single comprehensive water 
management model will be developed for purposes of evaluating 
reservoir routings and flood forecasting. 

Consistent with the February 18, 1997, flood guidance issued 
by the Office of Management and Budget and the council on 
Environmental Quality, the investigation would be undertaken in 
partnership with the CALFED program and its member agencies, 
including the State of California. In undertaking this 
investigation, the Corps of Engineers will ensure that its 
efforts are consistent with the overall objectives of the CALFED 
initiative. Further, the Corps and its partners will consult 
with local interests and other stakeholders throughout this 
investigation. 

A preliminary cost estimate of the comprehensive basin 
investigation is $4.1 million spread over two years. The initial 
$100,000 will be at 100 percent Federal expense. The remaining 
$4,000,000 will be snared equally ($2,000,000) between the 
Federal Government and non-Federal study sponsor, deprogramming 
of $400,000 this year will permit initiation and completion of 
the overall study scope ($100,000) and initiation of the cost 
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Shared portion of the study ($300,000). 

The Corpa plans to rsprograra $63,000 from the Sacramento-
San Joaquin Delta, California, special study and $337,000 from 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, Western Delta Islands, 
California, study to initiate the comprehensive basin 
investigation. This reprogramming action will cause no adverse 
impacts on either of the referenced studies. The local sponsor 
for the former was unable to execute a revised Feasibility Cost 
Sharing Agreement as early in FY 199? as originally scheduled, 
and execution of the Feasibility Cost sharing Agreement for the 
latter may not occur at all this year. The local sponsor is 
experiencing difficulty in identifying a funding source to 
continue into the feasibility phase. 

Please note that the President's FY 1998 budget includes no 
line item request for the $1,700,000 required to complete this 
study, since the need arose subsequent to formulation of the 
President's budget. We are developing a capability estimate for 
this effort for FY 1598, but such funding would be in competition 
for funds Army-wide, and off-setting reductions would be required 
in order to maintain our overall budgetary objectives. The Corps 
will be conducting the assessment of the flood risk for small 
communities under the existing Flood Plain Management Services 
Program. The funds and authority are currently available under 
this program to begin this assessment. 

An identical letter is being sent to the Honorable Joseph H. 
McDade, Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development, 
Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives. 
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i s ^ ^ ^ H H Media Advisory Contact Charles Casey 
^ H | ^ H January 7,1997 916/442-3155 
^ ^ B ^^H River group calls for review of existing flood 
FBLi ENDS protection system 
O F T H E 
R I V E R 

Sacramento — Friends of the River (F.O.R.), California's largest river 
conservation group, today suggested that a reassessment of the Central 
Valley's existing flood control facilities be initiated in light of the damaging 
1997 floods. 

"It is clear where and when flood officials have paid close attention to 
existing structures and operations — the American River flood control 
system, for example — that flood control facilities can work well," said Betsy 
Reifsnider, executive director at F.O.R. "We certainly don't need to 
straitjacket our rivers or build a series of new dams to fight the floods we've 
seen. Indeed, it's ironic that some of the worst flooding has been just 
downstream from two of the largest dams in the state: Oroville and Don 
Pedro dams." 

Reifsnider noted that in the Sacramento area the American River flood 
control system worked well during the recent storms, largely because of the 
efforts of flood officials and F.O.R. during the past decade. As a result of 
intensive analysis, planning, and actual construction, the federal dam at 
Folsom is now operated much more prudently during the flood season, 
levees have been bolstered and strengthened, and American River levees in 
particular are targeted for much more work because Congress — prompted by 
F.O.R. lobbying efforts — approved a $57 million flood control package for the 
capital city area late last year. 

Despite those forthcoming improvements, there is still more work that 
can be done along the American River. Enlarging the river outlet works and 
lowering the spillways at Folsom Dam would offer much more flexibility and 
safety during large storm events. Couple that with raising and improving 
downstream banks and levees along the American River and Sacramento 
will enjoy even more flood protection. 

"The recent flooding throughout the Central Valley underscores the 
fact that we do not need something like an Auburn dam. A structure on the 
North Fork of the American River — no matter how big or expensive — 
would have done nothing for the people and property hit by flooding along 

-more-

128 J Street, 2nd Floor Sacramento, CA 95814 www.friendsoftheriver.org 
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Friends of the River 
media advisory 
Jan 7,1997 

the Feather, Bear, Cosumnes, San Joaquin, Mokelumne, Stanislaus or 
Tuolumne rivers," said Ron Stork, associate conservation director and flood 
control specialist for F.O.R. "Let's get serious about evaluating our flood 
control system and stop wasting time on an unnecessary, billion dollar dam 
that would be located on an earthquake fault." 

Borrowing in part from the 1994 federal task force recommendations 
that followed the Mississippi floods (a study by the Interagency Floodplain 
Management Review Committee known as the "Galloway Report"), Friends of 
the River makes the following suggestions for improving public safety while 
preserving the important features of the state's rivers: 

• Analyze and reassess the entire flood system in the Central Valley; 
• Consider levee reinforcement, upgrades and future setbacks in order to 

improve waterway conveyance reliability and efficiency; 
• Improve flood control operations at existing dams; 
• Make better land use and floodplain management decisions so people 

can safely build, or simply avoid building, in at-risk areas; 
• Encourage more hazard mitigation in flood prone areas, including 

such things as buyouts, floodproofing buildings by elevating them, 
flood warning system improvements, and increased flood hazard 
awareness programs; 

• Encourage flood insurance for those at risk. 

"These are common sense, cost-effective solutions for much greater 
public safety, while at the same time preserving and restoring our river 
systems," said Stork. "We don't need new dams as much as we need to 
upgrade and improve the aging infrastructure that's already in place. The best 
and most environmentally responsible investment we can make is in the 
existing flood control system. Obviously, there's plenty of room for 
improvement." he added. 

Stork, who last year led the environmental efforts to secure flood 
protection improvements for Sacramento without the Auburn dam, 
emphasized that California should make sure the existing systems are more 
reliable, safe and effective. He noted that the devastating levee breaks appear 
to be a result of inattention, lack of investment, or woefully inadequate room 
for rivers to flow. 

Friends of the River is nearly 25 years old. Based in Sacramento, F.O.R. 
is a membership organization that works on a variety of river-related issues 
throughout the state. For more information on flood control or other river 
issues, contact Charles Casey: (916) 442-3155. 

#### 



183 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. a C 20303 

February 18, 1997 

MEMORANDUM TO ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

FROM: FRANKLIN D. RAINES 
DIRECTOR 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 

KATHLEEN A. McGINTY 
CHAIR 
COUNCIL ON ENVTRO 

BUDGET 

AL QUALITY 

SUBJECT: Floodplain Management and Procedures For Evaluation and Review of 
Levee and Associated Restoration Projects 

Purpose: 

The purpose of this guidance is to ensure that agencies fully consider relevant options, 
including non-structural alternatives, during evaluation and review of levee repair and 
reconstruction projects and associated restoration necessitated by 1996 and 1997 floods. It is 
also our intent to ensure that relevant organizations have the opportunity to comment on project 
specifications and suggest appropriate modifications. 

The overall goal is to achieve a rapid and effective response to damaged flood and 
floodplain management systems that will minimize risk to life and property, while ensuring a 
cost-effective approach to flood damage mitigation and floodplain management and the 
protection of important environmental and natural resource values that are inherent to the 
floodplain and adjacent lands. 

This guidance is not intended to deny any party access to existing programs for levee 
repair and associated restoration, where that is in accord with sound financial and 
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environmental practices, nor to create unnecessary or avoidable delays. On the contrary, it 
recognizes that there are ongoing short-term measures-that must be taken to restore and maintain 
appropriate levels of protection for this flood season and that these efforts must be implemented 
as expeditiously as possible. 

Background; 

In the past several years, severe flooding problems have drastically affected many parts of 
this Nation. In response to the Midwest floods of 1993 and other floods since then, the 
Administration has worked to improve our flood and floodplain management policy in order to 
reduce the loss of life and property caused by floods, and to restore the natural resource and 
functions of floodplains. 

An important tool in development of Administration policy has been the 1994 report on 
improving Federal flood response and floodplain management that was produced for the 
interagency task force created to deal with the 1993 Midwest flooding. Entitled Sharing the 
Challenge: Floodplain Management into the list Century, this work established three broad 
policy goals: 

Share responsibility for floodplain management among all levels of government 
and with all citizens of the Nation; 

Act sequentially to avoid, minimize, and mitigate flood and floodplain damage; 
and 

• Organize better government response to floods and floodplain management needs. 

These goals are embodied in the guidance procedures described below. 

Guiding Principles and Lessons Learned: 

This guidance reflects lessons learned and policies established in the last four years. It 
should be viewed as an opportunity and a mandate to consider long-term alternatives with input 
from Federal, State, Tribal, and local interests. As stated above, however, it is not intended to 
deny any party access to existing programs for levee repair and associated restoration, where that 
is in accord with sound financial and environmental practices, nor to create unnecessary or 
avoidable delays. 

In acting upon applications for levee repair and associated restoration of damages 
incurred as a result of the Pacific Northwest, Northern California, and other floods of 1996 and 

2 
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1997, consistent with existing authorities, appropriate Federal agencies shall follow the 
procedures below: 

Drawing on the example set by the Disaster Field Office structures instituted 
during the 1993 Midwest floods, which provided quick, effective coordinated 
response to flood situations, interagency levee and associated repair coordination 
teams shall be established as soon as possible after a flood event to review all 
proposals for repair and restoration of flood damaged levees and associated 
systems. These teams will include a representative of each involved Federal 
agency and appropriate State, Tribal, and local agencies. The Army Corps of 
Engineers will ensure that the teams are established and meet regularly to resolve 
issues. 

• Using the process developed over the past few years, each proposal shall be made 
available to the interagency levee and associated repair coordination team for a 
target minimum of 24 hours prior to final agency action, so that the teams may 
review and comment. Agencies shall take team comments, as well as all 
applicable State and Federal laws and regulations, into consideration, and take 
appropriate action when making final project decisions. 

• Agencies shall coordinate scientific activities and the development of information 
among other Federal, state, and local agencies in order to build a basis for 
improved floodplain management strategies and implementation of restoration 
schemes. 

• Each agency shall, in evaluating applications for levee repair and associated 
restoration, follow priorities established in 1993 by considering, to the extent 
appropriate and practicable, nonstructural alternatives and design modifications 
that could: 

reduce future flood damages to the applicant and adjacent upstream and 
downstream localities; 

lower long-term cost to the taxpayers, 

improve environmental conditions, including water quality; and 

assist public and private landowners in fulfilling their conservation 
objectives or obligation^ related to protected species, wetland restoration, 
and riparian habitat protection. 

It is noted, in particular, that the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 

3 
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modifies one of the major Federal emergency flood control repair and restoration 
authorities to emphasize consideration of nonstructural alternatives. All Federal 
agencies shall make full use of such authorities to consider nonstructural 
alternatives to levee repair and rehabilitation. Such nonstructural alternatives may 
include the acquisition or "buyout" of properties in the floodplain, an alternative 
which was successfully implemented following the Midwest Floods of 1993 and 
has already shown reductions in the cost of damage in succeeding floods. This 
approach is consistent with the policy expressed in the Hazard Mitigation and 
Relocation Assistance Act of 1993. 

As consistent with existing authorities and Administration policies, agencies shall, 
when evaluating levee repair and associated restoration proposals, work to address 
flood damage reduction on a system-wide or watershed basis. They shall consider 
compatibility with existing local or regional floodplain management and 
ecosystem restoration plans. Where relevant, agencies shall ensure proposals are 
compatible with approved forest land and resource management plans. In 
addition, agencies may take advantage of opportunities to use their authorities, in 
cooperation with the other participating agencies, to conduct work supportive of 
the overall health of the watersheds in the upland areas draining into the streams 
and tributaries subject to flood restoration work. 

In evaluating applications for levee repair and associated rehabilitation, each 
agency shall follow the policies established by the Administration and consider, to 
the extent practicable, how the levee repair and associated rehabilitation may be 
modified or enhanced to achieve environmental protection and restoration. All 
Federal agencies shall make full use of their authorities in identifying and 
implementing modifications to levee repair and associated rehabilitation proposals 
to achieve enhanced environmental values, including those that would improve 
fish and wildlife habitat, species diversity, and water quality, and reduce risks of 
future flood damages. 

Agencies shall continue efforts to encourage State, Tribal, and local community 
involvement and assumption of responsibility for current flood response and 
future floodplain management. Specifically, agencies shall: 

coordinate with State, Tribal, and local organizations whenever possible; 

act in accordance with existing community floodplain management and 
hazard mitigation plans*v 

encourage development of such plans as part of flood response proposals; 

4 
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encourage States and Tribes to help take responsibility for non-Federal 
levees; and 

work with State and local agencies to coordinate scientific activities and 
the development of information to assist in response and restoration 
efforts. 

Additionally, agencies may, consistent with existing authorities: 

institute State, Tribal, and local cost-shanng in recovery, response, and 
mitigation activities; and 

make levee repair and associated restoration funds available to states for 
use in implementing alternative damage mitigation plans. 

In undertaking mitigation activities for Federal losses, agencies shall seek to 
comply rigorously with Executive Order 11988 by avoiding and or minimizing 
future fioodplain damage through use of alternative floodplain management 
planning. A copy of E.O. 11988 is attached. 

• Continuing through August 1997, each agency shall report on a monthly basis 
through the appropriate Assistant Secretary level office to the Office of 
Management and Budget on the status of levee repair and associated restoration, 
including: applications received, comments received, actions taken, and dollars 
spent. 

If you have any questions about this guidance, please contact T. J. Glauthier (Program 
Associate Director for Natural Resources, Energy, and Science) or Rick Mertens (Chief, Water 
and Power Branch) at OMB, or Tom Jensen (Associate Director for Natural Resources) at CEQ. 

Attachment 

5 
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Floodplain Management 

Statement oy the Prendent Accompanying Executive 
Order 11988. May 24t 1977 

The floodplains which adjoin the Nation's inland and 
coastal waters have long been recognized as having spe
cial values to our citizens. They have provided us with 
wildlife habitat, agricultural and forest products, stable 
ecosystems, and park and recreation area*. Hon ever, un
wise use and development of our riverine, coastal, and 
other floodplains not only dcitroy many of the special 
qualities of these area* but pose a severe threat to human 
life, health, and property. 

Since the adoption of a national flood control policy 
in 1936, the Federal Government has invested about 510 
billion in flood protection works. Despite sulntamial ef
forts by the Federal Government to reduce flood hazards 
and protect floodplains annual loves from floods ana 
advene alteration of floodplains continue to increase. 

The problem arise*, mainly from unwise land use prac
tices. The Federal Government can be responsible for or 
ran influence these practices in |he construction of proj-

Floodplain Management 

Executive Order U988. May 24,1977 

By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Consti
tution and statutes of the United States of America, and 
as President of the United States of America, in further
ance of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 tt teq.), the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968, as amended (42 U.S.C 4001 tt 
teq.), and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 
(Public Law 93-234, 87 Stat. 975) , in order to avoid to 
the extent possible the long and short term adverse im
pacts associated with the occupancy and modification of 
floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect support of 
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable 
alternative, it is hereby ordered as follows: 

SSCTTON 1. Each agency shall provide leadership and 
shall take action to reduce the risk of flood loss, to mini-

Attachment 

ects, in the management of its own properties, in the provi
sion of financial or technical avistance including support 
of financial institutions and in the uses for which its 
agencies issue licenses or permits. In addition to minimi*-
ing the danger to human and nonhuman communities 
living in floodplains, active floodplain management rep
resents sound business practice by reducing the ri»k of 
flood damage to properties benefiting from Federal 
assistance. 

Because unwise floodplain development can lead to 
the IOM of human and other natural resources, it is sim
ply a bad Federal investment and should be avoided In 
order to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-
term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and 
modification of floodplains and to avoid direct or indi
rect support of floodplain development wherever there is a 
practicable alternative, I have irjued an Executive order 
on floodplain management. 

mize the impact of floods on human safety, health and 
welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial values served by floodplains in carrying out its 
responsibilities for (1) acquiring, managing, and disposing 
of Federal lands and facilities; (2) providing Federally 
undertaken, financed, or assisted construction and im
provements; and (3) conducting Federal activities and 
programs affecting land use, including but not limited to 
water and related land resources planning, regulating, 
and licensing activities. 

Sic. 2. In carrying out the activities described in Sec
tion I of this Order, each agency has a responsibility to 
evaluate the potential effects of any actions it may take 
in a floodplain; to ensure that its planning programs and 
budget requests reflect consideration of flood hazardi and 
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floodplain management; and to prescribe procedures to 
implement the policies and requirements of this Order, 
as follows: 

(a ) (1 ) Before taking an action, each agency shall 
determine whether the proposed action will occur in a 
floodplain—for major Federal actions significantly 
affecting the quality of the human environment, the eval
uation required below will be included in any statement 
prepared under Section 102(2)(C) of the National En
vironmental Policy Act. This determination shall be made 
according to a Department of Housing and Urban Devel
opment ( H U D ) floodp'ain map or a more detailed map 
of an area, if available. If such map" are not available, 
the agency shall make a determination of the location of 
the floodplain based on the best available information. 
The Water Resources Council shall issue guidance on 
this information not later than October 1, 1977. 

(2) If an agency has determined to, or proposes to, 
conduct, support, or allow an action to be located in a 
floodplain, the agency thall eons-'der alternatives to avoid 
adverse effects and incompatible development in the 
flood plains. If the head of the agency finds that the only 
practicable alternative consistent uith the law and with 
the policy set forth in this Order requires siting in a flood-
plain, the agency shall, prior to taking action, (i) design 
or modify its action in order to minimize potential harm 
to or within the floodplain, consistent with regulations 
issued in accord with Section 2(d) of this Order, and 
(ii) prepare and circulate a notice containing an explana
tion of why the action is proposed to be located in the 
floodplain. 

(3) For programs subject to the Office of Manage
ment and Budget Circular A-95, the agency shall send 
(he notice, not to exceed three pages in length including 
a location map, to the state and arcawide A-95 clear
inghouses for the geographic areas affected. The notice 
shall include: (i) the reasons why the action is proposed 
to be located in a floodplain; (ii) a statement indicating 
whether the action conforms to applicable state or local 
floodplain protection standards and (iii) a list of the 
alternatives considered. Agencies shall endeavor to allow 
a brief comment period prior to taking any action. 

(4) Each agency shall also provide opportunity for 
early public review of any plans or proposals for actions 
in floodplains, in accordance with Section 2(b) of Execu
tive Order No. 11514, as amended, including the devel
opment of procedures to accomplish this objective for 
Federal actions whose impact is not significant enough 
to require the preparation of an environmental impact 
statement under Section 102(2) (C) of the National En
vironmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. 

(b) Any requests for new authorizations or appropria
tions transmitted to the Office of Management and Budget 
shj!l indicate, if an action to be proposed will be located 
in a floodplain, whether the proposed action is in accord 
wuh ihis Order 

(c) Each agency shall take floodplain management 

into account when formulating or evaluating any water 
and land use plans and shall require land and water re
sources use appropriate to the degree of hazard involved. 
Agencies shall include adequate provision for the evalua
tion and consideration of flood hazards in the regula
tions and operating procedures for the licenses, permits, 
loan or grants-in-aid programs (bat they administer. 
Agencies shall also encourage and provide appropriate 
guidance to applicants to evaluate the effects of their 
proposals in floodplains prior to submitting applications 
for Federal licenses, permits, loans or grants. 

(d) As allowed by Jaw, each agency shall issue or 
amend existing regulations and procedures within one 
year to comply with this Order. These procedura shall 
incorporate the Unified National Program for Flood-
plain Management of the Water Resources Council, and 
shall explain the means chat the agency will employ to 
pursue the nonhazardous use of riverine, coastal and other 
floodplains in connection with the activities under id au
thority. To the extent possible, existing processes, such 
as those of the Council on Environmental Quality and 
the Water Resources Council, shall be utilized to fulfill 
the requirements of this Order. Agencies shall prepare 
their procedura in consultation with the Water Resources 
Council, the Federal Insurance Administration, and the 
Council on Environmental Quality, and shall update such 
procedures as necessary. 

Sic . 3. In addition to the requirements of Section 2, 
agencies with responsibilities for Federal real property 
and facilities shall take the following measures: 

(a) The regulations and procedures established under 
Section 2(d) of this Order shall, at a minimum, require 
the construction of Federal structures and facilities to be 
in accordance with the standards and criteria and to be 
consistent with the intent of those promulgated under 
the National Flood Insurance Program. They shall deviate 
only to the extent that the standards of the Flood Insur
ance Program are demonstrably inappropriate for a given 
type of structure or facility. 

(b) If, after compliance with the requirements of this 
Order, new construction of structures or facilities are to 
be located in a floodplain, accepted Aoodproofing and 
other flood protection measures shall be applied to new 
construction or rehabilitation. To achieve flood protec
tion, agencies shall, wherever practicable, elevate struc
tures above the base flood level rather than filling in land. 

(c) If property used by the general public has suffered 
flood damage or is located in an identified flood hazard 
area, the responsible agency shall provide on structure, 
and other places where appropriate, conspicuous delin
eation of past and probable flood height in order to en
hance public awareness of and knowledge about flood 
hazards. 

(d) When property in floodplains is proposed for lease, 
easement, right-of-way, or disposal to non-Federal public 
or private parties, the Federal agency shall ( I ) reference 
in the conveyance those uses that are restricted under 



190 

to require the preparation of an environmental impact 
statement under Section 102(2) (C) of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. 

Sec. 3. Any requests for new authorizations or appro
priations transmitted to the Office of Management »nd 
Budget shall indicate, if an action to be proposed will be 
located in wetlands, whether the proposed action is in ac
cord with this Order. 

Sec. 4. When Federally-owned wetlands or portions of 
wetlands are proposed for lease, easement, right-of-way or 
disposal to non-Federal public or private parties, the Fed
eral agency shall (a) reference in the conveyance those 
uses that are restricted under identified Federal, State or 
local wetlands regulations; and (b) attach other appro
priate restrictions to the uses of properties by the grantee 
or purchaser and any successor, except where prohibited 
by law; or (e) withhold such properties from disposal. 

S t c 5. In carrying out the activities described in Sec
tion I of this Order, each agency shall consider factors 
relevant to a proposal's effect on the survival and quality 
of the wetlands. Among these factors are: 

(a) public health, safety, and welfare, including water 
supply, quality, recharge and discharge; pollution; flood 
and storm hazards; and sediment and erosion; 

(b) maintenance of natural systems, including con
servation and long term productivity of existing flora and 
fauna, species and habitat diversity and stability, hydro-
logic utility, fish, wildlife, timber, and food and fiber 
resources; and • 

(c) other uses of wetlands in the public interest, in
cluding recreational, scientific, and cultural uses. 

Ssc. 6. As allowed by law, agencies fhall issue or amend 
their existing procedures in order to comply with this 
Order. To the extent possible, existing processes, surh as 
those of the Council on Environmental Quality and the 
Water Resources Council, shall be utilized to fulfill the 
requirements of this Order. 

Stc . 7. As used in this Order: 
(a) The term "agency" shall have the same meaning 

as the term "Executive agency" in Section 105 of Tide 5 
of the United States Code and shall include the military 
departments; the directives contained in this Order, how
ever, are meant to apply only to those agencies which 

perform the activities described in Section 1 which are 
located in or affecting wetlands. 

(b) The term "new construction" shall include drain
ing, dredging, channelizing, filling, diking, impounding, 
and Ge'ated activities and any structui a or facilities begun 
or authorized after the effective date of this Order. 

(e) The term "wetlands" means those areas that are 
inundated by surface or ground water with a frequency 
sufficient to support and under normal circmstances docs 
or would support a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic 
life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil 
conditions for growth and reproduction. Wetlands gen
erally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas 
such as sloughs, pothola, wet meadows, river overflows, 
mud flats, and natural ponds. 

Sec. 8..This Order does not apply to projects presently 
under construction, or to projects for which all of the 
funds have been appropriated thtough Fiscal Year 1977, 
or to projects and programs for which a draft or final 
environmental impact statement will be filed prior to 
October 1,1977. The provisions of Section 2 of this Ordet 
shall be implemented by each agency not later than 
October 1, 1977. 

Stc . 9. Nothing in this Order shall apply to assistance 
provided for emergency work, essential to save livej and 
protect property and public health and safety, performed 
pursuant to Section 305 and 306 of the Disaster Relief 
Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 148, 42 U.S.C. 5145 and 5146). 

S e c 10. To the extent the provisions of Sections 2 and 
5 of this Order are applicable to projects covered by 
Section 104(h) of the Housing and Community Develop
ment Act of 1974, as amended (88 Stat. 640, 42 U.S.C. 
5304(h)) , the responsibilities under those provisions may 
be assumed by the appropriae applicant, if the applicant 
has also assumed, with respect to such projects, all of 
the responsibilities for environmental review, decision
making, and action pursuant to the National Environ
mental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. 

JIMMY CARTIR 

The White House, 
May 24.1977. 
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Flood-Control Policy Shift 
Is Meeting Scant Success 
Residents of Flood Plains Balk at Moving 

By MICHAEL JANOFSKY 
WASHINGTON, March 18 — After 

floods roared through the Midwest 
four years ago, killing 42 people and 
causing $16 billion in property dam
age, a Federal blue-ribbon panel set 
out to learn how to prevent a repeat 
of such devastation 

In a comprehensive report issued 
the next year, 1994, the group con
cluded that the best way to stem the 
physical and financial damage from 
major flooding was to place a new 
emphasis on relocating homes and 
businesses rather that patching up 
dams and levees 

But the shift in strategy has only 
been marginally felt, as Federal and 
local officials concede that generous 
disaster-aid programs and efforts to 
urge residents to leave the flood 
plains have not persuaded enough 
people to move to higher ground 

So far this month, flooding in five 
states along the Ohio River and its 
tributaries has caused 30 deaths and 
at least $500 million in property dam
age And the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration pre
dicted on Monday that because of 
unusually heavy snows this year in 
the High Plains and the Rocky Moun
tains, the nation is likely to experi
ence the worst flooding in a decade 

The authorities contend that it is 
not so much a lack of effort on their 
part or a lack of financial assistance 
from the Federal Government that 
has left people in the confluence of 
raging waters Instead, they main
tain that the Clinton Administration 
has not made flood management a 
high priority and, as a result, local 
officials have not acted fast enough 
or forcefully enough to encourage 
people to leave areas that are at risk 

Compounding their efforts is the 
resistance of many longtime resi
dents of flood-prone areas, who say 
they have neither the interest nor the 
energy to pack up and leave 

"I'm not going anywhere.'.'^ said 
Tim L Shively, 30, one of many resi
dents of West Point, Ky, who re-

consensus agreement between 
Washington, states and the local 
areas affected often takes some 
time." 

For all the problems caused by the 
1993 floods, which saturated a wide 
strip of the country along the Missis
sippi River from Minnesota to Loui
siana, their lasting impact could well 
be the revised approach the authori
ties are using in management of 
flood-prone areas 

Prodded by recommendations 
from the study panel and a separate 
assessment of the Midwest floods by 
the Federal Emergency Manage
ment Agency that found that "prop
erty damage, injuries, disruption and 
disaster relief continue to rise," com
munities are no longer automatically 
rebuilding breached levees and 
dams Rather, they are encouraging 
residents of flooded areas to abandon 
the area and rebuild their homes and 
business elsewhere, or to build them 
above prescribed levels 

After the devastating floods of 
1993, the entire town of Valmeyer, in 
southern Illinois, moved to higher 
ground All 900 residents rebuilt their 
homes and shops one and a half 

Flood danger 
remains, and for a 
variety of reasons. 

miles to the east, on a bluff overlook
ing the Mississippi And Administra
tion officials say they can document 
12,000 cases, most of them along the 
Mississippi, in which people have re
built homes and businesses away 
from flood-risk areas since 1993 

Further, Congress passed meas
ures after the 1993 floods that ex
panded the availability of flood insur
ance, provided hundreds of millions 
of dollars to acquire, move or elevate 

1e 
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•r of NIX missiles assigned to 
;e at 50, below planned levels 
nuclear weapons still repre-
powerful economic force, 
ng an estimated $1 billion a 
lto the five states with land-
missiles Employing 11,000 
, the 20th Air Force has the im-
' a Fortune 500 company in a 
where jobs are scarce 

I Air Force vehicles traveling 
lion miles annually to check on 
nd rotate crews, the Federal 
nment makes sure that local 
are patched in the summer 
eared of snow in the winter 
3 a mighty cheap insurance 

group in Washington 
Since 1990, Russia and the United 

States have cut their total nuclear 
stockpiles almost in half 

Almost all the missile silos in Mis
souri and South Dakota are gone The 
reductions have been matched, step 
by step, by Russia, but General Cook 
remains cautious 

"For Russia, nuclear weapons 
give them world-power status, a seat 
at the table," General Cook warned 
"Despite what is going on in the 
economy of Russia, they still have 
crews on alert While they are not 
targeted at us, they can change the 
cross hairs in seconds " 

Tim L Shively. 30, one of many resi
dents of West Point, Ky, who re
turned to a water-logged home earli
er this month "I like this town " 

Gerald E Galloway, a retired 
Army general who headed the 33-
member study group for the Admin
istration, said the Federal and local 
authorities had made progress in 
putting into effect many of the more 
than 100 recommendations the panel 
made in its report 

"But the governmental process is 
slow and sometimes tedious," Gen
eral Galloway added, reflecting on 
the slow pace of getting out the mes
sage about relocation "Seeking a 

LStes Clash 
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pire novels who lives in New 
l Al Copeland, who built the 
. and egregious structure"; he 
id classic design " 

nborghini, among other toys 
Rice's books are an industry in 

selves here Tourists pay to tour 
ouses and other New Orleans 
igs made famous in her books 
mpires and witches 

Copeland is seen as a blue-
- hero who hires people from the 
2ighborhood and who refuses to 
try to join the gentility, even 

[h he wields considerable influ-
and plays the game of New 

ins politics and business well 
res in a big house in the middle-
suburb of Metaine 
Rice and Mr Copeland, both 

money to bum, have gouged at 
other through the daily newspa-
with thousands of dollars' worth 
11-page advertisements 
all started when Mr Copeland 
ht the derelict Mercedes-Benz 
•rship with plans for a some-
upscale restaurant — $13 bar

ed chicken 

Charles Avenue is known as one 
le loveliest boulevards in the 
sd States, but the stretch lnclud-
he dealership was also home to 
ral fast-food restaurants, which 
ilocks away, Mr Copeland point-
ut. from the mansions farther 

He did not want an antebellum 
motif for his restaurant He wanted 
music just a little too loud, for its 
energy, and bigger-than-life-size 
golden panthers, with collars stud
ded with fake diamonds, and metal 
palm trees, inside 

And he got it 
Mr Copeland said he had gone to 

Ms Rice's house to find out why she 
was trashing his restaurant but had 
been turned away 

"It floored me," he said of the 
advertisement "I said 'What in the 
hell is this' I'm not going to be 
embarrassed and insulted like this I 
need to fight back' " 

So he sued Ms Rice and took out 
his own advertisement, calling the 
restaurant a "fine merger of con
temporary and classic design " The 
restaurant, he said, also gave 200 
people jobs and brought life to a 
blighted area 

"P S," he wrote in his advertise
ment, "see you in court" 

In a second full-page advertise
ment, Ms Rice made it plain that her 
famous vampire was not imprisoned 
in the Straya restaurant but instead 
had been jolted out of his stasis — his 
state of nonbeing — by the sight of it 

through Ms Rice, of course, "nothing 
short of your indescribable restau
rant could shock me out of my torpor 
and my coma I am now myself 
again It is nothing short of a stroke 
of genius on your part to create a 
restaurant that will be immortalized 
in history, legend and literature " 

Mr Copeland is still not sure how 
to take that one But he does not think 
that Ms Rice can reclaim her vam
pire so easily A full-page advertise
ment, as he knows, has no magical 
power to bring the undead back to 
being, well, whatever it was 

But he said he had finally realized 
why she had attacked him so vicious
ly Ms Rice, he said he had learned, 
is planning a restaurant of her own, a 
Cafe Lestat 

Public opinion seems to be running 
in Mr Copeland's favor A poll in The 
Times-Picayune showed that people 
sided with him, 3 to 1 

City officials'have demanded that 
he make some adjustments to 
Straya, including moving a peach-
colored arch that looms too near the 
sidewalk But many people here say 
that no matter how loud the restau-

ance, provided hundreds ot millions 
of dollars to acquire, move or elevate 
flood-damaged properties and made 
it easier for farmers to sell off their 
land in flood plains As part of the 
1994 National Flood Insurance Re
form Act, which increased the 
amount of flood insurance coverage 
available, to $250,000 from $180,000, 
mortgage lenders can be penalized if 
they do not make sure borrowers in 
flood plains buy flood insurance 

But any walking tour of communi
ties overrun by surging rivers this 
year in central California and the 
Ohio River would indicate that there 
are too few Valmeyers. While the 
destruction could have been worse in 
both regions, according to flood man
agement experts, it also might have 
been less severe if more people had 
taken a cue from the 1993 floods 

California officials say that sev
eral factors have impeded the state's 
efforts to move residents, foremost 
among them pressure from real es
tate developers who are eager to 
stretch suburban communities into 
flood-zone areas. •--

"With this particular flood, I think 
we've had a good wake-up call to look 
at non-structural alternatives, and I 
hope that we are moving toward 
that," said Andrew S Lee, chief of 
flood plain management for the Cali
fornia Department of Water Re
sources "But the decisions on flood 
plain development are often being 
made at a local level That's the 
problem Our role at the state is 
education, persuasion and providing 
sensible solutions. But that doesn't 
always come about. The pressure for 
developement is very great" 

But even in the Ohio River region, 
where property values are generally 
not as high as in California, people 
who returned to water-damaged 
homes gave no hint that they were 
ready to give up And property in the 
flood plains is generally less expen
sive than on higher ground 

Responses like that make flood 
management experts cringe. Clancy 
Philipshorn, president of the Mitiga
tion Assistance Corporation, a Boul
der, Colo, company that helps gov
ernments develop policies to make 
people less vulnerable to floods, said 
he applauded the Federal Govern
ment's change in policy to emphasize 
moving out of the flood plain 

But Mr Philipshorn said the mes
sage "seems to get lost in commit
tees, policies and politics" on the 
way to local communities 

Kathleen A McGinty, chairman of 
the Council on Environmental Quali
ty, acknowledged that "policy 
change always takes a long time" 
She said the agencies that respond in 
the aftermath of serious flooding — 
F E M A, the Small Business Admin
istration and the Farm Services 
Agency — have become much more 
effective in coordinating efforts with 
the local authorities and with one 
another on immediate problems. 

