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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In 2010, the Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency (SBFCA) embarked on the Feather River West 
Levee (FRWL) Project (Project).  The Project goal is to rehabilitate 45 miles of the existing 
levee that is situated along the west bank of the Feather River through Sutter and Butte Counties 
in California.  The FRWL Project is divided into two projects:  FRWL Project 1, extending from 
Station 461+00 to Station 2368+00 (Projects B, C, and D); and FRWL Project 2 (Project A), 
extending between Station 10+00 and Station 461+00.  FRWL Projects B, C, and D have been 
authorized by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) in Permit Nos. 18793-2, 
18793-1, and 18793-3, respectively.   
 
Project Area C includes the downtown area of Yuba City, California, where the levee is situated 
in close proximity to existing homes on 2nd Street (2nd Street Levee).  The Local Maintaining 
Agency (LMA) for this section of levee is Levee District No. 1 of Sutter County (LD1), which 
also has its headquarters on 2nd Street.  Several of the homes along 2nd Street are of historical 
value to the community, including some outbuildings situated immediately adjacent to (or 
within) the physical levee toe.  The properties located along 2nd Street are shown on Figure 1. 
 
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) constructed a cutoff wall through the  
2nd Street Levee in 1998 (Reference 1).  During the levee evaluation and design phases of the 
FRWL Project, the presence of the cutoff wall resulted in the levee being classified as 
geotechnically stable.  This finding is based upon the USACE design plans; the as-built plans for 
the cutoff wall are not available.  If the USACE as-builts cannot be located, a monitoring 
program will be established to verify the performance of the cutoff wall under high water 
conditions.   
 
Based on the stability finding, the 2nd Street Levee is currently considered a “no-work” reach for 
the Project.  However, levee encroachments located in this reach must be addressed by the 
Project in order to conform with the Department of Water Resources (DWR) Urban Levee 
Design Criteria (ULDC) (Reference 7).  Levee encroachments are defined as non-levee features 
situated on or within the levee or within the levee rights-of-way (ROW), or any excavation  
(e.g.: swimming pool) which extends below a plane extended from the theoretical levee toe at a 
slope of 10:1.  The encroachments present at the 2nd Street Levee include structures (homes and 
garages), fences, vegetation, retaining walls, swimming pools, and other miscellaneous items.  
The only pipe penetration at the 2nd Street Levee is a four-inch polyethylene pipeline that goes up 
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and over the levee to service the boat launch and campground area located waterward of the 2nd 
Street Levee.  This pipeline will be addressed separately at some point in the future.  Overhead 
electrical utilities exist along 2nd Street, but are located well landward of the levee ROW.  Many 
of the structures pre-date the current location of the FRWL, and were adopted into as-built 
construction plans by the USACE when the USACE expanded the levee in 1938 (Reference 2).  
Also, many encroachments have previously been permitted by the CVFPB.  Others are located 
outside the physical areas that historically have been regulated by the CVFPB, but that are within 
the limits where the encroachments are now subject to ULDC requirements. 
 
The 2nd Street Levee encroachments were not addressed in the FRWL Project C CVFPB Permit 
(Permit 18793-1), and SBFCA is proposing that they now be addressed in coordination with the 
USACE, DWR, and the CVFPB.  The purpose of this Technical Memorandum is to describe 
SBFCA’s approach to addressing 2nd Street Levee encroachments. 

 
2.0 BACKGROUND 

SBFCA’s approach for addressing levee encroachments on the FRWL Project is outlined in 
Reference 4: Predesign Formulation Report for the SBFCA FRWL Project, August 2011.  This 
report synthesizes USACE, DWR, and CVFPB criteria, regulations, and guidance into a Project-
specific approach.  The criteria of Section 2.9, Penetration and Encroachments, deals primarily 
with existing pipe penetrations, utilities, and levee vegetation issues Project-wide, and notes that 
other encroachments are to be addressed in consultation with the USACE, CVFPB, and DWR.  
 
The acquisition of ROW to support construction and future operation and maintenance of the 
FRWL is a major aspect of the SBFCA FRWL Project.  SBFCA’s approach to obtaining ROW 
for long-term operation and maintenance of the Project is outlined in the Technical 
Memorandum entitled: SBFCA FRWL Project Right-of-Way Approaches, January 2012 
(Reference 5).  In non-urban areas, the acquisition approach consisted of obtaining property in 
fee title from 15 feet waterward of the waterside levee toe to 20 feet landward of the landside 
levee toe.  An additional easement to be located ten feet landward of the landside fee title 
acquisition area is also included in the approach.  In urban areas where levee work is not required 
(such as the area of 2nd Street), this land acquisition approach does not apply, and a different 
approach is required. 
 
In January of 2012, the SBFCA design team produced a technical memorandum entitled: 
Approach for Addressing Existing Levee Encroachments (Reference 6), which identified each 
encroachment within the Project and categorized each for removal or relocation by the levee 
contractor, or by SBFCA over time.  Within this report, several structures and encroachments 
along the 2nd Street Levee were identified to be addressed by SBFCA over time in accordance 
with Section 7.12 of DWR’s Urban Levee Design Criteria (ULDC), Reference 7.   
 
It is noted that, in 1996, many of the 2nd Street Levee encroachments were permitted through the 
CVFPB by way of Encroachment Permit Nos. 16425-16446.  For reference, these permits are 
included as Appendix A.  CVFPB Standards are contained in the California Code of 
Regulations, Title 23, Waters (Reference 8). 
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This Technical Memorandum provides the basis for SBFCA’s approach.  This approach was 
discussed with the CVFPB, DWR, and USACE during the meeting held at the CVFPB office on 
May 18, 2015.  Meeting notes are included as Appendix B of this Technical Memorandum. 
 
Subsequent to the July 2, 2015 version of this Technical Memorandum, the DWR, CVFPB and 
SBFCA’s Independent Panel of Experts provided comments on the Technical Memorandum.  
SBFCA met with the USACE on October 5, 2015, and the DWR on October 14, 2015 to discuss 
and resolved on the July 2, 2015 Technical Memorandum.  These comments, and Wood Rodgers 
Responses, and are contained in the spreadsheet included as Appendix C. 
 
3.0 HIGH-HAZARD VERSUS LOW-HAZARD ENCROACHMENTS 

The ULDC (Reference 7) makes a distinction between encroachments considered by the Project 
Engineer to be “high-hazard” encroachments and those that are considered “low-hazard” 
encroachments.  All high-hazard encroachments are to be dealt with immediately, while low-
hazard encroachments may be dealt with over time (with a specific plan describing how they will 
be addressed to be drafted by the agency responsible for maintaining the levee).  In reviewing the 
2nd Street Levee encroachments, the SBFCA design team determined which encroachments are 
considered “high hazard”, and which are considered “low hazard”.  As part of the evaluation, 
field surveys were conducted at each property adjacent to the levee in order to determine: 1) the 
location of the levee toe; and, 2) the distance between the levee toe and various encroachments. 
 
Because the levee was determined to be geotechnically stable, it is the opinion of the SBFCA 
design team that only encroachments that physically encroach upon a theoretical levee prism 
(comprised of the minimum levee template) would represent a high hazard.  The minimum levee 
template (theoretical levee) is a levee meeting the minimum design criteria set forth in the ULDC 
and Title 23 (References 7 and 8), with a levee height based either on the 200-year water surface 
elevation or on the 1957 Design Profile, whichever is greater, plus three feet.  Figure 2 (below) 
provides a typical cross section showing a theoretical levee situated within the physical levee 
along 2nd Street.  The existing levee cutoff wall and impermeable core are also shown. 
 

 
Figure 2: Theoretical Levee Cross Section 
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In addition, any encroachment that prevents the LMA from being able to maintain and/or 
physically inspect the physical levee for seepage during a high water event is also considered a 
high-hazard encroachment.  For this reason, and because seepage problems may not be readily 
apparent, homes or structures in the physical levee (and not just in the theoretical levee) are 
considered a high hazard. 
 
As part of the 2nd Street analysis, a review of erosion potential along the waterside of the levee 
was conducted to ensure that erosion would not compromise the physical or theoretical levee 
template.  No active areas of erosion were identified in the area south of the Sutter County 
Courthouse garage, and the presence of a waterward bench was identified along the entire reach. 
The width of the existing bench was found to increase towards the south end of 2nd Street.  A 
bathymetric cross section located adjacent to the Sutter County Courthouse garage (obtained 
from the DWR Central Valley Floodplain Evaluation and Delineation Program) was also 
reviewed.  The cross section did not indicate that the waterside toe of the levee was at risk for 
being undermined.  As a result of the review, the designers are confident that, for the near term, 
the levee prism is not in danger of being compromised by erosion. 
  
4.0 FRWL PROJECT APPROACH TO 2ND STREET LEVEE 
ENCROACHMENTS 

SBFCA’s general approach to addressing 2nd Street Levee encroachments entails replacing any 
and all existing CVFPB encroachment permits for encroachments along 2nd Street with new 
permits containing conditions that grant the CVFPB, USACE and LD1 rights to inspect and 
address the encroachments as needed.  Encroachments without existing permits will be addressed 
in a similar manner.  The various types of encroachments found along the 2nd Street Levee can be 
categorized as follows: 
 

1. Encroachments that Obstruct Visibility and Access 
  

2. Homes and Other Buildings 
 

3. Retaining Walls 
 

4. Retaining Walls with Structures 
 

5. Swimming Pools 
 
It is noted that the conditions allowing encroachments to remain will apply only to existing 
encroachments.  New encroachments must be approved through the CVFPB Encroachment 
Permit process. 
 
Encroachments that Obstruct Visibility and Access  
 
To address general visibility and access requirements, a review of the properties will be made 
with LD1 to determine if any trees, brush, or other encroachments (other than buildings, which 



Technical Memorandum 

Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency 5 
Feather River West Levee Project 

December 7, 2015 

are addressed separately) obstruct visibility.  Existing trees will, at a minimum, be limbed to a 
height of six feet by LD1.  If not immediately removed, trees that remain will be addressed under 
the “life cycle management” (LCM) provisions of Reference 8, which are incorporated into the 
directives below. 
 
SBFCA proposes that any CVFPB encroachment permit to be issued for encroachments along 
the 2nd Street Levee contain the following conditions relating to visibility and right to access: 
 

1. Visibility of the levee landside slope and toe area to a distance of 20 feet must be 
maintained at all times.  Any objects, fences, or vegetation that obstructs visibility 
must be removed by the landowner. 

 
2. Trees on the landside slope or within 15 feet of the levee landside toe with a 

Diameter-at-Breast Height (DBH) of 4 inches or less shall be removed by the LMA as 
part of the ULCD LCM approach 
 

3. New trees are not allowed to be planted or to be allowed to grow on the landside 
slope or within 15 feet of the landside levee toe.  The responsibility for preventing the 
growth or planting of new trees belongs to both the LMA and the landowners.   
 

4. Trees on the levee landside slope or within 15 feet of the levee toe that are dead, 
dying, or distressed will be subject to removal by the LMA.  In fact, trees of any size 
or condition are subject to removal by the LMA at any time. 
 

5. All fences on the levee or within 20 feet of the levee landside toe shall be open chain-
link type fencing and must have a pedestrian access gate.  The LMA, the state of 
California and the USACE shall each have a key to any locked access gate. 

 
Homes and Other Buildings 
 
Homes and other buildings in the 2nd Street area are categorized into three cases, as shown on 
Exhibit 1.  Case 1 is where a home or structure sits within the theoretical levee; Case 2 is where 
the home or structure is outside of the theoretical levee, but within the physical levee or within 
20 feet of the physical levee toe; and Case 3 is where the home or structure is greater than 20 feet 
from the physical levee toe.  By performing surveyed cross sections of the encroachments along 
2nd Street, only one structure (the Sutter County Courthouse Garage) was found to be a Case 1 
Structure.  The garage is, therefore, to be removed by the Project.   
 
In addition, it is noted that at least one structure (Benatar Structure No. 2) has a basement 
beneath the main residence.  Under the SBFCA 2nd Street approach, homes with basements are 
treated similar to swimming pools, where if the basement is deeper than a 10:1 line extended 
landward from the levee landside toe, a monitoring well is required to be installed at the levee 
landside hinge to verify that the existing cutoff wall is performing as expected during high water 
events.  See Swimming Pools section below.  
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To provide access for inspection as described above, Case 2 structures require a permit condition 
allowing for inspection of the structure interior by the LMA, DWR, or USACE personnel during 
any high water event.  This condition is particularly important for a Case 2 structure that sits 
within the physical levee prism, which, as noted above, is still considered hazardous due to the 
current inability to inspect the structure interior during a high water event. 
 
Section 7.11.1 of the ULDC, Right-of-Way for Access and Inspection, states that if rights for a 
20-foot-wide landside maintenance area have not been acquired, or if they are difficult to 
acquire, then the LMA must have a plan to either obtain a minimum 10-foot-wide landside clear 
zone, or meet visibility requirements over a 20-foot-wide landside zone by obtaining rights or 
making arrangements with the landowner.  To comply with this Section of the ULDC, SBFCA’s 
approach includes extending the permit condition that allows for inspection of the building 
interior of all homes and structures that are situated within 20 feet of the levee landside toe.  In 
SBFCA’s opinion, this approach is analogous to “making arrangements with the landowner”.  
 
Alternatively, for dilapidated structures categorized as Case 2 buildings, SBFCA will work with 
the landowner to remove or relocate the structure. 
 