"But when we're not in an emer
gency mode we're not as accom
plished," she added "We still have to 
find ways not to just put on a Band-
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pires and witches 
Copeland is seen as a blu> 
sro who hires people from the 
hborhood and who refuses to 
y to join the gentility, even 
he wields considerable mflu-
id plays the game of New 

politics and business well 
in a big house in the middle-

burb of Metaine 
Uce and Mr Copeland, both 
mey to burn, have gouged at 
ler through the daily newspa-
1 thousands of dollars' worth 
age advertisements 
started when Mr Copeland 
the derelict Mercedes-Benz 
up with plans for a some-
scale restaurant — $13 bar-
:hicken 
arles Avenue is known as one 
loveliest boulevards in the 
•tates, but the stretch mclud-
lealership was also home to 
fast-food restaurants, which 
ks away, Mr Copeland pomt-
from the mansions farther 
e street 

He did not want an antebe'lum 
motif for his r e s t a u r s He wanted 
music just a httle too loud, for its 
energy, and bigger-than-hfe-size 
golden panthers, with collars stud
ded with fake diamonds, and metal 
palm trees, inside 

And he got it ' 
Mr Copeland said he had gone to 

Ms Rice's house to find out why she 
was trashing his restaurant but had 
been turned away 

"It floored me," he said of the 
advertisement "I said 'What in the 
hell is this? I'm not going to be 
embarrassed and insulted like this I 
need to fight back ' " 

So he sued Ms Rice and took out 
his own advertisement, calling the 
restaurant a "fine merger of con
temporary and classic design " The 
restaurant, he said, also gave 200 
people jobs and brought life to a 
blighted area 

" P S , " he wrote in his advertise
ment, "see you in court " 

In a second full-page advertise
ment, Ms Rice made it plain that her 
famous vampire was not imprisoned 
in the Straya restaurant but instead 
had been jolted out of his stasis — his 
state of nonbeing — by the sight of it 

"Mr Copeland," Lestat wrote, 

through Ms Rice, of course, "nothing 
short of your indescribable restau
rant could shock me out of my torpor 
and my coma 1 am now myself 
again It is nothing snort of a stroke 
of genius on your part to create a 
restaurant that will be immortalized 
in history, 'egend and literature " 

Mr Copeland is still not sure how 
to take that one But he does not think 
that Ms Rice can reclaim her vam
pire so easily A full-page advertise
ment, as he knows, has no magical 
power to bring the undead back to 
being, well, whatever it was 

But he saio he had finally realized 
why she had attacked him so vicious
ly Ms Rice, he said he had learned, 
is planning a restaurant of her own, a 
Cafe Lestat 

Public opinion seems to be running 
in Mr Copeland's favor A poll in The 
Times-Picayune showed that people 
sided with him, 3 to 1 

City officials'have demanded that 
he make some adjustments to 
Straya, including moving a peach-
colored arch that looms too near the 
sidewalk But many people here say 
that no matter how loud the lestau-
rant is, it beats what was there be
fore 

are too few Valmeyers While the 
destruction could have been wor.se in 
both regions, according to flood man
agement experts, it also might have 
been less severe if more people had 
taken a cue from the 1993 floods 

California officials say that sev
eral factors have impeded the state's 
efforts to move residents, foremost 
among them pressure from real es
tate developers who are eager to 
stretch suburban communities imo 
fiood-zone areas 

"With this particular flood, I think 
we've had a good wake-up call to look 
at non-structural alternatives, and I 
hope that we are moving towaid 
that," said Andrew S Lee, chief of 
flood plain management for the Cali
fornia Department of Water Re
sources "But the decisions on flood 
plain development are often being 
made at a local level That's the 
problem Our role at the state is 
education, persuasion and providing 
sensible solutions But that doesn't 
always come about The pressure for 
developement is very great " 

But even in the Ohio River region, 
where property values are generally 
not as high as in California, people 
who returned to water-damaged 
homes gave no hint that they were 
ready to give up And property in the 
flood plains is generally less expen
sive than on higher ground 

Responses like that make flood 
management experts cringe Clancy 
Phihpshorn, president of the Mitiga
tion Assistance Corporation, a Boul
der, Colo, company that helps gov
ernments develop policies to make 
people less vulnerable to floods, said 
he applauded the Federal Govern
ment's change in policy to emphasize 
moving out of the flood plain 

But Mr Philipshorn said the mes
sage "seems to get lost in commit
tees, policies and politics" on the 
way to local communities 

Kathleen A McGinty, chairman of 
the Council on Environmental Quali
ty, acknowledged that "policy 
change always takes a long time " 
She said the agencies that respond in 
the aftermath of serious flooding — 
F E M A , the Small Business Admin
istration and the Farm Services 
Agency — have become much more 
effective in coordinating efforts with 
the local authorities and with one 
another on immediate problems 

"But when we're not in an emer
gency mode we're not as accom
plished," she added "We still have to 
find ways not to just put on a Band-
Aid, but to find longer-term pro
cedures that work " 

wor.se
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Building on the edge 
By Dale Kasler, Dorsey Griffith. Loretta Kalb • Bee Staff Writers 

Thu a the first in a thntrday series of stones 
examining development near the Sacramento 
region's nvent and creeks 

3 recent floods 
don't stem tide 
of development 

i 
t doesn't look like much, a sad-looking field 
thai was under 3 feet of watar aftar the New 
Years flood That will change In Uaie thu 

land, in the Arboga communit> « / Yuba County, 
wilUbecome a neighborhood. 

The flood won't halt development, said, hone* 
builder Nathan Mayo, pawing at, the mvd with 
hu boou To the contrary. Dfvaa»*tod by water. 
Arboga and the rest e l Yuba County awed 
nomic progress now mora than ever 

"Basically, we've been wiped out here," saitf 
Mayo, whose own home wa» (loaded *Wf need 
something to happen here." 

From a flooded Held in Yuba County fc tho 
sprawling communitiM planned fbr the Natoma* 
basin, Cahformans are continuing to build wtthtn 
earshot of the Sacramento araa'i mtghtioet 
nvers. 

Tbay are mapping BOW mlghtwrhoaaVi |n tho 
ehadows of krets. They are aojueoaing rfvor eft*** 
Ml l to proviso mora land for housing 

|p ahori, soma export* gay; |h«y are tempting 

b tho *aka of tbo Aoo4 of fT, pat examinattoa 
of devtlopment plana acroa* tfc* Sacramento 
region found that 

a More than s«,000 homes «r« ptanne4 or art 
Ufwar conttructioa km ftt laasi $ |iaK<-4axon |ocg. 

rioaovatt r U K D a . fOfe At« 

• Pettoer Wv#r fctvte afoipfit Hw 
thwgfctl ••«•) ntlsl*w«iovd Iti VUb* 
City kt 4*nu«ry, Mi* rtwr •'»»• |hrauo> 
tn «<• «»wr (M*. *e«4lnf WO kmn*« la 
«rtwg< v * ONvthw* fiHt w>(|Htna iii 
•WM4MUI*. 

Bee plotograph py Laura Chun 
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BUILDINGTinlhR £DGc 
run tr m i l ram* 

The National Flood Insurance Program has fii&tei via planning cultwne 
that allows peeftU to be blind to the geographic realities. 

-Ben Slot* 
-a**asje-*a*/ar fWflaabaf«W J 

Floods: Maps have limited effectiveness 
• Continued f rom page A16 
occurred at a site that had pawed 
muster with the corps: on the Sutter 
Bvpass, in western Sutter County, he 
said. 

"Personally, I wouldn't live behind 
a levee," Brow* said. There's slways 
going to be some (rainstorm) that's 
going to be greater than what you've 
designed it lor." 

Few would argue against improv
ing urban levees. Absent the con
struction of a dam at Auburn — the 
solution lavsred by many engineers 
but rejected by Congress — 
Sacramento has had little choice but 
to spend tens of millions of dollars 
fortifying its levees after the flood of 
"M exposed grave dangers to the city 
Some SO percent of Sacramento was 
found to lie wfthin the 100-year 
floodplain. 

But levees can only go so far. 
Levees "do such a good job 99 percent 
of the time ... people don't see the 
flood threat," said Joe Countryman, a 
Sacramento engineer formerly with 
the corps. 

The FEMA maps — drawn solely 
for administering the National flood 
Insurance Program — also can pro
vide a false tense of security. Most 
people don't realise that substantial 
risk can exist outside the 100-year 
floodplain. 

"You're not out of harm's way," 
said Barsch of the Reclamation 
Board 

Besides, the maps can become out

dated Development in 
instance, has raised storm runolTlev-
els in some places and increased the 
sise of the floodplain, said Archie 
Moosakhanlae»sWkiifv'e city engi
neer 

A pattern e/ Basset saatrnpp |a> 
widening the Itsawplalej m well — 
and increasing Ike amount ef wart* 
needed to provide lap year nrotro 
Uon. Simply put, angineera are dis
covering thaw a>Ma>9«sas>swsnaa> 
brings higher water levels than pre
viously thought So areas believed 
safe are winding op In the 100 year 
floodplain, said Paul Devereux, engi
neering director at the Sacramento 
Area Flood Control Agency. Indeed, 
calculations,tram ta*» Maw>Ye-ae's 
flood will likely show that much ef 
Sacramento na> wafer Baa 100 year 
flood protection, he said. 

Outside urban areas, FBMA's 
mspmakers have enable keeping ap. 
The agency allocates Only $2 mUkm 
a year to map all of California, 
Nevada, Ari i n i i l l a n I a l t 119 
Pacific islands. *A little over $2 mil
lion doesn't get very far," Lenaburg 
said. So the man* dosit always dtafct 
the true risk. 

Yet developers and local govern
ment planners have come to leak at 
the maps as the bible of land use: If 
the map says you're out of the 100-
year floodplain, start pouring con
crete It'll be safe The government 
said so. 

Some* arstter say tern system teas? 
erased any notion ofaieenntawiHy. 

"The National Flood Insurance-
Program has fostered a pleaarie*c*w>-
ture that allows people to be Mind, to 
the geographic realities.* said Linear 

rafciiag Hie eject efemeiitsij pove*ee> 
t ie* — buying flees! insurance — 
0*e*»B»8e*rMea**ns>oMer (UaeV 
prane neighborhoods. 

They want U find a haves-let a 
neighborhood they like, they wan* ta> 
And out how much it vast east then*-, 
ana* when can they leave It** raws) 
Charon Jennar, a gatsainentet 

dieetosursa. Pert I oWTtlrn-alSthoy 
saawlhesa." 

The iederal government orfew 
meal eutherrties to gar beyene) the* 
100-year* seanoara vriiewsevBavnixia*g' 
proposals for saMivaseasa* Toner* 
there's a lot of development, I weuM 

mum," FEMA's Lenaburg. said 
Locals, however, are reluctant ta 

CsarSe* on stwtfepers- P̂es* mtva* as* Pe* 
c**a«jietitive"said Rorlign H a y Kan 
Yorde, who's also che-fcraraa of te-e> 
I*Bter County Flood Cssniol DieUiil. 

A lobbyist for the real estate 
industry, speaking to Isgislaasis saler 
the flood, had one word ta i 
the notion of restricting 
development: "repngnaait." 

nee aa amaef tto lawv satheyeaa 
while slid isipnUng taw Hi i pjlma 

NeetJa VLnejerv Steamst, the* ass**' 
pewaw eeeam»ndty> In swath 
Saaaaaareawa- t>taeej» h> sat easwasea*. 
game c»ric>ervamaeae«e> aeawsseat et~-

Oevrlopere *se» trying to get every 
a-aah ef grew-** tkay caa am* pot 
something ear it,* said Seci-aaswawa-
County Saperviser Hit r*aaa 

. what* the publk benefit ta 

vhara* warn •», it's a» Hw> 
"aa^a Pal teasa-swat. snvae-

tar el water resources for the Spink 
Cast> snginasring, Ota. **^ojesaas> 
move Ssaaajnento. Sa yvali ha»» tv 
be e-exw that yea, do year best ears' 

paying ttam*e far amaaeer rata* is. 

has begem preseeriaa, ta-sv-taa-g* 
leaders ta raeuir* flood e-smsaeser-eer 

»lh»tt*0-y*arflaidr,rshr-

projects While 
it has mated1 e> program called "hvr-
avd mitlgatiin'taesevate houses and 

s dollars 
The bittern iae la, the federal gav-

eBaeaaa exeat*** have a lot of money 
» light fUeatwaay mere, end *« 
dhasyaamaawieenraeiiU it's time** 
eaatap-, aWae* see doing just that 

Cetanvaaatcaweaiet are starting** 
aa» one subdivision 
»tke chances of flee*-

kag evwoaaojuasat- When new houses 
are built fee, Mar floodplain, several 
local gavaanaasatts require the stnre-
twrsw be* evevavid a foot or marc 

i recommended by 

avaaaftm 

• lost year took the 
j Step of rejecting s pro 

peae*Dry C*re*e>»ubdjricion st a ml* 
Mia* woo pwstaasly flooded in 199!! 
Tk*>e*SBse/vaoa> rewarded with a 45 
aajaVass aaaaann>**e case is pending 

But Placer's rejection was the 
aaanejawa, ta, the rale Most countie* 
area**, aa wealthy and don't have the 

>» growth Tbflt'i 
ie> in soggy Yubs 

Caronty. 
'lhaiasaaai afllirpoorest couatie; 

hath*ataaVeead Brent Hastey, t 
aataapaaBaa-vxaiats) heme was flooded 
"SarnatM wwasap growing? Then 
asaart a>s»t e#aeaces to develop ir 
>Waa»riaetpthat aren't behind*v 

shave us go"" 
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al, like a lot of other folks, now have a healthy respect 
for the rivers and what they can do. 

Yuha City moycrpro Itmpon 

Floods-. 
'Memories are short' 

• Continued from page A l 

tiona that are considered questionable 
by flood experts. Just in waterlogged 
Yuba Count); developers audi aa Mayo 
•rt plotting labdiviMona that aona day 
will boaat almott 12,000 homes. 

• Oaralopraant decisions are being 
mada largely on tha baaia oflevees and 
governmont floodplain napa that giva 
planntn a falaa aanaa of security In 
fact, lavaaa can fail and tha map* a n 
designed manly for tatting flood iiuur. 
anea pranuuma. But tha two work \% 
tandam to eraata an irresistible urga ta 
build in foma plaeaa that experts say 
ahould ba laft undavelopad. 

• Reaponaibility often gets paseecj 
•round lika a hot potato. Developers. 
•ay thay follow tha local rules, boi 
tbota standards uaually a n baaed. osT 
baraly adequate recommend a tiona 
from tha federal government. The M | 
urga locate to toughen their ruses, bul 
tha loeala don't want to diacouraft ace* 
nomic growth. Meanwhile, moathama, 
wners an loathe to buy flood insur, 

anea and wait uuteed for the federal 
govarnmant to bail them out. 

• Uncle Sam i* becoming tired of 
paying the bills. Tha federal govern* 
ment wanta mora homaownera to buy 
flood insurance, and ta making etate 
and local govern
ment! aaauma more 
flood control coat*. 

ta turn., loeai gar. 
•rffaenia art 
baeemtef mora pan* 
star* w Bead risk*. 
Tfcayaraetanlaf as 
ea>« tege*h*». elfial-
•MfafiWtUfml-
t»yaeighbo» ethie 
In which mw auMI-
otaien* purely 
pawed tk*ir eaami 
i w f l m n w i . 
ikn at* teogbnOag 
budding sadee abed 
rtrara, roauirtM 
the! M t d*rtlo*» 
•oat* **> *»le*d ie 
safer elevation,. 

Placer County early laet yeor outright 
rejeitod • proposal ibr a subdmeian at 
a site elong Dry Creek Uut flooded in 
1995. 

It's rare, thoufh, Ibr a local govern-
n o t to deny a project. Building along 
tha rirara continues in apita of raina 
that have produced thraa figniilcant 
flood* in 11 yeare. Hie Now Yeor's "97 
m m tailed eight people, caused U.» 
ejUioa tajdanufe—tad mada • aackv 
ery of eMsto ft tejne tha rpjvra, and 
predlet their nshaato. But aa aaatin'a. 
tlealat Ban Stark of rri«ne> af In* 
IbVarpmifc 

Tkaortat ata inert, Povslefus are. 

TWl«a|aiflaodd«HWata*aeour. 
apa jdeittajs j ami develepere sYttn pnv 
ceodlpg with an* af tha Wagee) reakanv 
tial fails si* elammento has earn: aka 
Is illaiiiaH of North Natmaaa, 

rfItea&ae* da.olopiiient waa hajaad 
aftar 19M Oooding reveale^ glarine: 
weekneoaet •• Sacrament*™ fleod 
dafiajaaa. Heconias was corundjred par-
tl*uj*.rty vulnerable bacaaaa af tta 
beaut shaye, water could get *• met 
deep m a faajar lava* break, an 1190 
tha city elapsed a moratorium on ml-
dantlai devaaopraent in North Naiasunj 
until flood camrai waa upgradad. 

Now, altar tana of mi(lions af dallani 
nan boaaj aptax la lausws imaa — 
and averBjanjiiav baa fcegun paying tha 
US fum«arik*4ewattea)*e*eea 
rolaaai Uhe aajaalar I* adatm aa an. 
Tida axwa aaaca ajr raiaaT— gaa awra. 
!*21I,_S»»«y.yi.>t4*t< "ill 
*«P"»PB''P aga #aae^nia|laaj af (Pf t>rtl 
aTwaitwahal l jndhaana 

ftapapaata »ay Ika Waar » « r , i 
Tali aaajpad tha*alla( apaw^ 

Oari BaBiM. aafiaaarta| asrrlaaa 

^ ^ " aaajaoftpa 

drenchod by tho oama amount of rain 
that wallopod UM Faathar Rivar, nut 
M miloi north. And •zparta nay anyono 
who liroa is North Natomaa should 
undanrtand lanaa arant IbalpraeC 

1 think tharo'a «UU tha alamant of 
rob. grran tha fact that you can gat 20 
bat of flooding.- aud Waltar Yap, chiaf 
plannar for tho Sacramanto Owtrtet of 
tho USL Army Corpa of Bngincora. 

Ihapatantia) ' - Ihapatanl 
awataadtoHi 

a4nan vraaa i« gana roani mr ma pja> 
M . AMfcough aaa^aoartM atadba aaa 
ipa kha wont a r m flaa} fiafca. aaiaS 
aiparta a n uaatay witfc Ih* aatiaaj ai 

aftkat caansal apaa.* aaid ftd Smith, 
aafinaar with tha Aaarican Bit aa 
Kad Control Ptotriat. 

In south Saaraaaaala Caanty, tart 

Vineyard Station, a (,000-hoau 

i
laonad community that wauld atraa> 
la Eldar and Garbar ataahl. would 

coma too doae la tha watar te curt coa/ 
Hnatloniata aad aaaw lacal offlnahr 
(Wtlapari"sa)r they will take neeea-

Riranraik ia 
pant plaanad at a palat a* tha 
Caaaamee M « t f that Roodaa) in 
aawway Prnbajm aaH tkey wiidajd 
|ke Maw Year* lood aaa) ara f o « f »• 
iaeraaaa the ahrratiaa) aflhe heat**, 
thai wU ba kaJal cfcajael *> tan itra* 

•JO • *traa-i »*r*r laatot In that 
terribia riaadlfcai 1*0* a* aaajciljr 
what* going ta hafpia an a t ajar* of 
araao*a* aa wa aaa aiaka aara *) da*e» 
rt liaypw aw**. ' aaH Baao* Ibylaa, 
eemmunity reptaaaantlr* gar 
BlvarwaBt ajewjajoara. 
m Another ha* , crlilee —t, fa) lh*t 

, Bxwarwajk ooaMpaaaapi ska anasaiaja, 
IMaf la raa^^a^aaaWanm.addl 
MoneJ dev«lc«pmaa)t •*-» t$4 - t f H-taa 

By building a levee, "you would 
induce a lot of growth, and then you 

Jwould) have an urban area protected 
by a high*grndo levee, one that proba
bly would f»il,*Ycp said. 

Farther south, in the Delta, a $4 bil
lion theme paxk'resort*residential com
munity called Gold Rush City u pro
posed for Stewart Tract — an island 
that flooded in January. 

While developer Norman Jarrttt 
said the 8,600-nome community would 
be safeguarded by SIS million worth of 
levee unprovementa. others i«id Gold 
Rush City could still be in harms way 

"We're getting our education on how 
vulnerable leveea are," said Ray 
Barsch, general manager of the 
California Reclamation Board, which 
oversees levees throughout the statt 
Two dosen levee breaks were recorded 
m January in the Sacramento region. 

The New Year's flood is creating sec
ond thoughta in soma newly developed 
communities. 

Take the Shanghai Ucnd ncifililwr-
hood of Yuba City, where more thai, 
160 homes have been built alone tl"' 
Feather River smce 1992. 

Tha neighborhood is near the site of 
a historic levee break in 19S6, but the 
Corpa of Engineers lays tho existing 
levee u sound. The 35-foot-htgh barrier 
hovers over this bustling community, 
where •treats have playful nrunos audi 
as Rapid Water Way. 

Ma ana was laughing, though, «hrn 
Shanghai Band waa evacuated over 
New Year's. Even though the neighbor
hood was spared by the flood, some n-t-
idents remain wary. 

This ... told me that no ones «)c\* 
•aid Terrence White, a 35-yenr-old 
father of two who lives on Wild River 
Drive a few hundred feet from the lev* 
ee, 1 | eauM happen on no notice, eape* 
dally tt you're living so close to a lev. 
•a-" 

4ame city officials behove the devel
opment may have been a mistake. 

' "-I like a lot of other folks, now have 
'4 healthy respect for the rivers and 
what they can do," aatd Lee Welch, the 

' Chi the other side of the river, not 
, far -from Shanghai Bend, Yuba County 

abaorbed some of the worst of the New 
Year's flooding. A break in the Feather 
HWec Uvea at Country Cluh Avnuie 
killed then people •nd flooded WO 
homaa In Atbon and Ollvrhum. 

Abe fl.odeufc Utevaanda of acres W 

luty with namriy IWWIwm-* 
H t pi«FH4 fhime* U N eemmu-

aity waa ippraved by tuba County 
•MPtrrlaara U 199| with lha under. 
aUiidliif that UM gorernnwrt would 
asakf B«e*-nee^e4 toproremenw to 
Ifra lavflfa, said Jim Maaaing, tha 
seuaty'l sammunity development 

ManiUaf saw tha da^kprneni pro
ject, vhkh W«HM uurudt a bu*iw*i 



park,end in.dieal center, ha. been 
•tfllad ever once for economic n m , 
The n i l o.tate downturn i s 
Sierunonto dull.d the demead for 
housing in Yuba Count* 

The flood has put Plume. Lake even 
further on th* back burntr. But one* 
market conditions ar* rifbt and th* 
»v*e M upgraded"- not juat fixed, but 

I " W " 0 * 1 — Humaa Lake will proceed. 
I m not abandoning th* project.' 

I .mddeveloper Chris Steele, who eon-
j ^ * » acre, in the ere.. There'll be home, there soon day." 

Ill* lavMbrok* at a «pot earmarked 
for improvement, by the Corp. of 
engineer. , improvement, that cot 
* ^ n U n t H , p r i „ g 1 9 9 8 b y h u < J j : J 

p*,pit* th* ( .v . , jbortcon, ^ 
F«d*r.l Emergency Management 

4 HW-yaar <l«od la i n event »* 
ajoaMntaua that it ha. only a 1-hvhM 
chance af occurring in any given year. 
Th* threshold la important b*ceua* 
hulde MM IWyaar floodptaln, leeal 
building reetrtctfcn. get teugher aiwi 
Maseoejsjaira must buy fevernmant-
•pmworrHood inminuw*. 

"IMA Han't remap Yuba Cowty 
bscsuae "q» one teld us that (take lev**) 
didnt a m i d e adequate protection.* 
tai4 Ray Lenaburg, a civil engineer 
•nth FEMA's regional office. «No one 
came in and taiif It deeant have 100-
year proteettoo.-

The t e n s saye it dMnt urge FgbiA 
toramtp (eeauae the eerp* tooleVt 
prove Hun th* kjveo as longer onVad 
'WW •'•tM»1<»>- >•»»«•: Lave* 
reliability b an impreejsa anew*. 

"The syatant < u *UU eapobjo ef*ar> 
rytng (hat (100-yearI event thratuh 
there, but H * . * at a higher risk «a the 
Uvea,' aaid John Brawn, a *MI anal, 
•aar with the Carp, efbgtaeera. ^ 

-. ^J ' tTPS .*" " ^ •*•*»•*•»<• 
that t h « T flood en the F**iber|Uver 
» •* a 12t-r**r occurrence. Put when 
the lave* hraka Jan. I, n o * property 
owner* w * , unprepaied. Umm •*» 
r*MA waps .aid iaauraaee wasn't 
ramurad, Moat iWk. dkh-t have hV 

•It hednt r. i i ly occurred te •* , • 
••Id toads "8onny* Bgata, wbaaa 
Arbaga heme ended up with T (bet of 
water and tW.QOO In damage. 

.Amicus abeut the winter stents, 
! ? ? * ! '2*h*? *° *"* *»»*rage • M ' 
fjays befcre the levee broke. But It waa 

Thf «»*ater In V*» Caqnty |a}na. 

. i n a meant afewutlny 
MM fuarentee g Wve* agalaat fepber 

M*« ar «*»•• other •»!••> MkA 
at the Naw Year's levee beeeka 
Pleaee eee FLOODS, page AM 
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• U N O A V 
\twch 10. m; The Sacramento Bee 

Fears somewhat doused, 
Natomas growth nears 

By Dale faster 
B M SUA Writer 

T he land rush te about to begin. 
Hornebuiidero ere poised to 

break ground in North Natomas, 
aadiBc a six-rear noratorium 

prompted by the weaJUMesoe in Sacre-
monto'a levees aad the community'• 
vulnerability to a catastrophic flood. 

Sacramento eitjr affkisla say modal 
boniai could go up ba^ttmng tbji ralL 
Eventually mora than 60.000 people could 
live in Natamaa, a low-lying agricultural 
basin north of downtown. 

Million* ofdollan ia levee improve
ments, coupled with tha so-called "rsoper-
attsn'of&awan Dam, have given 
Natomas the etrwaesst flood protection in 
Upcraonla. aa eattssalad U» years' 
worth, aaasrwmg Is tha •aerafaaata A I M 

Maajnru 
Gary Hunts,a, rift engineer, laid 

davetopment caa begm aaea aamo (mtth-
iagtouch*iareeainpktad,a»thaa 
ipiprnwrnaali to pnanphsl flattens aad 
opnatnmlaa of swtsntssnhtsina. Aha, a 
habitat taann prion plaa) must ha 
«m4otad,booald. 

What maaa Natomw aach a battla-
around wee Ha haste-whs geography. 
larroundoa) by water, Mgtnmna unjld gat 
bjit with Mlbstsfwatartfelovoo bnka 
en tbaAmancaajar oajsajBMBbsrfaaiaof 
esi the caasls.eaejiittarw*IKadieo have 

Drainage CanaL Tha Saoamaata A m 
Flood Control Afaaey baa pnpoaod to 
raise tha canal'a levees. 

Bdr Acoua irtghbort threatened a 
lawsuit, arguing that higher levees could 
back up uoodwaten from Dry Croak onto 
their properties. 

SAFCA believes tha higher lama 
won I unpen tMBnrAci|QaiaMî iboa> 
hood but ia conducting addlHonal anurias, 
•aid afancy engineer Paul Devsreus. 

California courta alraady haw caid tha 
fOTommoiit cant flood ono nasEutaorilood 
m order to safeguard another, u IMS a 
Sacramonte Superior Court Judge ruled 
that "backwater aSbcta* (rem levees 
•round Natamaa ware rusygnaiblt tor 
1986 flooding in Strawberry Manor and 
porta of Rio Linda. 

"^upiujvar you Neck weeaayoM assent 
J^Niwhaw elsc'said lUohard 
Daaaiaajdi a, lawyer PJr noaaoawneai m ens 
InwsaH. ̂ T> got *a g» immature* 

1UB. hop economic caoe lay divilnrtag 
North Nsteaus ia ccmHHaf-As taplaet 
major picas of uiutmlnpsd ajnd w tha 
city, tha baain ia area aa thetar/i aaawer 
by tha rut of tha suburbs. A| • ejve-
sjlnuttdrto Awn downtown,Result 
aaea highway langosHoa 
WOUM) M a boon to a erty 
•rapfotjlrcaah. 

YetcttyoffitttMeatdacehai 
makes • Natamaa than) p a n starter tha*, 
b} natty would be- Raoaaf raid a now 
analysts by any erudnaaap ahews that 
lecauea Natamaa ia sahrosjd. it would 
lake a haure eAar a Ipvas break ray tha 
|o.d »ath.i l» |ea^| | araLTha^ajtwah 
tUMfeiejrjMityaa^lafifnm rooftops, he 
•aid. 

f van ejasMajlhesi w t i fcught 
u a l k l k d f c M i l l . A ^ H A **• -
nana aa annvt paaaanaje aaaws wag 

Pevalapar Hani Teakopaalee raid abe'e 
worried tin) publicity about ptatomaa 
aauM ecara off tome homo bnyora, at least 

•ftWnhthey wifl have ntectwica 
hseenee afabe way the media hai per. 
pared North Natamaa ae abat«ta«,-|k« 

" • n j tap iMoitancy wUI ftda, aha aaki 
Vthay-mreWr|airia4ieehaMa«yimia 

sAfC? la pjaaabjuj adaWoant K»a» 
work t* nam Natamaa' nrolacrlea ta * e 
lOOoraarleaal, Paeoraaji aaji. Tha way k 

area h) tuaildaiitly i > r nam po.utrlim naaabpl bntimia taanwoaaann] 
Na|BM^|pMa||(akaawit|m|wa) fcr Wplnaim. ii.rh a> iniiaima h u m » 

a / t r i«a P ^n^f loa^raaa* ,aOiy fcuadatl.imeorb^eant nneh amy 
f-ftt~a|memtn alwaiwapai<UM«i> laaaajaeiiAnaBWBmmwwaharaftWw 
ajaro|onaaajn). 

M f t r n i i f laajtm *ta»i M»w» 
(Icw^dootkara. __ 

_J a^^al^-—^-^ __• M *)•_-. ^ktjft ̂ aM -̂aVaâ al •J*J fJvnf̂ ^^n^M^aVafwaTa I P f t w I w a w W I I I t " 
|boutMah»>iVtaaii|raeejchadooa, 

and caaj^ raachibi yjan • » > aama 
P/opajadJanwaaaeaaedja — thp araalmV| 

Xa^rtajadytlawa^aatarmmil rhara 
•batHaroatorthea jaw y e t ' p ' " 

aap.lnTymwl»ayna»yaiwj 
â vin̂ njonl, aah| &F*T raeafni tha Ufa 

• » M ^ » . » > T y . . . . 
woen naacy woaaa ueaa* aw*aanreaww 
floodinf ta all of Sacramento. 

IraaicaOy. tha offort to defend Natomat 
ha* aparkod prataata that Ughor leveee 
could inert aw the flood riak to a neigh
borhood outside tha basin. 

The posh Beu* Aequo neighborhood aits 
near Dry Creek, which empties two mdee 
west into the Natomas Sast Main 

|hwy_paujamw|ll aa raasdina at ira*ws) 

fcejty»»iyaa)wjnaww^th«p5l1n) 
aaeswŝ anusesaassBŝ aoasaswsrsawsj/ 

l iwaMIMf letSaraa^^ 
awsaa'wWtbTcwywwldawlmt^raa, 

! • •ajwlrurVjolW laOaflaWw'lwtfTI faV Vwaf H^MlPV 
floae) Ueeaonce - . . in l»e»th Ntumat1 

lOuHpeay aessestflos) roaaaa flood lpass> 
ansa wanVbe niwlrid. 
^•Tawyelus^fcoww^mMtaayi, 
(ami t« bo M a a m a fmaifWn atatKtad 
ayhwaM'HasraaaN). ' 

But that doeoat moan aflowmg 
otswtrurtieaiaamiaUss.haasid. 
' 'ttsnetthetity'apssnloatoteRyoa 
you can't lire in North Nstomaa or 
anrwhere ette.* he said "But by God if 
you are going to lire there, w* are gmng to 
tell you what your roki are. fully dis
closed." 

file:///twch
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VOICES 
Flood control: Whose responsibility is it? 
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În-P '•'•(SgfflBs'fci ,'-?7fS^|s| 

gpft 
Fv ' j ^ * 

|kjjg 
SE^^S! 
M M ^ M M I 

^SBH! 

L 

i 
R • & 
L 
bfc 

* : » * 

; '. "-

7-: ; ;' 

W -^ « ; . 
-.,.!.« 

«., If we can build houses and bring mora 
money into the area, sometimes you Jmt need 
that. There't a lot of money titling out (hen.** 

si Nuthmu Man 
4rtt>fm +*$)*" mipimlrliita) 

g* 
^*Jheywa*t to find a hoots in* neighbor* 

hood they Me, {hey want to find out how 
much U will cost them, and whin can they 

have iifWe hand people all these disclosures, 
hut I don't think they nad then.n 

If Charon Jemner 
3*rmv>nt»*mH»*,—ip*telinl*e*ami%imlhm4fmm 

*̂ W| |Aif land, use It drum fy jtvthpert. 
They wont inexpensive land, and 

whet's the inexpensive fault 
ft'* usually in (he fhjodplain." 

fmerat aaajMfrt nm» Qflmmtirto* S*mrt 

(100-year protection) is our minimum 
requirement Wliere there's a lot of 

development, I would hope they would 
go beyond our minimum. 

^ Kay Lenaburg 

*V didn't hove flood insurants, 
I believed the system would wart.* 

• frvulffa** 
*W*« C*niq -ntf**—* em* 9m4 o***m 

^IflbrW mop sty the lev* gives. 
you protection fhm the rivers, than theft 
what you work with-... U*algovernments 
hove to rely on federal agencies fat hove 

the money and tsperlise. ™ 

« Jlm sfnnming 
til Cnmmif fkmntr 



200 

Volume 12, Number 1/ February 1997 

Published bv International Rivers Network 

• IN THIS ISSUE! 
Commentary: The California floods 
bring a golden opportunity to both 
change the state's unreliable flood-
control system and reverse environ
mental damage. Page 2 

China: The export credit agencies of 
japan, Germany and Switzerland 
support Three Gorges Dam. Page 4 

Mekong: The Asian Development 
Bank funds studies for a series of 
dams on three river basins Page 5 

Europe: Trance moves forward with 
the channelization of the Rhone 
River. Page 6 

Latin America: Scientists condemn 
environmental studies for the Hidro-
vta shipping canal. And in El Salva
dor, a group works to stop dam-in
duced flooding of farms. Page 7 

japan: A brief look at two very dif
ferent approaches to floods. Page 8 

Namibia: The plan to pipe water 
from the Okavango to Namibia 
moves forward. Page 10 

South Africa- Water woes escalate 
in this dry nation. Page 11 

News Briefs: Watching the world's 
rivers. Page 12 

Campaign Notebook: Supporting 
work in Burma. Page 14 

Last Page: The World Bank admits 
to massacres at Chixoy Dam, but 
not to responsibility. Page 16 

Imktn irvm accounted tor much of the 1997 Hood damage In CaCrbmto'i Centra/ Vatey 

California Flood Control 
System Springs Leaks 
by Lori Pottinger 

California's multi-billion-dollar flood 
control svstem - the most extensive 
in the world - suffered severe 
breakdowns in Jinuan Levees on 

numerous m e n gave was devastating rural 
communities along a 12.1-mile stretch of the 
Central vallcs The resulting floods caused 
nine deaths, an estimated SI 6 billion in 
damages and the inundation of some 300 
square miles. At least 20 (XX) homes were 
damaged or destroyed and 48 of the state's 
58 counties were declared disaster areas. 

"This is one of the problems with engi
neered flood control system*." said Philip 
Williams, a ciMI engineer ""1 hey encourage 
development in the most flood-prone areas 
Teoplc think thev arc completely protected 
o\ the flood control system but in truth 
such svstcrm art- inherently untenable Dam
age trom floods in this country has aaually 
gone up despite our huge investment in 
flood-coni rol infrastructure" 

An official in the state's flood control bu
reaucracy told WRR, "There are two kinds of 
levees: those that have broken and those 
that are going to break. After all, they're fust 
packed dirt." 

The floods occurred after a series of warm, 
tropical storms brought large amounts of wa
ter to already saturated soils. The resulting 
runoff varied in intensity around the state, 
according to the state's chief hydrologist: it 
set a new record at New Don Pedro Dam, 
where it was rated as a 180-year storm; at 
Friant Dam it was rated a ISO-year storm, 
but at Folsom, where the runoff was similar 
to that of the big 1986 storm, it was only an 
80-year event 

The high volume of runoff quickly filled 
the reservoirs of some flood-control dams to 
their legal limits, and water had to be rapidly 
released. In many cases, downstream levee 
systems were not designed to handle such 
huge amounts of water. In other places, 

continued on page i 
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COMMENTARY A Golden Opportunity 
i alifornla's recent floods wreaked havoc in many communities, but they also opened a 
I unique opportunity to propose a new flood management solution - one that would 

provide greater hizard reduction, greater r:liability and at lower cost than the flawed 
I flood control system the state currently relies on This solution, which fully integrates 

flood management with river and v/atished management, would also enable the large scale resto
ration of habitat for wetlands, waterfowl and fish that have been largely destroyed by the con
struction of this same flood rontiol system. 

The nvers of California's Central Valley are constrained by the world's most comprehensive 
and highly engineered flood control «ystem - and one that has been emulated in other pans of 
the world Its complex of flood control dams, leven, and bypasses has been tested by ma|or floods 
only twice since its completion in the 1970s: in 1986 and this year These events showed signifi
cant inadequacies in the operation, maintenance and design of the system Most serious was the 
misoperation of Folsom Dam in 195ft, which caused a near catastrophe for Sacramento, and the 
large sp|]ls from New Don Pedro and Fnant Dams in 1997, which created large flood waves that 
ruptured levees downstream. 

The following are some of the flaws built into California's flood control system that wcrease its 
maintenance costs, unreliability and harm to ecosysiems 

• Somt levees have been built too rlose to the river channel, making them unreliable and costly to 
maintain, and producing higher flood stages than occurred naturally. Maintenance oi such 
levees has destroyed essential riparian habitat along most of the Sacramento River 

• Uvcts significantly reduce the natural storage of flood waters within the floodplain Elimination 
of floodplains destroys or disconnects floodplain wetlands from the river, destroying a key com
ponent of i watershed's ecosystem 

• At the time of the design of California's flood-control svstem, no consideration was given to the 
increase in flood damages likely incurred by people induced to develop in floodplain areas 
where the risks, while reduced, were still substantial. 

• The system suffers from a basic operational conflict intrinsic to multipurpose reservoirs, which 
store water for power and irrigation as well as floodwaurs. The svstem s flood control benefits 
depend on these dams being operated exactly ro plan during ma|or floods. Subsequent experi
ence has shown this to be impossible, In large part bcuuse water ncuJs in dn California often 
win out Manv dams store irrigation water in the flood control span- during the winter limiting 
iheit effectiveness as flood control dams. 