Homes and other buildings that fall within Case 2 of Exhibit 1 would receive the following 
additional condition on their CVFPB Encroachment Permit: 
 

1. The LMA shall have the right to enter and inspect the interior of the structure during any 
high water event.   

 
Retaining Walls 
 
As shown on Exhibit 2, retaining walls fit into two categories: 1) those that encroach upon the 
theoretical levee (Case 1); and, 2) those that are situated outside of the theoretical levee, but 
within the physical levee (Case 2).  Case 1 walls are considered a high hazard and would be 
subject to removal.  In addition, where Case 2 retaining walls exceed four feet in height (and no 
as-builts are available to verify the wall design), or where the Case 2 wall would compromise the 
theoretical levee if a wall failure occurred, a Case 2 wall would also be considered a high hazard.  
Following the review of the 2nd Street area, no retaining walls were identified as Case 1, and no 
Case 2 walls were considered a high hazard due to height or the potential to compromise the 
theoretical levee upon failure.   
 
SBFCA is proposing that properties with retaining walls on 2nd Street would not receive 
additional permit conditions associated with the retaining wall. 
 

Retaining Walls with Structures 
 
As shown on Exhibit 3, some 2nd Street homes have both a retaining wall and a structure in close 
proximity to the levee. In all of these circumstances, the combined structural conditions fall into 
Case 2.  For these instances, a combination of the two previous categories applies.   
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Case 2 retaining walls are considered acceptable if they measure less than four feet in height 
(without as-built drawings available to verify the wall design), and would not impact the 
theoretical levees if they were to fail.  The owners of structures that are located within 20 feet of 
the landward face of the retaining wall would be required to allow inspection of the structure 
interior by the LMA, DWR or USACE during any high water event. 
 
Homes and other buildings that fall within Case 2 of Exhibit 3 would receive the following 
additional condition on their CVFPB Encroachment Permit: 
 

1. The LMA, DWR, and USACE shall have the right to enter and inspect the interior of 
the structure during any high water event.   

 
Swimming Pools 
 
Swimming pools are considered a high hazard if, when situated below ground, they have 
removed a portion of a semi-pervious top stratum, or blanket layer, that would otherwise be of 
adequate thickness to resist underseepage pressures.  
 
SBFCA’s approach to swimming pool encroachments at 2nd Street is shown on Exhibit 4.   
The presence of the existing cutoff wall through the levee at 2nd Street plays an important role in 
classifying the pools as low hazard.  Case 1 pools include those that are within a 10 horizontal to 
1 vertical (10:1) line projected landward from the theoretical levee landside toe.  Encroachment 
of the pool beneath this line triggers the need for the pool to remain full of water during the flood 
season, and for the installation of a monitoring well at the levee landside hinge to monitor 
performance of the existing cutoff wall during high water events.  The concept of excavations 
being permissible above the 10:1 line comes from both the DWR 2012 ULDC (Section 11.7.3) 
and CVFPB Title 23 Standards (Section 122).  Landowners should be informed that the presence 
of the cutoff wall is not a guarantee that their pool, even if located beyond the 10:1 line, will not 
suffer damage due to seepage pressures in the event of a high water event.  
 
Properties that have swimming pools in the Case 1 condition will have the following conditions 
applied to their new CVFPB Encroachment Permit: 
 

1. Case 1 pools require the installation of a monitoring well at the levee landside crown  
(to be installed by the LMA).  The near-term acceptability of Case 1 pools will be 
contingent upon satisfactory performance of the existing cutoff wall during high 
water events. 
 

2. If the monitoring well indicates that seepage pressures are not sufficiently addressed 
by the cutoff wall, the pool must be removed by the landowner after the high water 
event. 

 
3. Case 1 pools shall remain full of water during the flood season (November 1 through 

April 15). 
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5.0 FLOOD-FIGHTING CONSIDERATIONS 

The presence of the homes and other encroachments along 2nd Street adds a layer of 
complexity for conducting a flood fight along this reach.  However, there are mitigating 
factors that make a flood-fight possible along 2nd Street.  Second Street is a relatively wide, 
low-traffic thoroughfare, and possesses an all-weather road surface.  The roadway is therefore 
well suited for mobilizing flood fighting materials and equipment to the area.  Most of the 
homes contain a gate that permits access to the back yard of the properties in the event of a 
flood fight.  Flood fighting access is also possible from the levee crown, where an all-weather 
patrol road is present. 
 
For these reasons, flood fighting does not appear to be significantly impacted by the presence 
of the encroachments. 

 
6.0 SPECIFIC CONDITIONS FOR 2ND STREET PROPERTIES 

Table 1 identifies each property in the area of 2nd Street, identifies the existing CVFPB Permit 
number applicable to the property, and provides information regarding the types of 
encroachments that are to be permitted (with the conditions described in this Technical 
Memorandum). 
 
Appendix D contains cross section exhibits for each major encroachment on each property 
(structures and swimming pools), including photos and other pertinent as-surveyed 
information. 
 

 
7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND NEXT STEPS 

Assuming that this updated Technical Memorandum (update of the July 2, 2015 Technical 
Memorandum addressing DWR, USACE, CVFPB and IPE comments) is acceptable to the 
Agencies, it is recommended that SBFCA finalize discussions with 2nd Street property 
owners regarding this approach, and work with the CVFPB to begin issuing updated 
Encroachment Permits to the property owners. 
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HOMES AND OTHER BUILDINGS 
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Theoretical 
Levee 

HOMES AND OTHER BUILDINGS

1
CASE

PLT+20’TLT

Exhibit 1 of 4

3
CASEPhysical Levee

20’

PLT

1CASE

2CASE 3CASE

References for Exhibits:
A. DWR – Urban Levee Design Criteria, May 2012
B. California Code of Regulations, Title 23 (CVFPB

Standards)
C. USACE Sacramento District, Geotechnical Levee

Practice, April 11, 2008

No NoLevee Hazard:
O&M Hindrance*:

Flood Fight Impact*:

Yes
Yes Yes No

CASE
2

Abbreviations
TLT = Theoretical Levee Toe
PLT = Physical Levee Toe 

Yes Yes

1CASE 2 3

No

Existing Cutoff Wall Notes:
1. All Cases require a new Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB) Encroachment

Permit with a condition requiring that the levee landside slope and the area up to 20 feet 
from the PLT be clear of visual obstructions including brush, fences (other than chain 
link), or other objects limiting visibility.  All fences must have a pedestrian gate.  If the 
gate is to be locked, a key shall be provided to the LMA, State, and US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE).

2. Trees on the landside slope and within fifteen feet of the PLT with a diameter‐at‐breast‐
height (DBH) less than 4 inches shall be removed.  All trees with a DBH greater than 4
inches shall be limbed to a height of six feet and are subject to removal if deemed
dangerous by the Local Maintaining Agency (LMA) at any time.  The LMA shall have the
authority to remove all such obstructions.

3. All Case 2 structures require a new CVFPB Permit with a condition that allows for the
inspection of the structure interior by the LMA during all high water events.
Alternatively, at the Agency’s discretion, an offer may be made to the landowner for
complete removal of the structure.

4. This exhibit applies to existing encroachments only.  New  encroachments require review
and approval of the LMA.

5. Homes with Basements:  Where basement excavation is located deeper than a 10H:1V
line drawn landward from the levee landside toe, a monitoring well shall be installed at
the waterside crown.  See Exhibit 4 of 4, Note 4.

Structure to be Removed: Yes No No

See Note 5

*Once permit conditions are applied, the O&M and Flood
Fight impacts for Case 2 are mitigated.
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Notes:
1. As Determined by SBFCA’s Design Engineer.
2. The local maintaining agency shall have the authority to remove vegetation or other objects obstructing visibility of the levee slopes

and areas within 20 feet of the landside toe.
3. This exhibit applies to existing encroachments only.  New encroachments require review and approval of the levee maintaining agency.
4. Case 2 retaining walls are only acceptable if they are less than 4 feet in height (without as‐built information for the wall and design

documentation available) and if they were to fail, the wall failure surface would not impact the Theoretical Levee.
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Levee Hazard:

O&M Hindrance:

Flood Fight Impact:

No

Yes

Yes

No

CASE 2 3

PLT

Notes:
1. All Cases require a new Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB)

Encroachment Permit with a condition requiring that the levee landside slope and
the area up to 20 feet from the PLT be clear of visual obstructions including brush,
fences (other than chain link), or other objects limiting visibility.  All fences must
have a pedestrian gate.  If the gate is to be locked, a key shall be provided to the
LMA, State, and US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).

2. Trees on the landside slope and within fifteen feet of the PLT with a diameter‐at‐
breast‐height (DBH) less than 4 inches shall be removed.  All trees with a DBH
greater than 4 inches shall be limbed to a height of six feet and are subject to
removal if deemed dangerous by the Local Maintaining Agency (LMA) at any time.
The LMA shall have the authority to remove all such obstructions.

3. All Case 2 structures require a new CVFPB Permit with a condition that allows for
the inspection of the structure interior by the LMA during all high water events.
Alternatively, at the Agency’s discretion, an offer may be made to the landowner
for complete removal of the structure.

4. This exhibit applies to existing encroachments only.  New  encroachments require
review and approval of the LMA.

December 7, 2015

20’

No

No

1

Yes

Yes

Yes

*

* Case 1 is the same as Case 1 on Exhibit 2

Physical Levee

Existing Cutoff Wall

Theoretical 
Levee 

Structure to be Removed: No NoYes



 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 4 

 

 

SWIMMING POOLS 
 



1CASE  2CASE 

Pool Outside 10:1 Line From Theoretical Levee Toe:

Monitoring Well Installation Required1:

No Yes

Yes No

1CASE  2CASE 

Yes

SWIMMING POOLS

Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency
Feather River West Levee Project
Encroachments Policy – Developed Areas

Theoretical Levee

Physical Levee
20’

Existing Cutoff Wall

New Monitoring Well 1

Levee Hazard/O&M Hindrance:
Timeframe for Removal: Removal Not Required

No

Notes:
1. Case 1 pools require the installation of a monitoring well as shown.  The near‐term acceptability of Case 1 pools will be contingent upon

satisfactory performance of the existing cutoff wall during high water events.
2. If the monitoring well indicates seepage pressures are not sufficiently addressed by the cutoff wall, the pool shall be removed after the high

water event.
3. Case 1 pools require a CVFPB Permit Condition requiring that the pool remain full of water during the flood season (Nov. 1 through April 15).
4. This exhibit applies to existing encroachments only.  New encroachments require review and approval of the local maintaining agency.
5. Where basements of structures exceed the 10:1 line, a monitoring well shall also be installed, and the acceptability of the home is subject to

satisfactory performance of the existing wall during high water events.
6. During a flood event, pool owners should be made aware that the pool may experience uplift pressures, and the presence of the cutoff wall is

no a guarantee that damage will not result.

Exhibit 4 of 4

December 7, 2015

Removal Not Required



 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 1 

 

ENCROACHMENT POLICY – 

2ND STREET ENCROACHMENT 

SUMMARY 
 



Table 1 ‐ Encroachment Policy
2nd Street Encroachment Summary

Exhibit Owner APN Address
Encroachment

Permit
Permitted
Items Trees Fence Gate

Home/
Other Building

Retaining 
Walls

Retaining Wall 
with Structure

Swimming 
Pool

‐ SBFCA 52‐535‐003 160 C Street 16446 bldg, conc wall, trees No none n/a bldg removed, permit to be revoked

1A Benatar 53‐535‐004 423 2nd Street 16445
shed, concrete wall, clf, 
trees Yes CLF Yes Case 2

1B Benatar Case 3
2A McCarley 53‐535‐005 413 2nd Street 16444 shed, fence, trees Yes CLF Yes Case 2 Case 1
2B McCarley Case 2
3 McCarley 53‐535‐006 407 2nd Street 16443 garage, shop bldg, trees Yes CLF No Case 2

4 Anderson 53‐535‐007 379 2nd Street 16442 bldg, sprikler system, trees Yes CLF Yes Case 2
5 Sims 52‐552‐001 373 2nd Street 16441 garage, shed Yes Wood Yes Case 2
6A Mackensen 52‐552‐002 365 2nd Street 16440 bldg, clf, trees, bushes Yes CLF Yes Case 2
6B Mackensen Case 2

7A Poole 52‐552‐003 355 2nd Street 16439
bldg, wall, stairs, steel pipe, 
hose bib, trees Yes CLF No Case 2

7B Poole Case 2 Case 2

8A Sanders 52‐552‐004 349 2nd Street 16438
retaining wall, fence, steps, 
trees Yes CLF Yes Case 2 Case 1

8B Sanders Case 2 Case 2

9 Wilkins 52‐552‐005 341 2nd Street 16437
conc. steps, retaining wall, 
bush Yes none n/a Case 2 Case 2

10 Edwards 52‐552‐006 335 2nd Street 16436 fence, steps, trees Yes CLF Yes Case 1
11 Albrecht 52‐552‐007 329 2nd Street 16435 clf, steps, trees Yes none n/a Case 2
12 Coakley 52‐580‐015 299 2nd Street 16434 bldg, fence, trees Yes CLF No Case 2

13 Souza 52‐580‐003 291 2nd Street 16433 fence, clothesline, shed, tree Yes CLF Yes Case 3
14 Stevenson 52‐580‐004 271 2nd Street 16432 clf No CLF Yes Case 3

15
Yuba Sutter 
Body Shop 52‐580‐005 265 2nd Street 16431 shed, fence  Yes Wood Yes Case 2

16 Hodges 52‐580‐006 261 2nd Street 16430 shed, fence  Yes Wood No Case 2
17 Filby 52‐570‐007 255 2nd Street 16429 fence, steps, trees Yes CLF No Case 2
18 LD1 52‐580‐008 243 2nd Street No CLF Yes Case 3
19A Coble 52‐580‐009 225 2nd Street 16428 shed, trees Yes CLF No Case 2
19B Coble Case 2
20A Smith 52‐570‐001 219 2nd Street 16427 clf  No CLF No Case 3 Case 2
20B Smith Case 2
21 Pernod 52‐570‐002 215 2nd Street No B&W No Case 3
22A Brockman 52‐570‐003 209 2nd Street 16426 bldg, trees Yes none n/a Case 2
22B Brockman Case 2
23A Stout 52‐570‐004 201 2nd Street 16425 bldg, tree No CLF Yes Case 2
23B Stout Case 2
23C Stout Case 2
23D Stout Case 2
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PERMIT #16431 

 
(Note – Not included with this report) 
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PERMIT #16439 

 
(Note – Not included with this report) 
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2ND STREET ENCROACHMENT 

MEETING NOTES 
 



3301 C Street, Bldg. 100-B • Sacramento, California 95816 • Tel: 916.341.7760 • Fax: 916.341.7767 

www.woodrodgers.com 
 

 
 
 

MEETING NOTES 
DATE: May 19, 2015 
 
TO: Meeting Participants  
 
FROM: Jonathan Kors, P.E 

Carlos Contreras, P.E. 
  