• The San Joaquin Valley dams are designed to release flood discharges »o small that almost all in
coming floodwater must be stored This futile attempt to eliminate flood puks in the lower river 
has allowed dense vegetation to choke the old river channel as well as cmouraging development 
In the floodway. 

• The design of the flood control system makes almost no provision for addressing the conse
quences of the inevitable extreme flood larger than tin design flood ur a flood from a dam fail
ure that win overwhelm the system 

The January 1997 floods have reconfirmed that we mid to change the obicctive from "control
ling floods" to the more appropriate one of reducing flood hazards In this strategy, structural 
flood control measures arc very important, but are not the dominant tool in achieving societal 
goals Land use controls, flood insurance, building codes relocation flood proofing, emergency 
preparedness, and public education are also important and illi-cme tools "Management" must 
replace "construction" as the most important activnv to promt our tloodplain infrastructure. 

Some of the improvements that could be made to the existing fkxxl lontrol system would not 
onlv increase reliability and effectiveness, but also help restore nvcnni ecosystems that have suf
fered under the current svstem 1 hese changes includt silling hack levies to re-create floodplain 
corridors and allow for an active, natural meandir nva lor rivers ruonstrucring levees to allow 
for vegetated toes instead of rip-rap, acquinng flood b\ pass land to convert to wetlands, which 
provide natural flood control, and changing reservoir operations to mrmic natural seasonal flood 
patterns and reestablish natural nfilcs. pools and meanders 

The construction of the Central Vallev's massive water lontrnl svstem lauscd ma|or eidsystem 
declines and species extinctions that wcte onlv understood or acknowledged within the past two 
decades New governmental initiatives are being formulated to restore fish wildlife and wetlands. 
These Initiatives focus on the testoration and management of flows and habitat In the nver and 
cstuarv system There is an almost perfect overlap between the measures needed for implementing 
an effective flood managemint strategy and thosi needed tor meaningful restoration of the 
valleys h«h and wildlife Phihp V, il/iams 
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Roods continued from pagt I 
levees failed because of poor siting, limited 
channel capacity 01 shoddy construction. 

Doug Shields.* hydraulic engineer with 
the US Department of Agriculture and a spe
cialist In river restoration, said, "If you want 
more capacity, you can build the levees 
higher or you can set them back. Setting 
them back creates a corridor that you can 
maintain in a semi-natural state which 
brings a number of environmental values. 
That's what I see as the real opportunity 
here." Shields also said that rebuilt levee sys
tems "should be designed with a failure plan 
in mind, so that operators have some con
trol over where it will fail." 

The San Joaquin River had some of the 
state's most extensive flooding. Releases 
from Frtant Dam were significantly higher 
than the downstream channel's capacity, 
causing numerous levees to break Friant 
Dim has 170,000 acre-feet (AF) of flood con
trol space in Us 520,000 AF reservoir, which 
offers protection from a 50-year flood 

The Los Anffla Times (Jan. 26,1997) re-
porrs that Friant Dam's operators may have 
been too slow to release water, waiting five 
days after water rose into the flood storage 
area "even as the dam became three-quarters 
full and the state's weather forcaster warned 
of a tropical storm " At the time of the 
storm's onset, the reservoir was at 449,000 
AF, with 85,000 AF of flood storage space 
available upstream 

Dunng the peak of the storm. 85.000 cu
bic feet per second (about 168.3(H) AF in a 
day) poured into Friant "We used our whole 
flood space in one day." said Jeff McCracken 
of the US Bureau of Reclamation. Dam op
erators released 62.870 cfs from Iriant dur
ing the storm's peak, into levees designed to 
handle 8,000 cfs. Levee breaks caused most 
of the damage downstreani 

Perhaps more troubling 
than whether or not Friant 
Dam was managed appro
priately is the fact that 
three different people in the 
flood-management bureauc
racy told this writer three 
different stories about the 
dam's operational require
ments. The main source of 
confusion is over an up
stream dam, which the op
erating manual for Friant 
says can be used to replace 
up to half of Friam's flood 
storage. [Tie Army Corps of 
Engineers offered conflict
ing information, saying the 
upstream dam's storage area 
cannot be subtracted from 
Friant's but is "|ust one of 
many variables' used to cal- Caii'oT'a J Ctn;rai 

culate releases from friant Other variables 
include saturation of the soil and amount of 
water entering the channel from down
stream sources. Human error in such a com
plex system t» certainly possible, even in the 
best of circumstances. 

Urge Dam, Tiny Flood Space 
Another area of ma|or damage was below 
New Don Pedro Dam on the Tublomne 
River, which has the smallest flood-storage 
buffer in the state. New Don Pedro has |Usr 
17 pcrccnr of its two million AF reservoir re
served for flood storage. The average for res
ervoirs in watersheds above the Central Val-
ley is 28 percent, according ro the State 
Department of Water Resources, and the 
state's highest is now Folsom, at 68 percent 
Dam operators had to release 50.000 cfs Into 
a channel that can handle 15,000 cfs 

The high amount of flood damage In the 
communities below New Don Pedro was not 
due to levee problems, however, but because 
of extensive development in the floodplain. 
"The dam allows people to pretend that part 
of the floodplain is safe, high ground," said 
Ron Stork, a flood control specialist for tlvc 
Sacramento group Friends of the River 

"The Army Corps has stared that New 
Don Pedro Dam was operated as intended' 
in this flood, and sadly, they're probably 
right" said Thomas Oraff. a senior artorney 
with tnvitonmental Defense Fund (EDF) 
"Unbeknownst to rao« of the public, the 
reservoir operations manual for this dam 
and the constrained channel tapacitv down-
stream doomed homuow ncrs ad|acent to the 
Tuolumne River, nho have only been pro
vided with 50-vear ficxxl protection despite 
being unmcdtatelv downstream of one of 
the state's largest resirvoirs" 

Thin- was a ra\ of sunshine in the floods 
aftermath' Folsom Dam upstream of the 

>ystgn' Reonntcd trim Ove'tapped 

state capitol of Sacramento, which had 
nearly failed during a major storm ten years 
ago. worked very well during this event be
cause increased public scrutiny led to im
provements In its operation. Thanks to city 
purchases of Folsom's water-storage space, 
the reservoir now has 670,000 AF devoted to 
flood storage - an Increase of 200,000 AF 
compared to 1986. Levees downstream have 
been improved as well. 

The proposed Auburn Dam - a billion-
dollar flood control structure on the Ameri
can River that was defeated In Congress last 
year - "would not have saved the people and 
property hit by flooding along the, Feather, 
Bear. Consumnes. San Joaquin, Mokelumne, 
Stanislaus or Tuolumne rivers." said Ron 
Stork. Despite the evidence against it, a Sac
ramento legislator was renewing his cam
paign for the dam before the flood waters 
had even receded. 

A coalition of environmental groups are 
calling for a review of the Central Valley's 
flood control plan. The groups. Including 
Friends of the River and EDF, suggest that 
such a review could consider the following 
options, among others: 

• move back and rebuild levees to modern 
engineering standards. 

• improve operations of existing dams, 
• buy properties in critical high-hazard 

zones to reduce damage and help restore the 
floodplain's natural ability to absorb runoff: 

•encourage wise land-use planning in 
floodplains, reserving flood-prone lands for 
farmland, recharge basins and wetlands, and 
requiring changes to the building code to el
evate buildings in high-hazard flood zones. 

'It's important that any review of the cur
rent system be Independent of alt bureauc
racies - federal, state and local - that now 
have roles in providing flood protection in 
this state," said Graff of EDF. 

At press time, the San 
Fianciscn Chronicle report
ed that despite the exten
sive damages from the 
flood, "developers and 
real estate lobbyists 
vowed to battle any effort 
by the Legislature to re
strict construction in at-
eas that face future inun
dation." The Legislature 
had asked for comments 
on post-flood proposals to 
restrict some construction 
in hazardous flood zones. 
"The California Realtors 
Association would find re
strictions on development 
repugnant," Stan Wieg, a 
lobbyist for the group, 
told legislators • 
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California Floods Change Thinking on Need to Tame Rivers 

New approach tries 
to restore waterways' 
natural functions. 

By JON CHKISTE-NSEN 

SACRAMENTO, Calif 
No* Orat the raging floodwaters 

(hut made California's Central Val
ley w Infant KX last month h«ve 
largely receded, a debit* about the 
lessons of the floods It under way 
arnon& ^.kntlsts, environmentalists 
planners and poll t i tans 

The Nr* Year s floods began when 
a thv« djy storm dumped warm 
rams Iron, Hawaii on a tnowpadt 
tfat » a alr**dy nearly double the 
average ui the Sierra Nevada Run
off quit kly 'Hied reservoir* and over-
wtelmad levees Flood*aten cov
ered ??Q tqjsre miles and destroyed 
or d a m a g e at least 16,000 home*. 
(un«I 4i^>t people, and caused an 
estimated si 8 billion In damage in 
California 

The doi&$t3*fon has prompted 
(cm* sd'te ard local officials to try 
io revive • munbund proposal to 
build (he Auburn Dam on the Amen* 
can Ri/er above Sacramento But 
most official* acknowledge that 
there it scant chance of getting Fed* 
er»I ur stale fund? for big new dams 

last .ad there is a wide consensu* 
that rw«r; n-*ed more room to do 

their own thing,' in the words of 
Dave Core, a planner with the Army 
Corps of Engineers in Sacramento 
The Federal Government, states and 
counties are moving away from "big 
structural flood control measures" 
that cost a lot to build and maintain, 
he Mid 

"Rivers are going to flood and 
meander and shift their alignments 
as floods come and go." he said. "It 
you use some sense and put a corri
dor of 100 feet on each side of ihe 
river and don't allow development 
titer*, in the long run you re saving 
yourself a lot of money, headache 
and heartache and you have a nice 
river corridor " 

Environmentalists applaud this 
change ut thinking ' We're going to 
have to live with floods.'' said 
Charles Casey of Friends of the Riv
er in California, which has fought the 
proposed Auburn Dam for many 
years But it is no longer just envi
ronmentalists who are saying such 
things 

'We're starting to look at the big 
picture Instead of JUST putting things 
back the way they were," said Linda 
Adams, a staff member of the State 
Senate Committee on Agriculture 
and Water Resources, which has 
been holding hearings on the floods 
"Weve channeled the rivers Into 
small spaces and they don't Iflte It." 

Walter Yep chief of planning for 
the Army Corps ol Engineers in Cali
fornia. Nwada, UChh and Colorado, 
•aid many people were calling for 
more dams 

Now Approach to Managing a River 
Hiyh iy tcs rwirt lo a rivers central charmo! (top) may control a flood 
Cw at 'j-eat expense Less fxpan*'"*) set-back levees (bottom) lei the 
Mvuf occupy lis natmal Hood plain Th« resulting wetlands act as a 
b\j"*' 'nr Hoods between Hoods they con b« used f « farming 

Chtnneffaed leveed rfvor 

.<&Q<® 

' This generally happens when you 
have the misery of flooding," he said, 
"But (be values of SO years ago — 
when we built dams upstream and 
*» straightened our rivers and put 
them in concrete channels — need to 
be re-examined " 

The Mississippi floods of 1993 
brought this change In thinking to the 
forefront, said Mr Yep. But it has 
been1 in the works for some time 
here And this year s Moods provide 
an opportunity to put the new con
cepts to work 

The Corps flood control projects 
'never provided for natural flood 

plains," Mr Yep said Now the agen
cy Is trying to restore some of the 
natural functions of rivers. In some 
piaevs by taking down its lev tec and 
opening its concrete channels. * 

"Whan we talk about construction 
now h s not necessarily concrete," 
he sakL "It's restoring rivers, 
putting a meander in. landscaping 
and revegetation " 

Dr Jeffrey F Mount, author of 
"California Rivers and Streams 
The Conflict Between Fluvial Pro
cess and Land Use' (University of 
California Press. 1895). said: "Ihe 
Corps or Engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation are undergoing gut-
wrenchtng philosophical changes 
The ok! tradition of when In doubt, 
pour concrete, is simply not going to 
work anymore for financial and envi
ronmental reasons." 

Dr Mount's book examines how 
California's landscape has been 
transformed in the last century by 
damming and channeling rivers and 
building in flood plains "The same 
mistakes thai were made on the MIS' 
sisslppt were made here and contin
ue to be made ' Dr Mount said. 

"We're rapidly urbanizing and alt 
that growth Is taking place It* the 
flood plain Californtans have be
come addicted to levees There are 
over 5,800 miles of levees 1A Califor
nia And each additional levee con
structed along a river spreads the 
impact to another region, which In 
turn begins to plead for more protee-
tion. The crisis win be visited again 
and again If we don't learn some 
lessons from what happened ' 

Flood plains are by definition regu
larly occupied by floodwaters, he 
said, and free-running rivers top 
their banks on average once every 
two years "I think we should turn 
flood control on its head," Dr Mount 
said. "We should seek flood promo
tion Flooding In one place spares 
another l like to thlrk of it M A 
system of circuit breakers. If Hoods 
eveur orimanlv on aerlcultural 
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>fv ~>Vr 
Yolo ByfWt* California, i* farmed in summer, but Qooded in winter, on Jan 2 gray areas were under \ 

areas iht demon's to population cen
ters ts reducni 

Dr Mount said planners have Be
gun to move a* iy from pouring con-
cc-t«, building reservoirs and chan
neling riven, to restoring streams 
and n.ets and cxstructing wet-
lai Os to sfew down, retain and 
spread out pood *<UT» Levees an* 
being 3«?r ta'.nir«.m river channels to 
gt*e rivets room to meander and. 
develop ntfiee pools end riparian 
vegetation, ind to store water on 
their Pood p'MM r«ruring upstream 
and dowrest'earn KoooVij Farmers 
are bemg paid to alio* their fields to 
M Hooded duriaig hign water 

'But t>ie chuippsi and best ap
proach ts g'xjd **jtd use planning." 
Dr Mount sold Developments are 
still being nianrud ar.d built in flood 
plains In Cai^o-nla and around tne 
West, but new devaSopmcnu often 
in- iu(*« ot*n space* that are meant 
to Rood 

The Yolo D>t-aw is an example of 
an engi-aetred wi!u?tcn designed ' to 
mccnic the muir*i proctss of a flood 
pliln w'thln a rtver system. * said Dr 
Mpunt, "alkwirig a rtv»r access ̂ o Us 
flcod plain ' A 3fi>rr.lte*tong *irat<-h af 
taimland is pro;ec\td by levees and* 
far mod in the summer In the winter, 
the !e\ e*s are op-ensd «rd the bypass 
carries flooO w^ws from the sacra-
menio River to the San Francisco 
Bay Delta 

The Corp* of Engineers it now 
lookUv? at other areas on the Sacra
mento River ncrr Yuhe City Marys-
vi'le and Sav-ramtr'to where the "riv

er has potential to meander natural
ly or we can provide * bypass area 
mat can wrvt as natmat or [arm* 
land," Mr Yep said. "This is a good 
opportunity to took at where we can 
widen the river course It U be diffi
cult in urban areas but outside of 
tno»e areas wt have tremendous op* 
portunioes to wider the river and 

Hew " 
State aavmciaf and the Federal 

Emergency Management Adminis
tration are also looking at ways to 
spend disaster relief money to help 
reduce future Hood damages Since 
uv Midwest floods of 1993, IS perccr.t 
of Ow flood relief money distributed 
by the agency has gone to states for 
mitigation projects. la the Midwest 
the program was used to buy out cr 
relocate about lO.oco homes and 
businesses and move buildings from 
more ui«n lOQOOO acre* of flood 
plain 

•Valor efforts to reform federal 
irrigation projects In the Central 
Valley and the San Francisco Bay 
Delta are also provtdina m.lltom of 
dollars for restoration projects thai 
will help with flood management in 
the future. "In the pest we would 
hear 't would be great to do these 
things but we donl have the where
withal and resources,' said David 
Yardas of the Environmental De
fense Fund "We think there's a real 
win-wtn-win to move the levees back 
and take pressure off the levees, lei 
the river find its meander and re
store habit Jt, and provide some wa

ter supply benefits ' 
•Tie Environmental Defense Fund 

is urging mat a commission study 
the California floods much HVt the 
Interagency panel that sutdted flood 
plain management after the Missis
sippi flood* But Brig. Gen Gerak. 
Calloway, retired, of the Army Corw 
of Engineers, who led the Mississippi 
flood plain study, said he did noi 
Clink a commission would add much 
to the debate in California. 

The principles at flood plain man 
agement are now well known ' he 
said "There's no sliver bullet Wnat 
you need Is people willing to come to 
grips with the problem honestly Ar.dt 
now Is the time to come to grips »iin 
It because the half life of memories 
of floods is very short. * 

For some, the lessons of this flood 
haivc already sunk in After watching 
the Sacramento River flood his 600-
acres of almond and prune orchards, 
Barney Flynn has decided to stop 
fighting the river Mr F'ynn spent 
170,300 co fix 1,200 feet of levee on ihe 1 
outside edge of a rtver bend after 
floods last year Me .<aw plans to sell 
SO acres of riverfront property to thd 
United States Pish and Wildlife Serv^ 
ice and move his levees back WO feet 

"Were getting out of ihe levee 
business," he said "We sat back and^ 
looked at the cost of maintaining that' 
levee and decided that if the river, 
wants to change course It might be,' 
more productive for ui to b*ck off 
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Cosumnes floodplain's future tied to tony project's fate 

By Loretta Kalb 
Bee StaflF Writer 
(Published March 17, 1997) 

m It's an unremarkable stretch of the meandering Cosumnes River — a flood-prone area in 
south Sacramento County that is an unlikely site for a development debate. 

But later this year, county policy-makers will consider whether to allow the last undammed 
river flowing from the Sierra Nevada to the Pacific to become the backdrop to a tony 
677-acre community known as Riverwalk. 

The outcome could signal how Sacramento County supervisors intend to handle proposed 
development in the Cosumnes floodplain. 

Riverwalk would bring gated villages of 305 exclusive homes to Elk Grove south of Grant 
Line Road — some costing more than $2 million. It would include an 18-hole golf course, a 
35-acre equestrian center and 264 acres of natural preserve. 

"I believe strongly that we need that kind of housing," said Pat Koenig of the Elk Grove 
Community Planning Advisory Council, adding that the upscale development could help 
attract businesses and highly paid executives to southern Sacramento County. 

But environmentalists contend the proposal would alter wildlife habitat, change the 
Cosumnes River floodplain — and potentially spawn a land rush in a sparsely populated area 
subject to flood risk. 

"The problem ... is how do you say yes to one (developer) and no to the others," said Keith 
Demetrak, a member of the Cosumnes Planning Advisory Council, which last year 
recommended against Riverwalk. "There's a whole series of these parcels that line up like 
dominoes along Grant Line Road." 

The project faces an advisory vote by the Sacramento Policy Planning Commission later this 
year and, ultimately, a decision by Sacramento County supervisors. 

A significant portion of the land for the proposed project was under water after the New 
Year's storm, although developers say the area proposed for homes — for the most part — 
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stayed dry. 

Upstream of the Rivenvalk site, privately owned levees broke in more than 20 locations 
during the January storms. 

"What we're trying to get a handle on is the condition of the levees" and how that will affect 
the proposed development, said Dennis Yeast, environmental coordinator for Sacramento 
County. 

Renee Taylor, community representative for the developers, said the January flooding gave 
project engineers an opportunity to test their calculations showing where homes should be 
built. 

"We realized that we had done a really good job of where development needed to be," she 
said. 

Developers would elevate Rivenvalk homes north of the Cosumnes River so they will be out 
of the floodplain. Much of the golf course, however, could be under water in a major storm. 

Ultimately, environmentalists say, the key to flood safety is respecting the natural river 

The only solution, said Mike Eaton, director of the Nature Conservancy's Cosumnes River 
Project, "is to avoid development in the floodplain. Anything else displaces water and makes 
the problem worse for someone else." 

BACK TO TODAY'S BEE I BACK TO LOCAL NEWS I SACBEE HOME 

Copyright © 1997 The Sacramento Bee 



207 

Sunday, March 16, 1997 • Page C 1 
©1997 San Francisco Examiner 

Unreliable levees no barrier to 
developers 

Planners insist upgrades will be made, but critics fear 
Valley's entire system is at risk 

Lance Williams 
OF THE EXAMINER STAFF 
Examiner staff writer Steven A. Capps contributed to this 
report. 

OLIVEHURST, Yuba County - When the developers 
and politicians look south at the rice fields and prune 
orchards along the Feather River, they envision big 
things: 

Housing tracts. Strip malls. Industrial parks. A bustling 
new city for 35,000 people. 

But the helicopter pilots who began their emergency 
fly-overs at dawn Jan. 3 saw something quite different: 
a vast, muddy lake, 15 feet deep and 3 miles across. 
This was the site of the worst single incident of the 
Great California flood of 1997 - when the Feather 
River, swollen to a depth of 77 feet, burst a 
problem-plagued levee on the night of Jan. 2, 
inundating 15 square miles of farmland. 
The disaster killed three people, caused $200 million 
in damage and forced 80,000 people from their 
homes. 

But bad as it was, the disaster might have been far 
worse if the proposed new city of Plumas Lakes had 
been built before the waters rose. 

The development, intended to serve long-haul 
commuters to Sacramento, was approved by the 
county supervisors here in 1993,.but construction is 
not yet under way. More than two months after the 
levee burst, portions of the site still had water standing 
to the depth of eight feet. 

The flooding at the Plumas Lakes project area is a 
scene that was repeated up and down California's 
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great Central Valley, from MarysviUe to Fresno, during 
January's flooding. 

In place after place, the high water inundated or 
threatened low-lying farmland where local officials 
have given the green light for large-scale urban 
development - housing tracts, new cities and even, in 
one case, a fantastic complex of four Disneyland-sized 
amusement parks. 

If everything that has been approved had already been 
built, as many as 200,000 more people would have 
been at risk, according to a review of planning 
documents collected by The Examiner. 

The Plumas Lake plan is "a total disaster," says Walter 
Cook, who lost a 15-acre walnut orchard, along with 
house and outbuildings, in the January deluge. 
"I don't think you should build a subdivision in a 
sinkhole," he says. "It's an area that floods every time a 
levee breaks, and the more people who move in there, 
the more heartache you will create. People will be 
homeless. People will lose everything. And the 
developers who build it will be long gone." 
Levee safety questioned 

Local officials and developers insist that the projects 
they plan will be safe: levees will be upgraded to 
protect the new cities from future floods, they say. 
"It is definitely thought that no one would go down 
there and develop anything until levee improvements 
are under construction," says Jim Manning, 

Community Development Director for Yuba County. 
But development proponents make that claim even as 
some flood experts have begun an agonizing 
reappraisal of the safety of the state's levees, a 
6,000-mile network of earthen walls and dikes that 
protect some 900,000 Californians from flooding. 

The levees took an extraordinary, battering in January: 
floodwater broke through in more than 80 places in 
the Valley, inundating about 250 square miles of 
farmland and towns, causing $1.5 billion in damage. 

To some experts, the real lessons of the flood may be 
that the levee system is simply not capable of 
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protecting the rapidly urbanizing Valley at times of 
flood. 

"The levee system isn't designed to protect property, 
it's mainly just designed to protect ag(ricultural) land, 
which is well suited for periodic flooding, anyway," 
says Erik Vink, California director for the American 
Farmland Trust, which works to conserve farmland. 
Ann Riley, a former state Department of Water 
Resources scientist now with Berkeley's Coalition to 
Restore Urban Waters, says: 

"We have allowed people to inhabit high-risk areas 
behind levees that aren't necessarily structurally sound, 
and the price tag to rebuild the entire levee system is 
absolutely prohibitive." 

Given the staggering costs of this year's floods, many 
experts say California should try to minimize the 
impact of future deluges by turning to an approach that 
plans for occasional high water and diverts it from 
populated areas. 

"You can't remove all the houses that are there, but 
you can direct flood water into bypasses, purchase 
key sites of land and direct the flows there," says 
Riley 

For the Central Valley, the experts envision relocating 
some levees, buying easements across low-lying 
farmland to restrict development and creating one or 
more new flood-control channels like Sacramento's 
Yolo bypass, a broad swath of lowland that is farmed 
in summer but carries high water away from the city 
during storms. 

Such ideas imply that the state would restrict 
development in flood-sensitive areas. And that raises 
the hackles of local officials, who jealously guard their 
power to control zoning, and of home builders and real 
estate investors, who fear loss of. their property rights. 
At a legislative hearing convened in January by state 
Sen. Barbara Lee, D-Oakland, a California 

Association of Realtors lobbyist said his organization 
found the idea of imposing new limits on development 
in flood-prone areas repugnant. The California 



210 

Building Association's spokesman said his group 
would fight such restrictions. 

"I told the committee that taking away somebody's 
property rights was repugnant to us," says CAR 
lobbyist Stanley Wieg. 

But Douglas Vogl of Fresno's San Joaquin River 
Committee says: "County supervisors are permitting 
developers to build structures in areas where nature 
dictates nothing should be built. This is not in the public 
interest, because property owners look to the public 
purse to make them whole when natural disaster 
strikes." 

Assistant U.S. Interior Secretary John Garamendi, a 
former San Joaquin County legislator, says: 
"It is insanity to build in these flood zones, and for 
cities and counties to allow it is dead wrong." 
The conflict between development and flood safety is 
being played out up and down the Valley. Among the 
hot spots: 

*Gold Rush City. In 1989 the farming community of 
Lathrop, on the San Joaquin River south of Stockton, 
became a city. 

Soon after that, Norman Jarrett, a visionary South 
African developer, pitched the new city council on a 
$4 billion real estate project to be built around four 
Disneyland-style amusement parks - one of them with 
a '49ers theme. 

More than 8 million people would visit "Gold Rush 
City" each year, the developer claimed in promotional 
material. The project would also include "a 
super-regional shopping center," three golf courses, an 
auto speedway with a grandstand for 120,000 racing 
fans, a sports arena for ice hockey or basketball, a 
hotel complex with 10,000 rooms, industrial parks 
and, finally, homes for 20,000 people. 

Attracted by the promise of 30,000 new jobs and $90 
million in annual tax revenues, the city council 
enthusiastically rezoned a 5,500-acre riverside tract 
for the project. "Gold Rush City will put Lathrop on 
every tourist's itinerary," said Mayor Apolinar 
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Sangalong. 

The city council also rezoned some farmland to 
accommodate Mossdale Village, a residential project 
for 9,000 people. If everything is built, Lathrop's 
population of 9,000 will triple, and much of the open 
space between Stockton and Manteca will be 
urbanized. 

Gold Rush City hit a snag last year when the California 
Farm Bureau Federation joined the Sierra Club in a 
lawsuit challenging the rezoning. 

Project opponents said they were horrified by the plan 
to pave over the prime agricultural soils on the Stewart 
Tract, an island at the east end of the San Joaquin 
River Delta where Gold Rush City would be 
relocated. 

Another hitch came Jan. 5, when levee breaks on the 
lower San Joaquin River downstream of where it was 
joined by the flood-engorged Tuolumne put much of 
the farmland west of Lathrop under water - including 
the site of Gold Rush City. 

Two months later, portions of the development area 
are still flooded. The developer and Lathrop city 
officials told the Manteca Bulletin that the 1997 flood 
was irrelevant; long before Gold Rush City is built, 
massive levee improvements will be made to keep the 
project dry, they said 

But project opponent Eric Parfrey says that could shift 
flooding downstream to the city of Stockton, where 
January's high water put great pressure on levees, 
forcing the evacuation of one new 1,300-unit housing 
development 

Also, flood experts believe it is vital to keep Stewart 
Tract undeveloped to ease the impact of future floods, 
says Rudolph Platzek, author and regional planner. 
"If we are to build a San Joaquin River bypass 
equivalent to the Yolo Bypass to take the pressure off 
the levees, it will need to pass right through Gold Rush 
City," he says. 

*The upper San Joaquin River bed. Since 1947, the 



212 

massive Friant Dam in the foothills east of Fresno has 
allowed the state to divert more than 90 percent of the 
water away from the channel of the upper San Joaquin 
River into a series of irrigation canals. 

As a result of diversions, the river through the bluffs 
below the dam has run at only a trickle in all but the 
rainiest of seasons 

That has emboldened officials of the City of Fresno 
and Madera and Fresno counties to begin rezoning 
stretches of the riverbed for residential development. 

So far, the Fresno City Council has approved "Scout 
Island," a subdivision for 11 upscale homes in the 
riverbed, and Fresno County supervisors have 
approved a 100-unit river bottom tract. Upstream, 
Madera supervisors have given approval for 
developing "Rio Mesa," a sprawling new city for 
90,000 people. A 250-acre portion of that 
development, dubbed "Riverbend Ranch," abuts the 
river bottom. 

Primary flood protection for the projects, all still 
unbuilt, is supposed to be provided by the enormous 
dam that impounds Sierra runoff into Millerton Lake. 
But in January, the warm storms melted the Sierra 
snowpack, filling Millerton and forcing uncontrolled 
releases from the dam. The San Joaquin roared to life 
through the Fresno bluffs, wrecking a trailer park in the 
river bottom and surging past the sites of the 
subdivisions. 

After the storm passed, local flood officials joined with 
preservationists to urge the City Council to enact an 
emergency building moratorium in the river bottom. 
They argued that the City Council needed to study 
public safety issues before issuing building permits, but 
the effort failed. 

Councilman Ken Steitz accused proponents of hyping 
the flood danger, telling the Fresno Bee: "They were 
using that to deny somebody (the right) to build on 
their own property." 

*Yuba City-Marysville. The Feather River 
downstream from its junction with the Yuba has been 
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the site of six major floods in the past half-century. 
Worst of all was the so-called "Gum Tree" break 
shortly after midnight on Christmas Eve 1955, when a 
levee that had been spouting geyser-like leaks for 
more than eight hours finally ruptured, flooding a vast 
agricultural area and killing 38 people. 

In the 41 years since then, the state has spent millions 
upgrading the levees, and it's a good thing. Today, the 
former farmland at the foot of the very levee that gave 
way in 1955 is a checkerboard of subdivisions. All the 
projects were approved by the Yuba City Council in 
the past five years. 

"One of them is called River Run, and it's aptly 
named," says Sutter County Supervisor Dick Akin, 
"because in 1955, the river ran right through where the 
development is now. It's a risky place to put homes, 
right on a levee." 

Akin says opponents cited flood danger in an attempt 
to derail the projects, but the City Council approved 
them anyway. Voters later rejected two bond issues to 
build a high school in the area after opponents argued 
that the new school would eventually be wrecked by 
flooding, he said. 

Many home buyers in the new tract are new to the 
area and "didn't realize what they were buying, until 
this winter," Akin says. Most of the year, the Feather 
is a placid stream, and if you've never seen it at flood, 
you can't imagine how powerful it can become, he 
says. 

In the flood of 1997, leaks developed along the levee 
near Gum Tree, but the structures held. Instead, the 
break occurred downstream and on the opposite 
bank, above the Plumas Lake site. 

Community Development Director Manning says the 
officials who approved the new town didn't feel it was 
necessary to make flood safety a development 
requirement, because developers would want that as 
much as anybody. 

"I don't know that we would need to make it a 
requirement of anybody to have levee improvements 



214 

before spending millions of dollars on an investment at 
risk," he said. "People are going to go, "Wasn't this 
under 15 feet of water in 1997?' Developers don't 
make all that money by not being clever." 

But Richard Meehan, a Palo Alto engineer and flood 
expert, has studied the area's three most recent flood 
disasters - the 1955 and 1997 levee breaks, and 
another break in 1986 that caused $500 million in 
damage. He doubts levee upgrades will solve the 
problem. 

Meehan says the levees are built far out on the flood 
plain, atop an underground layer of gravel that is the 
river's prehistoric channel. In the trial of a lawsuit filed 
in connection with the 1986 flood, he testified that, 
when the Feather is at flood, water can move through 
the gravel far landward, undermining even the 
best-constructed levee. 

"There definitely is a land-planning issue here," he says. 

Tomorrow: Flood control in future. 
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Flood watchers float plan to handle next deluge 

Limit rebuilding, have water flow onto farmlands 

Lance Williams 
OF THE EXAMINER STAFF 

Pay farmers to let their land flood 

Don't subsidize washed-out property owners who want to rebuild in harm's way 

Flood experts, conservationists and some politicians say those twin ideas form the 
core of a strategy that might provide cheaper, more effective flood control for 
California's Central Valley, where a century-old system of levees seems increasingly 
unable to protect urban areas from disaster 

But the strategies are eyed skeptically by the state's powerful real estate lobby, 
concerned that new land-use restrictions might cost landowners and developers a 
bundle 

Assistant U.S Interior Secretary John Garamendi, a former San Joaquin County 
lawmaker, says the idea is to ease the impact of future deluges by planning for 
occasional high water, then diverting it away from populated areas. 

"It means using everything but the old way of levees, riprap, steel and concrete," he 
says Schemes being considered include buying land or obtaining easements to 
restrict development in flood-prone areas and creating new river bypasses to carry 
storm runoff away from the valley's cities. 

"We must always look for non-structural alternatives," he says. "So we don't have to 
go back every time there was high water and rebuild what was in place." 

The federal government has been drawn to this approach since disastrous floods in 
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the Mississippi Valley in 1993, which cost taxpayers a staggering $5 7 billion for 
cleanup and repair. 

Gen. Gerald Galloway of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wrote an influential 
report on the disaster, suggesting that government aid would be better spent 
relocating people off the flood plain than on new dams and levees. 

The ideas in the Galloway Report have been resonating in California since January's 
devastating storms exposed the limits of the state's flood control. 

The 6,000-mile system of dikes and levees - the front line of defense for more than 
900,000 people - failed in more than 80 places, inundating 250 square miles of 
farmland and towns, causing $1.5 billion in damage. 

Some flood experts say they believed the underlying cause of many breaks was that 
the structures themselves had been improperly located atop flood plains, making 
them prone to sinking, and that they collapsed because of the underground 
movement of water 

It might cost billions to rebuild the system, experts say 

"Crazy' to build in flood zones 

Rather than make ever-more-expensive improvements to the levee system while 
covering the lowlands with houses, the new strategy would seek to create buffers 
between urban areas and the flood plain - and steer development out of flood zones. 

"In many places, our cities are already there, so our non-structural approach doesn't 
work," Garamendi says "But to build more cities in the flood zones is about as 
crazy as to continue building on the San Andreas Fault" 

Under the new approach, some levees would be set farther back from river channels 
In others, occasional flooding onto farmland would be allowed 

On the lower San Joaquin River south of where it flows into the Delta, a new 
overflow channel like Sacramento's Yolo Bypass would almost certainly be required 
to route floodwater around the urban corridor between Modesto and Stockton 

State Sen Jim Costa, D-Fresno, says he hopes to persuade federal, state and local 
officials to jointly finance "a system of weirs, bypasses and voluntary easements on 
the lower San Joaquin" to control flooding. 

At least in theory, those ideas appeal to the California Farm Bureau Federation, 
whose members are eager to check urban sprawl and preserve the world-class 
farmlands of the Central Valley. 

The program could have something for environmentalists, if the proposed 
open-space floodways include areas for wildlife. For the federal government, there's 
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also an appeal because it might cut the price tag on repeated federal bailouts. 

Owner and developer concern 

But developers and landowners are wary of the proposals, fearing that what's really 
being proposed is a new set of land-use regulations that will deprive them of their 
right to build That would be unfair and illegal, says Stanley Wieg, lobbyist for the 
California Association of Realtors 

"If you take somebody's property that they bought as their attractive riverfront 
homesite, and it's been constructed or will be constructed within existing rules, and 
you pull the rug out from under them so it's only good for grazing lands, you've 
taken something valuable," he says 

Proponents say they realize that landowners must be compensated if their lands 
become floodways, and they also understand that the cost of buying all that land 
outright would be prohibitive 

That's why they are suggesting an easement program, in which farmers would 
voluntarily allow their lands to be flooded during crises in exchange for payment 
from the government. Precise costs have not been determined, but the easement 
would represent a small fraction of the purchase price of the land, which still could 
be farmed when dry 

In addition, Garamendi says the federal government wants to get out of the business 
of subsidizing development in flood-prone areas. 

"The idea is to decrease the incentive to continue doing what we're doing by 
eliminating the federal bailout," he says 

According to Douglas Wheeler, state secretary for resources, the Army Corps of 
Engineers has said that at least some of the $300 million in emergency aid headed 
California's way for flood repairs might go into an easement program 

"In talking about that $300 million, they were going to emphasize non-structural 
options in the San Joaquin Valley, a bypass like the Yolo, or flood easements with 
farmers and ranchers," he says 

Over the longer haul, state Sen Costa has become point man on a proposed bond 
measure that also would put primary emphasis on buying easements from farmers 
The bonds - tentative amount. $500 million - would be on the state ballot in 1998, 
and Costa hopes he can get farmers, environmentalists and flood experts to support 
the measure. 