SUBJECT: Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency (SBFCA), Feather River West Levee 

Improvement Project – Discussion on 2nd Street Encroachments  

 
Purpose: Discuss Approach to 2nd Street Encroachments in Yuba City, CA  
 
Attendees: Department of Water Resources-DWR/CVFPB (Michael Musto, Michael 

Wright, Allison Tang, Nancy Moricz), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-USACE 
(Mary Perlea, Ryan Larson, Kim Leonard), Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency-
SBFCA (Michael Bessette), Wood Rodgers, Inc. (Jonathan Kors, Carlos 
Contreras) 

 
Discussion:  The discussion items have been organized with respect to the major items 

discussed during the meeting.  Action items are shown in bold. 
 

1. Encroachment Policy Review 

Wood Rodgers presented SBFCA approach to dealing with 2nd Street 
encroachments as outlined in Exhibits 1 through 4, which related to the 
following types of encroachments: Homes and other Buildings (Exhibit 1), 
Retaining Walls (Exhibit 2), Retaining Walls with Structures (Exhibit 3), and 
Swimming Pools (Exhibit 4). It was noted that the USACE constructed a 
seepage cutoff wall through the Feather River West levee through at the 
2nd Street area (in the early 2000’s).  The USACE asked if the cutoff wall was 
constructed as a fully penetrating wall.  Wood Rodgers indicated that they have 
only been able to obtain design drawings for the wall, and not as-builts of the 
wall.  Based on the design drawings, and discussions with Levee District No. 1 
(LD 1), Wood Rodgers believes that the wall is a fully penetrating cutoff wall.    
The USACE indicated that they may be able to obtain the as-built drawings 
and agreed to check with Henry Mulder-USACE (who was previously 
involved with the project) to see if the as-built drawings can be located.  
Wood Rodgers agreed to provide the USACE a copy of the design drawings 
so the USACE can better identify the as-built drawing set. 



Wood Rodgers, Inc. Page 2 of 3 
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The USACE noted that where the levee has a landside slope that exceeds the 
slope defined by the minimum levee template, SBFCA should trim back the 
levee to provide at least 10 feet of operation and maintenance width.  SBFCA 
explained that the area of 2nd Street is a no-work reach and that re-shaping the 
levee in the area of the residences would be problematic from a permitting 
standpoint.  Wood Rodgers noted that the intent of the SBFCA approach is to 
provide full access to the back yards of the residences to allow LD 1 the ability 
to inspect and maintain the levee, including the ability to access and inspect the 
inside of structures and homes.  The approach also includes the removal of 
trees, brush and other items that impair visibility of the levee landside slope and 
toe area.  The group agreed that reshaping of the levee is not necessary, and 
SBFCA’s approach of issuing new CVFPB encroachment permits for each 
property with conditions allowing for the full inspection and encroachment 
removal (if necessary to assure visibility) at the landside slope and toe area, is 
appropriate.  

The USACE advised that when the existing 2nd Street levee was constructed by 
the USACE, the design drawings showed the existing structures as to remain in 
place. The USACE also noted that, since they were to remain in place, the 
USACE will not weigh in on whether they need to be removed now to obtain 
USACE concurrence on SBFCA’s approach.  It was noted that this simplifies 
the CVFPB permitting process with respect to obtaining USACE concurrence.  
The USACE stated that they have the original 1938 drawing which show the 
existing structures, and can provide them to the group. 

The USACE noted that, on the exhibits showing the permit conditions for each 
property, the mitigation measures should state that existing trees will be 
addressed as part of a System-Wide Improvement Framework (SWIF) plan to 
be prepared by SBFCA. Wood Rodgers agreed to include a note in the 
exhibits that indicates that the existing trees will be addressed by the SWIF 
document. 

The USACE agreed to provide the 1938 Levee Improvement as-built 
drawings to Wood Rodgers. 

The CVFPB noted that many of the structures have an existing permit and 
agreed to provide a website link for SBFCA to research existing 
encroachment permits. 

The DWR requested that the O&M manual describe the specifics of monitoring 
wells operational parameters, including who maintains the wells, what 
represents a problem water surface elevation in the wells, and when the wells 
are to be abandoned.  The DWR noted that on Exhibit 4 of 4, Swimming Pools, 
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the exhibit states that the pools are to be removed within 20 years.  Wood 
Rodgers explained that this was a typographical error and agreed to correct the 
mistake.  Wood Rodgers is to correct the typographical error and provide 
specifics regarding monitoring well operation within the O&M manual 
updates. 

2. Next Steps

It was agreed that the next step would be for Wood Rodgers to prepare a brief 
technical memorandum outlining the background of the area, finalizing 
SBFCA’s approach to the encroachments, and including parcel-by-parcel 
exhibits for CVFPB review. 

Once the memorandum is completed and reviewed, Wood Rodgers would begin 
submitting individual encroachment permits for each property.  The CVFPB 
suggested that SBFCA schedule a pre-encroachment permit application meeting 
with Mitra Emami and Eric Butler prior to the first encroachment permit 
submittal (this will help determine which branch of the CVFPB is required to 
review the permit applications).  SBFCA agreed to coordinate a pre-
encroachment permit meeting with the CVFPB. 

Note: The preceding is not a verbatim transcript, but rather a summary of statements made, items discussed, 
and agreements reached during the meeting.  Corrections by attendees, if any, should be provided 
prior to, or during, the next meeting.  Otherwise, these notes will be considered accurate as stated. 

5/27/2015 

Wood Rodgers, Inc. Date 
(916) 440-8736 

J:\Jobs\8455_HDR_Sutter_Butte_FCA\8455.001_FeatherRiverLevee_EIP\Civil\Docs\Meetings\Meeting_Notes\2nd_Street 
Encroachment_MeetingNotes_20150519.doc 
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Appendix C

Comment No.

REVIEWER 
CONTACT INFO

(DO NOT Edit This Column)

LOCATION IN 
REPORT/DOC

DATE OF 
ORIGINAL 
REVIEW 

COMMENT
MM/DD/YY ORIGINAL REVIEW COMMENT

RESPONDENT 
CONTACT INFO

DATE OF RESPONSE
MM/DD/YY RESPONSE CO

N
CU

R

N
O
N
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O
N
CU

R

FI
O

CA
RR

Y 
FO

RW
AR

D

CLOSED
Y / N

DATE
MM/DD/YY

BACK CHECK COMMENT
(Needed Only If NOT Closing Comment)

1
DWR‐ Ray Costa General Note 8/21/15 Some of the comments are applicable to several of the assessment 

elements and have not been duplicated for each item.
Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015
Understood.  Comments will be applied to other sections of 
the TM as appropriate.

x Y 10/20/2015

2

DWR‐ Ray Costa Section 3.0 8/21/15 Consideration of flood fighting access does not appear to have been 
included in the assessment.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Wood Rodgers has added text and expanded the Exhibit tables 
to describe the impact of the encroachments on flood fighting 
activities.  A new section entitled: "Flood‐Fight Considerations"
has been added to the text.  It is noted that 2nd Street can be 
considered an all‐weather access road to be used during a 
flood fight.  It is in close proximity of the levee landside area, 
does not experience heavy traffic, and there is access from the 
street to most of the backyards in the area.

x Y

10/20/2015

3

DWR‐ Ray Costa Figure 2 8/21/15 The Theoretical Levee Template shown is based on a projection from the 
waterside toe.  a)  This assessment assumes no waterside erosion will 
occur in the future that could effectively shift the template landward.  
What is the erosion history along this reach and is there sufficient erosion 
protection in place that will secure the waterside slope?  b)  Verify in the 
upstream portion of this reach where the waterside berm width decreases 
that the theoretical template is not undercut by erosion along the 
streambank.  c)  Provide justification for allowing the existing cutoff wall to 
be located landward of the centerline within the theorectical levee prism.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 In response to this comment, Wood Rodgers reviewed the 
waterside conditions at 2nd Street.  As can be seen via Google 
Earth, as well as the Base Map for the 2nd Street properties, 
there is a waterside bench beginning at the Sutter Courthouse 
garage in the north which increases in width toward the south 
end of the encroachments.  The presence of this bench makes 
the potential for erosion to impact the minimum template 
very low.  We have also evaluated bathymetric cross sections 
to check to see that the waterside slope at the upstream end 
of the reach is not at risk of being undermined.

x Y

10/20/2015

4

DWR‐ Ray Costa Section 4.0 8/21/15 It is not clear under which heading basements will be included in the 
assessment.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Concur.  Basements are now discussed within the text (Homes 
and Buildings Seciton) and on both Exhibit 1 of 4 and Exhibit 4 
of 4.

x Y

10/20/2015

Technical Memorandum ‐ 2nd Street Encroachment Approach ‐ July 2, 2015
Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency

Feather River West Levee
IPE and Agency Review Comments

REVIEWER  RESPONDENT REVIEWER 
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Technical Memorandum ‐ 2nd Street Encroachment Approach ‐ July 2, 2015
Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency

Feather River West Levee
IPE and Agency Review Comments

REVIEWER  RESPONDENT REVIEWER 

5

DWR‐ Ray Costa Homes and Other 
Buildings

8/21/15 For the Case 2 condition, a)  It does not seem practical that access will 
always be available to inspect interior conditions during all high water 
events.  It may be necesssary to dedicate inspection personnel to monitor 
soley this reach during high water events.  b)  It seems arbitrary that a 
structure 1 foot landward of the Case 1 condition is considered stable and 
can remain. 

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 a) Concur, the LMA personnel need to be aware of the special 
circumstances surrounding the 2nd Street area.  The Design 
Team will include in the Project O&M Manual specifics related 
to 2nd Street, which will make the LMA aware of the 
conditions which allow for inspection of building interiors.  
Historically, the 2nd Street area has performed well in high 
water events.  Therefore, rather than prescribing dedicated 
personnel to this area, Wood Rodgers suggests making the 
LMA aware of the conditions and leaving the handling of high 
water inspections up to their best judgement. b) From a levee 
safety standpoint, the design engineers' concers have been 1: 
Is there a minimum levee template within the physical levee, 
and 2) Is there the ability to inspect the home in the event of 
high water? With these conditions satisfied, the engineering 
team is satisfied with the approach and comfortable that a 
home outside of the Theoretical levee is accpetable (with the 
permit conditions as applied). 

x Y

10/20/2015

6

DWR‐ Ray Costa Homes and Other 
Buildings

8/21/15 a)  For swimming pools, a new monitoring well is required contingent 
upon satisfactory performance of the existing cutoff wall during high water
events.  If there is question about the performance of the existing cutoff 
wall, why is this requirement not included for this condition?  b)  The 
summary table for each case should include an assessment of the 
encroachment impact on potential flood fight activities.  If there is a 
negative impact, the encroachment should be removed.  c)  The template 
method assumes the exiting levee configuration is stable.  One of the 
guidelines within ULDC is for situations where access and visibility are 
restricted, consideration should be given to increasing the factor of safety 
for the geotechnical design of the levee to compensate for the limited 
access and visibility.  Will this be implemented in the assessment?

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 a) It is noted that a separate program has been established to 
verify the overal acceptability of the cutoff of wall to relieve 
seepage pressures along 2nd Street.  Swimming pools were 
treated differently because their excavation into the landside 
area has the potential to increase seepage pressures. b) 
Concur, a summary of the impact to flood fighting capality has 
been added. c)  A cross sectional seepage analysis, if prepared 
for the encroachments, would show results based primarily on 
assumptions made regarding the previously constructed cutoff 
wall.  If the wall is considered to be fully penetrating, than the 
model results would indicate the levee throughout 2nd street 
would have a significant factor of safety.  Therefore, one 
would know the results of the analysis before it is started, 
based on the assumption of a fully‐penetrating cutoff wall.

Y

10/20/2015
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Technical Memorandum ‐ 2nd Street Encroachment Approach ‐ July 2, 2015
Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency

Feather River West Levee
IPE and Agency Review Comments

REVIEWER  RESPONDENT REVIEWER 

7

DWR‐ Ray Costa Retaining Walls 8/21/15   a)  There does not appear to be an assessment of the 
design/construction, wall drainage, age,  or condition of the retaining wall. 
b)  The existing cutoff wall is not shown.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 a) Under Retaining Walls, Section 4.0, the text says the 
following: In addition, where Case 2 retaining walls exceed 
four feet in height (and no as‐builts are available to verify the 
wall design), or where the Case 2 wall would compromise the 
theoretical levee if a wall failure occurred, a Case 2 wall would 
also be considered a high hazard.  For clarity, these 
requirements have also been added to Exhibit 2 of 4. b) The 
existing cutoff wall has been added to the exhibit.

x Y

10/20/2015

8

DWR‐ Ray Costa Retaining Wall 
with Structure

8/21/15 a)  The existing cutoff wall is not shown.  b)  Does this also apply to 
retaining walls as part of structures?