Sunday Magazine Travel Real Estate Epicure Habitat Search Feedback 
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'97 floods tie as costliest in state history 

Times staff 

Even before the valleys dry out and all the flood victims return home, the New Year's floods of 
1997 are on pace to tie 1995 as the most expensive year for flooding damage in California history. 

The tally so far is roughly $1.8 billion in damage to private homes, land, businesses, and public 
roads, marinas and other facilities, the state Office of Emergency Services reports. 

The same figure was reported after the 1995 flooding that battered a larger swath of the state, 
including many Southern California areas spared this year. 

"It looks like the two years are close. There may be changes in this year's estimates as we get more 
clarity. We believe there are still flood victims out there who haven't applied for assistance," said 
Fred Messick, a state OES spokesman. 

Flooding caused eight deaths this year, and 33 deaths in 1995. 

Some 20,400 people have requested federal assistance this year — far fewer than the estimated 
112,700 who sought federal help after the 1995 floods — reports the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 

FEMA has written $13 2 million in temporary housing checks this year to 8,618 California 
individuals or families displaced by the floods, said agency spokesman John Hopkins. 

The agency has paid housing assistance of $575,000 to 392 Contra Costans, $314,000 to 214 
Alameda County residents, and $96,001 to 81 Solano County residents. 

Californians also have received $6.4 million in federal grants this year to repair property damage, 
and $313,000 in unemployment assistance for people out of work because of flooding, Hopkins 
said. 

Orinda suffered the worst flood damage in Contra Costa County this year — about $6.8 million to 
private property and $3.8 million to roads and other public facilities, county officials say. 

Pleasant Hill reported $1 million in private property damage, and El Cerrito residents suffered 
$441,000 in property damage. 
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For information about seeking federal flood assistance, call the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency at 1-800-462-9029. 

Edition. SRVT, Section: A, Page: 6 

O 1997 Contra Costa Newspapers Inc. 
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In the News 
Federal and State Rood Relief Efforts 
President Bill Clintons proposed 1998 budget announced Feb. 6 included $44.7 
million for federal levee restoration projects along the Sacramento and American 
rivers. Clinton asked Congress to authorize the full $44.7 million this year ro 
expedite levee repairs and upgrades. The funding was in response to the near 
disastrous 1986 American River watershed floods. 

Also included in the president's budget, which will be debated by Congress 
over che next few months, was $143 million for restoration of the Sacramento and 
San Joaquin Delta to support the CALFED Bay-Delta Program. Deputy Interior 
Secretary John Garamendi said, "We arc strongly committed to fulfilling che 
federal share of 
restoring" the San 
Francisco Bay-Delta. 

The federal 
money will help fund 
the 1996 Safe, Clean, 
Reliable Water 
Supply Act (Proposi
tion 204), which 
auchorued $995 
million co improve 
Bay-Delta wacer 
supply, water quality 
and environmental 
restoration. Part of 
the federal matching 
funds will be used for 
habicat restoration on 
levees. Money also A farm is overwhelmed by record flows chat breached leveca 

could be used to ilang the conjtricted San Joaquin River, 
repair levees broken 
during the January 1997 flooding, particularly along che Cosumnea River. Clinton 
is seeking a further $286 million for 1999 and 2000. 

Prior to the release of the 1998 fiscal blueprint. Rep. Vic Fazio, D-Woodland, 
requested an emergency appropriations measure to increase federal funding for chu 
winter's flood recovery efforts. 

Subsequently, Gov. Pete Wilton asked Clinton for $881 million for the new 
year's flood damage. The governor's Flood Emergency Task Force estimated that 
che flood damage tally would be approximately $1.8 billion — making it the 
state's most costly flood. The task force, which was created Jan. 10, released a 
preliminary report Feb. 13 that recommended seeking federal funds to help restore 
levees to their pre-flood capacity, repair damaged roads, drain flooded areas that 
threaten levees, and pay for agricultural loses. 

The same day Wilson requested federal flood aid, che national disaster relief 
agency, che Federal Emergency Management Agency, disbursed a $169 million 
grant to die state to help repair roads, bridges and other public infrastructure 
damaged during the 1995 floods. 

State legislators also took steps co assist with storm recovery. A number of 
Senate and Assembly bills were introduced and arc now under debate, which 
range from bond measures to fund the construction of additional dams to bills 
reallocating federal and local governments flood protection and disaster relief 
cost-sharing programs. 

March/April 1997 
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by Elizabeth McCarthy 

Perspective on the New Year's Floods 

w 
Fith the new year came the second most devastating flood of the century. 
The unusual series of hack-to-back warm storms, known as the Pine
apple Express, that hit northern and central California at the end of 

1996 and beginning of 1997 caused the worst flood in the state since 1955. The 
New Year's storm killed nine people, forced the evacuation of 120,000 people and 
caused as much as $2 billion dollar; worth of damage. For weeks after the storm 
the San Joaquin River and ics tributaries continued to flood. The havoc wreaked 
by the epic storm, which was aggravated by downpours three weeks later, raised 

many questions — from technical to philosophical — 
about the safety of the state's flood management 
system and land use planning. 

! Unprecedented inflows from rainfall that 
pounded the area from Dec. 26 - Jan. 6 combined 
with melted snowpack and surged into Oroville Dam 
on the Feather River, New Don Pedro Dam on the 
Tuolumne River, Friant Dam on the San Joaquin 
River, Shasta Dam on the Sacramento River, Folsom 
Dam on the American River, New Melones on the 
Stanislaus River and into Camanche Reservoir on the 
Mdkelumne River. Federal, state and local flood 
managers were forced to release record outflows from 
die reservoirs to avoid uncontrolled spills. Raging 
flows strained numerous levees past die breaking 
point along the Feather, Bear, and Yuba rivers, Sutter 
Bypass, San Joaquin River and along die undarruned 
Cosumnes River. Communities in Olivehurst, Linda, 
Arboga, Wilton, Manteca and Modesto were flooded. 
Some levees were breached by flood managers to 
avoid greater damage. 

By the end of January, 48 counties out of the 
state's 56 counties were declared disaster areas and 
290 square miles of property, including home*, farm 
land, bridges, roads and flood management infrastruc
ture were damaged. This was unlike anything we 
have seen before," said Turlock Imgation District 
(TID) spokesperson Tony Walker. 

The flood management agencies — the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (Bureau), stare Department of Warer 
Resources (DWR), state Reclamation Board, and 
Office of Emergency Services (OES). received wide 
praise for their flood control efforts, which were made 
mote difficult in several areas by warm ram melring 
an above-average snowpack. The state and federal 
water projects "worked when it mattered most, and 
millions of people still have their homes and busi
nesses today as a result," said Stephen Hall, executive 

The Sacramento River Sutter Bypass levee director of the Association of California Water Agencies. 
Irak flooded 40 square miles of farmland. Flood control officials pointed out that flood damage was minimized because 

of the government's accurate weather forecasting and operational changes made 
after the near catastrophic flood in 1986 along the Sacramento and American 

4 Western Water 
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riven. Two day* before die full force of die Pineapple Express was unleashed, the 
Scare-Federal Flood Center alerted flood management agencies and increased 
releases of stored water were made to make room for inflow from the subtropical 
storms. The forecast predicted that 40 inches of rain would fall at the upper elevation 
of the Feather River watershed, predictions that were withm 1 inch of die actual 
downpour, said Lowell Plots, chief of Central Valley Project (CVP) operations. 

Following the 1986 inundation, seasonal flood storage capacity was increased 
at Folsom Dam. The 1986 storm caused record flows on the American and lower 
Sacramento rivers, claimed 15 lives and caused $1.5 billion in property damage in 
the Central Valley- Other record floods in this century occurred in 1955,1964 and 
1995- Because of the state's diverse microclimate and geography, flooding is a 
recurring phenomenon. 

In die aftermath of the January 1997 storms, federal, state and locaLBfiod_ 
control officials continued to hold their breaths for it was only the beginning of 
the flood season and it was anyone's guess as to how wet the season would be. The 
loss of flood storage capacity at reservoirs along die San Joaquin system, which 
continued into February, has been an ongoing concern aggravated by fears about 
the impacts of the melting above-average snowpack — the timing and speed of 
which is quite variable. An early and/or heavy snow melt could lead to further 
flooding. 

In addition, the integrity of the miles of levees along the Sacramento and 
San Joaquin rivers and their tributaries cannot be assessed until water levels drop. 
"We won't relax until we look at die erosion on rhe levees," said Walter Yep, head 
of Corps planning. After the 1986 flood waters receded, substantial erosion was 
found on the water side of the levees. 

Since 1986, a significant portion of the levee system has been rehabilitated 
but levee stability remains a major concern. Levees are not only a critical part of 
rhe flood control system but also protect water supply. 

Many are pondering possible lessons to be learned from the latest flooding, 
which once again revolve around the limitations of the flood management system 
and risks of floodplain development. The flood control network "does not prevent 
flooding but only reduces the frequency," said Jeffrey Mount, who chairs the 
University of California, Davis Geology Department. Mounc is author of California 
Rivers and Screams. 

The new year's deluge also rcignited die debate over how to best provide 
flood protection from the forces of Mother Nature; through technical engineered 
Axes, such as construction of more dams, or-by use of nonstructural flood manage
ment methods, which focus on reducing floodplain development — or through a 
combination of the two. 

The governor and Legislature are looking at many of rhe floodplain manage
ment issues highlighted by the January 1997 storms. Gov. Pete Wilson convened 
an Emergency Flood Action Team headed by the Resources Agency Secretary 
Doug Wheeler to assess the floods and evaluate short-term and long-term flood 
protection options. The executive task force's preliminary report released Feb. 13 
(see In rhe News) is expected to be finalized by May 10. 

CALFED, rhe consortium of state and federal agencies that is seeking a long-
term solution to ensure water supply reliability and restore the Bay-Delta ecosys
tem, is urging coordination of flood management, ecosystem and water supply 
reliability needs-

This issue of Western Water provides background to the flooding, summarizes 
the 1997 flood events and focuses on the main controversies over flood protection 
practices, which include questions of liability and climate change and potential 
ramifications for the state's flood control and water delivery system. For more in-
depth. information on flood control please refer tn the Foundation's Layperson's 
Guide to Flood 'Management and rhe American River 

"We cannot allow 

people to think 

they can build 

subdivisions and 

other major projects 

in the floodplains and 

that we are always 

going to be the deep 

pockets for those 

kind of disasters." 

State Sen. 

Jim Costa 
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Background 
California's riven have been shaped 
and driven by the capricious climate, 
which has fluctuated between cycles of 
flood and drought. Large parts of the 
alluvial valley areas of California ate 
historic floodplaim. low areas adjacent 
to waterways that flood during wet 
years. Development sprung up in 
floodplains because of the fertile soils 
enriched by seasonal flooding and 
because many commercial activities 
developed along rivers, which also 
were die main routes of commerce. 

Record Inflow — 302,000 eh — forced 
reservoir opciatun to release unprecedented 
outflow" from Orovillc Dam Spillway 

The Sacramento and San Joaquin 
valleys were originally an inland sea 
during wet winter mondu when the 
rivers inundated the region. The rivers 
were free from significant man-made 
alterations until gold was discovered in 
the Sierra foothills in 1848: 

The settlers that accompanied the 
Gold Rush reshaped the rivers and 
extensively changed the landscape. 
Levees were constructed and huge 
quantities of debris from hydraulic 
mining washed into the waterways. 
Concurrently, there was extensive 
draining and diking In the Central 
Valley and Delta floodpUins to allow 
farming of tiie fertile soils. In spire «t 

this activity, the region continued to 
flood. 

The most serious recorded flood ir 
the 19th century occurred In 1862. 
The Central Valley experienced 
unprecedented rain and parts of 
downtown Sacramento were beneath 
20 feet of water. In Feb. 1863, William 
Brewer, who helped carry out die first 
geological survey of die state, wrote in 
Up and Down Catybmia In 1860-1864: 
"Nearly every house and farm over thi 
immense region is gone. There was 
such a body of water—250 to 300 
miles long and 20 to 60 miles wide... 
that the winds made high waves which 
beat rhc farm homes in pieces." In 
response, residents banded togethet 
and lobbied local, state and federal 
agencies for flood control and restora
tion of navigation of the rivers 

Over the following decades, 
growth in die floodplains continued 
and die first flood control plan was 
developed in 1880 by State Engineer 
William H. Hall. The plan evolved 
into one of the most complex flood 
management and water distribution 
systems. Today's integrated federal, 
state and local flood management 
network includes 23 reservoirs with 
flood detention space and 1,760 miles 
of federal levees, channels, and 
overflow bypasses and weirs in the 
Central Valley. The network supplies 
fresh water for urban, agricultural and 
commercial demands — die majority 
of wruch arc in the drier regions of 
central and southern California — an 
flood protection for die Sacramento 
and San Joaquin valleys. Bypass 
channels are large floodways that can 
absorb excess flow from the adjacent 
nvcr. When high flows surge on die 
Sacramento River, for example, 
500,000 cubic feet-pcr-second (cfs) oi 
water can be channeled to the nearly 
three mile-wide Yolo Bypass leaving 
100.000 cfs of flow in die nvcr. 

Predicting flood events and 
protecting people in floodplains has 
and continues to be an uphill battle 
On Christmas day in 1955, prior to 
construction of Orovtlle Dam. record 
flows burst a levee on die Feather 
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Rivet killing 40 people. Less chart 10 
yean later, the north coast was struck 
by a savage storm in 1964 chat caused 
the Eel River, which has an average 
flow or* 7,100 crs, to peak at 750,000 
c& resulting in 22 deaths. The next 
most severe flood to hit the state was 
in 1986 when the American and 
Sacramento rivers experienced record 
flows. The series of floods bring to 
mind William Faulkner's words in The 
Old Man: "The river was now doing 
what it liked to do, had waited pa
tiently the 10 years in order co do, as a 
mule will work for you 10 years for the 
privilege of kicking you." 

Flooding m February 1986 tested 
the Folsom Reservoir and American 
Rivers levees beyond their design 
capacity and caused considerable flood 
damage. Flood managers had believed 
the system would protect against ac 
least a 100-year storm event, a desig
nation which refers to the likelihood 
and not the frequency of a storm. It is 
defined as a 1 percent chance of being 
equaled or exceeded in any given year. 
Following the 1986 deluge, the 
hydrologic history chat was used to 
gauge the probable size of future floods 
was reevaluated and Folsom was found 
only to protect against a 63-year storm-
Flood management policies were 
revised and Folsom Reservoir was re-
operated to provide a 100-year level of 
protection under an agreement 
between the Sacramento Area Flood 
Control Agency (SAFCA) and the 
Bureau, with SAFCA paying foe extra 
flood storage space. 

The main weakness of the 100-
year flood designation is char ir is a 
generic definition chat ignores »ice-
specific threats. In addition, it is 
based on weather records from the firsr 
half of the 20th century. The weather 
cycle of the first 50 years of rhu 
century was milder and the limited 
data presents a skewed picture of the ' 
state's climate patterns, according to 
UCD's Mount. 

In 1995, there was serious local 
flooding in the Central Valley that was 
caused predominantly by overflowing 
creek: and overwhelmed storm draira. 

TIM New Year's Flood 
The sheer volume of water produced 
by the 1997 Pineapple Express surged 
into die reservoirs and quickly filled 
up the flood storage space — "en
croached" che flood storage margin. 
Flood control operators made unprec
edented emergency reservoir releases 
because of the magnitude of inflows 
and limited capacity of several down
stream channels. These high dam 
outflows, however, had to be weighed 
against poccntial downstream flooding 
hazards caused by record releases 
hitcing die levees, and top priority was 
given to protecting urban centers. The 
sdver lining of many of che levee 
breaks was that they cue peak river 
flows downstream. It took more than 
four weeks for flood capacity in several 
of che reservoirs to be restored. In the 
meantime, what else Mother Nature 
had in store was unknown. 

The Feather River received the 
brunt of the storm and record flows 
caused che evacuation of thousand*. 
There was a 1,000 foot break along the 
Feather River that caused flooding in 
the cowns of Olivehursc, Linda and 
Arboga. 

Global Wanning and Weather 
The new year's storm has been 
linked to the same weather condi
tions associated with the two other 
peak storms that hit California this 
century. The January 1997 deluge 
along with che floods of 1955 and 
1964 are a result of La Nina, which 
causes incense, wet and warm scorms 
in the region, said DWR Cfinatolo-
gist Bill Mork. La Nina is caused by 
die interaction of cold surface 
ocean water near the equator and 
air and is the inverse of the better 
known El Nino. 

The intense wet and warm 
weather patterns hitcing the state 
are similar CO trends savxiamri with 
global warming, said several scien
tists. According co government 
records, the number of extreme 
precipitation events have increased 
by 20 percent since 1990. The new 

Patterns 
year's flood, however "cannot 
specifically be tied to global warm- ' 
ing," said Kathleen Millet, scientist 
at the National Center for Atmo
spheric Research. Global warming 
is a highly complex and far from 
settled matter but there is little 
doubt that climate change has 
specific local repercussions. A small 
change in mean annual temperature 
can redistribute the balance be
tween rainfall, Miller said. 

Redistribution of rain and 
snowfall can create serious problems 
as shown by the last storm Flood 
managers should consider the 
consequences of increased fre
quency of warmer, wetter storms 
and reassess their reliance on che 
current definition of a 100-year 
flood, said Mount. 
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DWR created two holes along die 
rearher River levees downstream of 
die 1,000 foot breach to direct flood 
waters back into the Feather before 
chey breached other levees and 
threatened Sacramento. An accidental 
levee break along the Bear River, 
however, was more successful at 
diverting a threatening 20 square mile 
lake created by the original Feather 
River breach. 

The Sacramento and American 
rivers were not as seriously impacted 
in 1997 as they were in February 1986. 
The American River system operated 
as designed but if there had been one 

Unprecedented inflows into Frtant Dun 
came within inches of the top of the 
reservoir and poured into the spillway. 

additional day of tain, Sacramento 
would have been in trouble. "A 
random act of nature and the re
operation of Fouom Dam saved 
Sacramento," said Butch Hodgkins, 
SAFCA executive director. 

There was a levee break along rhe 
Sutter Bypass, which came close to 
drowning Meridian. The small town 
was protected by construction of an 
êmergency dike and an intentional 

downstream levee break. About 40 
square miles of farmland were inun
dated. 

Huge mud slides near the Ameri
can River wiped out homes and a 
section of Highway 50 between 
Placerviile and South Lake Tahoc. 
While repairing rhe damaged stretch of 

Highway 50, which is a main link 
between Sacramento and South Lake 
Tahoe, another massive mud slide hit 
three weeks later, which destroyed 
several hillside homes and covered a 
section of the road with mud four 
scories high. 

The San Joaquin River experi
enced the worst flooding of record, and 
state and federal agencies were in
volved in more than 25 flood fights. 
The river system's flood carrying 
capacity is about 10 percent of rhe 
Sacramento River system. The San 
Joaquin levees were built close to the 
river's edge to channel snow melt, not 
downpours. In addition, a bypass 
system and overflow areas are lacking 
downstream of the San Joaquin and 
Merced rivers confluence (rhe lower 
San Joaquin). Levee breaks flooded 
mobile home parks in Madera and 
Fresno counties, areas near Manteca 
and thousands of acres of farmland. 

Diversions at the Chowchilla 
Bypass and several nearby small private 
levee breaks, which diverted flood 
water onto farmland, protected rhe 
towns of Firebaugh and Mendou. 

The warm storm led to record 
runoff in the Tuolumne River and 
emergency spdl gates were opened for 
the fine time on New Don Pedro Dam. 
"The episode was one of the most 
extraordinary events in recorded 
history on the Tuolumne River," said 
Walker of T1D. 

Much of Modesto was spared but 
1,000 homes and the city's sewage 
plant located in rhe Tuolumne flood-
plain were inundated. 

Questions have been raised about 
the soundness of the riming and 
quantity of releases from the inundated 
Friant and New Don Pedro reservoirs. 
Downstream owners of flooded homes 
and businesses are planning to sue the 
operators of Don Pedro Dam — 
Turlock and Modesto irrigation 
districts and rhe City and County of 
San Francisco — to recover flood 
damage costs (see liability, page 11). 

There also were record flows on 
the Merced River that wreaked havoc 
in Yosenute Valley and caused an 
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estimated S178 million in damages. 
Flows on the Common River 

reached approximately 90.000 eft and 
numerous downstream agricultural 
levee* broke and were overtopped. 
Anas of Wilton and Point Pleasant 
were flooded as were thousands of 
acres of surrounding farm land. The 
Cosumnes hit die Mokelumnc River, 
which was moving at 5.000 eft, and 
threatened die Delta levee system. 
The Cosumnes River levee breaches, 
however, lowered the high river levels 
and alleviated die impact on die Delta. 

The Delta levees overall held up 
surprisingly well under die pressure 
from rhe flow onslaught from die 
Sacramento and Cosumnes riven and 
San Joaquin River system. But. die 
Delta region was not problem free and 
state and federal agencies carried out 
ten federal flood fights and numerous 
state and local fights, which cost more 
than $5 million. 

LWVSMS 

The flood management network of 
levees and bypasses along die state's 
rivers has worked well over the years 
but much of die new year's flood 
damage was caused by numerous levee 
breaks. Several of die accidental levee 
breaks, particularly along the San 
Joaquin River, occurred where die 
natural nver channel was significantly 
narrowed by man. However, die most 
worrisome levee break was rhe one 
dtat occurred along die Feadier River 
that had recendy passed government 
maintenance tests. "It is a real concern 
and makes you wonder how reliable 
any of our levees are," said Ray Barsch, 
general manager of the state Reclama
tion Board. 

Ic makes die words of sate engi
neer Hall spoken more than 100 years 
ago ring true: diat there are two kinds 
of levees, those that have failed and 
diosediatwulfeiL 

The protection provided by levees, 
which is a matter of considerable 
controversy, encourages development 
in die floodplains that in turn exposes 
more people and infrastructure to flood 
hazards. The diousands of miles of 

levees along the stare's waterways are a 
key part of die flood protection 
network but have long been consid
ered rhe weak link in die flood control 
chain. 

There are two categories of levees 
— federal project and nonpwject. 
There are 1,760 miles of Corps protect 
levees in rhe Central Valley dtat *re 
constructed and repaired according to 
requisite standards. Project levees arc 
operated and maintained by DWR or 
local reclamation districts through the 
state Reclamation Board. Reclamation 
districts are created when landowners 
form a local agency in accordance widi 
state law and asses* dtemselves for 
flood control, reclamation purposes 
and water supply. 

Corps levees run along the 
Sacramento River from near Chico 
dirough die Delta and from east of 
Fresno to Stockton on the San Joaquin 
River. Since rhe 1986 flood, there has 
been an ongoing levee rehabilitation 
program, which targets die population 
centers along die Sacramento River 
system. 
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The federal project levees that 
broke during die new year's flood were 
sections that, for the most part, were 
scheduled for repair. Rehabilitation 
work was unfortunately not fast 
enough to strengthen all the levees, 
which was partly due to funding 
limitations, the Corps' Yep said. 
Repairing the recently damaged 
Central Valley levees will cost hun
dreds of million of dollars. Levee 
repairs arc expected to be completed 
by the beginning of the next flood 
season - November 1997. 

Levee breaks along the Feather River Nonproject levees are largely 
drowned home. and forced the evacuation maintained^by local reclamation 

districts and overseen by the state. The 
nonproject levees in the Delta receive 
funds from the state for rehabilitation, 
purposes. 

Private levees are a subgroup of 
nonproject levees that are builc and 
maintained by individual land owners. 
They are not inspected by local 
reclamation districts nor subject«.. any 
construction or maintenance standards 
and thus not eligible for state funds or 
federal disaster relief. The foundation 
and integrity of private levees, which 
primarily protect farmland, arc largely 
unknown and a cause for concern. 

The Cosumnes River, which is the 
only undammed nver in the Sacra-

10 

memo and San Joaquin system, 
wreaked havoc as levees bunt under 
the relentless pressure of the swollen 
river. Along the private levee system 
there were 23 breaks, which primarily 
flooded agricultural land and sections 
of Highway 99 and Interstate 5. Many 
of the affected farmers are crying out 
for federal financial disaster assistance, 
which has raised questions about who 
should bear (he risk of flooding hazards 
caused by reliance on unreguUced 
levees. 

DWR Director David Kennedy is 
urging private levee owners to join 
reclamation districts to help ensure the 
viability of the levees and qualify for 
government assistance. Some land 
owners along the Cosumnes River are 
pursuing this recommendation. 

There are more than 1,100 miles 
of federal project and nonproject 
levees that wind through the Delta, 
the heart of California's water supply 
network. The levees — most of which 
are non project — keep the San 
Francisco Bay's salty water from 
mixing with the rivers' fresh water 
flow, which supplies two-thirds of the 
state's drinking water. The levees also 
protect below sea-level farms and 
homes from flooding. 

There were considerable concerns 
about the huge river flows surging into 
the Delta and pounding the levees 
Anxiety increased as the highest tides 
of the year from the Bay washed in at 
the height of the flooding, which 
raised the water level and slowed the 
outflow The levees, however, "per
formed remarkably well," said Curt 
Schmutte, DWR Delta levee manager. 

Since 1988, the state has spent 
approximately S65 million under the 
state Delta Levee Flood Protection 
Act (SB 34) to bring the vast majority 
of the 700 miles of nonproject Delci 
levees up to, and in some cases, 
beyond the Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency's (FEMA) Hazard 
Mitigation Plan standards. Schmutte 
pointed out. Damage caused by the 
most tecent flood was mitigated by the 
levee upgrades, he said. Four Delta 
islands were flooded — Dead Horc, 
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McCormack Williamson Tract, 
Prospect and Stewart Tract, the first 
three which flood frequently. 

Liability 
Property damage from flooding is 
inevitably followed by questions of 
liability. Specifically, who is liable and 
the extent of their liability. 

One lawsuit and a class action 
claim have been filed by property 
owners seeking compensation from the 
agencies for 1997 flood damage. The 
suit, McMohon v. California that was 
filed Jan. 21, was brought against die 
state by property owners who suffered 
damage following levee breaches along 
die Feather River. A class action claim 
was filed against Turlock and Modesto 
irrigation districts and the city of San 
Francisco for damage caused by 
flooding downstream of New Don 
Pedro Dam. 

Both cases allege that the agencies 
were negligent and failed to adequately 
protect residents and operate their 
flood control systems. Homeowners 
below Don Pedro claim that not only 
was the dam inadequately operated but 
that the flood storage capacity was 
insufficient. "We did not have a flood, 
we had a 100-year release," said Steve 
Ringhoff. the attorney representing 
the flooded homeowners. 

Assuming the lawsuits go forward, 
they likely will be affected by a major 
case pending before the state Supreme 
Court, which is expected to clarify the 
parameters of liability for flood control 
districts. The case, Bimdt v. Coachetta 
Vaflej Waur District (CVWD). in-
volves the issue of whether the water 
district should be required to compen
sate a property owner for damage 
caused by flood waters breaking 
through a levee during a 300-year 
storm event that struck Coachclla 
Valley in 1979. 

The case has been winding its way 
through the state courts since 1982 
and the state Supreme Court heard 
oral arguments Feb. 11. The main issue 
is whether the water agency should be 
automatically liable for the flood 
damage to the Bunch's property, or if 

not strictly liable, whether CVWD's 
flood control operations were reason
able in light of the fact that a major 
storm, which hit three years earlier, 
breached the levee in the same spot-
Included in that question of where to 
draw the liability line is whether the 
district 3 funding constraints should be 
factored into the reasonableness 
equation - if one is applied. 

Deputy Attorney General David 
De Alba contended that finding the 
flood district strictly liable for flood 
damage will discourage flood control 

agencies from "engaging in beneficial 
flood control projects." 

However, Art Azerbedian, attor
ney representing the Bunches said that 
failing to compensate the Bunches for 
the flood damage causes them to bear a 
disproportionate burden of the flood 
control project. He further argued that 
if the court applies a balancing test, a 
district's fiscal constraints cannot 
relieve it of its responsibilities. 

During oral argument. Justice 
Joyce Kcnnard said, "In order to 
achieve a just decision in this case," 
liability should be determined by 
balancing the public interests against 
the private party's interests. 

A decision on the matter is 
expected by late spring. 

The San Joaquin River, which has about 

10 percent of the carrying capacity of the 

Sacramento River, experienced the worn 

flooding on record. 
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Fvdcral and « n craw* worked around ch« 

dock during the floods to repair broken 

levee* that threatened life and limb. 

Flood Protect ion— 

The purpose of flood management it to 
prevent lots of life and minimite 
property damage. Managing floods, 
however, is a conaovenlal matter chat 
involves myriad issues from engineer
ing to economics. 

There art two approaches to flood 
control, stnictunl and nonstructural. 
The former uses reservoirs, levees and 
bypass channels to confine and direct 
flood flows away from people and 
property. The nontuucturai inr Mures 

apply floodplain manage
ment principles to prevent 
rhe need for engineered 
solutions. Using many 
nonstruccunu measures in 
urbarinedflocdplains, 
however, is highly contro
versial and costly. 

The flood protection 
picture gets morecompu-
cated by the act that flood 
copttol pracrlra often 
conflict with water supply 
management. Flood 
cuuciui operators must 
keep enough reservoir 
storage space available to 
contain flood waters but 
the water suppliers' role is 
to score enough water to 
meet demand throughout 
the year. 

The Corps requires 
that more space in multi
purpose reservoirs be 
reserved for flood control 
during the rainy winter 
and spring snow melt 
months. 

Controlling floods in 
historic floodplains is essentially a 
planning issue—and one that gener
ate* intense ujuummsy, which Is 
exacerbated by the state's spirallng 
population. Much of the state's 
anticipated population growth, which 
U estimated to jump from 32 million 
people to 49 million by 2020. is 
expected to land in the Central Valley. 

Fresno and Madera counties, for 
example, recently revised their general 

plans and rhe appropriate safety 
standard for development projects in 
rhe floodplain was vehemently de
bated. In spite of the strong opposi
tion, the Fresno Metropolitan Hood 
Control District (FMFCD) pushed for 
a 250-year flood event standard 
because "there are always risks in 
historic ftoodpbins and big storm 
events exceed our ability to control 
what is happening." said Doug 
Harrison, FMFCD general manager-

Many advocate increasing local 
government's responsibility for flood 
control because of rhe spilt between 
decisions about land use and flood 
control responsibility. Land use 
decisions are made by local agencies 
that are not responsible for flood 
control and rhe bulk of disaster relief is 
provided at rhe federal leveL 

"We cannot allow people to think 
rhey can build subdivisions and other 
maior projects in rhe floodplains and 
that we are always going to be rhe deep 
pocket for those kind of disasters," 
said Sen. Jim Costa, D-Fresno. 

American Rivers, a Washington 
D.C--based conservation organ ifflrion, 
is urging Congress to discourage 
building in flood tones and to stop 
putting money into flood control 
projects. Many land use planners have 
recognized that floodplain develop
ment is inappropriate but rhe struggle 
to limit development clashes with 
local government's need to generate 
tax revenue. 

There is little disagreement that 
the existing flood control system needs 
to be unproved but much disagreement 
over how best to improve i t 

"We need more structures to take 
the peak off of rhe high flows, which 
would include more dams and in
creased detention basins,'' said rhe 
Reclamation Board's Bench. 

On rhe other hand. Mount said, 
"We are locked into a vicious cycle 
because we depend upon a structure 
that is inadequate to protect us but 
lulls us into a false sense of security." 
Gen. Gerald Galloway, chair of rhe 
Interagency Floodplain Management 
Review Committee that evaluated the 
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devastating 1993 flooding of die 
Micriarippi River (aee sidebar) and a 
strong proponent of nonstructural 
flood protection measures added,-We 
must get out of nature's way when 
alternative sites are available." 

The proposed Auburn Oam 
upstream on the American River 
highlights die debate surrounding 
flood management. The Auburn Dam 
"is a great solution from a flood control 
perspective because it would reduce 
flows," said Joe Countryman, SAFCA 
consultant. 

Friends of the River (FOR) 
Associate Conservation Director 
Charles Casey, however, said the City 
of Sacramento would be better pro
tected by improved flood management, 
which includes enlarging river outlets 
and improving downstream banks and 
levees. 

Legislation authorizing congres
sional funding for Auburn Dam may be 
sought once again in 1998. 

The crux of the matter is the costs 
and benefits of structural flood protec
tion measures compared and con
trasted to nonstructural flood control 
options. Nonstructural measures in the 
short tun include buying out homes in 
flood prone areas and over the long-
term limiting floodplain development. 
Approximately 8,000 homes were 
bought out or relocated by the govern
ment following the 1993 Mississippi 
flood. The downside of property 
buyouts is the cost — which escalates 
with the number of homes built in the 
area. Buyouts become even more 
challenging in an eta of government 
budget cuts. 

Nonstructural flood control also 
includes set back levees and creating 
greenbelcs — areas that absorb over
flow. "Every river channel has a 
natural equilibrium and this is an 
outstanding way to increase flood 
protection," Yep pointed out. 
Nonstructural options, unlike engi
neered measures, do not have high 
maintenance costs, he added. 

CALFED promotes using set back 
levees, creating widened managed 
floodways, and combining engineered 

levee repair and stability — on both 
the land and water side of the bertns 
— wfth habitat improvement along 
the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
rivers. The dual goal of levee stability 
and ecosystem restoration would be 
accomplished by increasing offstreaxn 
storage to park water stored in existing 
reservoirs to supply water * ™ i * 
during the summer months' and 
provide additional flood storage, said 
Steve Yaeger CALFED deputy director-

Two years ago an experimental 
set back levee was created at the 
Cosumnes River Preserve, which 
widened the floodplain, redepositcd 
sand and in turn restored riparian 
forest habitat. In addition, the flooded 
back waters created spawning and 
rearing habitat for fish and improved 
waterfowl habitat. According to Rich 
Reiner, The Nature Conservancy 
central area ecologist, 'Everything in 
the ecosystem connected." 

Increasing flood protection for 
the spiraling population will require 
innovative solutions and an under
standing of our limits and the ability 
to predict and cope with Mother 
Nature. 

Galloway Report 
Following the devastanng 

floods on the Mississippi Rivet in 
1993, a comprehensive report was 
released that suggested significant 
changes in floodplain management 
in the United Sates. 

The report. Sharing ms C/wi-
ienge: Flooapiam Management mm the 
21st Century, known as the Gallo
way Report, was developed by the 
Interagency Floodplain Manage
ment Review Committee, which 
was made up of federal engineers 
and scientists and chaired by Gerald 
E. Galloway, brigadier general of die 
U.S. Army. 

The report found that develop
ment in floodplains was accompa
nied by considerable loss of habitat 
including wetlands, which slow 
down flood waters by acting like 

large sponges, and significant 
alteration of the land that includes 
extensive paving over of the 
landscape, which increases storm 
water runoff. The floodplain 
management report recommended 
pursuing structural and non
structural flood control programs 
and caking into account the social, 
economic and environmental costs 
and benefits. It specifically sug
gested enacting a flood plain 
management model and defining 
the responsibility among the scare, 
federal and local flood control 
agencies. 

As the Mississippi flood faded 
from the public's memory so did 
much of the urgency to make flood 
management changes and few of the 
report's recommendations came to 
fruition. 
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Testimony before the 
House Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment 

of the 
House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 

on 
March 19,1997 
submitted by 

William M. Mosher, 
Chairman Sloughhouse Resource Conservation District and Flood Victim 

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee for giving me this 
opportunity to testify before you today. I appreciate your interest and attention to the 
matter of the floods in California. 

The weather report said that the third wave of the Pineapple Express would hit on New 
Year's Eve Down in the valley it hadn't rained that much However, early cold storms 
dropped the snow elevation down to the 2,000-foot elevation setting up a condition for 
disaster Then the warm rains hit the mountains, melting snow clear to the top of the 
Sierras. The water started to come down in force on New Year's Day. I watched the 
Cosumnes River rise faster than ever before I gathered up sandbags. I called my Dad to 
move my Aunt out of her house because I thought it was going to flood. It did. On 
January 2nd, farmers, landowners, friends and neighbors worked all day trying to save the 
levees. I know of cases where lives were almost lost when the levees eventually gave 
way. Everyone working on the levees knew this time it was going to break. What they 
didn't know was whose would be first 

On January 2, 1997, residents faced the greatest flow of water ever recorded on the 
Cosumnes River. The river was dangerous and uncontrolled with no flood control, no 
dams, and no channel maintenance State and federal regulations allowed sand bars, trees, 
debris, and gravel to buildup to the point where the bed of the river was so full that the 
flood water could not help but be forced out of its banks and over its levees. 

After the 1986 flood, the Sloughhouse Resource Conservation District (SRCD) pleaded 
with government officials to allow landowners to clean the channel of sand and gravel, and 
exchange the materials for rip-rap that would protect the levees and riverbanks. Our offer 
was denied because the California Department of Fish and Game said they wanted the 
sandbars to grow and create habitat. One example of this is the "so-called" presence of 
the Valley Longhorn Elderberry beetle along the Cosumnes River. This beetle has 
resulted in expensive surveys and mitigation to determine if any habitat for this federally 
listed endangered species will be lost when maintenance or repair is done on the levee 
system. (See attached letter from the United States Department of Interior to Louis 
Blodgett, landowner along the Cosumnes River.) 
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Currently, as a result to this year's flood disaster, federal agencies have waived or 
streamlined the usual permitting and consultation requirements. This streamlining must 
continue to allow prompt completion of the needed repairs The SRCD's biggest fear is 
that this cooperative spirit may fade as public awareness fades. Key decision makers in 
Washington must not lose sight of both the long-term repair needs and the need for 
environmental streamlining to provide future security for our levees and riverbanks. 
Funding for repairs and maintenance will cost less than any future emergency flood relief 
Residents of the Cosumnes River area know that good maintenance on this levee system 
will work. A report submitted by Robert S Miller and Associates (attached) evaluates 
how levee repairs completed after the 1986 flood held up during the 1997 floods. Most 
areas had little or no damage to them 

SRCD is also concerned about reports that federal agencies may seek environmental 
mitigation following levee repairs. Such action could be devastating to local landowners, 
who have already been financially burdened by the flood, which is costing us thousands of 
dollars. 

The floodwaters caused many millions of dollars in losses. Vineyards were covered with 
silt and debris. A sod farmer was put out of business after loosing everything he owned, 
homes, roads, and power lines. Everywhere the water went, total destruction followed. It 
is estimated that it will cost $2.8 million to repair the more than 24 levee breaks along the 
Cosumnes River. The flood protection system that was built in the 1800's is gone. What 
was once a 12-foot flood stage is now barely 7 feet. High river flows have come out of 
the breaches twice since January 2nd. Each time causing more damage, making the breaks 
wider, and costing more habitat to lost along the eroding banks. 

It is now March. Most of the breaks have not been fixed Most family farmers cannot 
afford the price tag for repairs. Instead of helping with repairs and cleanup of the flooded 
area, SRCD has been involved in a flood fight of their own Since flooding began, SRCD 
has been seeking emergency aid for repairs to the levees. So far we have been loosing the 
battle. The USDA's Natural Resource Conservation Service turned us down They said 
we did not qualify for their Emergency Watershed Protection Program because of the size 
of the Cosumnes watershed. FEMA turned down Sacramento County's request for 
emergency funding, claiming that the Cosumnes is a USDA problem. Additionally, FEMA 
said our farm land was "expendable", since it is not considered "improved property" under 
their regulations. SRCD disagrees with that. Many orchards, vineyards and perennial 
crops grown in the Cosumnes River watershed take a large capital investment to establish 
Vineyards can cost as much as $6,000 per acre to establish and take 3 years to produce a 
crop, and pear orchards as much as $3,000 per acre. I believe most people would 
consider this improvement to the land. When the Army Corp turned us down they said it 
was because the levees were privately owned and maintained. The county, state, and 
federal agencies say they want to help, but they all have their excuses not to help as well. 
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Realizing that nothing is going to be handed to us, the Sloughhouse Resource 
Conservation District has designed three phase plan that will address the Cosumnes 
problem. The first phase will be working with Congressman Pombo and Sacramento 
County officials with the goal of receiving much needed emergency funds These funds 
would be used to repair the levee breaks and restore flood protection abilities to the 
Cosumnes system. 

If efforts are successful in the first phase, then we will be able to move forward to the 
second and third phases. In the second phase, the SRCD will work with neighboring 
Reclamation District 800 in hopes of having RD 800 expand its boundaries to include 
most of the Cosumnes River. If all goes as planned, this will be complete by the summer. 
The newly formed RD 800 would then contribute its share in making repairs to the 
damaged levees as well as setup a maintenance plan. 

The third and final phase would include long-term preparations for the next disaster. This 
phase depends upon Congressman Pombo's request that the Army Corps of Engineers be 
funded to carry-out a study of the Cosumnes River flood control system. It is SRCD's 
hope that this study would provide solutions to minimize future flooding in the area. Once 
we know what has to be done to protect farms, homes, habitat, and public structures, we 
will do our best to see that it is done. 

Once again, thank you for this opportunity to appear before you I welcome any questions 
that you may have. 
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United Stales Department of the Interior 
JFISH AND WOJfUfE SEKYKX 

SACftAHEtfTO XHDANGIXXD SHCXE3 OFFICE 
2800 C o t t a g e Hay. Room S-19Z3 

S a c r a a e n t o . C a l i f o r n i a 9 5 6 2 5 - 1 8 4 6 

A p r i l 9 , 1987 

Mr. Louis Blodgett 
Blodgett & Oatman 
793S sioughhouso Road 
Rlk orove, California 95624 

Subject) Cosuanu River Levee Maintenance, Sacramento l̂ ounty 

Dear Mr- Blodgett: 
Pursuant to the Assurance Agreement signed with the U.S. Army 
Corpc of Engineer*, our contractor Mill survey the CimilMS River 
in your area during April 2 8-24, 1987. The purpose of the eurvay 
la to examine the area along the river for the valley eKLerberry 
longhorn beetle. These surveys will help us deterain* tl» Most 
appropriate way to Maintain the elderberry naoitat and levee, 
rather than Just ona or the other. Jones and Stoke* Associates 
will perform tha aurvey with Dr. Haul Rude acting as the 
principal field Investigator. 

if convenient, we would like to utilize your road a* accuse to 
the levee. Dr. Jack Williams of my staff will accompany) the 
Jones & stokes crew. We will briefly etop by on the sorting of 
April 22, Please contact Jack Williams at 978-4*66 if y*u have 
any guest ions. Your cooperation in tnle effort is grcttjy 
appreciated. 

Sincerely, Sincerely, 

L+LG*11 C. Kobetich 
' Field Supervisor 

Mr. i<»ff Groska. Environmental Resources Branch. U.S|. 
Army Corps of Engineers, 650 Capitol Mall, SaeramaWto, 
CA 96814 •' 

Dr. r.*i-T>y r.«a, o«iifoiDia Dupt. of Fi»h and case. 14(10 Nlnili 
S1-T"«»»t. S»er»»«r»to» CA 96014 
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Robert S. MlUer & Associates • 2222 Watt Avenue, SuMe C-8 • Sacramento, CA 9S82S • (916) 485-0645 

Preliminary Report of Effectiveness of 1988 Levee 
Repairs on Cosunnes River Levees 

After the disastrous floods of December 1996 and January 1997 
the Directors of the Sloughouse Resource Conservation 
District retained the firm of Robert S. Miller & Associates 
to evaluate the effectiveness of levee repairs made on the 
Costumes River Levees after the floods of 1986. This report 
is preliminary in that it is necessary to actually re
establish the location of the 1987/8 repairs as many of them 
have been overgrown with vegetation and in some cases other 
damage has occurred along the levee adjacent to the old work 
in some cases partially effecting the old works. Field 
conditions precluded such measurements at this time. 

Background > 

The floods of 1986 caused numerous brakes in the farmer owned 
levee system along the Cosumnes River. At that time the 
County Disaster Office looked for an entity to provide 
funding to make repairs. There was only one small reclamation 
district covering a short reach of levee on the north side of 
the river. There appeared to be no other district or entity 
that could under take the administration of funding and 
assure effective repairs. The law precluded paying 
individuals directly for repairs on their property. 

The local Resource Conservation Districts volunteered to do 
this job. After much discussion and opinions from the local 
County Council and eventually the State AG it was decided 
that these districts could act in the roll of overseer, 
assuring that the repairs were in the general public interest 
and that the repair job was carried out according to sound 
construction procedures. The arrangement was that an 
engineering firm would certify that the repair served the 
general public and not one individual and that work done was 
in accordance with sound construction procedures. The 
arrangement was that the individual farmer or rancher would 
hire a contractor to do the work and that eventual payment 
would be made to the individual when invoices were provided 
and when work was certified as to quality and as to quantity. 
The latter required measurements be made to verify quantities 
and in some cases density in place tests be made to be 
assured that adequate compaction was obtained. The Districts 
retained the firm of Robert S. Miller & As'soc. 

Consufting Engineers. Soils, irrigation. Drainage and Water Quality (916) 485-2413. Fax (916) 485-1419 
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The 1987 & 1988 Project 

There were 19 applicants within the Sloughouse Resource 
Conservation District (RCD) are shown below. The costs of 
87/88 repairs, the 87/88 repairs and the condition of these 
repairs after the 96/97 floods-

Participant 

Edith 
Frank 

Eaton 
Fuller 

Francis Grimshaw 
James/Blawat 
Garry Johnson 

John Kutz 

Amount Paid 
dollars 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
Ledbetter/Mosher $ 
Albert Lopes 
Dave Lucchetti 
William Mosher 
Ann Moya 
Frank Nunes 
W.T.Pierson 

Lurene Plumer 
Howard Ritter 
Rooney Brothers 
Jay Schnider 
David Utterback 
westerburg Farms 

Total 

cbs 
lr 
cl 
rr 
mi wo 
mawo 
mie 
mje 
sd 
mid 
mjd 
rp 
lbol 

$ 
S 
$ 
S 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
channel bank s 
levee repair 
construct 

! 
53,300 

122,610 
1,500 

121,637 
40,000 

43,963 
20,000 
2,250 

41,375 
8,803 

39,000 
20,000 
65,488 

55,000 
28,450 
11,168 
32,200 
76,330 
33,676 

836,840 

haping 

levee 
rock rip rap 
minor wash 
major wash 

out 
out 

minor erosion 
major erosion 
sediment d< epos 
minor damage 
major damage 

repair 
: repair 

ition 

1986 
Damage 

see foot notes 
cbs, 
cbs, 
cbs, 
cbs, 
cbs 

cbs, 
cbs. 
lr 
cbs, 
cbs, 
cbs. 
cbs, 
cbs, 

cbs, 
lr, 
lr, 
cbs. 
cbs. 
cbs. 

remove pipe causing seepage 
levee brake at 

rr 
lr, 
rr 
lr, 
rr 

lr, 
lr, 

lr, 
re 
lr, 
lr 
lr. 

lr 
cl 
rr 
cl. 
lr. 
rr 

otner location 

rr 

rr 

rr 
rr 

lc 

rr, 

rr 

rr 
rr 

1996/7 
Damage 

see foot notes 
no damage 
no damage 
no damage 
no damage 
no damage rr, 
nawo on cbs 
mid 
mid, lbol 
no damage,lbol 
no damage,lbol 
no damage,lbol 

rp no damage 
mid 
80% no damage 
cbs & rr; 100% 
mo damage lr; 
20% mjd sbc, & 
rr 
mje, mawo, 
mje, mawo, sd 
mid, lbol 
no damage 
no damage 
mjd caused by 
adj acent non
protected mawo 
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From the above 9 of the 19 projects did not sustain damage at 
the 3ite repaired after the 86 flood however, some of the 
properties had major damage at other locations along the 
levee from the 1996/7 floods. One had damage to areas not 
protected by rip rap, however the portion protected sustained 
minimum damage. One failed as a result of the adjacent 
property which was not included in the 1986 project failing 
in a major fashion. Two projects failed completely. One 
with rip rap partially failed the cause was a large tree on 
the berm apparently caused eddies which got behind the rip 
rap and eroded about 20% of the bank. Three sustained minor 
damage. Time did not permit an appraisal of the two other 
projects. 

To sight a few examples in detail the following is presented. 
Current Conditions As Compared With the 1987/8 Project Works 
It is to be noted that the actual repair work for the flood 
of 1996 was done in 1987 and 1988 as it took time to obtain 
funding and to conclude all needed arrangements for carrying 
out the work. 

The current report deals with the 19 participants in the 
Sloughouse RCD, those within the Lower Cosumnes RCD were all 
levee repairs, that is they were wash outs. No rip rap was 
placed and all of these repairs withstood the 1996-7 floods. 

To evaluate the effectiveness of the 1987/8 works a brief 
description of facilities and costs of the past work followed 
b a summary of how the facilities withstood the 1996/7 

:ods. It appears that the 96/7 floods resulting from 
off on the Cosumnes River far exceeded that of the 1986 

i_;od. 

To start with the upstream participant Jay Schnider. The 
project consisted of reshaping stream banks to a 2 foot 
horizontal to 1 foot vertical slope (2 to 1), the banks had 
been eroded to vertical. In addition rock rip rap was placed 
along the toe of the slope. There were 37,976 cubic yards of 
earthwork at $ 1.75 per yard and 1,467 tons of rip rap at $ 
2.75 per ton. The low cost of rip rap was because the rock 
was on the Schnider property located less than 1/4 mile from 
the place of use. Mr. Schnider paid the difference between 
the $ 70,492.25 and the $ 52,200. The project withstood the 
96/97 flood with only occasional scour along the previously 
shaped toe even through the area not receiving rock toe 
protection. 

The next participant was the Fuller bank shaping, levee 
construction and bank protection project. It was the Most 
costly project and involved 1,500 feet of new levee involving 
some 10,330 cubic yards of fill and 36,550 cubic yards of 
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excavation plus 2,500 tons of rip rap all costing $ 122,610. 
4 

The total cost of earth work was $ 83,110 and rip rap $ 
49,500. The compacted fill cost $ 2.00 per cubic yard, the 
excavation cost $ 1,50 per cubic yards and the rip rap cost $ 
18.00 per ton. This project withstood the 1996/7 flood 
without any damage. 

The next project was the Johnson ranch. The project consisted 
of shaping the channel bank and placing rip rap on the lower 
535 feet of bank. The bank shaping portion of the project was 
immediately downstream from the Puller project. It had been 
recommended, that rip rap be placed on this portion of the 
project however finances precluded doing so. The rip rap was 
placed from the channel bottom up the slope to field level. 

The portion of the project not protected by rip rap sustained 
some damage from the 1996/7 flood. The portion with bank 
protection came through without any damage. 

The smallest job consisted of a short reach of rip rap on the 
Francis Grimshaw property. This property was on a curve and 
lay within an area having rock rip rap placed upon it. The 
rock used on this reach was large varying from rock 3~feet in 
diameter down to 1.0 feet in size. The large size rock was 
placed on the channel bottom. The cost was $ 18,00 per ton 
and there were about 83 tons placed on ten lineal feet of 
levee. The rip rap extended from the river bed np to the top 
of the bank 40 feet in the slope length plus a 10 foot level 
extension on the top of the slope. 

The other two properties on the river curve were the Edith 
Eaton with 340 lineal feet of river bank and the Blawat 
property with 270 feet of bank. Mo damage was evident in 1997 

All repairs were considered force account actions it is 
estimated that the cost of repairs made under these 
conditions were from 50 to 100 per cent less than had they 
been made by a federal contracting agency. 

Repair of damage as estimated in damage surveys on the 
properties discribed above amounted to over two million 
dollars as estimated by a federal if contracted for by that 
agency. While the actual cost of the repairs made was $ 
253,610. 
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However the Johnson project is considered as a partial 
failure with the bank shaping without rip rap protection 
failing and this failure caused a portion of the area with 
rip rap to also fail. The failures were generally limited ti 
those areas without bank protection. This sunmary would 
indicate that repairs can be made by the local farmer at a 
savings over what a Federal project would cost. 

Submitted By 

Robert s: Miller, Pres. RSM6A 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS 

DEPARTMENT OF GEOLOGY DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 95616 

Phone. 916-752-7092 Fax: 916-752-0951 
e-mail: mount@geology.ucdavis.edu message 752-0350 

Testimony Before The Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment 
hearing on Recent Flooding in California 

I wish to thank the members of the Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment for providing me 
the opportunity to present my views on the recent flooding in California. I come before the Subcommittee as 
a geologist who has studied the processes of modern and ancient rivers, and as a member of the academic 
community at the University of California, Davis involved in studying the watersheds of California. Since 
my time is short, I have expanded my views in an extended letter to the Subcommittee, attached to my 
written testimony. In addition, these views are explored in detail in my recent book entitled "California 
Rivers and Streams: The Conflict Between Fluvial Process and Land Use." A copy of this book is also 
presented to the Subcommittee for review. 

The floods of 1997 revealed both strengths and weaknesses in the way that local, state and federal agenaes 
manage floods. However, before beginning a program of new levee and dam construction, it is crucial that 
the lessons learned from these floods be evaluated. I believe that at least four key lessons were learned. 
First, despite 100 years of effort, we cannot prevent flooding of the floodplain. No amount of levees and 
dams can eliminate flooding, yet a substantial majority of planners, developers, and floodplain dwellers 
appear to believe otherwise. Second, California's multipurpose dams fulfill one primary purpose: water 
supply. The design and operation of these dams insures their limited effectiveness in large storm events. 
Third, levees not only fail to prevent large floods, but exacerbate the damage caused by flooding. This 
stems from the fact that levees, which ultimately work against a river rather than with it, are the source of 
their own undoing. Finally, flood control in the Central Valley has inadvertently increased the potential for 
flood damage by locking us in to a cycle of "serial engineering." By preventing small and intermediate 
floods, our dams and levees lull us into a false sense of security. This, in turn, stimulates urbanization 
directly in harm's way. When flooding predictably occurs, there is an immediate call for more flood control 
structures. Ultimately, these additional structures do not prevent large-scale flooding, but they do 
stimulate additional development of the floodplain, ensuring an ever-escalating cycle of flood engineering 
and flood damages. 

It is my belief that unless we break the cycle of serial engineering of our rivers, the Central Valley will see an 
increase in flood damages and associated human suffering. The key is to resist the institutional and cultural 
tradition of building more and larger levees and dams following each flood. It may be time to turn the flood 
control paradigm upside down by reuniting rivers with their floodplains. New flood management 
techniques that work with rather than against the natural processes of rivers not only reduce the damages 
caused by flooding, but enhance water quality and the restoration of key wildlife habitat: a primary goal of 
current efforts in CALFED and CVPIA. The most important step that Congress can take is to bolster 
mechanisms that compel development to stay out of harm's way and to promote the use of alternatives to 
traditional floodplain engineering. This course of action may be more difficult than simply authorizing new 
dams and levees, but in the long run, it will be the most effective. 

Jeffrey Mount 
Professor and Chair, Department of Geology 
Member, John Muir Institute for the Environment 

mailto:mount@geology.ucdavis.edu
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The Cycle of Serial Engineering in Flood Management, 
Central Valley, California 

Dr. Jeffrey Mount 
Department of Geology and the 

John Muir Institute for the Environment 
University of California 

Davis, CA 95616 
Submitted to the House Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment hearing on Recent 
Flooding in California 

INTRODUCTION 

The New Year's Floods of 1997 in the Central Valley of California illustrate numerous weakness 
within state and federal approaches to flood management. These weaknesses are not limited to the 
current labyrinth of dams and levees, but include our approach to land use planning and our 
attempts to engineer rivers. My testimony before Congress focuses on the inherent failures of 
California's approaches to flood management. The key lesson re-learned from these floods is that 
we cannot prevent all flooding of the floodplain. In addition, our traditional response to flooding, 
which includes erecting more and larger levees and dams, locks us into a cycle of "serial engineering" 
that ensures that future flooding disasters will be even more costly. 

Since the 1993 floods on the upper Mississippi River Basin, there has been a national call for reform. 
The floods of 1997 present an opportunity to revisit these recommended reforms and to implement 
them. This testimony suggests that we consider turning the traditional flood control paradigm on its 
head: the solution to flooding disasters is not more flood control, but an integrated, watershedwide 
program of flood promotion, and an institutional willingness to get out, and stay out, of harm's way. 

LESSONS LEARNED 

We cannot prevent flooding. California boasts of almost 6,000 miles of levees and more than 1400 
dams. With this elaborate infrastructure we currently capture, control and consume more than two 
thirds of the water mat runs off of the surface of the state. This highly managed system was not, 
and is not, capable of preventing flooding. The hard lesson learned is that despite our seemingly 
herculean engineering efforts, floods are going to happen, and if you live on a floodplain, you are 
going to eventually be flooded. Although this seems like an overstatement of the obvious, a recent 
Field Poll showed that 7 out of 10 Californians believe that our state's planner and engineers have 
somehow taken care of flooding problems and their regions are not at risk. 

Most "multipurpose" dams fulfill only one purpose. At the start of the storms that brought so 
much flooding to the Central Valley, each of the region's large reservoirs had a certain amount of 
space set aside to absorb runoff and prevent flooding. With the exception of Folsom Reservoir on 
the American River, this space was rapidly overwhelmed by the intense rain and snowmelt that hit 
the region. The reason that this occurred is simple; when it comes to water supply versus flood 
control, the "multipurpose" title of most reservoirs is a ruse. 

At Oroville Dam on the Feather River and New Melones Dam on the Stanislaus, operators set aside 
less man 20% of the volume of the reservoir to absorb a flood. At New Don Pedro Dam on the 
Tuolumne River, a token 15% of the reservoir storage is dedicated to flood control. It should be no 
surprise that an uncontrolled spill occurred at New Don Pedro Dam, leading to significant 
downstream flooding. 

1 
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The very limited flood storage is only half of the story. It would be logical to presume that the dam 
operators would let water out in anticipation of the large storm. After all, northern Californian's 
heard dire predictions for this storm as much as a week in advance of its arrival. Regrettably, 
various design constraints on these dams and the channel systems that lie immediately downstream 
prevent the rapid lowering of the reservoir. Many of these dams simply cannot let out water rapidly 
until they are very nearly full. By then it is, and was, too late. 

There is a bright spot in the operations of the state's reservoirs. In response to the floods of 1986, 
the operating procedures at Folsom Dam, along the American River immediately upstream of the 
Sacramento Metropolitan area, were substantially revised. Flood control reservation at Folsom 
Reservoir is 40%. Moreover, in anticipation of the large storm, the dam operators started releasing 
water a week in advance. Although the volume of the 3-day runoff was the highest ever recorded on 
the American River, the flood was handled without major concerns and the flood control reservation 
was restored within a week of the storm. 

It is a hard lesson to admit, but when it comes to water supply and flood control, most 
"multipurpose" dams of the Central Valley fulfill only one purpose. 

Levees Fail. We are addicted to levees as the first and foremost line of defense against floods. The 
"leveefication" of the state's rivers began shortly after the gold rush and continued for much of the 
next 100 years, spurred on by the ready infusion of support from federal agencies. Today, we are 
coping with the results of the unanticipated fallout from this ambitious over-engineering program. 
The floods of 1997 taught us that levees placed adjacent to river channels are doomed to eventual 
failure, both figuratively and literally. This failure stems from the fact that levees, by virtue of their 
hydrologic impacts and engineering constraints, are the source of their own undoing. 

The hydrologic analyses that took place following the floods of 1993 in the Mississippi reinforced 
what had been known for some time: levees increase the elevation of floods. By divorcing rivers 
from their floodplains, levees eliminate flood storage on the valley floor, concentrating the flow into 
a narrow channel. This causes rapid rises in flood stage and, when coupled with levee failures and 
over-topping, leads to catastrophic flooding. In addition, by creating bottlenecks within flood 
systems, levees tend to exacerbate upstream and downstream flooding, leading to the inevitable call 
for more levees. 

Of California's 6,000 miles of levees, approximately 20% are engineered to federal standards. Most 
of the flooding that occurred during the floods of 1997 was associated with structural failure of 
levees that were simply unable to withstand high flows for long periods. However, it's important to 
note that several spectacular failures occurred on engineered levees, including one mat had been 
well-maintained, checked and recently certified. This is one of the most worrisome aspects of 
levees. No matter how rigorous the engineering, design constraints dictate that even the best levees 
will fail. 

The predictable failure of levees also stems from the manner in which they are applied. Levees, more 
man any other flood engineering effort, fail because they usually conflict with, rather than conform 
to, natural river processes. 

The size and geometry of an unregulated river channel, along with the rate and manner in which it 
migrates across its floodplain, reflects a least-work design mat most effectively handles the 
sediment and discharge supplied by its watershed. Because rivers are in a state of constant change, 
which is an essential aspect of the way they handle sediment and discharge, this least-work design 
can be considered a state of "dynamic equilibrium." 

Levees disrupt this equilibrium in two key ways. First, by placing levees against rivers, we are 
effectively asking one of the world's most changeable and dynamic physical systems to hold still. 

2 
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The result is mat during large floods rivers will undercut, erode, and tear down their levees as they 
attempt to migrate across their floodplains. Second, the close placement of levees alters the 
fundamental hydraulic conditions of a river. In response, a river will attempt to establish a new form 
that reflects this change in conditions. In virtually all cases, this new form is in sharp contrast with 
the form imposed upon it by the levee system. This contest of forms will eventually be won by the 
river. 

Although levees fail, their failures can be viewed as a mixed blessing. During the floods on the 
Mississippi it was repeatedly shown that one person's misery is another's salvation. For every levee 
mat failed, innumerable other levees were spared. This occured because levee failure took pressure 
off of the overall system as the river was reunited with its floodplain. It is widely recognized that 
the more than 1000 levee breaks in the upper Mississippi River basin may have saved St. Louis from 
catastrophic flooding. It is also arguable that levee failures within the Central Valley, most notably 
along the San Joaquin River, may have averted a calamity in the relatively fragile Delta system, and 
almost certainly prevented catastrophic flooding in numerous other areas. 

It is a difficult lesson to acknowledge, but more than 100 years of levee construction in the Central 
Valley has not prevented catastrophic flooding. Indeed, it may have increased it. For this reason, 
levees that are placed against rivers are an untrustworthy ally in flood control. 

Flood control inadvertently increases flood damage. The term "flood control" implies that we can 
somehow control and even prevent flooding. As noted above, despite our efforts, it is impossible to 
prevent flooding of the floodplain. All that can reasonably be accomplished is to reduce the 
frequency of floods. But therein lies the rub. 

By controlling the small and intermediate floods with levees, dams and a so-called 100-year 
floodplain, we have locked ourselves into a cycle of serial engineering of our rivers and 
floodplains. This cycle typically begins with the construction of levees in order to increase use of the 
floodplain for agriculture. Once established, these levees produce extended periods of tranquillity 
where once there was frequent nuisance flooding. This tranquillity, in turn, stimulates the initiation 
and growth of urban centers, virtually within the shadows of the levees. Superimposed on this is the 
FEMA-inspired 100-year floodplain, which encourages development up to some imaginary line in 
the sand. This line's accuracy does not, in any way, match the precision with which it is placed. 
The line represents a statistical best-guess based on a skimpy historical data base and a host of 
assumptions about the distribution of floods. The most it accomplishes is limiting development that 
would be inundated by small and intermediate floods. Worse yet, in most regions the levees have 
been raised to a level to insure that the 100-year floodplain lies just inside the levee tops. 

But a river is like a soldier's life: 98% boredom and 2% terror. And, like a soldier, it is during those 
moments of terror that most of the work gets done. Unfortunately for the urban centers that have 
been lulled into a sense of false security by their dams, faulty zoning laws, and levees, this "work" 
involves spreading water, sediment and human misery across the floodplain. 

The default response to the inevitable terror on the floodplain comes in two phases. The first 
involves an immediate demand for action, with a call for newer, larger engineering solutions, 
including raising or expanding levees, erection of new multipurpose dams, and river channeling and 
straightening. As shown, the problem with this approach is that it does not end catastrophic 
flooding and, as we repeatedly learn, it often worsens the overall flood condition. However, mis 
usually satisfies the demand that something be done. 

The second phase involves our remarkable human capacity to forget. General Galloway, the author 
of the most important call for reform in flood management in the upper Mississippi River basin, 
noted recently in an interview that our "flood memory half-life" is remarkably short. Within six 
months, most of us will have forgotten the tragedy of the floods of 1997. 

3 
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The combination of a short flood memory half-life and our desire to construct some perceived 
solution locks us into the serial engineering cycle. Even before we complete our supposed fix, we are 
back at it, populating the floodplain, expanding urban centers directly in harm's way, and forgetting 
the tragedy of the recent past. When the floods come again, and the damage is much greater because 
of our well-intentioned actions, the cycle of serial engineering and forgetfulness begins anew. 

TOWARD A NEW FLOODING PARADIGM 

In the past, "solutions" to flooding were simple: build levees which will be followed eventually by 
multipurpose dams. Given today's political, economic, and environmental realities, the traditional 
federally-supported large-scale river engineering approaches are no longer viable. As experts 
throughout the world are noting, it is time to take a second look. The essence of reform lies in 
breaking the cycle of serial engineering. Only by getting away from applying measures that work 
against rivers, and moving toward measures that either work with or minimize resistance to a river, 
can we effectively reduce flood damages in the future. 

Breaking the cycle of serial engineering can be summarized into three steps: 1) Stay out of harm's 
way; 2) Get out of harm's way; and 3) Do no harm. 

Stay Out of Harm's Way. To put it simply, the only reason that flooding is catastrophic is because 
we choose to get in the way. The most cost-effective solution, when costs are measured both 
monetarily and in terms of human suffering, is to stop making the bad choices that initiate or 
perpetuate the cycle of serial engineering. 

Thirty years of effort on the part of the federal government to encourage us not to place ourselves in 
harm's way has not worked as well as originally envisioned. Moreover, the current FEMA-
supported approach of designating an ill-defined 100-year floodplain exacerbates our bad choices 
by actually inducing development of the floodplain and concentrating populations at risk. In light of 
this, it is time to consider scrapping this approach to land use planning. 

The list of suggestions for reform of FEMA-based floodplain management are too numerous to 
review in this testimony. The basis of the reform, however, is to recognize three important concerns. 
First, it is the geomorphic floodplain that is our best indicator of areas at risk of flooding, not an 
inaccurate statistical best-guess of flood frequency. Second, floods form a continuum that does not 
stop at the boundaries of the 100-year floodplain. This arbitrary line in the sand does not separate 
the flood-safe from the flood-prone. Finally, it is important to acknowledge that local control is 
part of the problem, not the solution. The need to raise money through development is a compelling 
drive for making bad choices in the floodplain. and traditional local solutions to flood control, 
which usually meet some mimimum standard, tend to transfer problems elsewhere in the floodplain. 
Regional floodplain management, which is integrated over a watershed and recognizes progressive 
changes in a watershed, is a more effective land use planning tool. 

Get Out of Harm's Way. The Mississippi River floods ignited the current debate over traditional 
flood control methods, and generated a call for new, creative solutions. It is anticipated that the 
floods of 1997 will reinforce this call. A key element of any change will lie in the way FEMA 
administers disasters. Under guidance from Congress and the Whitehouse, FEMA has begun to shift 
away from the disaster-relief business toward striking a balance between disaster relief and disaster 
mitigation/prevention. This Committee should consider supporting these moves. 

Proposals for mitigating flooding for those who already reside in the floodplain involve elevation of 
structures, floodproofing structures, development of ring dikes around urban centers, and 
strengthening (not raising or expanding) existing urban levees to reduce the likelihood of their failure. 
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One of the proposals being reviewed is the way we operate our "multipurpose" dams. Increases in 
the aggregate amount of space allocated for flood storage would have had a major impact on the 
flooding associated with the floods of 1997. Enlarging flood storage inevitably leads to decreases in 
available water supply during drought years, although this can be reduced by maintaining flexible 
operating procedures. 

Last on most lists of ways to get out of harm's way is relocation. This expensive approach may well 
be the only cost-effective way to reduce damages in some communities. It is perhaps the most 
politically unpalatable, but in the long run, as shown in the Mississippi Basin, this approach can 
reduce costs and human suffering. 

Do no Harm. The most important step in breaking the cycle of serial engineering in California 
involves abandoning more than a century of floodplain management-tradition. Levees placed close 
to rivers, along with their supportive "multipurpose" dams, exact high economic and environmental 
costs and should be viewed only as a very last, rather than first resort. In the wake of the floods of 
1997, there has been a predictable call for more dams and levees. Answering these calls, which can 
only happen with federal support, will further entrench us in the cycle of serial engineering and 
further guarantees that future natural disasters will be more costly. Flood promotion, rather than 
flood prevention, may be the key to flood management. 

Throughout the world, there are numerous experiments in non-traditional approaches that enhance 
flood control. Most of these approaches have one thing in common: they reunite rivers with their 
historic floodplains. In the Central Valley of California there are a minimum of three methods that 
can be used to reduce the impact of flooding without doing additional harm to the rivers. These 
include levee-setbacks, development and expansion of flood bypasses, and installation of "circuit 
breakers" within the levee system. 

Following the Mississippi River floods of 1993, there has been increased demand for the 
establishment of levee setbacks within the upper Mississippi Basin. This approach has multiple 
benefits. First, when applied correctly, setbacks increase overall flood storage by allowing river's 
access to their floodplains. Second, this additional storage lowers flood stage, reducing the 
potential for catastrophic flooding associated with levee failures. Third, when large enough, levee 
setbacks allow rivers room enough to restore their form. The geometry and behavior of the channel 
are able to adjust to the new local hydrologic conditions, without restrictions from adjoining levees. 
Fourth, setback levees restore regular flooding to the floodplain. Along with ending the uncontrolled 
urbanization of the floodplain, this flooding can co-exist with and even support a variety of land 
uses, including farming, and expansion of wetlands habitat and riparian corridors. This alone may 
be the best mechanism for preservation of prime agricultural land in the Central Valley and the 
restoration of ecosystems and water quality key to the success of CALFED and the CVPIA. 

It is important to note that, like any floodplain management method, levee setbacks are not a one-
size-fits-all solution. Modeling in the Mississippi River Basin has shown that improperly placed or 
sized setbacks can actually exacerbate flooding by creating dead storage that does not reduce flood 
peaks. Like all management techniques, levee setbacks have to be part of a program that integrates 
diverse approaches. 

Although conceived more than 100 years ago by the California State Engineer, the Sutter and Yolo 
Bypass systems on the Sacramento River remain a model for modern flood management techniques. 
The Bypass, which is both a flood storage and conveyance system, is only used during very high 
discharge events on the Sacramento River. Weirs allow as much as 4/5 of the flow to drain through 
the levees of the Sacramento into the Bypass, greatly reducing the peak flood hydrograph and 
conveying this water around the Sacramento Metropolitan area. The rich soils of the Bypass are 
farmed annually, and development is, logically, prevented. 

5 
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The lower San Joaquin River is a narrow, highly leveed reach of river that is separated from its 
floodplain by relatively fragile levees. The extensive network of farms and limited (so far) urban 
areas makes this reach ideal for a bypass system. This option is currently under discussion by a 
host of federal and state agencies. However, the window of opportunity to complete this option is 
rapidly coming to a close as population pressures continue to grow. 

The final solution proposed here is analogous to the circuit breakers that keep a house from burning 
down. The levee failures that occurred on the Mississippi River and on the rivers of the Central 
Valley reduced and localized catastrophe within the overall system. Modeling after the floods on 
the Mississippi showed that overtopping of agricultural levees was one of the most effective ways to 
reduce the peaks of flood hydrographs. One approach to management of very large flood events is 
to attempt to control chaos by electing to design failure into a levee system. These "circuit breakers" 
allow planners to choose where natural disasters are going to have their greatest impact, thereby 
preserving urban areas or other key regions. In the case of California, this failure saved the Delta, 
the most vital link in water supply to 2/3 of the state's population. 

SUMMARY 

The floods of 1997 in California and, at the time of this writing, along the Ohio River, have 
reinforced the key lesson learned from the Mississippi River floods of 1993: traditional approaches 
to flood management do not prevent flooding. Rather, inherited wisdom, which has locked us in a 
cycle of serial engineering, pits our engineers against one of nature's most dynamic systems. Despite 
our flood control efforts, this contest has only increased the overall cost of flooding disasters. 

Arresting the institutional and cultural inertia that compels us to build more dams and levees is a 
daunting task. However, the floods of 1997, along with the apparent changes in ideology within key 
federal and state agencies affords an unusual opportunity to change course. At the time of this 
hearing, all of the issues discussed in this testimony are currently under discussion at the local, State 
and Federal level. Most notable of these efforts is the February 18,1997 joint OMB/CEQ 
Memorandum entitled "Floodplain Management and Procedures for Evaluation and Review of Levee 
and Associated Restoration Projects, " which directs the USACE to create an Interagency Levee 
Task Force. Supported by language in the Water Resources Development Act of 1996, the Task 
Force is directed to seek alternative solutions to traditional approaches to flood control. I urge the 
Subcommittee members to recognize and support this effort and to encourage solutions which break 
the cycle of serial engineering. 

Respectfully, 

Jeffrey Mount 
Professor and Chair 
Department of Geology 
University of California, Davis 

The issues examined in this testimony are explored more fully in: 

Mount, J.F., 1995, California Rivers and Streams: The Conflict Between Fluvial Process and Land Use. 
Berkeley, University of California Press, 359 p. 
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Thank you Mr Chairman and Members of this Subcommittee for the opportunity to appear today 
to discuss the recent flooding events that have taken place in California As you may know, the 
floods severely affected my Eleventh Congressional District and promises to continue well beyond 
this season's spring runoff 

I would like to take this opportunity to thank those men and women in the various agencies of the 
federal, state, and local governments that worked endlessly to ensure that all residents were 
protected from harms way 1 am certain that my fellow northern California colleagues will agree 
with me when I say they did a magnificent job considenng what they were up against I do know 
that my constituents will be forever grateful. 