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015
a) The cutoff wall has been added to the exhibit.  b) Correct, 
the exhibit applies whether the retaining wall is adjacent to, or 
incorporated within, the building exterior wall.

x Y

10/20/2015

9

DWR‐ Ray Costa Swimming Pools 8/21/15 a)   The CVFPB is currently working on new requirements for swimming 
pools adjacent to levees.  It is recommended this proposed guideline be 
reviewed with respect to the prospective new requirements.  b)  It is not 
recommended to rely upon the swimming pool to be filled with water 
during a flood event.  This could be due to structure 
abandonment/property foreclosure or drought conditions where filling of 
swimming pools may not be allowed.  c)  The assessment using a 10h:1v 
slope from the levee toe is an arbitrary delineation and is not based on a 
site specific seepage analysis.  Further, a pool located outside this arbitrary 
boundary may be no more "safe" than a pool located within the 
projection.  It is recommended there be no Case 1/2 delineations and a 
site specific seepage/stability analysis be performed for each pool (and/or 
basement) located along this reach.  d)  It should be noted the assessment 
of levee safety is not an assurance the pool may "float" during a high 
water event.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 b) On October 8th, Wood Rodgers attended the CVFPB 
Workshop to review proposed Title 23 regulations. The 
proposed regulations do not appear to address swimming 
pools.  Rather, excavations are covered under the Borrow 
section, which requires an analysis to be performed if an 
excavation could jeopardize levee integrity.  b) Also, on 
October 16th, Wood Rodgers obtained a copy of the CVFPB 
Analysis relative to a swimming pool near the Bear Creek levee 
in San Joaquin County.  While this analysis is interesting, it is 
not representative of a condition similar to 2nd Street, where 
the levee contains a cutoff wall. c) See response to Part C of 
Comment 6 above. d) A note has been added to Exhibit 4 of 4 
to advise pool owners that uplift can still occur during high 
water.

x Y

10/20/2015

10

USACE ‐ Mary 
Perlea/Mike Kynett

Section 3.0, Figure 
2

9/10/2015 The theoretical levee prism is up to the levee crown, 3 feet above the 200 
year flood elevation.   At that elevation the crest width should be 20 feet.  
The glood wall can be lower than the 200 year flood (if the levee was 
degraded ½ or  1/3 of its height, this is for sure lower than the 200 year.  
However, the impermeable zone (core) of the levee (it can be the 
impervious cap above the cut‐off wall) must be to the top of the levee, 200
year +3 feet.  The freeboard has to have also an impermeable core.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 The existing wall was constructed by the USACE in 1998.  It 
was constructed with an impervious core situated above the 
cutoff wall to the top of the levee. Figure 2 has been updated 
to show the presence of the impermeable core.

x Y

12/1/2015

11
USACE ‐ Mary 

Perlea/Mike Kynett
Section 4.0 9/10/2015 Include the power utility poles and utility crossing also as 

encroachments needed a renewed permit.
Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Power poles are located landward of the 2nd Street.  
Therefore, there are no power poles within 20‐feet of the 
levee landside toe.

x Y
12/1/2015
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12

USACE ‐ Mary 
Perlea/Mike Kynett

Section 4.0 9/10/2015 Encroachments affecting the levee integrity should be revoked and 
their permits reviewed.  If these encroachments are considered high 
hazard in the new levee improved conditions, the permits may be 
revoked permanently or modification/relocation of the 
encroachments is required.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 The SBFCA approach divides encroachments into "High" and 
"Low" Hazards, with High Hazards addressed immediately (see 
Section 3). x Y

12/1/2015

13

USACE ‐ Mary 
Perlea/Mike Kynett

Section 4.0 9/10/2015 Encroachments that obstruct visibility and access.   If the fences and 
vegetation that obstructs visibility is on the landowner ROW, these cannot 
be removed unless the LD1 acquires that land.  It is not clear the levee 
ROW, therefore it is possible the ROW to be very narrow. The ETL indicates
the Vegetation Free Zone  (VFZ) as 15 feet from the levee toe or the 
existing ROW.  If the existing ROW is narrower than 15 feet that the 
additional land may be acquired, if needed or reduce the VFZ to the 
defined width.   To obtain the conditions described in this paragraph either
an agreement should be between the LD1 and landowner or the LD1 
needs to acquire the described additional land.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 The SBFCA approach is to require landowners to obtain a new 
CVFPB encroachment permit which contains conditions that 
allow the LMA to perform requisite operation and 
maintenance activities. Using this approach, land is not 
required to be purchased.

x Y

12/1/2015

14
USACE ‐ Mary 

Perlea/Mike Kynett
Section 4.0 9/10/2015  The retaining walls and swimming pools or any cases need to be 

evaluated for stability (the retaining walls) and for seepage (swimming 
pools) in order to be accepted as constructed.  

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 See response to Comment No. 6c above.
x Y

12/1/2015

15

USACE ‐ Mary 
Perlea/Mike Kynett

Exhibit 1 of 4 9/10/2015 Suggest removing the theoretical levee prism and categorize all 
encroachments based on the physical levee prism (20 feet crown at 3 feet 
above the 55/57 profile or 200 year, whichever is higher, with 1:3 
waterside and 1:2 landside slope.   As indicated in the TM, there are no 
Case 1 structures in this reach, therefore I would not even mention them.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Since the July 2nd version of the TM, the Sutter County 
Courthouse garage was found to be a Case 1 Structure.  See 
response to Comment No. 5b above regarding the difference 
between Case 1 and Case 2 structures.

x Y

12/1/2015

16

USACE ‐ Mary 
Perlea/Mike Kynett

Real Estate Base 
Map

9/10/2015 The Real Estate Base Map shows only 2 structures partially constructed 
within the levee ROW.  I do not believe these are Case 2, and I would not 
believe these should be removed as long as the access to the levee is 
possible. 

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 The location of ROW is not germaine to the discussion of the 
encroachment impacts.  See response to Comment No. 13.

x Y

12/1/2015

17

USACE ‐ Mary 
Perlea/Mike Kynett

Table 1 ‐ 
Encroachment 
Sumamry

9/10/2015 This table does not show any swimming pool permitted, there are some 
retaining wall permitted.  However, even if these retaining walls were 
permitted I am not sure the levee stability was reviewed, therefore I 
suggest additional stability analyses to be performed on walls higher than 
4 feet.  All swimming pools are Case 1 or 2.  Even with the cut‐off wall in 
place these may be a hazard for the levee.  I suggest either removing them 
or moving them outside the levee prism.  A seepage analysis may 
determine the distance, if not, the distance to the levee toe should be as 
described in the text (10 feet for each 1 foot in depth, from the levee toe),  
Also the swimming pools should be constructed on a drainage layer 
extended to the ground surface and kept full with water during the 
flooding season to prevent uplift.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 See response to Comment No. 6c and 7a above.

x Y

12/1/2015
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18

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

General Comment 9/15/2015 The Wood Rodgers design team has completed a comprehensive 
assessment of the dense urban development near the toe of the flood 
control levee along 2nd Street in Yuba City, CA.  They determined that 
there are no significant encroachments into the theoretical levee prism 
and that the cutoff wall previously constructed by the Corps of Engineers 
provides a stable levee (no as‐built drawings have been located as of yet). 