Let me begin by recognizing the witnesses from my district, which covers most of San Joaquin 
County and the southernmost regions of Sacramento County Testifying later today, on behalf of 
San Joaquin County, will be Water Resources Coordinator John Pulver, who will address several 
flood issues that are of importance to the county On behalf of the Sloughhouse Resource 
Conservation District will be its Chairman, William Mosher Mr Mosher will discuss issues 
relating to private levees along the Cosumnes River Both these gentlemen have been 
instrumental in providing me, and my office, with necessary information on the flood disaster 

Mr Chairman, this Congress has its work cut out for it in the next few months Damages from 
the California floods are expected to exceed SI 6 billion In my district alone, San Joaquin 
County endured an estimated $59 million in damages-to homes, over $12 5 million to businesses, 
$13 million to agriculture, and $14 7 million to infrastructure Of the area 1 represent in 
Sacramento County, the damages to agriculture have not been determined yet, but it is estimated 
that there is over $1 million in damages to homes I want to reinforce that all these figures are 
purely estimates and more than likely will increase as floodwaters recede 
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I understand that the Congress will need to appropriate emergency supplemental funds for the 
flood response actions undertaken by the various federal agencies This funding will be key in 
ensuring that California's flood victims get back on their feet Therefore, I urge the members of 
this Subcommittee to join me in supporting the supplemental bill, when it is brought before us for 
consideration However, we all need to recognize that the flooding in northern California is far 
from over Additional flooding is expected to begin this spring when the Sierra Nevada snowpack 
begins to melt, typically in the months of April or May Therefore, neither the Administration nor 
the Congress should conclude that flood damages and essential emergency funding will be 
completely addressed in this emergency bill It is likely that subsequent funding will have to be 
revisited at a later date An item that may come before this Subcommittee 

1 would like to bring to the attention of the Subcommittee a couple issues that have arisen from 
the California floods this winter The first issue concerns the Cosumnes River in the northern part 
of my district, which lies in Sacramento County The Cosumnes is one of the last free-flowing 
rivers in California This river has no dams and virtually no upstream storage This winter, the 
river reached its highest peak flow m 90 years, which is also double of any previous recorded 
flows This record flow caused oi»er 20 breaks to pnvate levees and resulted in considerable 
damages to agriculture, rural housing and the surrounding environment This river was also 
responsible for closing portions of Highway 99 and Interstate 5, which serve as the main 
north/south arteries for the state 

Officials from Sacramento County have informed me that they do not have the necessary 
resources available to repair the numerous breaks along the Cosumnes River levee system They 
have requested assistance from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), but were 
denied emergency funding because pnvate levees are not eligible for federal assistance The Army 
Corps of Engineers has explained that they too are prohibited from working on private levees 
unless there is a "flood fight " In spite of the fact that the Cosumnes residents are in the process 
of forming a reclamation distnct, they are left with few, if any, options today The organization of 
a reclamation distnct will enable them to maintain and repair their levees, but it is a lengthy 
process and doing so will not answer their immediate needs It is almost certain that these 
constituents will flood again since the levee system has suffered catastrophic failure 

In the interest of protecting the lives and property of my constituents, I would like to press upon 
the Subcommittee to assist in resolving this problem I request that the Subcommittee authonze 
language that will provide limited funding for one time repairs to the failed levees along the 
Cosumnes River Such an appropnation should be met with matching funds from the state as 
well Once authonzed, this could be included as part of the emergency supplemental bill I do 
not seek a federal takeover of these levees However, I do seek an immediate solution that 
addresses the dire needs of the residents along the Cosumnes River Doing so will also prevent 
further degradation to wildlife and the environment Flood protection needs to be restored in this 
area—period1 This Subcommittee, through its authorization, will provide great assistance in 
restoring such protection to this region 
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The second issue I wanted to bring to your attention is of a larger scope As hard as it is to 
believe, it has come to my attention that a comprehensive flood study of the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin River Basins has never been carried out Despite the unknown reasons for not doing such 
a survey before now, it is apparent that this must be done Therefore, I additionally request that 
the Subcommittee authorize funding for an independent comprehensive study of northern and 
central California's flood control system. This too could be included as part of the emergency 
supplemental bill I believe such a review of the current flood control system, in regards to this 
disaster, will lead to recommendations for improvements that will reduce the risk of future 
flooding Furthermore, it may highlight areas of policy and regulations that need to be changed. 
The findings of this study should not be intended to place blame, but rather to prevent future 
flooding that could be repeated if the study is not carried out In keeping with the need for a 
comprehensive review, private levees should not be overlooked by any study that seeks long-term 
flood solutions. This Subcommittee has an opportunity to significantly reduce the effects of 
future flooding in the California area A comprehensive study will lay out the path which 
ultimately may lead to this goal. 

In closing, it is unfortunate that flooding has become a way of life for many communities 
throughout the United States As my constituents in the Eleventh Congressional District of 
California can attest to, flooding at any level can be devastating. It is essential that this Congress 
pass an emergency supplemental bill with funding for urgent levee repair programs as well as 
other federal emergency programs It is also important for this Subcommittee to authorize the 
proposals I have discussed with you today To do so is crucial to my district's recovery and 
public safety 

Thank you, again, Mr Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee As always, I look forward 
to working with you as soon as possible on these issues 



251 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
RESOURCES COMMITTEE 

March 19, 1997 

Presentation by John Pulyer 
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My name is John Pulver. I am a Registered Civil Engineer in the State of 

California and am employed by San Joaquin County as Water Resources 

Coordinator. My duties, as Water Resources Coordinator, include coordinating the 

development of supplemental surface water supplies into San Joaquin County, 

floodplaln management and the maintenance of flood control channels. The 

maintained flood control channels are part of Federal projects, and non-Federal 

project channels. 

San Joaquin County is located in the central part of Caftfomia and includes 

approximately 40 percent of the Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta. Streams 

that come from the western slopes of the Sierra Nevada flow through San Joaquin 

County, as well as the San Joaquin River that drains the southern San Joaquin 

Valley as It flows to join with the Sacramento River that drains the Sacramento 

Valley to the North. The combined system then drains to the Pacific Ocean 

through the Golden Gate. 

In the flooding of January 1997, the challenge afforded by the huge amount 

of runoff was met through maximum efforts provided by the Reclamation Districts, 

San Joaquin County, the Cities in the County, and State and Federal government 

forces. 

In San Joaquin County, there are 54 Reclamation Districts which have the 

primary responsibility of maintaining levee systems that protect the lands within 

those Districts. There are also seven cities and 17 irrigation districts in the County. 

The coordination of flood fight activities is through the County Office of 

1 



252 

Emergency Services which allocates material and personnel to coordinate the 

flood fight effort. The Reclamation Districts, while having a strong local presence, 

do not have the resources necessary to perform the flood fight activities. The 

resources of the County are also limited in its ability to support the Reclamation 

Districts. State and Federal governments do have the resources; however, without 

the local presence. In consideration of these limitations and capabilities, when 

mixed together in an emergency situation, provide an extremely dfflicult 

management situation. It is a credit to the Office of Emergency Services that the 

many agencies involved can be coordnated to minimize flood losses. 

In the 1997 flooding, San Joaquin County suffered approximately $100 

miWon worth of loss. This loss is about $60 milBon in structural loss, $22 minion in 

business loss (including agricultural losses) and $15 millon in loss in public 

facilities. Current efforts to recover from this loss involves working with the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency and the Federal Highway Administration 

to obtain the maximum assistance in the recovery from the flood event. 

In a review of the flood emergency, two items stand out as major concerns 

to San Joaquin County. They are the need for a higher structural design standard 

for levees which protect urban areas and the need for greater degree of certainty 

that the levees will function as designed. 

Urban areas behind levees should receive a higher level of protection due 

to the substantial benefits that can be accrued from those levees. Those levees 

can be retrofit with an impervious core or otherwise strengthened to provide a 

greater degree of protection and thereby eliminate or reduce the substantial 

damages that might occur. 

The failure of levees in San Joaquin County has historically not been due to 

overtopping but has been due to the structural failure of the levees. The 

maintenance of the levees is made extremely difficult through the regulations that 

must be met by the U.S. Fish and Wildlfe Service and the Calfomia Department of 

Rah and Game. These regulations lead to the growth of material, which impacts 

the carrying capacity of the levees, and the intrusion of burrowing animals into the 
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levee structure. Both of these situations cause weak points that lead to Increased 

seepage through the levees and their danger of failure. If the opportunity for 

uninhibited maintenance is allowed to be performed, flood losses could reduced 

be by insuring that the levee would function as designed in the emergency. It is 

possible that mitigation for environmental impacts caused by the existence of the 

levees could be mitigated in some other location while not jeoparding the flood-

carrying capacity of the levees. 

Currently, in order to comply with the restrictions imposed, we are only 

allowed to perform in channel maintenance between July 1st and October 15th. 

This makes the maintenance of over 200 miles of channels extremely dfflcult The 

local responsibilty, as part of the participation in a Federal project, is to provide 

the maintenance. These maintenance requirements are overseen by the State of 

California. We often feel as though we are in the middle of two contradicting State 

requirements. If the weeds are not cut along the channels, they cause a potential 

fire threat to the surrounding area The Rre Marshall requires this cutting. Our 

challenge is to perform this function within the environmental requirements. 

ft has been an honor and pleasure for me to be here and to provide this 

information. I am available for any questions, now and in the future, which you 

might have regarding our flood-related activities in San Joaquin County. 

3 
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PERSONAL BACKGROUND 

My name is Mike Smith. I am a civil engineer with MHM Engineering. Our firm provides 
engineering services to numerous levee districts, including Reclamation District 784 in Yuba 
County, California, where the Feather River levee broke on January 2, 1997. 

JANUARY FLOOD EVENT 

In Yuba County the January Flood of 1997 caused failure of the Feather River levee. The breach 
rapidly grew to nearly 1,000 feet in length, quickly flooding to depths of 25 feet and more. 
Three lives were lost; and over 500 homes, many businesses, and thousands of acres of farmland 
were inundated. The floodwater inflow was so intense within a 24-hour period that levees at the 
lower end of the district were overtopped from the landside and water flowed back into the river, 
causing two more major levee breaks. 

HISTORIC LEVEE CONSTRUCTION AND TYPICAL PROBLEMS 

The levee system in Northern California was built over the last century by basically dredging the 
silts and sands from the floodway and constructing berms on each side of the river channel. The 
soils were not selected because of their engineering characteristics or properties as good 
construction materials for levees, but because they were available. The resulting sandy, highly 
porous levees seep and leak water. The ground on which the levees sit is also subject to seepage. 
When the rivers are high, the levees and die ground they sit on become saturated, resulting in a 
significant reduction in the structural integrity of the levee. Seepage moving through the levees 
can also cause internal erosion of the levee. These factors, in combination or separately, can lead 
to the catastrophic collapse of a levee. It is highly probable mat these factors played a major role 
in the Feather River levee failure on January 2. One might imagine that levee failure is caused 
by floodwaters overtopping a levee. While this can happen and frequently does in many parts of 
the nation, it is important to note that our levees typically fail because of a lack of structural 
stability, not overtopping. 
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The levee system was constructed by the federal government and is generally owned by the State 
of California. Numerous local special districts such as Reclamation District 784 provide routine 
maintenance on a continual basis under the authority of the State of California. 

EMERGENCY LEVEE REPAIRS 

The emergency repair of levees is handled by the Corps of Engineers under the authority of 
PL84-99. The restrictive bureaucracy of the PL84-99 program, coupled with environmental laws 
and regulations, greatly limited the effectiveness of the emergency levee repair progress. PL84-
99, for these reasons, caused the Corps of Engineers to be ineffective in accomplishing the timely 
and cost-effective repair of damages. 

As an example, the Feather River Levee break was undertaken as an emergency repair, but policy 
allowed only a repair to a 25-year flood protection height, instead of full reconstruction to the 
normal 100-year level. The Bear River breaks were deemed not an emergency but a "restoration 
project" and as such, subject to a 3-month process of evaluation, including environmental review 
and environmental mitigation. Failure to act promptly on the Bear River breaks caused the area 
to reflood a second time in late January. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

• The PL84-99 program should provide for the reconstruction of levees in a timely 
manner, without interruption, to their pre-flood full existing height. 

• The repair work to restore existing levees should not be subject to delays for 
environmental and economic studies. Emergency repairs should be exempt from 
environmental review. 

PUMPING OF IMPOUNDED FLOODWATERS 

The failure of a levee causes flooding which in nearly all situations leaves impounded water 
which requires pumping. Neither the Corps of Engineers or FEMA were able to assist with this 
critical need. Floodwaters cause both environmental and economic threats to flooded areas. The 
public infrastructure, roads, and utility systems deteriorate rapidly when subject to inundation. 
The issue of pumping floodwater needs to be handled as an emergency response equal to that of 
repairing a broken levee, not as a matter which is left unaddressed by public policy. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

• Federal agencies should immediately respond with emergency assistance to flooded 
areas to obtain special equipment and funding to pump or otherwise remove 
impounded waters from flooded areas. 
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LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

Without substantial improvements to the levees we can expect to have more failures. Yuba 
County has experienced two floods from levee failures in the last eleven years. Because of the 
flood of 1986, the Corps of Engineers was directed to undertake the repair of the entire levee 
system in the Sacramento Flood Control Project. The section of levee on the Feather River that 
failed on January 2, 1997 was scheduled for reconstruction in 1998: 12 years after the 1986 flood 
and one year too late to prevent the 1997 flood. 

Prior to the January 1997 flood, there were a number of ongoing efforts to restore and improve 
the reliability of the levee system which protects Yuba and Sutter counties. These efforts need 
the continued support of the federal government. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

• Complete the reconstruction to flood damage caused by the January '97 storms. 

• Complete the reconstruction of levees as identified in the Corps of Engineers' 1990 
Sacramento River Flood Control System Evaluation: Marysville-Yuba City Area 
Report. 

• Complete the 1991 Corps of Engineers' Feasibility Study to identify and support 
higher levels of flood protection for Yuba County. 

• Review the design concepts of the proposed levee improvements in light of what has 
been and can be learned from the January flood to assure that the goal of adequate 
structural integrity has been achieved. 

RELIEF FROM ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

The proper maintenance of levees and flood control channels has become increasingly difficult, 
due to state and federal environmental laws and regulations. The floodways have become in 
many places so overgrown with trees, brush and undergrowth, as well as the buildup of silts and 
gravel deposits, that the channel capacity is significantly reduced and we can no longer expect 
the floodway to handle its intended design flow. On the Yuba River, high flows during the flood 
event have washed substantial quantities of gravel over Daguerra Point Dam, which was 
originally constructed to prevent gravel tailings from migrating into the river channel below the 
dam. These tailings have raised the river channel 10 feet above its elevation prior to the storm, 
reducing the flood channel capacity of the river and placing additional strain on downstream 
levees. 

In Reclamation District 784, before starting the Corp of Engineers' levee restoration project that 
was to provide increased levee strength to the section of the levee that failed in January, an 
eighty-acre site had to be created at a cost of 1.9 million dollars to mitigate for 43 elderberry 
bushes found on the levee. This is an example of how the implementation of environmental 
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regulations both delays and increases the cost of a vitally needed levee repair project. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

• Congress and federal agencies need to review and, where appropriate, amend federal 
regulations, including the Endangered Species Act, that prohibit or impede the repair 
and maintenance of levees and flood control channels. Levees and flood channels are 
essential infrastructure and need to be primarily managed and maintained as such. 
Other uses such as wildlife habitat can be accommodated, but should have a 
secondary priority. 

• The Corps of Engineers assumed the responsibility of the California Debris 
Commission, which included channel maintenance of the Yuba River through 
dredging of accumulated gravels. Funding needs to be provided and environmental 
regulations need to be modified that again allow the regular maintenance of the Yuba 
River channel, including the extraction of gravel deposits. 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this 

opportunity to summarize California's response to the New Year's Floods 

of 1997. 

I am Doug Wheeler, Governor Wilson's Secretary for Resources and 

Chair of the Governor's Water Policy Council. I also Chair the Governor's Flood 

Emergency Action Team, which was established on January 10 to coordinate the 

State's response and to evaluate our experience as a guide to improved flood 

management. Our first report to the Governor was submitted on February 10, 

and the second is due on May 10. 

The disastrous floods of January 1997 had enormous impacts on much of 

California, produced record flows on many Central Valley rivers, and were more 

widespread than any floods this century in California. Total damage is estimated 

at $1.6 billion. These floods not only tested the Sacramento-San Joaquin flood 

control systems, but they tested the stamina and resolve of California's citizens, 

best exemplified by the heroic and successful effort to save the small town of 

Meridian. 

While the major flood control reservoirs performed as designed, the sheer 

magnitude and duration of rainfall runoff overwhelmed the capability of the 
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Sacramento-San Joaquin flood control systems. Flows in the Feather River 

below Marysville and in the Sutter Bypass exceeded channel design capacities, 

contributing to factors that caused two major levee failures in those areas. In the 

San Joaquin system, unprecedented flood control releases from major 

reservoirs, some exceeding downstream channel design capacity by magnitudes 

of four to seven times, caused extensive levee failures throughout the entire 

system. Further, sustained high flows in the Sacramento-San Joaquin flood 

control systems saturated and weakened levees, some to the point of failure. 

More than 160,000 acres were flooded as a result of these levee failures. 

In many areas outside the Sacramento-San Joaquin flood control 

systems, the January storms caused considerable flooding and damage to local 

communities and agriculture. On the Cosumnes River, in southern Sacramento 

County, record flood flows caused massive damage to the private levee system 

allowing flood waters to damage many homes and businesses, causing 

extensive agricultural damage, and the temporary closure of Highways 16 and 

99 and Interstate 5. The Napa and Russian rivers overflowed their banks, again 

flooding communities that were damaged by the 1995 and 1986 floods. Areas 

along the Truckee and Walker rivers were ill-prepared for the massive flows 

which caused severe damage to every community along their paths. 

Excessive runoff and water springs caused mudslides along Highway 50 

in the Sierra Nevada, closing portions of the highway until April. Highway 395, in 

the eastern Sierra Nevada, was literally washed from the Walker River Canyon 

for several miles and currently requires detours. 
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For the most part, due to an extremely dry February, flood control storage 

in the Sacramento and San Joaquin systems has been recovered in all 

reservoirs, and flood flows eliminated. However, we estimate that residual 

damage to the flood control system may exceed $300 million. 

This disaster affected a wider area of California than previous episodes. 

Cities and counties that previously had not experienced flooding were not as 

totally prepared to coordinate response activities and some were not adept at 

following disaster procedures during this emergency. 

The State sustained major infrastructure losses in all segments of its 

economy. Preliminary estimates suggest damages in excess of $230 million to 

tourism in 25 California counties. Damage to roads and facilities in and adjacent 

to Yosemite National Park has significantly hurt local counties' economies, and 

California's tourism industry overall. Damage to highways, roadways, and other 

public structures could exceed $500 million, and agricultural losses are 

estimated at hundreds of millions of dollars. The American Red Cross reported 

that more than 100,000 Californians sought shelter with them to set a new but 

unenviable record. By the end of January, over 23,000 homes and about 2,000 

businesses had been damaged or destroyed at a cost of just under $400 million 

(about $300 million for housing and about $80 million for businesses). 

The federal government's response to our needs during the flood 

fight was commendable. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was, as always, 

reliable during the emergency and is poised to assist in the reconstruction phase. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency was similarly helpful in the early 
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going, but has been less responsive in recent days, due - it would appear - to 

an unnecessarily narrow reading of its authority. Our requests to FEMA and the 

Corps are contained in Governor Wilson's letter of February 15 to President 

Clinton, a copy of which is attached. Many of these actions, essential to the 

repair of the flood control system prior to November 1, 1997, which will be the 

beginning of another flood season, have yet to be taken. Specifically, FEMA has 

yet to respond to our request of January 17 for reimbursement of costs 

associated with pumping water from inundated fields, and on appeal of a local 

decision not to fund emergency repair of Consumnes River levees. 

In summary, California requests: 

• Approve a Supplemental Appropriation to fund the following: 

- $300 million for the full cost of the levee repairs undertaken to 

bring the system to capacity by next November; 

- $381 million to fund the federal share of the highway repair 

needed. This will require a waiver of the $100 million per disaster 

cap; 

- At least $200 million to repair damaged public facilites and 

provide on-going assistance to flood victims; and 

- Reauthorize and fund the Tree Assistance Program, 

administered by the Department of Agriculture. 

In addition to the supplemental appropriations needed, we ask that the 

Congress do the following: 
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• Support repair of damaged levees to their full height and section under 

the Corps emergency repair authority. The Corps is currently repairing 

levees to a 25-year capacity regardless of the original design capacity. 

This approach could mean that repairs will have to be made twice on the 

same levee, increasing the cost of total levee repair. This issue is of 

particular importance along the Sacramento and Feather Rivers. 

• Continue to support a policy that expedites environmental permitting 

for the levee repairs and which only requires mitigation to the post-flood 

level of habitat. 

• Examine the policy of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

that does not distinguish between crop-year losses and the long term 

investment values of agricultural infrastructure associated with orchards 

and vineyards. 

In conclusion, the State recognizes the need for a comprehensive 

approach to the problem of flooding and is prepared to do its part in taking 

remedial action. The FEAT report will identify structural solutions such as dams, 

levees, bypasses, and off-stream storage, as well non-structural approaches and 

imporved land-use planning. We look forward to working with the federal 

government in developing a flood-control system that is less subject to these 

devastating floods, and which recognizes the limitations imposed by the physical 

reality of a large river prone to erratic hydrology. To that end, we welcome the 

Army Corps of Engineers proposal to review non-structural responses and to 

conduct basin-wide studies of principal Califronia watersheds. The State has 
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already taken this initiative on the Consumnes River, through establishment of a 

Task Force to execute short term solutions while working with The Nature 

Conservancy, local governments, and landowners, on longer term solutions to 

include levee setbacks and management of riparian habitat. 

If we can learn from this experience and apply the lessons of this disastrous 

occurance, all Californians will be better prepared to confront the inevitability of 

another sudden inundation. 

Attachment: Governor Wilson's Letter of February 10, 1997 
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G O V E R N O R P E T E W I L S O N 

February 13, 1997 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear President Clinton: 

As you know, California continues to work to recover from the devastating 
flooding caused by the January storms. In the past month, we have been grateful for the 
quick response of such federal agencies as the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and their invaluable help. 

However, as we move from the immediate response phase, several issues have 
arisen that make clear the need for additional federal action to ensure the fullest possible 
recovery and restoration of our flood control system to a level sufficient to provide full 
protection during the remainder of the 1997 rainy season. This includes the need for a 
federal supplemental appropriations bill, which I understand is now being discussed 
within your Administration. 

Through Executive Order, I created a Flood Emergency Action Team of state 
agencies to work with their counterpart federal agencies, affected local governments, and 
citizens to review the January floods. The Team has completed their interim 30-day 
report on uctions needed now io speed recovery efforts and ensure the flood control and 
emergency response systems perform as needed during the remainder of the flood season. 
I have enclosed a copy of this report, which includes several recommendations for federal 
action. Pursuant to my Executive Order, the Team is also preparing a more 
comprehensive report within the next 90 days; this report will identify longer term 
improvements and recommend state and federal actions needed for flood control within 
Culiforniu. 

Administrative Actions 

I request your assistance in implementing the following recommendations, which 
do not require congressional approval, as quickly as possible to ensure a full recovery 
effort and safeguard public health and safety as we continue to be at risk to additional 
flooding this year. 

STATE CAPITOL. • SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95814 • (916) 445-28*1 
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Army Corps of Engineers. Direct the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to lestore damaged 
flood control facilities to pre-flood full capacity, using the Corps' emergency authorities. 
The Corps is currently repairing levees to a 25-year capacity regardless of the original 
design capacity. This approach limits protection for those relying on the levee system 
during the remainder of the flood season in two ways. First; if there is anotlier significant 
storm, there will be insufficient channel capacity to carry the water. Second, because of 
insufficient channel capacity, reservoirs will be unable lo empty quickly enough to 
provide adequate flood storage. In addition, the current approach will also mean that 
repairs will have to be made twice on the same levee, increasing the cost of total levee 
repair. This issue is of particular importance along the Sacramento and Feather Rivers. 

Fish and Wildlife Service. Direct the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to exercise its 
authority to implement emergency procedures with respect to mitigating emergency and 
reconstructive levee repair. In addition, it is critical that the Service make it clear that 
where mitigation is required, it will be to the post-flood level of habitat. Finally, the 
Service should be providing any mitigation requirements on repair projects at the time of 
the initial consultation. 

These federal procedures would conform with the process already implemented by the 
California Department of Fish and Game for emergency repairs. The Department is 
providing on-site consultation with immediate determination of mitigation requirements 
to speed the repair process, without neglecting the important mitigation that may be 
required. However, our approach provides certainty with respect to the total costs 
associated with repairs. The Fish and Wildlife Service's current practice of deferring 
mitigation requirements leaves considerable uncertainty as to the total cost, and could 
lead to incomplete repairs should their mitigation requirements, as determined later, 
exceed the amounts to be available from both federal and state sources. 

FEMA. Direct the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to provide federal 
funds for pumping of floodwaters that are endangering levees that have not yet failed. 
The State has written to FEMA twice to emphasize the hazard that ponded water is 
causing for the levees. In the past, FEMA has recognized that ponded water threatens the 
continued integrity of the levee infrastructure, and has funded pumping efforts. Failure to 
do so now risks the needed integrity of tills infrastructure for the remainder of the current 
flood season and, in the case of Delta levees, also presents risks to a major portion of the 
State's water supply infrastructure. This issue is sufficiently critical that I have already 
directed Slate agencies to advance funds and begin the pumping on their own. 
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FEMA. Direct FEMA to expedite reimbursement to counties that have had to respond to 
flooding. Many members of your Cabinet and administration have witnessed firsthand 
the dramatic loss of infrastructure and tax base in many counties as a result of the 
flooding. Some of these counties are the same ones that experienced losses in the 1995 
flooding, yet they are still awaiting FEMA reimbursements for those previous events. 
Again, because of the importance of this issue to those local governments, I have already 
directed state agencies to advance a portion of the funds needed for recovery. I request 
that the federal agencies join with us. 

Parks and Tourism. Repairs to the roads and infrastructure of Yosemite National Park 
and other important tourism are.is are urgently needed. Many of the counties affected by 
flooding and the storms, such as Mariposa County, are experiencing severe economic 
hardship because of the closure of Yosemite. I have directed our Department of 
Transportation to expedite repairs on all damaged roads that fall under the responsibility 
of the State, and have issued an Executive Order waiving any procedural requirements as 
appropriate for the Department to do this work as quickly as possible. These efforts are 
showing extraordinary results, and 1 am offering the services of Caltrans on a contractual 
basis to the National Park Service and the U.S. Forestry Service to expedite repairs to 
roads within Yosemite and other tourism destinations as well. 

Supplemental Appropriations 

In addition to the administrative measures outlined above, I understand your 
administration is preparing a supplemental appropriations request to address the costs of 
recent natural disasters nationwide. I request that any proposal presented to the Congress 
include funding for the following flood-related costs. I would only caution that these cost 
estimates arc necessarily preliminary as recovery work is still continuing and access to 
many areas and levees remains limited due to high waters. 

Lcvce Repair. Repair to our damaged levee system is urgently needed to protect the 
lives, property, and water supply for millions of Califomians. The Corps of Engineers 
has primary responsibility for these repairs, and it is currently estimated the Corps will 
need over S300 million to repair damages directly attributable to the January floods. 
However, it is impossible to accurately estimate the full amount of the damages to the 
flood control systems at this point, as repairs continue to be made and access to many 
areas is limited by continued high waters. This number may increase as more 
information is available. 
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Transportation. California's transportation system has been devastated in some parts of 
the State, and it is imperative that the Federal Highway Administration have sufficient 
funding available to provide assistance as they have in previous disasters. Current 
estimates are that $381 million will be required to fund the federal share of these needed 
repairs to eligible roadways. However, as you know, the existing federal appropriation 
for the Emergency Relief program is $100 million for all states and the federal 
government combined. Moreover, the amount that can be spent per disaster is capped at 
$100 million. I am requesting this cap be waived, as the federal government has done in 
previous disasters, to accommodate transportation repair needs. 

FEMA Public Assistance. Under current law, the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) pays 75 percent of certain costs of repairing damaged public facilities 
and providing assistance to flood victims. Demands on existing FEMA appropriations 
arc unclear. However, our current estimates are that at least $200 million will be needed 
to fund the federal share of eligible costs arising from the recent floods. This current 
estimate includes damages to non-federal roads, public facilities, schools, emergency 
response, debris removal, the individual family grant program, and the costs of pumping 
standing water to preserve the levee infrastructure and portions of the state's water supply 
system. 

Agriculture. Hundreds of acres of orchards may be destroyed as a result of the flooding. 
These are permanent crops that will require years to restore, with resulting losses to our 
agriculture industry and local economies. Funding for the Tree Assistance Program 
under the U.S. Department of Agriculture would provide much needed assistance to 
growers and farm dependent communities who have lost a significant portion of their 
agricultural infrastructure. No cost estimates arc available at this on the total amount of 
damage. 

On behalf of all Californians, I want to thank you for your assistance and the 
attention your Cabinet and others in the Administration have given the flood victims. As 
we both recognize, much work remains in the recovery phase of the floods. I urge your 
continued assistance as Californians continue this massive recovery effort. 

Sincerely, 
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Mr. Chairman, Congressman Borski and Members of the Subcommittee, it is an 
honor for me to appear before you today to speak with you about our recent 
disaster activities, especially those in California. Having recently witnessed the 
trauma and devastation along the Ohio River, my remarks will also touch on 
those disasters. 

As you know, me winter floods in California had a widespread and devastating 
impact on the State. Over 100,000 residents were forced to evacuate their 
homes, the American Red Cross sheltered over 20,000. To date, FEMA has 
accepted applications for assistance from over 21,297 California residents. 

FEMA immediately responded to this incident by deploying experienced 
disaster response staff to the State, and by authorizing the immediate emergency 
assistance that was required to repair utilities such as electricity and water, to 
restore residential access to affected areas, and to ensure that essential facilities 
and buildings were operational. 

Forty-eight (48) California counties are now included in the President's Major 
Disaster Declaration. I will be reviewing the situation in California on a week-
to-week basis rather than closing the disaster declaration period after all 
emergency needs have been met. Over 8,400 temporary housing assistance 
checks, totaling approximately $13 million, have been mailed to affected 
residents. FEMA and the State have also approved over $6 million for the 
Individual and Family Grant Program, which helps affected residents meet 
serious needs caused by the disaster. 

FEMA and the State of California have conducted numerous inspections for the 
Public Assistance Grant Program, resulting in over 990 Damage Survey 
Reports. Over $10 million in Federal funds have already been obligated for 
Public Assistance projects. 

I am aware that we have had difficulties in effecting a smooth operation 
following the California State-wide floods of 1995, and I have taken several 
steps to ensure that these difficulties are resolved. In August of 1996, I 
installed new leadership in the FEMA Region DC Disaster Closeout Center. 
Mr. John Swanson was charged with reducing the backlog of pending 
obligations, appeals, and re-considerations of damage assessments. Over the 
next four months, FEMA was able to make significant progress by reducing our 
backlog, better explaining FEMA policy, and communicating our rationale for 
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funding decisions. An important aspect of this effort to resolve outstanding 
issues was strengthening the partnership between FEMA, state and local 
officials and Member of Congress in the affected areas. 

At the present time, FEMA has obligated over $180.7 million dollars to the 
State of California for these previous flooding incidents. FEMA received 
approximately 19,885 Damage Survey Reports from the 1995 flood events. 
Funds for 98% of the DSRs have been obligated, 330 remain. FEMA has 
received 1,074 funding decision appeals from the State, 274 of which are still 
being considered. Forty-seven (47) Damage Survey Reports have been 
suspended, pending further information from the applicants, environmental 
reviews. 

In the current flooding incident, I have instituted numerous procedural changes 
to streamline the public assistance grant program operations. These procedures 
should minimize problems that have resulted during previous disasters in the 
State. 

For example, to ensure better uniformity and consistency in damage 
inspections, more extensive training program is being conducted at the Disaster 
Field Office. This training is being provided both to FEMA and California 
Office of Emergency Services personnel, regardless of their previous experience 
or training. It has ensured that all inspectors are instructed in the same policies 
and procedures. No Federal inspector was given a field assignment until he/she 
had been fully trained in the field, and senior reviewers from other FEMA 
Regions conducted on-the-job training for reviewers to ensure consistency. 

Several measures were implemented to expedite the Damage Survey Report 
(DSR) review process. DSRs are reviewed in the field and all issues are 
resolved to the greatest extent possible. Any issues that cannot be addressed in 
the field are jointly resolved with State officials in the Disaster Field Office. 
This process will ensure more accurate DSRs from the field, faster processing 
and obligation of funding, and fewer re-inspections and appeals. 

To immediately pay for emergency work, a procedure was implemented to 
expedite funding to local governments that were adversely affected by the 
disaster. Many communities were experiencing cash-flow problems due to the 
emergency actions taken during the flood-fighting phase of the response efforts. 
This expedited process provides immediate funding for expenditures for 
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emergency work such as debris removal. 

Because of the number of damaged levees in this disaster, a Levee Working 
Group was established to facilitate a coordinated review of all requests for 
repairs to levee or flood control works. This group provides a single review 
that takes into account the program resources and regulatory responsibilities of 
die member agencies. The group includes representatives from the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, the Natural Resources Conservation Service, FEMA, and 
me State of California. 

As a part of this process, FEMA has funded the establishment of the first 
comprehensive levee database for California. The database will allow 
immediate access to important features about California levees. It will include 
detailed maps, as well as information on ownership, date constructed, physical 
information, and other pertinent data. 

We are also supporting the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in its role as the 
lead agency for the Office of Management and Budget Interagency Task Force. 
Task Force Representatives are now working in the California Disaster Field 
Office. 

In order to expedite the environmental review process that is required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), a new series of Programmatic 
Categorical Exclusions have been created to clear, in advance, all projects that 
have no significant impact on the environment. By doing so, there should be 
no delay in funding these projects due to NEPA compliance requirements. We 
believe that this process will expedite payment, while still upholding the 
mandates and integrity of NEPA. The possibility of including several such 
projects is being reviewed, but to date, such Categorical Exclusions have been 
developed for: (1) the elevation of structures in the floodplain; (2) seismic 
retrofits; (3) culvert repairs and upgrades; and (4) me stabilization of road slip-
outs and other facilities due to flooding. 

If there is any reason to believe that a FEMA action will affect endangered 
species, FEMA must consult with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. In order to both comply with 
this requirement and expedite recovery activities, FEMA, in coordination widi 
the USFWS, completed a Programmatic Consultation for each known species 
that could possibly be affected by FEMA's recovery effort in this disaster. By 
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doing so, prior clearance was obtained for all actions of a similar type, even 
before there is a proposal for FEMA funding. 

To comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act, FEMA, in 
coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the USFWS, finalized 
an agreement for a Regional Permit for Emergency Flood Repair and 
Protection. This agreement will be in effect until June 15, 1997, and will also 
benefit from the Programmatic Consultation on Endangered Species. 

Finally, to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act, a Programmatic 
Agreement is being finalized among FEMA, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the 
Governor's Office of Emergency Services. This agreement should significantly 
reduce, if not completely eliminate, the review process normally required for 
FEMA restorative projects. 

Standing water, in agricultural areas of both Yuba and San Joaquin County, is 
of major concern to the State of California. FEMA has been asked to provide 
funds to California for the pumping of these standing floodwaters. The 
pumping of floodwaters resulting from a declared major disaster may be eligible 
for reimbursement only if such work reduces immediate threats to life, 
improved property, or the public health and safety. FEMA regulations 
specifically exclude agricultural land from the definition of improved property. 
Based upon inspections conducted by FEMA and other Federal agency officials-
-including EPA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Department of 
Health and Human Services-and State of California officials, there is no 
specific evidence of threats to health or improved property in the flooded areas. 
Until such threats are demonstrated, FEMA cannot approve funding for 
protective measures such as pumping. 

We are committed to providing the essential assistance that California needs in 
the most efficient way possible. I am confident that the measures I have 
instituted will provide this assistance. 

While my testimony has focused thus far on initiatives as they relate to 
California, we cannot lose sight of other parts of our Nation, that have 
experienced disasters. 

Along the Ohio River, FEMA is providing assistance and coordinating efforts 
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in six states affected by the recent tornadoes and floods. FEMA and the 
affected States estimate that over 10,000 homes were destroyed or severely 
damaged by the tornadoes and floods. 

Presidential Disaster Declarations have been approved for Arkansas, Kentucky, 
Ohio, Indiana, Tennessee and West Virginia. Thus far 156 counties are 
included, and we expect to add additional counties in the near future. At 
present, over 600 FEMA employees, utilizing the resources of five FEMA 
Regional offices, are committed to responding to the needs of these States. To 
date, FEMA has accepted over 31,700 applications for assistance from affected 
residents. We have already approved over 8,500 housing assistance checks, 
totaling over $16 million. 

I have visited these States several times to view the destruction and meet with 
State and local officials. Although the magnitude of these events may be great, 
I believe that the quick response and strong working relationships among 
Federal, State and local officials will result in a faster, more complete recovery 
from the disasters. 

Each disaster is substantially different, and becomes a learning experience for 
the agency. Disaster victims have diverse needs, as do the State and local 
governments that are attempting to recover from disasters. FEMA is constantly 
updating and streamlining its programs, procedures, and regulations in order to 
meet the needs of the next disaster. Although we sometimes do not satisfy all 
who have been affected by disaster, I am confident that we are doing the best 
possible job with the resources that are available to the agency. We have a 
responsibility to the Nation's citizens to help them in their time of need, as well 
as a fiscal responsibility to effectively manage the costs of disasters. I believe 
that FEMA is achieving these goals. 

Unfortunately under similar circumstances, I have visited all of these states 
before and witnessed their suffering and losses. These experiences have 
clearing shown me the importance of mitigation. 

I am proud of the advances we have made in our mitigation efforts. With the 
support and partnership of this committee, we have a tool in section 404 of the 
Stafford Act to accomplish change in the post disaster environment. Relatively 
speaking it is a new tool and one which we are learning each year to use more 
effectively. The degree to which we are successful in mitigation efforts relies 
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in part on the capabilities at the State and local government levels and on public 
participation. We are taking steps to address this. For instance, this year we 
are providing funds for a State hazard mitigation officer in each state and are 
devoting resources to training state personnel in environmental compliance, 
grants management and cost benefit analysis. 

You and I have work yet to do to promote a greater acceptance of changing 
communities to build more safely and to reduce the risks facing our 
communities. Disasters are no longer unusual or singular events. Their 
frequency, and their degree of devastation, demand that we raise our own 
expectations about what we can do. We need to set higher standards in 
building our communities. We have to make our mission of protecting public 
health and safety a shared goal. We can do better. And we know that. 

While some FEMA programs already have made significant strides in 
mitigation, ranging from our work on building codes to the U.S. Fire 
Administration's leadership on the use of sprinkler systems, it is unfortunate 
that our most significant work in reducing risks can only be triggered by a 
disaster. Foresight, planning and intelligent preparedness work, cannot be 
rewarded under our current disaster assistance program - we have to wait for 
nature to force our hand. 

The strong message of what communities can do to strengthen codes, to make 
schools and public facilities safer, and to lessen the impact of these events, has 
to be heard outside of this committee room, outside of the walls of FEMA, 
outside of the emergency management community, and outside of insurance 
roundtables. 

The idea of reducing the risks has to enter the mainstream. No one knows 
better than the Members whose districts have been affected by disasters that the 
losses from disasters are neither small nor rare. 

In the FY 98 budget we are seeking $50 million in pre-disaster mitigation 
funding to begin a program of forging coalitions to create disaster-resistant 
communities. And we do mean coalitions where everyone plays an important 
part. 

If pre-disaster mitigation is considered "a FEMA program", then it's a failure. 
This has to be a program that leverages the resources and energy of other 
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federal agencies, States and local governments, and especially the private 
sector, and brings them in as partners. They must recognize their stake in this; 
they too must to provide the leadership. 

We believe many state and local governments are ready and willing to join us. 
The business community and the voluntary community are ready to join in. We 
think this program will demonstrate their commitment and resolve. It's my 
belief that this is the ultimate route for reducing disaster costs. 

We must continue to be good stewards of the funds Congress provides us for 
disaster response and recovery. We must continue to re-invent the ways we 
deliver assistance that help to save resources and provide better customer 
service. 

But we also believe that pre-disaster mitigation, along with the enormous 
amount of post-disaster mitigation work we accomplish, is the key to increased 
safety and reduced costs. I look forward to working with this committee to 
develop the legislation necessary to implement a pre-disaster mitigation 
program. 
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Ladies and Gentlemen: 

It is an honor to appear before you in this informal setting to discuss our concerns relative to flooding, 

flood control, and flood emergency recovery in the Sacramento Valley. I am here today representing 

agriculture. I own the Tehama Angus Ranch in Tehama County and have worked in agriculture my 

entire life. I live on the banks of the Sacramento River in the town of Tehama, and have experienced 

firsthand the dangers of local flooding. 

I am also a member of the Tehama County Board of Supervisors and sit as a member of the Tehama 

County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Board of Directors. Since 1993, four federally-

declared flood disasters have been proclaimed for Tehama County. In addition to my personal expenence 

with real-life flooding, I have also seen how government reacts and operates after a flood disaster. I 

have noted that agncultural interests are often not adequately addressed by federal flood control policies 

and programs. Today, I would like to offer specific observations for your consideration about 

government involvement in flood issues, in hopes that the federal agencies present today might work 

internally towards resolution of these problems. 

1. Adequate funding is required to properly support emergency reimbursements dictated by the 

federal levee policy. 

All of the publicly-maintained levees and nearly every pnvately owned levee in Tehama County provide 

protection for agricultural land. The vast majonty of these levees are located in drainage areas of less 

than 400 square miles. Under the recently revised federal levee policy, this means that the only federal 

agency with legal authority to fund emergency levee repairs is the Natural Resources Conservation 

Service (NRCS). At the onset of the recent flooding, the NRCS had only $2 million to fund this 

program, of which $1.5 million were committed to the Deer Creek levee repair in our county. As a 

result, numerous levees remain a threat to tens of thousands of residents and thousands of acres of 

agncultural land. 
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2. Upfront money is required assist smaller, rural flood control districts and counties to quickly 

repair emergency damages. 

Our county spent approximately $600,000 in 1995 to repair damages resulting from two emergency flood 

events. Two years have elapsed since the floods, and county officials are still working to fully recover 

these costs through FEMA and OES. Repairs of this magnitude constitute a significant cash flow sink to 

rural agencies with limited budgets. Agricultural county governments cannot survive a series of 

emergency disasters unless advance money of some sort is provided to assist with up-front costs. We 

applaud Governor Wilson's recent directive to OES which allows a portion of estimated emergency costs 

to be covered in advance, without the usual time-consuming delays associated with assessing and 

quantifying exact damage. The federal government should provide counties and flood districts with cash 

advances, as well. 

3. The issue of responsibility for private levees, streambanks and channels must be resolved. 

Tehama County contains many miles of levees and streambanks located on private property which 

primarily protect agricultural land from flooding. The history and condition of these levees is often 

unknown, since portions were constructed near the turn of the century. As a result, individual 

responsibility for these areas is often unknown and many sections of private levees are not properly 

maintained, which can contribute to failure during flood events. The resulting damages can be 

significant and are especially unfair to neighbors who have maintained their streamcourses. I have heard 

from several Tehama County residents who received flood waters in their homes that originated from 

erosion causing breaches on private levees and streambanks located as far as one mile from their 

property. 

Rural counties have enough trouble stretching the dollars to fix the flood control facilities for which they 

have a legal obligation. Private levees and streamcourses, if not properly maintained, present the 

potential for significant flood damage to multiple properties. Surely this is not a problem that is limited 
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to our county only. Input from FEMA could be very beneficial in this regard. Federal and state 

assistance is required to help solve this problem. 

4. Bank protection along the Sacramento River is a problem that is not being addressed by any 

federal agency. 

The 1995 floods caused extensive damage to rock revetment sites on the Sacramento River originally 

constructed under the Chico Landing to Red Bluff project. Securing federal reimbursement for these 

emergency-related damages was a process that took nearly two years. The reason for this time-

consuming exercise, we believe, was criteria differences between the participating agencies. FEMA, 

citing the federal levee policy, denied reimbursement because they considered these projects as "flood 

control facilities" within the jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers. The Corps of Engineers were not 

able to fund these permanent repairs because, under their catena, these works are considered to be "bank 

stabilization" projects, which do not qualify for Corps PL 84-99 assistance. For two years, neither 

agency would step forward to assist with these very substantial repairs. Not until Congressman Herger's 

office set up a meeting at the Presidio last fall, where high ranking staff from FEMA and the Corps were 

seated at one table, was it revealed that, indeed, these projects were "bank stabilization", not flood 

control, and therefore eligible for FEMA funding. However, outside of this one meeting, we have not 

yet seen an official policy statement from FEMA explaining their position of funding emergency repairs 

to bank stabilization projects on the Sacramento River. 

Pnvate landowners along the Sacramento River who are not benefitted the protection of adjacent bank 

stabilization projects also appear to be in a sort of "black hole". Currently, the only emergency funding 

which might assist pnvate agricultural property owners with bank stabilization is the NRCS EWP 

program. However, on the Sacramento River, with a drainage area exceeding 400 square miles, the 

NRCS has denied assistance to property owners, again citing the federal levee policy as their reason for 

denial. Because of the large drainage area, NRCS states that the Corps of Engineers is the proper 

agency to handle emergency reimbursement funding. The Corps of Engineers, to our knowledge, has no 

program in place to help pnvate land owners install or replace rock revetment on the Sacramento River. 

Several residences and significant agncultural acreage are at nsk at being swallowed up by the 
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Sacramento River in Tehama County. 

A larger question exists relative to the priority of the river bank protection projects. Our County Flood 

Control District is obligated through assurance agreements with DWR to maintain nearly 20 miles of 

rock revetment along the nver. More and more of the land protected by these sites is being purchased by 

groups like the Nature Conservancy, and more and more talk is being directed towards the creation of 

Sacramento River "meander zones". If the public wishes for the Sacramento River to seek its own path, 

this priority needs to be conveyed clearly to the local agencies charged with another, seemingly 

contradictory task. The Senate Bill 1086 Committee should work closely with CALFED and local 

agencies to make sure that the proper priorities are being considered. 

5. Hazard Mitigation funds should be made available to support expanding channel maintenance 

programs, feasibility studies for creation of additional special flood assessment zones, and 

permanent solutions employing proven flood control techniques. 

Following a presidential disaster declaration, the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program is activated. The 

program's purpose is to fund projects which are cost-effective and which substantially reduce the risk of 

future damage, hardship, loss or suffering resulting from a major disaster. After the 1995 floods, the 

criteria for project eligibility appeared to heavily favor environmental projects such as establishment of 

riparian corridor areas, creation of wetlands, and the like. Proven flood control techniques like channel 

clearing, debns and sediment removal, and riprap placement did not appear to be high on the priority list 

to receive Hazard Mitigation funds. A fundamental reprioritization of flood control, as opposed to 

habitat enhancement, is required at the federal level in order to properly reassess the criteria of federal 

programs like the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program. 

6. Non-public agricultural water entities (such as mutual water companies, private irrigation 

associations, etc) cannot participate in public assistance programs to repair damages to irrigation 

facilities which serve multiple properties. 

Tehama County has several agricultural water purveyors which serve large numbers of agricultural 
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customers in rural areas. Groups like the Thomes Creek Water Users Association, Stanford-Vina 

Irrigation Company and the Los Mohnos Mutual Water Company all suffered tremendous damages on 

January 1. However, because these groups are not public agencies, they cannot qualify for public 

assistance from FEMA for damages to water delivery systems. The one program which might be of 

assistance to these groups is the NRCS EWP program. However, NRCS has stated in the past week in 

correspondence to our office that repairing irrigation facilities is clearly not within their authority. This 

will mean that irrigation customers will ultimately pay for emergency - related damages through higher 

water bills later this year. 

7. NRCS requires a 30-day "hold" time in order to process reimbursement requests under the 

Emergency Watershed Protection Program, which poses a cash problem for small, rural districts 

capable of providing local support to agricultural interests. 

We know that NRCS is capable of rapid results; they sent an inspection team to our County and prepared 

an assessment of 2000 feet of damaged levee within 24 hours of the breach occurring. Sitting on a 

reimbursement check for 30 days is a bureaucratic requirement that is very inappropriate m an 

emergency situation, especially when small, local districts are fronting cash m amounts that are 

equivalent to several years revenues. 

8. Flood control does not appear to be a high priority with the federal government, especially in 

relation to habitat replacement and enhancement. Local property owners and flood control 

officials are increasingly constrained by state and federal environmental laws and regulations to 

obtain permits to properly maintain levees and stream channels. 

The federal government should take the lead and provide a definition of priorities. Which policy 

dominates - habitat restoration / enhancement or flood control? Federal regulators seem to have 

forgotten the contracts that reclamation and flood control districts have to maintain flood control 

projects. Private agricultural property owners should also have a say and be allowed to fix their own 

drainage problems. In many instances, proposed channel cleaning and levee maintenance on private 

property is not really "altering" channel beds. Rather, the work instead reverts the channel back to its 

6 
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original, pre-flood condition. More flexibility should be included in the federal permitting of 

maintenance - related activities. Criteria differences among the various agencies should be resolved, 

and the permitting process needs to be better coordinated and simplified. 

Flood control saves lives, property and valuable agricultural land. Flood control as a government service 

in California should be considered on equal terms with fire protection, earthquake protection and crime 

prevention. Of the multiple reasons taxpayers hand over their hard-earned money to the government, it 

seems to me that flood control is one of those essential government services that demands a higher 

priority in this state. Starting at the highest level, with the elected officials and federal agencies present 

today, this priority needs to be re-established so that the policies which impact us all the way down at the 

local level can be developed in a practical manner. 

Since 1993, significant changes have occurred in federal levee policy. As a result, local agencies and 

pnvate landowners have a very limited recourse to federal assistance in emergency repairs to levees and 

streambanks. There is a willingness at the local level to fund emergency repairs to the best of our 

abilities. However, the magnitude of the damages associated with a federal disaster declaration are way 

beyond the means of local interests. Federal and state assistance is required to cope with these 

extraordinary circumstances. 

Local agencies and property owners are willing to work with federal agencies 1 on 1 to develop practical 

and meaningful solutions to flooding problems. We know that the system can work. The recent repairs 

to the Deer Creek levee system in Tehama County provide one good example of how the federal 

reimbursement program can work beneficially. The combination of a strong, unified local agricultural 

community, practical and qualified local agency engineers, and a reliable federal funding source 

provided by the NRCS all resulted in the successful repairs to over 2000 feet of damaged levee sections -

— all in less than 30 days. All parties involved in this project are pleased with the outcome. We are 

confident that similar successes can be achieved through the coordinated efforts of local interests and 

other federal agencies. 

Thank you. 
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L ) California Farm Bureau Federation 
©./ 1 6 0 1 Exposition Boulevard • Sacramento, CA 95815 • (916) 924-4000 

CFBF Statement Regarding 
Short and Long-Term Flood Relief Priorities 

Submitted by Burt Bundy, CFBF Board of Directors 
before Joint Congressional Flood Forum 

Thursday, February 20,1997 
Yuba City, California 

My name is Burt Bundy, I farm near Los Molinos in Tehama County. I am a member of the 
California Farm Bureau Federation and I serve on its board of directors. Congressman Fazio, 
Congressman Herger and other members of the Forum, thank you for coming here today. 
Farm Bureau extends its sincere thanks to you for your hard work on behalf of flood victims 
throughout the state. 

We've made a lot of progress toward clean-up and repair, but much work remains. As you 
might expect, mere was confusion at the outset, but local, state and federal officials came 
together quickly to develop an effective team. We commend all mose involved for their hard 
work and dedication. 

Thank you for going to bat for us, demanding mat federal agencies waive or streamline the 
usual permitting and consultation requirements. This continues to be essential in completing 
timely repairs. We urge President Clinton to extend the disaster declaration until next year. 
It will be months before repairs are complete. For example, the San Joaquin River will be 
at or near flood stage through June. Emergency provisions must be extended. 

We are concerned that all repairs be expedited to prevent additional flooding. A lot of repair 
work remains, especially on private levees throughout the Central Valley. The Army Corps 
is currendy prohibited from assisting with private levee repair. We believe the Corps should 
be authorized to repair levees in the interest of public safety, private property and public 
infrastructure. While mese private levees may border and protect farmlands they also 
provide protection for nearby towns and highways. On the Cosumnes River, mere were 17 
different levee breaks which led to me closure of Highway 99 and Interstate 5. 

Another concern involves streams and rivers mat have been damaged by the floods 
throughout northern California. Thousands of acres of farmland have been damaged by 
flooding in areas which require bank stabilization and protection. Funding and permitting 
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must be provided to further those repairs. 

We understand, Congressman Fazio, that you and Representatives Condit, Pombo and 
Herger are each working on funding legislation to handle short and long-term repairs. We 
support your efforts and pledge our help. 

Concerning future actions, we'd like assurances mat the Army Corps will focus its greatest 
attention on flood protection. The Corps spends an increasing amount of time on permitting 
matters, but me agency must not lose sight of its number one priority — flood protection. 
We're also concerned by reports mat federal agencies may seek environmental mitigation 
following levee repairs. We urge you to make it clear that this practice is unacceptable. 

Recently, the State of California allocated special funds to assist in pumping flooded fields, 
orchards and vineyards. Damage to tree crops is currently estimated at $36 million. This 
is likely to increase due to standing water. The state needs additional federal assistance and 
FEMA reimbursement to pump tins water off of ag lands in order to prevent further loss. 

Fortunately, mere have been few reports of delays because of government regulations. That 
is very encouraging. This spirit of cooperation must continue!!!!! Please maintain your 
vigilance over the federal process. 

Our biggest fear is mat this cooperative spirit may fade as public awareness fades. Key 
decision makers in Washington must not lose sight of both the long-term repair needs and 
the need for environmental streamlining to provide future security for our levees and 
riverbanks. Funding for repairs and maintenance will cost a lot less than future emergency 
flood relief. 

We must learn from our past mistakes. Following the floods of 1986, there was a lot of talk 
about what needed to be done to prevent future flooding. It stopped there. We soon lost 
sight of what caused the flooding and what needed to be done to prevent future problems. 
And we started to slide backwards. We ignored the needed repairs and maintenance. 
Instead, federal environmental agencies added new regulations. And, here we are 11 years 
later facing the same hardships. 

The system failed because reclamation districts were prevented from performing routine 
maintenance. Maintenance work was either delayed or banned due to the potential, I repeat, 
potential harm to species habitat. The mere presence of elderberry bushes stopped 
maintenance projects whether elderberry beetles were present or not. Other work was 
stopped during the hibernation period for me Giant Garter Snake — again whether the snake 
was present or not. Our values and priorities have become terrribly skewed. Today, we 
place a higher priority on preserving endangered species habitat than preventing the loss of 
lives and property. The Endangered Species Act needs a permanent fix. 
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Levees by definition are embankments built for protection against floods. As such they need 
to be built and maintained for flood protection, not potential as habitat for endangered and 
threatened species. Congressman Herger, your legislation is a good starting point. We 
salute your efforts. 

We must do more to prevent stream bank erosion through rip rapping and other repairs. In 
some areas, stream channels must be dredged to allow the rivers to function efficiently. 

And, we must build additional flood storage facilities. Several off-stream sites have already 
been proposed. These additional storage projects will help the state meet its water needs, 
while providing greater flexibility in flood management. We have experienced three major 
floods in the past 11 years. Some countries take protective actions to avoid 300 year floods. 
Let's strive for flood protection that other countries consider routine. 

Farm Bureau looks forward to working with you on special agricultural needs, supplemental 
appropriations, short term repairs and long term improvements. 

In closing, Farm Bureau salutes die thousands of individuals who have given generously of 
their time and money to help the flood victims. These hardships prove once again that 
Californians are resilent, the state's farmers are resilient. We will come back from the 
losses. Where appropriate, we seek federal assistance to help those who are willing to help 
themselves. We also urge the federal government to exercise good common sense in the 
months and years ahead to help us avoid future flooding problems. 

### 
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STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES OF 
CALIFORNIA FLOOD MANAGEMENT 

AND FLOODPLAIN RESTORATION 
March 1997 

Endorsed and presented by: 
Biodiversity Legal Program, Environmental Law Foundation 

California Trout 
Environmental Defense Fund 

Friends of the River 
Friends of the Santa Clara River 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 
Institute for Ecological Health 

League of Women Voters of California 
National Audubon Society, California 

Natural Heritage Institute 
Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's Associations 

Sierra Club 
The Bay Institute of San Francisco 

Tuolumne River Trust 
United Anglers 

"I think we should turn flood control on its head...the way to reduce flooding in one area 
is to promote flooding in others. For political, economic and environmental reasons, the 
traditional approach of raising levees and building dams is simply no longer viable. Store 
floods on the floodplains. That's the way the rivers do it, and we should follow their lead." 
- Dr. Jeffrey F. Mount: California Rivers and Streams: The Conflict Between Fluvial 
Process and Land Use 

"Ten thousand river commissions, with the mines of the world at their back, cannot tame 
that lawless stream, cannot curb it or confine it, cannot say to it 'Go Here' or 'Go There', 
and make it obey; cannot save a shore which it has sentenced; cannot bar its path with an 
obstruction which it will not tear down, dance over and laugh at..." 
- Mark Twain: Life on the Mississippi 

For more information or to obtain extra copies of this document, please call 
Jackie McCort or Jenna Olsen at the Sierra Club, 510/654-7847. 
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The tragic 1997 California floods killed 8 people, damaged or destroyed almost 20,000 
homes and have been estimated to cost more than $1.8 billion in property damage. 

It's time for a change. Building big new expensive dams and levees isn't the answer. 
California needs a comprehensive flood management strategy that will minimize loss 
of life and property, save taxpayer dollars and protect and restore important and 
valued natural environments and landscapes. A recent Field Poll reveals there is a 
widespread endorsement of levee set-backs and the placement of greater restrictions 
on future residential building in floodplains—the public is ready to embrace 
environmentally-sound flood management practices. 

Floods are part of the dynamic nature of healthy rivers. In fact, floods and high flows 
are needed to cleanse rivers of accumulated debris, build streambanks, import gravel 
for salmon and steelhead spawning, thin riparian forests and create riverine habitats. 
By working with nature—instead of against it by relying solely on building big new 
expensive infrastructure such as dams and levees—we create the opportunity to 
develop solutions of mutual benefit that improve flood management, water quality 
and the health of ecosystems and the economy. 

Our general principles of flood management and floodplain restoration, based on the 
most current scientific understanding of riverine processes and the hard lessons of 
repeated flooding in California and other parts of the country, most notably the 
Upper Mississippi Basin, are: 

1. Restore river systems and functions that improve flood management while also 
bolstering the effectiveness of existing flood control systems: 

a. Restore to a meaningful extent the historical capacity of rivers and their 
floodplains to better accommodate flood waters by setting back levees to 
widen the floodway—the river channel during high flows. 

b. Increase wetland and riverside forest habitat within the widened river zone. 
c. Increase the use of planned floodplain flooding to reduce downstream flood 

peaks. 
d. Strengthen existing and properly sited levees at high risk, which protect high 

value floodplain uses that cannot be relocated from the floodplain. 
e. Reassess the operations of reservoirs and waterworks to ensure the efficient, 

reliable and prudent use of flood control space. In some cases, dams and 
waterworks need to be structurally modified to improve their ability to 
release water to avoid downstream flooding. 

f. Improve use of weather forecasting and monitoring upstream conditions to 
have a better "early warning system" of when a flood could be coming. 

2. Better manage 'he uses of floodplains to minimize taxpayer expense and 
maximize environmental health: 
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a. Eliminate incentives or subsidies for development in the most dangerous 
parts of the floodplain. No more people should be put in harm's way. 

b. Reform floodplain mapping programs so that they accurately portray the 
risks and consequences of anticipated flooding. Ensure that Californians 
understand when they are locating in a floodplain. 

c. Ensure that new structures unavoidably being built in floodplains are 
designed to resist damage from foreseeable future floods. 

d. Educate Californians on the risks of living, working, or farming in areas 
prone to floods—and make sure they are willing to bear the appropriate 
financial responsibility for such use. 

e. Endeavor to relocate the most threatened Californians and communities who 
volunteer to move to safer locations. . 

f. Ensure that state and local governments responsible for floodplain land use 
decisions bear an increased financial responsibility for flood recovery efforts. 

3. Manage the entire watershed to provide the most protection from floods in an 
environmentally-sensitive way: 

a. Discourage development in remaining wetlands and floodplains. Wetlands 
and functioning floodplains act as giant sponges which absorb and slow the 
progress of floodwaters. 

b. Use acquisition and easement programs to restore some of California's 
historical wetlands and floodplain acreage and to promote functional 
restoration of associated river systems. 

c. Discourage clearcutting and roadbuilding in areas prone to mudslides. 
d. Where possible, replace non-native hillside annual vegetation with native 

perennials to improve rainwater absorption and reduce hillside erosion. 

4. Existing state and federal laws that protect endangered species are not responsible 
for delays in immediate levee repair. Attempts to weaken or suspend existing 
endangered species laws only divert energy away from the true causes of repeated 
flooding losses. Rather than scapegoating these laws, comprehensive efforts 
should be made to restore natural floodplain habitat and associated 
hydrologic functions to levels that take significant pressure off the crucial but 
minimum habitats available today. 

5. State, local and federal agencies and governments, non-governmental 
stakeholders, and concerned members of the public need to work cooperatively 
to develop and implement better short-term flood response coordination and 
funding. The implementation of more innovative and comprehensive long-term 
alternatives (undertaken in conjunction with near-term spending) should be 
facilitated and leveraged. 
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STATEMENT BY 
CONGRESSMAN GARY A. CONDIT 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

CALIFORNIA FLOODS 
MARCH 19,1997 

Chairman Boehlert, Ranking Member Borski and subcommittee members, thank you for the 
opportunity to share with you the current situation of flooding in California. 

As you are well aware, the disaster in California caused by severe storms, beginning on 
December 28, 1996, is ongoing. As of this date, 46 of the 52 counties in California have been 
declared disaster areas and have been severely impacted by the devastation of flooding and 
mud and land slides. Fortunately, communities throughout the state have been greatly served 
by the coordinated federal, state and local effort that has assisted with flood fighting and the 
provision of assistance to victims of the disaster. 

While some of the problems caused by the disaster may be resolved in the near future, we are 
becoming increasingly concerned about the longer term impacts that continued flooding is 
expected to cause as the year progresses. For example, although the most recent flooding has 
begun to subside, thereby allowing interim repairs to begin to some of the affected levee 
systems and other public infrastructure systems, the continuing Winter storms in addition to 
die upcoming snow melt from the Sierra Nevada in the Spring, is expected to cause ongoing 
dangerous flooding and mud and land slides for months to come. 

I would also like to highlight die tremendous need for federal assistance in the "brick and 
mortar" stage of rebuilding. Altiiough the official damage estimates have not yet been 
released, preliminary estimates indicate that this disaster will toll billions in damages to the 
state. Unfortunately, many areas have yet to recoup from the 1995 floods, only to be hit once 
again in the current disaster. I believe that the magnitude of the two disasters, particularly the 
most recent, warrants a high level of federal commitment, not only in terms of providing 
financial assistance to rebuilding efforts of damaged infrastructure systems, but in providing 
assistance toward long term flood prevention efforts as well. 

To this end, I cannot overemphasize the great need for a high level of federal cooperation in 
working with local communities and the state of California in the development and 
implementation of long term flood control solutions. As you are aware, these solutions include 
such strategies as levee improvement, off-stream storage, by-pass systems and flood control 
easements. 

Mr. Chairman my message is simple and straightforward, we all need to work cooperatively to 
ensure this disaster is dealt with in a expedited and fair manner. Thank you for allowing me 
diis time and I look forward to working with you as we move forward in helping die people of 
California. 
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CITY OF MARYSVILLE 
Marysville, California 

JOINT CONGRESSIONAL FLOOD FORUM 

February 20,1997 

Honorable Wally Herger 

Honorable Vic Fazio 

I am the Mayor of Marysville, California. I represent 12,500 citizens. We live behind great levees 
in the very center of the confluence of the Yuba and Feather Rivers. We sustained no direct 
flooding except for a few homes with water in their garages due to rainfall in excess of our 
pumping system's design capacity. Our city's direct costs for the flood of 1997 are the costs of 
the actual flood watch and fight, evacuation, and the repairs, yet to be made, to sections of our 
levees. 

Then why am I making this appearance before you. Our County has if not the poorest, at least 
one of the poorest economies in California. Our economy, historically, relies heavily on 
agriculture. We have made great efforts to attract other commercial and industrial organizations 
to our area to reduce our reliance on agriculture. The floods of 1986 and 1997 set back these 
efforts disastrously. It is difficult at best to attract new business, let alone to an area where in 
eleven years there have been two major flooding events. 

You have assembled here today representatives from many of our Federal and State agencies. 
Each of these agencies have been charged with the responsibility for protection or maintenance of 
a segment of environment, infrastructure, or economy. (Agencies) 

There are many special interest groups whom advocate protection of segments of our 
environment each of these separately are of great merit. (Groups) 

There are regions of our State with larger populations with attendant political clout, who need the 
water that passes through our area annually. These areas want to store this water in our area and 
wheel it through our system to them when needed. Without paying for the infrastructure that is 
required to provide them with water and us with safety. (Dry areas) 
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We your constituents are a minority, politically due to low population density, economically due 
to our location, and govemmentally due to our state government appropriation of local 
government revenues yet we make a significant contribution to the economy of California which is 
the seventh largest world economy.(Minority) 

The combination of bureaucratic red tape of the Agencies, the political pressure of the Groups, 
and the political pressure of the Dry Areas have left the Minority with out help from agencies that 
should be protecting us, and even worse have kept us from protecting ourselves. The combined 
neglect of our basic needs has caused our area in the Flood of 1997 to sustain loss of human life, 
loss of homes and personal treasure, significant loss of business and investment capital, and had 
our economic future mortally wounded. 

From my perspective and experience this is what needs to be done: 

1. Declaration of Federal and State disaster needs to be streamlined to quickly 
respond to the need of local government to know that there will be economic help 
to continue and implement the fight. 

2. Flood fight control. During flood situations the control over the levees must 
remain in local hands. There are times when levees must be cut to relieve pressure, 
lower levels of water, reduce affected areas, or reduce damage. These cuts must 
be made quickly and then repaired as part of the flood damage. 

3. Flood fight definition. It seems that only repairs made to levees while there is 
water against them is considered in the flood fight, if your levee is damaged 
during the flood but holds and you elect to repair at a safer, later date there is no 
help on the repairs. 

4. The confusion about who is financially responsible for segments of the fight or 
cleanup, caused by the bureaucratic structure of the Agencies, needs to be 
eliminated. Marysville's fire department, is the regional hazardous materials 
mitigation team. California's EPA budget for cleanup of $10,000 was expended in 
the first two days of the flood cleanup. It took us four days of effort to find a way 
around the red tape to be sure we would continue to be funded to finish the 
cleanup. Local agencies due to their reduced revenues cannot temporarily fund 
these activities without assurance of quick and complete reimbursement 

5. The permitting process of and between several Agencies to allow for levee 
repair is impossible. If we have anqther high water event this year South Yuba 
County will flood again due to the delay this process has caused in levee repair. 
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6. We need without special interest group interference, Endangered Species Act 
implications, habitat mitigation requirements, or citations from various agencies 
to: 

Repair, replace, and improve our levee system. 

Perform river, stream, and slough channel rehabilitation to remove 
aggregate, debris, plant life and other impediments to water flow 
allowing full capacity flow of runoff. An obvious benefit would be 
navigable waterways for commerce transportation. 

Build the Marysville Project (Parks Bar Dam) to allow for more 
flood control and water storage for the Dry Areas. 

7. We need to stop public agencies that are purchasing real estate within the levee 
flood way with the intent to allow the real estate to return to it's natural state. This 
creates silting in of the channel and flood plain which reduces the capacity of our 
flood system. This is absolutely opposed to the very need for those levees 

8. We need to enact legislation that makes special interest groups, who stop or 
delay needed infrastructure repair or improvements, financially responsible. We 
the victims of their delays should be able to recover financially due to their control 
of our local situation. 

9. We need to change the way that government programs provide help. It appears 
to the victims of the current calamity that, for those who pay the taxes to support 
the system, there is no help. If I make a reasonable income and lose my home in 
the flood the only help I can receive is a low interest loan which often increases the 
debt load on my home beyond it's fair market value. While those who, for many 
different circumstances live off the system, receive grants to replace and rebuild. 

10. The State of California needs to enact an increase in sales tax to fund the 
necessary levee repair and improvements, as it did to repair earthquake damage in 
San Francisco and Southern California. 
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In conclusion we have been victimized by bureaucratic red tape, well meaning special interest 
groups, and the need for water in Southern California. We need your help to restore, as the 
number one priority of this nation, human habitat. Are our homes, livelihoods, families and the 
food we produce so insignificant to this nation and state that they should be sacrificed to the 
Elderberry Beetle and leisure time recreation. Please help us make a difference. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jerome B. Crippen, Mayor 
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Mr. Herger, 

On Jan. 2nd our lives were changed forever, due to a levee break on the 
Feather River. My family lost six homes and my husband's 2500 acre family 
ranch was under 20-25 feet of water. This was a disaster that should have 
never happened, but did because of neglect by many agencies. 

Please let me tell you a little about how the last two months have been. 
On Dec. 30,1996 my five year old was admitted to a hospital in Sacramento, 
Ca. My son Matthew has a life threatening liver disease and because of this 
he was admitted to the hospital. On Jan. 1,1997 my husband and I were at 
the hospital and received news from my sister that the television was 
reporting that Oroville Dam was notifiying the public that the water might 
come over the top and they would have uncontrollable releases. Our other 
two children were with my family in Arboga and at that time I had to make a 
decision on whether I should take Matt out of the hospital. I felt comfortable 
with the decision to take him out of the hospital and notified our doctor. The 
doctor knew that I was capable of making misjudgement to release Matt 
from the hospital, so at 1:00 p.m. we headed home to our other children.This 
was a very frightening experience, but the worst was yet to come. 

My brothers had been doing levee patrol and had notified RD 784 that 
there was seepage (not boils, but SEEPAGE) between Country Club Ave. 
and Anderson Ave. When they physically showed two of the board members 
the area, the board members obviously were not capable of making the call 
that would later kill and ruin many lives because they thought everything was 
just fine. Later, on Jan. 1,1997 my brothers showed my husband mat there 
was seepage and that the board members had looked at the area and were not 
concerned. My husband was concerned and that night he and my brothers 
did levee patrol. The rest of the family stayed with friends in the foothills 
because they had a feeling something was going to happen. 

On Jan 2,1997 we headed down from the foothills and brought the guys 
some food for breakfast. I can remember my brother Gary being upset 
because he didn't want us so close to the levee. My families' homes were 
about a quarter mile from the levees so we left to a safer place and that would 
be the last time to ever see our homes. 

That evening we were evacated from my home in Yuba City. We had 
gone there to clean up and at 6:00 p.m. received a mandatory evacuation. We 
left and on our way we listened for information on the radio in the car. At 
about 8:10 p.m. the radio reported a levee break in Arboga. We knew at that 
moment eveything was gone, but our main concern was for my brothers who 
were still there. We called them on the cellular phone and at that time they 
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were trying to get neighbors out. They had ten minutes and the water was 
there. At 10:30 we saw one brother on the news and knew that they had 
gotten out alive. 

Jan. 2, had alot of meaning to my family because six months ago to the 
day we lost my father. We are a very close family and this had been a hard 
time for us. Because of many agencies neglecting our levees we lost so much 
more that money could ever replace. We lost the bed that my father died in 
while my brother Butch held him in his arms. We lost his red hat that sat on 
the night stand next to his bed. This hat was something that made me feel 
close to my dad because I could go and lay on the bed and put the hat over 
my head and smell his scent and feel his presence. His shoes that sat next to 
the bed are gone. His clothes that we were not ready to let go are gone. The 
mementos that he saved in his drawers are no more. The chair that he spent 
alot of his time in is in a pile of rubble. We feel as if we have lost our dad all 
over again. But he is forever in our hearts and we will go on, knowing he is 
watching over us. 

Let me tell you about each of the homes that were lost. My Mom and 
brother lost everything because the water was over the roof of their house. 
The only things that were saved were some clothes, some pictures, and the 
flag that draped my father's coffin. My brother and his pregnant wife and 
four year old son lost almost everything in the flood and what wasn't lost to 
the water was lost to fire when the water hit the mobile home he lived in and 
moved it causing the gas line to break and burn everything to the water line. 
My sister and nephew lost the mobile home they lived in. They had gotten a 
few things out because my sister was afraid something might happen. Still 
they lost a majority of their things. Two of my aunts lost their homes and 
small ranches. They are in their 70's and shouldn't have to start all over again 
because of neglect from agencies that we were suppose to trust. My cousin, 
her husband and two children lost their home and family ranch as well as 
another ranch that was in the 1986 flood. My husband's family has a big 
farming operation and were flooded twice in January from the Feather River 
and the Bear River. Some people ask why we didn't get much out before the 
flood hit and the answer is that my family was trying to protect the 
community by patrolling the levees and reporting any problems. My family 
did their jobs, but the people in charge either didn't do theirs or didn't know 
what they were doing and I prefer to believe the latter because I don't think 
anyone wanted loss of life, but someone has to accept responsibility of what 
has happened to our community. 

Now has come the time to deal with the loss. With the exception of Red 
Cross there has been no help, just a lot of disappointment. FEMA and the 



296 

SBA just seem to give you the run around. First they seem as if they are 
going to help you men as time passes the reality sets in. My sister was denied 
a grant because she has a job and has worked all her life. She was then 
accepted for a loan from SBA, but finds out that they are as worthless as 
FEMA. Again, we see it only pays to be worthless and on welfare to get any 
assistance from a government mat you have paid your hard earned money in 
taxes too. Some of them are waiting for grants and nothing has happened 
with that. So, over two months later they are without homes, and without 
much assistance from the government. I help where I can, such as a warm 
home for them to live in. Right now there are 13 of us living in my four 
bedroom home. When my father died his funeral expenses were to much for 
my mom, so I spent $7000.00 to help my mom pay off this bill. Now I 
haven't much to give them. We will be there for my family and it is sad to 
think that without my home, where they might all be at today. 

Please don't put the life of a bug, animal, or tree over the lives of people. 
There has come a time to tell the enviromentalist NO MORE and to listen to 
the will of the people. It should not take losing lives and ruining lives to get 
something accomplished, but as usual this is always what it takes. Now is 
the time to stop talking and take action to protect the people you hve been 
elected to serve. PLEASE HEAR OUR CRIES FOR HELP! 

Sincerely, 
Susan Danna 

1829 Parkwood Drive 
Yuba City, Ca.95993 
(916)671-7604 
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TESTIMONY OF ROBERT MEACHER 
PLUMAS COUNTY SUPERVISOR 

Oroville Dam, the keystone of the State Water Project, controls flood conditions 

on the Feather River. The recent January 1st flooding and the devastation caused 

along the Feather River by Lake Oroville's inability to manage the inflows has 

made it clear that changes need to be made in the flood management on the 

Feather River. 

To date, the focus has been on the area below the Oroville Reservoir as the 

solution. We believe that it is part of the solution - a better levy system and, 

perhaps, setback levies that would do much to increase flood protection above and 

below Oroville Dam. However, there is another phenomenon that is happening. 

The water is coming in at Lake Oroville faster than the facility can let it out. It 

is this phenomenon which an organization known as RCRC has been examining 

and to which I would like to make the focus of this testimony. (RCRC is the 

Regional Council of Rural Counties, a 25-member organization representing the 

watersheds of about half of California.) At the time of the flooding in the areas 

along the Feather River, Oroville was releasing approximately 160,000 cubic feet 

per second. At the height of the flood, water was entering Oroville at 

approximately 370,000 cubic fee per second. If this situation had continued for 
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another 8 to 10 hours, there would have been uncontrolled releases from Oroville 

in the neighborhood of 400,000 cubic feet per second. Releases of that magnitude 

would have obliterated the levy system on the Feather River and would inevitably 

have toppled the levies on the Sacramento River. We believe the situation was 

further exacerbated by conditions left behind the 1986 flood and past land 

management practices. At the height of the flood, the Shasta Reservoir on the 

Sacramento River was storing water. It also came very near to becoming full and 

having uncontrolled releases on the Sacramento River. Had either or both 

facilities overtopped, the losses surely would have been unimaginable. The 

January 1st event did not seem inordinately large in terms of rainfall nor in terms 

of melted snowpack, for those of us who have lived upstream of these reservoirs, 

and we certainly did not see this rainfall as anywhere near 100 year flood 

conditions, in our opinions. 

For thousands of years streams have jumped out of their banks during high water 

events and flooded most of the low lying lands in the upper watersheds and, in 

general, this has been beneficial to the overall ecological conditions in these area. 

Underground water basins refill, settling its spread in the riparian zone and 

sediments get removed from spawning gravels. But today this is no longer the 

case on the Feather and other drainages. The last 150 years of man's activity in 
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(California's uplands have resulted in altered conditions that have added to the 

flashing" effect we saw this winter. Streams are channelized, banks are blown 

out, groundwater tables have been depleted, fire suppression costs have become 

an exorbitant drain on the U.S. Treasury, and has resulted in overstocking of small 

unmerchantable material, with trees that increase watershed damage. This 

condition also extends the droughts we see in California almost every year. We 

encourage the State to work with the United States Forest Service and the Natural 

Resource Conservation Service in order to renew the uplands so that they hold 

more water during storm events as they were able to do in the past. This can be 

done both underground and on the surface and can be done without large structures 

(i.e., in stream dams). At the time of the January 1st floods Plumas County, 

(which is upstream of the Oroville Reservoir), was substantially under water. 

Much of that water was standing water on meadows throughout the uplands. If 

the uplands continue to deteriorate and if the channels continue to get wider and 

steeper, groundwater will inevitably run off faster in peak events. We believe that 

the past deterioration is what caused the unanticipated peak flows in the January 

1st event. With your financial support, we are looking forward to studying this 

hypothesis and we're looking forward to implementing corrective mechanisms if, 

in fact, we are allowed to present our case. 
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[ would like to close with a request of you to allow us to gather this information 

ind data and submit it as evidence for consideration when you have your formal 

bearings in Washington, D.C. this spring. It is our firm belief that we need to 

look at the entire drainage system of the Feather River Basin lest we throw good 

money after bad and we'll all be doing this dance again and, perhaps, with a less 

severe meteorological event than that of January 1st if we do not address the upper 

watershed. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
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Robert Meacher is a 2nd term supervisor of Plumas County. Plumas County is 

the headwaters of the State Water Project at Lake Oroville with a watershed larger 

than the state of Maryland. 

Mr. Meacher is the Chairman of the Regional Council of Rural Counties (RCRC) 

Water Advisory Committee; the President of Nor-Cal/Neva Resource Conservation 

and Development Council; the Rural California Representative on Governor 

Wilson's Biodiversity Council; and the Area of Origin/Source Counties 

Representative to the Bay Delta Advisory Council, Cal-Fed Process. 
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PRESENTATION BEFORE THE JOINT CONGRESSIONAL FLOOD FORUM 

YUBA CITY, CALIFORNIA 

FEBRUARY 20,1997 

THE GOOD FARMER 
by Dennis Pooler 

This is a true story about a Yuba County family farmer. He could just as easily have been a 
farmer in Sutter County or Butte County or any other county in California He is an honest, hard 
working businessman whose business is raising orchard crops. He farms about two hundred 
acres of peaches and walnuts. He has been in the business for thirty years and by all accounts is a 
good farmer with a good credit rating, paying his taxes and maintaining crop insurance for his 
orchards 

He is an independent businessman who has up until recently not had a real need for government assis
tance even though throughout the years, his orchards have been inundated by flood waters from the 
nearby river His orchards lie within the levee system as do tens of thousands of acres of fruit and nut 
trees in California 

Farmers with orchards inside the levee system know the hazards they face When the rains come and 
the snow melts, flooding is normal. Usually the water rises slowly to flood the orchards. Sometimes 
the trees are flooded for several weeks, but as long as they are not actively growing there is no great 
damage 

There is a training levee running through part of the property The levee was built by the Army Corps 
of Engineers many years ago. It's purpose is to direct the main force of the water back toward the 
river channel Up until now there have only been minor problems with the training levee 

However, in early January, 1997, the rains came and the snow melted, the river levels increased only 
this time they didn't gradually flood the surrounding property, this time the volume of water was 
unprecedented Levees broke or were overtopped and the raging river did much damage 

The farmer had been warned that flooding was expected and being a good farmer, he moved his 
equipment to the tops of the levee for protection But flow of water was too great and it ate away at 
the training levee eventually causing parts of it to collapse, sending the farmer's equipment into the 
flood waters 
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When the water returned the river channel and the farmer checked his orchards he found tons of debris 
and topsoil pushed onto his property The orchard floors were nothing but sand hills and deep holes 
and the trees were buried in debris One section of orchard was washed away leaving only a huge 
gorge In other places trees were left suspended in the air by their roots since the soil at their base had 
been washed away This was no normal flood, this was a disaster Nearly twenty acres of trees had 
been destroyed and the rest were damaged in some way 

The farmer salvaged what he could He rented expensive earth moving equipment to level the land 
He contacted government agencies to find out if there were any financial relief programs available 
Oh yes, he was told, there are government programs to assist farmers in recovering from a disaster 
Maybe he could take advantage of one of the many state or Federal assistance programs he had been 
told were available But what does he find? Not much' 

What he found was that like the vast majority of good farmers, because he has been a good 
businessman he didn't qualify for the government low interest loans offered through the Emergency 
Loan Assistance Program (EM), those go to people who can't get credit from commercial credit 
sources 

He could not obtain funds through the Emergency Conservation Program (ECP) which would have 
provided cost share money to rehabilitate his farmland and allowed him to remove debris and relevel 
his orchards He did not qualify because his orchards are located within the levee system, in the flood 
plain, his application for assistance was denied by the local committee What would have happened 
to this farmer's business if he hadn't had the resources to go in clean things up for himself If he had 
waited for funding from the government, he would still be waiting 

The Noninsured Crop Disaster Assistance Program (NAP) offers crop loss protection to growers of 
crops for which Federal crop insurance is not available so it did not offer any assistance Besides the 
restrictions of NAP don't seem to recognize the unique farming practices in California where more 
than 250 crops are grown It applies more to the monoculture which exists in the Midwest 

The training levee was severely damaged with three large breaks When first approached, the Army 
Corps of Engineers said that they no longer considered the levee to be their responsibility even though 
they had built it and had repaired it in the past Currently there is some hope that the Corps will repair 
the damage levee 

The farmer is lucky in one sense, his orchards are now dry, drained of floodwater If he farmed 
elsewhere in the county where farmland was still flooded he would have found that there were no 
Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) funds available for pumping the water out 
Agriculture doesn't meet the FEMA definition of infrastructure It doesn't seem to matter that it will 
take five to eight years to reestablish the damaged orchards It doesn't seem to matter that most of his 
employees are out of work and collecting unemployment insurance It doesn't seem to matter that the 
economy will be suffer from his loss of productivity for years to come and our State and local 
governments will lose tax revenue Well at least the good farmer will have a tax writeoff and his 
Federal taxes will be reduced 
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COUNTY' SUTTER |CONTACT PERSON MARK P QUISENBERRY {AMENDED 2/07/37) ! 
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San Francisco Examiner Sunday, March 16, 1997 

levees no 
barrier to 
developers 
Planners insist 
upgrades will be 
made, but critics 
fear Valley's entire 
system is at risk 
By Lance William* 
OF THE EXAMINER STAFF 

OLIVEHURST, Yuba County 
— When the developers and politi
cians look south at the rice fields 
and prune orchards along the 
Feather River, they envision big 
things: 

Housing tracts. Strip malls. In
dustrial parks. A bustling new city 
for 35,000 people. 

But the helicopter pilots who 
began their emer- — 
gency fly-overs at 
dawn Jan. 3 saw 
something quite 
different: a vast, 
muddy lake, 15 feet 
deep and 3 miles 
across. 

This was the site 
of the worst single incident of the 
Great California flood of 1997 —, 
when the Feather River, swollen to' 
a depth of 77 feet, burst a problem-
plagued levee on the night of Jan. 
2, inundating 15 square miles of 
farmland. 

The disaster killed three people, 
caused $200 million in damage and 
forced 80,000 people from their 
homes. 

FIRST OF 
1 0 

PARIS 

But bad as it was, the disaster 
might have been far worse if the 
proposed new city of Plumas Lakes 
had been built before the waters 
rose. 

The development, intended to 
serve long-haul commuters to Sac
ramento, was approved by the 
county supervisors here in 1993, 
but construction is not yet under 
way. More than two months after 
the levee burst, portions of the site 
still had water standing to the 
depth of eight feet 

The flooding at the Plumas • 
Lakes project area is a scene that 
was repeated up and down Califor
nia's great Central Valley, from 

| Marysville to Fresno, during Janu
ary's flooding. 

In place after place, the high 
water inundated or threatened low-
lying farmland where local officials 
have given the green light for large-
scale urban development — hous
ing tracts, new cities and even, in 
one case, a fantastic complex of 
four Disneyland-sized amusement 
parks. 

If everything that has been ap
proved had already been built, as 
many as 200,000 more people 
would have been at risk, according 
to a review of planning documents 
collected by The Examiner. 

The Plumas Lake plan is "a to
tal disaster," says Walter Cook, 
who lost a 15-acre walnut orchard, 
along with house and outbuildings, 
in the January deluge. 

"I dont think you should build a 
subdivision in a sinkhole," he says. 
"It's an area that floods every time 
a levee breaks, and the more people 
who move in there, the more heart
ache you will create. People will be 
homeless. People will lose every
thing. And the developers who 
build it will be long gone." 

Levee safety questioned 
' Local officials and developers 
.insist that the projects they plan 
will be safe: levees will be upgraded 
to protect the new cities from fu
ture floods, they say. 

"It is definitely thought that no 
one would go down there and de-

. velop anything until levee improve
ments are under construction," 
says Jim Manning, Community 
Development Director for Yuba 
County. 

But development proponents 
make that claim even as some flood 
experts have begun an agonizing 
reappraisal of the safety of the 
state's levees, a 6,000-mile network 
of earthen walls and dikes that pro
tect some 900,000 Californians 
from flooding. 

The levees took an extraordi
nary battering in January: flood-
water broke through in more than 
80 places in the Valley, inundating 
about 250 square miles of farmland 
and towns, causing $1.5 billion in' 
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To some experts, the real les
sons of the flood may be that the 
levee system is simply not capable 
of protecting the rapidly urbaniz
ing Valley at times of flood. 

"The levee system isn't designed 
to protect property, it's mainly just 
designed to protect ag(ricultural) 
land, which is well suited for peri
odic flooding, anyway," says Erik 
Vink, California director for the 
American Farmland Trust, which 
works to conserve farmland. 

Ann Riley, a former state De
partment of Water Resources sci
entist now with Berkeley's Coali
tion to Restore Urban Waters, 
says: 

"We have allowed people to in
habit high-risk areas behind levees 
that arent necessarily structurally 
sound, and the price tag to rebuild 
the entire levee system is absolute
ly prohibitive." 

Given the staggering costs of 
this year's floods, many experts say 
California should try to minimize 
the impact of future deluges by 
turning to an approach that plans 
for occasional high water and di
verts it from populated areas. 

"You can't remove all the hous
es that are there, but you can direct 
flood water into bypasses, purchase 
key sites of land and direct the 
flows there," says Rilev. 

For the Central Valley, the ex
perts envision relocating some le
vees, buying easements across low-
lying farmland to restrict develop
ment and creating one or more new 
flood-control channels like Sacra
mento's Yolo bypass, a broad 
swath of lowland that is farmed in 
summer but carries high water 
away from the city during storms. 

Such ideas imply that the state 
would restrict development in 
flood-sensitive areas. And that 
raises the hackles of local officials, 
who jealously guard their power to 
control zoning, and of home build
ers and real estate investors, who 
fear loss of their property rights. 

At a legislative hearing con
vened in January by state Sen. 
Barbara Lee, D-Oakland, a Califor
nia Association of Realtors lobby
ist said his organization found the 

idea of imposing new limits on de
velopment in flood-prone areas re
pugnant The California Building 
Association's spokesman said his 
group would fight such restrictions. 

"I told the committee that tak
ing away somebody's property 
rights was repugnant to us," says 
CAR lobbyist Stanley Wieg. 

But Douglas Vogi of Fresno's 
San Joaquin River Committee 
says: "County supervisors are per
mitting developers to build struc
tures in areas where nature dic
tates nothing should be built. This 
is not in the public interest, be
cause property owners look to the 
public purse to make them whole 
when natural disaster strikes.'' 

Assistant U.S. Interior Secre
tary John Garamendi, a former 
San Joaquin County legislator, 
savs: 

"It is insanity to build in these 
flood zones, and for cities and 
counties to allow it is dead wrong." 

The conflict between develop
ment and flood safety is being 
played out up and down the Valley. 
Among the hot spots: 

• Gold Ruth City. In 1989 the 
farming community of Lathrop, on 
the San Joaquin River south of 
Stockton, became a city. 

Soon after that, Norman Jar-
rett, a visionary South African de
veloper, pitched the new city coun
cil on a $4 billion real estate project 
to be built around four Disneyland-
style amusement parks — one o ' 
them with a '49ers theme. 

More than 8 million people 
would visit "Gold Rush City" each 
year, the developer claimed in pro
motional material. The project 
would also include "a super-region

al shopping center," three golf 
courses, an auto speedway with a 
grandstand for 120,000 racing fans, 
a sports arena for ice hockey or 
basketball, a hotel complex with 
10,000 rooms, industrial parks and, 
finally, homes for 20,000 people. 

Attracted by the promise of 
30,000 new jobs and $90 million in 
annual tax revenues, the city coun
cil enthusiastically rezoned a 5,500-
acre riverside tract for the project. 
"Gold Rush City will put Lathrop 
on every tourist's itinerary," said 
Mayor Apolinar Sangalong. 

The city council also rezoned 
some farmland to accommodate 
Mossdale Village, a residential 
project for 9,000 people. If every
thing is built, Lathrop's population 
of 9,000 will triple, and much of the 
open space between Stockton and 
Manteca will be urbanized. 

Gold Rush City hit a snag last 
year when the California Farm Bu
reau Federation joined the Sierra 
Club in a lawsuit challenging the 
re zoning. 

Project opponents said they 
were horrified by the plan to pave 
over the prime agricultural soils on 
the Stewart Tract, an island at the 
east end of the San Joaquin River 
Delta where Gold Rush City would 
be relocated. 

Another hitch came Jan. 5, 
when levee breaks on the lower San 
Joaquin River downstream of 
where it was joined by the flood-
engorged Tuolumne put much of 
the farmland west of Lathrop un
der water — including the site of 
Gold Rush City. 

Two months later, portions of 
the development area are still 
flooded The developer and Lath
rop city officials told the Manteca 
Bulletin that the 1997 flood was 
irrelevant; long before Gold Rush 
City is built, massive levee im
provements will be made to keep 
the project dry, they said. 

But project opponent Eric Par-
frey says that could shift flooding 
downstream to the city of Stock
ton, where January's high water 
put great pressure on levees, forc
ing the evacuation of pne new 
1,300-unit housing development. 

Also, flood experts believe it is 
vital to keep Stewart Tract unde
veloped to ease the impact of fu
ture floods, says Rudolph Platzek, 
author and regional planner. 

"If we are to build a San Joa
quin River bypass equivalent to the 
Yolo Bypass to take the pressure 
off the levees, it will need to pass 
right through Gold Rush City," he 
says. 

• The upper San Joaquin River 
bed. Since 1947, the massive 
Friant Dam in the foothills east of 
Fresno has allowed the state to 
divert more than 90 percent of the 
water away from the channel of the 
upper San Joaquin River into a 
series of irrigation canals. 

As a result of diversions, the 
river through the bluffs below the 
dam has run at only a trickle in all 
but the rainiest of seasons. 
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That has emboldened officia. 
of the City of Fresno and Madera 
and Fresno counties to begin re-
zoning stretches of the riverbed for 
residential development 

So far, the Fresno City Council 
has approved "Scout Island," a 
subdivision for 11 upscale homes in 
the riverbed, and Fresno County 
supervisors have approved a 100-
unit river bottom tract Upstream, 
Madera supervisors have given ap
proval for developing "Rio Mesa," 
a sprawling new city for 90,000 
people. A 250-acre portion of that 
development, dubbed "Riverbend 
Ranch," abuts the river bottom. 

Primary flood protection for the 
projects, all still unbuilt, is sup
posed to be provided by the enor
mous dam that impounds Sierra 
runoff into Millerton Lake. 

But in January, the warm 
Storms melted the Sierra snow-
pack, filling Millerton and forcing 
uncontrolled releases from the 
dam. The San Joaquin roared to 
life through the Fresno bluffs, 
wrecking a trailer park in the river 
bottom and surging past the sites 
of the subdivisions. 

After the storm passed, local 
flood officials joined with preserva
tionists to urge the City Council to 
enact an emergency building mora
torium in the river bottom. They 
argued that the City Council need
ed to study public safety issues be
fore issuing building permits, but 
the effort failed. 

Councilman Ken Steitz accused 
proponents of hyping the flood 
danger, telling the Fresno Bee: 
"They were using that to deny 
somebody (the right) to build on 
their own property." 

• Yuba City-Marytvill«. The 
Feather River downstream from its 
junction with the Yuba has been 
the site of six major floods in the 
past half-century. 

Worst of all was the so-called 
"Gum Tree" break shortly after 
midnight on Christmas Eve 1955, 
when a levee that had been spout
ing geyser-like teaks for more than 
eight hours finally ruptured, flood
ing a vast agricultural area and 
killing 38 people. 

In the 41 years since then, the 
state has spent millions upgrading 
the levees, and it's a good thing. 
Today, the former farmland at the 
foot of the very levee that gave way 
in 1955 is a checkerboard of subdi
visions. All the projects were ap
proved by the Yuba City Council in 
the past five years. 

"One of them is called River 
Run, and it's aptly named," says 
Sutter County Supervisor Dick 
Akin, "because in 1955, the river 
ran right through where the devel
opment is now. It's a risky place to 
put homes, right on a levee." 

Akin says opponents cited flood 
danger in an attempt to derail the 
projects, but the City Council ap
proved them anyway. Voters later 
rejected two bond issues to build a 
high school in the area after oppo
nents argued that the new school 
would eventually be wrecked by 
flooding, he said. 

Many home buyers in the new 
tract are new to the area and 
"didnt realize what they were buy
ing, until this winter," Akin says. 
Most of the year, the Feather is a 
placid stream, and if you've never 
seen it at flood, you cant imagine 
how powerful it can become, he 
says. 

In the flood of 1997, leaks devel
oped along the levee near Gum 
Tree, but the structures held. In
stead, the break occurred down
stream and on the opposite bank, 
above the Plumas Lake site. 

Community Development Di
rector Manning says die officials 
who approved the new town didn't 
feel it was necessary to make flood 
safety a development requirement, 
because developers would want 
that as much as anybody. 

"I dont know that we would 
need to make it a requirement of 
anybody to have levee improve
ments before spending millions of 
dollars on an investment at risk," 
he said. "People are going to go, 
'Wasnt this under 15 feet of water 
in 1997?' Developers dont make all' 
that money by not being clever." 

But Richard Meehan, a Palo Al
to engineer and flood expert, has 
studied the area's three most re
cent flood disasters — the 1955 
and 1997 levee breaks, and another 
break in 1986 that caused $500 mil
lion in damage. He doubts levee 
upgrades will solve the problem. 

Meehan says the levees are built 
far out on the flood plain, atop an 
underground layer of gravel that is 
the river's prehistoric channel. In 
the trial of a lawsuit filed in con
nection with the 1986 flood, he tes
tified that, when the Feather is at 
flood, water can move through the 
gravel far landward, undermining 
even the best-constructed levee. 

"There definitely is a land-plan
ning issue here," he says. 

Examiner staff writer Steven A. 
Capps contributed to this report 

Tomorrow: Flood control in fu
ture. 

Note: Examiner National Edi
tion stories appear one day later. 
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19 Feb 97 

PRESENTATION - JOINT CONGRESSIONAL FLOOD FORUM 

Before Wally Merger, California Second Congressional District and 

Vic Fazio, California Third Congressional District 

A t Community Veterans Memorial Hall, 1425 Circle Drive, Yuba City 

J3y Donn Wilson, Yuba County Water Agency 

Flood Control Efforts/Levee Reconstruction Panel 

ONGOING EFFORTS 

There are a number of on going efforts to restore and improve the reliability of 

flood protection in Yuba and Sutter Counties that need continued State and 

Federal support, both financial and getting through, over or under, the 

bureaucratic road blocks. 

o Complete the reconstruction of January 97 failed levees 

o Complete the restoration of levees as identified in the USACE 1990 

Sacramento River Flood Control System Evaluation, Marysville-Yuba City 

Area Report. 

o Complete the 1991 USACE Feasibility Study to identify and support 

higher levels of Yuba County flood protection for the Yuba and Feather 

Rivers. Yuba County Water Agency (Y.C.W.A.) has contributed or 

committed $1,750,000 to this effort. 

o Authorize and financially support the flood control levee betterment 

pro]ect that is ultimately recommended by the USACE Feasibility Study. 
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NEEDED EFFORTS 

o Remove or reduce regulatory obstacles that prohibit or impede 

maintenance of levees, and flood channels. Levees and flood channels are 

essential infrastructure and need to be primarily managed and 

maintained as such. Other uses such as wildlife habitat can be 

accommodated, but should have a secondary priority. An example is tha t 

for approximately ten years state and federal regulatory agencies have 

not allowed, or made the process so cumbersome, that aggregate 

companies no longer remove sand and gravel from accumulated bars in 

the Yuba River during summer low flow periods. As a result there has 

been a steady reduction in channel capacity. 

o The California Debris Commission was created and given the authority to 

provide facilities and channel maintenance to mitigate the downstream 

problems created by upstream hydraulic mining activity. On the Yuba 

River the residual mining material is still causing reduction of channel 

capacity that results in flooding of adjacent areas. Additionally, training 

walls and other Debris Commission facilities adjacent to the Yuba 

goldfields are not being maintained and in their current condition offer 

little protection from flooding. The disastrous Linda Flood in 1950 was 

the result of the Yuba River leaving its banks in the goldfields. The 

California Debris Commission has been eliminated, but its responsibilities 

have been transferred to the USACE. The U5ACE needs to request and 

the Federal and State Government need to fund the USACE 

responsibilities that it inherited from the California Debris Commission. 

o During the January 97 high flows on the lower Yuba River millions of cubic 

yard of material was eroded from training walls above Daguerra Point 

Dam and deposited in the river channel downstream. This has 

substantially reduced the channel capacity, greatly increasing the 

2 
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chances of flooding. This build up resulted in the breach of interior levees, 

resulting in flooding and river channel relocation, resulting in substantial 

bank erosion. The bank erosion caused the loss of orchards and wildlife 

habitat. Adjacent property owners reported in excess of one hundred 

clumps of Elderberries were lost due to the bank erosion. Before any of 

the U5ACE levee restoration work could start, a $1.9 million, eighty acre 

site had to be created to mitigate for 43 clumps of Elderberries tha t 

would be disturbed by the work! Funding needs to be provided for U5ACE 

to restore the river channel capacity. 

o During the January 97 flood there were many instance of confusion as t o 

who had responsibility for various levees. This usually resulted in delayed 

action or inaction, often resulting in additional damage and flooding. The 

U5ACE and/or the State Reclamation Board needs to prepare and 

disseminate maps tha t clearly identify all levee and flood control 

facilities and identify who has what responsibility with regard each 

facility. 

o To insure any reasonable level of flood protection for the Yuba and 

Feather Rivers, substantial increased channel capacity needs to be 

created from Highway 20 on the Yuba River to the Sacramento-San 

Joao\uin Delta, or increased storage on the lower Yuba River. State and 

federal studies going back to the 1950s identified the quantity of 

needed flood storage for the leather and Yuba Rivers. Of the identified 

needed storage Oroville and New dullards Bar were built, but the third 

identified facility, the Marysville, or Parks Bar project did not get built. 

The Marysville Project is still a Congressionally authorized project. 

Recently updated YCWA estimates show that under several different 

scenarios a 640,000 acre foot reservoir at Parks Bar can provide 

240,000 acre feet of additions flood space, provide an additional 

355,000 acre foot average year and \60,000 dry year water supply, is 

3 
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financialy feasible and the \oss of salmon and steelhead spawning 

habitat can be mitigated. 

The Yuba River channel past Marysville is supposed to safely pass 

120,000 cubic feet per second (cfs). Operation data from the January 

97 flood shows a peak Yuba River flow past Marysville of 173,600 cfs. A 

YCWA model simulation shows that with 240,000 af flood storage at 

Parks Bar, the peak Yuba River flow past Marysville would have been 

106,500 cfs. 

o The greatest need and the greatest help that can be provided, is for 

s ta te and federal resource and regulatory agencies to constructively 

work with local efforts to sustain or improve flood protection, not work 

against it, as too often currently happens. We are not asking tha t laws 

be ignored, only interpreted and implemented as originally intended by 

the legislatures. We ask tha t the resource and regulatory agencies' 

staff, each and all, approach flood protection needs by asking 

themselves, what can I do to help this get done. 

4 
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Jan 97 Yuba River Flows In CFS 

North Yuba 
106,900 

Bullards Bar Dam 55,000 

. 

Middle & South Yuba 
102 900 

Englebright Dam 155,700 Deer Creek 
" ' 13,500 

.,•"•' 

Dry Creek 
4,400 

Total of Measured Contributors 
173,600 

Channel capacity at Marysville 120,000 CFS 
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Jan 97 Yuba River Flows In CFS 
With 240,000 AF of Hypothetical 
Storage Available at Parks Bar 

Bullards Bar Dam 

North Yuba 
106,900 

Englebright Dam 

Dry Creek 
4,400" 

55,000 Middle & South Yuba 
102,900 

Deer Creek 
13,500 

Parks Bar Dam 
102,500 

Total of Calculated & Measured Contributors 
106,500 

Channel capacity at Marysville 120,000 CFS 



/ivuiaye /miiUti-L uunoii and 'loLdl biost, btoiage 
for Major Central Valley Rivers 

Putah Creek (Near Winters) 
Stanislaus (Inflow to New Melones) 
Calaveras (At Jenny Lind) 
Tuolumne (Inflow to New Don Pedro) 
Cache Creek (Above Rumsey) 

Feather (Inflow to Oroville) 
Mokelumne (Inflow to Pardee) 
Merced (Inflow to Exchequer) 
Sacramento (Inflow to Shasta) 
Kern (Near Bakersfield) 

Kings (Inflow to Pine Flat) 
American (Inflow to Folsom) 
San Joaquin (Inflow to Millerton) 
Sacramento (Above Bend Bridge) 
Yuba (At Smartville) 

Tule (Inflow to Success) 
Stony Creek (At Black Butte) 
Bear (Inflow to Camp Far West) 
Kaweah (Inflow to Terminus) 
Cosumnes (At Michigan Bar) 

Average 
Annual 
Runoff 
(MAF)i 

0.38 
1.13 
0.16 
1.84 
0.50 

4.44 
0.73 
0.97 
5.68 
0.71 

1.63 
2.66 
1.74 
8.30 
2.33 
^ 4 * 
0.14 
0.42 
0.32 
0.43 
0.37 

Number 
of 
Reservoirs 

1 
7 
1 
6 
2 

A 
4 
1 
6 
1 

3 
9 
8 
8 
7 

1 
3 
2 
1 
1 

Total Major 
Reservoir 
Capacity 
(MAF) 

1.60 
2.87 
0.32 
2.76 
0.61 

5.24 
0.83 
1.02 
4.70 
0.57 

1.25 
1.80 
1.14 
4.97 
1.37 

0.08 
0.24 
0.17 
0.14 
0.04 

Ratio 

4.21 
2.54 
1.94 
1.50 
1.21 

1.18 
1.14 
1.05 
0.83 
0.80 

0.77 
0.68 
0.65 
0.60 
0.59 

O >S"<2 

0.59 
0.57 
0.53 
0.33 
0.11 

11921-1983 base period from Department of Water Resources 
Division of Planning Office Report "California Central Valley 
Unimpaired Flow Data," February, 1987 and from the California 
Cooperative Snow surveys. 



Difference Between Total Storage and Annual Average Runoff 

Average 
Annual Existing 
Runoff Storage Difference 

Acre Feet Acre Feet Acre Feet 

5,680,000 4,700,000 980,000 

2,660,000 1,800,000 860,000 

2,460,000 1,370,000 1,090,000 

Sacramento at Shasta 

American at Folsom 

Yuba at Daguerra Point 
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE 

SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 9 5 8 1 4 

BILLLOCKYER CRUZ M BUSTAMANTE 
psmoeNr wo T W M « SPIAXKH 

OP THE SCNATS y d f i E S v OP T M C At(CMK.V 
STATE CAPITOL, ROOM M S i S P ^ T S N ^ k «TATI CAPITOL »OOM JI • 
SACRAMENTO, CA » 3 » 1 * g ^ j j f c M SACRAMENTO CA 9 9 a i « 

February 11,1997 

President Bill Clinton 
White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

We appreciate all of the support that your Administration has extended to California 
during our most recent major disaster. Recovering from the floods will be a long and 
difficult task; however, the federal aid received by the state, local governments and 
individuals will go a long way to help people rebuild their communities. 

As we assess the damage, and look for ways to reduce damage from the next flood, we 
believe it is important to have an Independent assessment of how the state and federal 
flood control systems and response can be improved. While the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and California Resources Agency may examine their own operations, we 
believe an independent evaluation with a broader scope would be more comprehensive 
than one done by those who were in charge of the flood control systems. 

The federal government, through the Army Corps, runs the state's flood system, and 
the federal government pays a lion's share of the disaster losses; therefore, it makes 
sense to us that your Administration should oversee the study that will forward 
recommendations to you, Congress, Gov. Wilson and the California state Legislature. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Crr f lM. Bustamante 
Speaker of the Assembly 

cc: Senator Dianne Feinstein 
Senator Barbara Boxer 
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(Congress of tfje <Hntteb States 
Washington. D£ 20515 

February 24, 1997 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

As citizens of Northern and Central California communities continue putting their lives back 
together in die aftermath of the January floods, we want to take this opportunity to thank you and 
the many Federal employees of FEMA, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Corps of Engineers, and 
other Federal agencies who have provided critical assistance to flood victims. 

We also want to express our strong support for the suggestions made in die February 11,1997, 
letter to you from the leaders of die California Legislature, Assembly Speaker Cruz M. 
Bustamante and Senate President Pro Tempore Bill Lockyer. In their letter, the suggestion is 
made to conduct an "independent assessment of how die state and federal flood control systems 
and responses can be improved". It is further suggested that your Administration should oversee 
such a study, and that recommendations for possible improvements should be made to you. 
Congress, Governor Wilson, and die California State Legislature. 

We believe most agencies already have sufficient audiority to participate in this assessment, and 
we encourage you to quickly assemble die necessary personnel to conduct mis assessment. As 
you consider this suggestion, please feel free to contact us at any time regarding the scope of die 
study or other details. 

We sincerely appreciate your efforts to improve the responsiveness of Federal agencies to flood 
events, and we look forward to an opportunity to work wim your Administration in addressing 
these matters. 

Sincerely, y ^ 

^**T!EORGE MILLER GEOROT BROWN, J R . / 

NANCY P m O S I ROBERT MATSUI 
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The President 
February 24,1997 
Page Two 

TOM*-CAMPBELL 

PETE STARK 

(irhu. 
CAJjVIN DOOLEY I 

^ U M t r c n n n "ANNA ESHOO 

ELLEN TAUSCHER 

H a l t e r Capps 
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$inittd£tatagenatt JEI, 
•OUT MMA1S OWCf BUILPMO ******** 

•urn in 
WASHMOT0H.DC2M10 OHt 

•W.fto 

Febniaiy20,1997 

The President 
The White House . 
Wupjagioa,OC20S00 

Dear to. President: 

I s a writing »sur#on thereo f by CalifiwnVslefje^ 
assessment pf how stats and Federal flood oootrol tystsns and respenss can'be improved in the 
woke of tho devastating floods of January, 1997. 

Z understand that California Assembly Speaker CM* Bianias«leaadSeaatei'i«*ident 
proTcapareBUlLockvcrwrBtetoyoueaFeBi^ll.ailoBf fe^ 
ofttMiBdFed*odit*ponaod«Caiifbaia6ood«. I beuavt sash u evaluation would be 
uaeflil b) dsteaafeina; the JOHQM we have learned and hew Feea^stsio and toeal agencies esa 
wojk bettor in ft* flour* to reduce the Ion of lives and property ta such disasters. 

Aa you know, an Inwrsgaiifi) tart two unity WM undertaken by wtfrod U.1 Amy 
Corps ofFj^teoen Brig. Oonanl Gerald (Mfewoy aftartel4i*««t floods ofl993. sad made 
hey i«fniwsosndtrJBBi forfloodplain weasspnam. laCsli&nb'scase,w«hmasopuistioaald 

oapeMiry to bsadksurMEBtial floods. In addition, wsny Isaaral aganrisa m involved in flood 
control offer* including flat U.S. Amy Cotpsof Eoginom, As Federal Efflarfa&ty 
Mansgamsnt Aawy. the•owoaoff niliwiin, theUXHoaendWfldUftlervkeendtht 
Vatfoenu'WtajiaftSorvk^Boa^e^ 

IssjicnsioBn^thmwidanntaanT^ 

Tha«kyettibryowi«ttsjs**»^a{tekttdoBj 

iim*gtMmm*mmm n e i w u n w t MtjwMitnMT ^w»rw»t ::r*«e 
&3See.»«M SSmeteMM gfinattfii &»£•*«•».•. MM! 
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