Overall the IPE agrees with this approach.  However, houses, other 
buildings, swimming pools, fences, trees and shrubs do make inspections 
difficult and could hinder any needed emergency repairs. The TM indicates 
that most of the existing encroachments have been permitted and is 
proposing that those permits be revised to current standards, which 
include requirements to replace solid fences with chain link fences, 
remove vegetation and permit access into structures. Paying owners to 
remove/relocate dilapidated structures is also mentioned. Piezometers 
will be installed at the landside of the levee crown to monitor uplift at each
swimming pool. They will also be used to monitor the general 
effectiveness of the cutoff wall. Further attempts will be made to locate as‐
built drawings for the slurry wall to assure that it was imbedded into 
impervious strata.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 This comment is a general comment and does not necessarily 
require a response.  However, it is appropriate to noted that 
that since the original TM, a cross section was performed at 
the Sutter County Courthouse garage, and the garage was 
found to be within the theoretical prism.  Therefore, the 
courthouse is now targetted for removal.

x

Y 11/5/2015

19

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Visibility for 
Inspection

9/15/2015 The visibility for inspection is certainly one of the biggest complications 
that the encroachments cause in this reach and the IPE notes the stark 
contrast between the landside toe conditions that the levee improvement 
project is producing in agricultural areas and the 2nd Street area and 
recommends that all the revised encroachment permits be strictly 
enforced and that opportunities to pay owners to remove any of the 
encroached structures should not be missed.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Concur.

x

Y 11/5/2015

20

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Detailed 
Inspections For 
Flood Fighiting

9/15/2015 Detailed inspections during flood fights will require a more thorough and 
time consuming process through this area. Consider requiring specialized 
training within the appropriate section of the O&M manual

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Concur.  See Response to Comment No 5a.

x

Y 11/5/2015

21

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Monitoring Slurry 
Wall Performance

9/15/2015 We agree with the addition of piezometers along the landside of the 
previously installed slurry wall to monitor performance.  This will add 
significant confidence to the effectiveness of a slurry wall since as‐built 
drawings have not been located.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

22
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Stout Parcel 9/15/2015 This parcel contains 4 buildings within the prescribed maintenance zone, 
but there is some clearance between them and the toe of the levee that 
can be easily inspected.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

23

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Brockman Parcel 9/15/2015 The area between Structure #1 and the levee toe looks clear and this 
should be easy to inspect.  Structure #2 is set back about 14 feet and this is 
adequate room for visual inspection, however, the stored materials behind
structure should be removed and the area kept clear.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015
At the time of the Encroachment Permit's issuance, the LMA 
will review all 2nd Street Properties and identify items that 
obstruct inspection.  It is anticipated that these materials will 
be identified for removal.

x

Y 11/5/2015
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24
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Pernod Parcel 9/15/2015 The area behind the structure looks clear and should be adequate for 
visual inspection.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

25

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Smith Parcel 9/15/2015 Are Structures #1 and #2 on the plan, reversed on the cross sections?  
Structure #1 (the house) doesn’t appear to present any problems but the 
other structure is very close to the toe.   Consider moving or paying for the 
removal of this structure since it is at the edge of the theoretical levee 
template.  As a minimum the stored materials behind that structure 
should be removed. 

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Concur.  The exhibits have been corrected.  See response to 
Comment No. 23.

x

Y 11/5/2015

26

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Coble Parcel 9/15/2015 Again, are Structures #1 and #2 on the plan view, reversed in the cross 
section?  The small building next to the levee appears easy to move.  
Consider negotiating with the landowner to provide more room for visual 
inspection.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Concur.  The exhibits have been corrected.  

x

Y 11/5/2015

27
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

LD1 9/15/2015 No concerns. Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

28
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Filby 9/15/2015 There appears to be adequate room for visual inspection.  Recommend 
removal the stored materials behind the structure as a minimum 
requirement.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 See response to Comment No. 23.
x

Y 11/5/2015

29
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Hodges 9/15/2015 Is this structure moveable?  However, if it is a garage with a slab floor, it 
may be easy to inspect.  Require keeping the area around the building 
clear.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 The structure does not appear to be moveable.  Concur with 
keeping area around building clear. x

Y 11/5/2015

30
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Yuba Sutter Body 
Shop Parcel

9/15/2015 Consider relocation or demolition and replacement of Structure #1.  It 
appears to be small and only for storage.  

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Structure 1 will be considered for removal.
x

Y 11/5/2015

We understand this spreadsheet and all 
responses will be included in an Appendix 
to the TM

31
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Stevenson Parcel 9/15/2015 There is more than adequate structure setback for visual inspection. Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

32
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Souza Parcel 9/15/2015 There is more than adequate structure setback for visual inspection. Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

33
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Coakley Parcel 9/15/2015 This appears to be a vacant lot.  Can the structure be removed or 
demolished?

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 The Structure will be considered for removal.
x

Y 11/5/2015

We understand this spreadsheet and all 
responses will be included in an Appendix 
to the TM

34

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Albrecht Parcel 9/15/2015 This structure is close to the existing toe but a decent distance from the 
theoretical toe.  Some vegetation removal or trimming would make 
inspection easier.  Yard is neatly kept which makes inspection easier.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 See response to Comment No. 23.

x

Y 11/5/2015

35
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Edwards Parcel 9/15/2015 What is proposed may be as good as economically feasible.  At least the 
area is neatly kept which makes inspection much easier. 

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

36
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Wilkins Parcel 9/15/2015 This structure appears to be far enough away for adequate visual 
inspection.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

37
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Sanders Parcel 9/15/2015 Recommend requiring keeping the area behind the structure clear.  The 
pool is problematic, but the area is clear and keeping it full of water in 
flood season is a must.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 See response to Comment No. 23.
x

Y 11/5/2015
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Appendix C

Comment No.

REVIEWER 
CONTACT INFO

(DO NOT Edit This Column)

LOCATION IN 
REPORT/DOC

DATE OF 
ORIGINAL 
REVIEW 

COMMENT
MM/DD/YY ORIGINAL REVIEW COMMENT

RESPONDENT 
CONTACT INFO

DATE OF RESPONSE
MM/DD/YY RESPONSE CO

N
CU

R

N
O
N
‐C
O
N
CU

R

FI
O

CA
RR

Y 
FO

RW
AR

D

CLOSED
Y / N

DATE
MM/DD/YY

BACK CHECK COMMENT
(Needed Only If NOT Closing Comment)

Technical Memorandum ‐ 2nd Street Encroachment Approach ‐ July 2, 2015
Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency

Feather River West Levee
IPE and Agency Review Comments

REVIEWER  RESPONDENT REVIEWER 

38

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Poole Parcel 9/15/2015 Structure #1 does not appear to be valuable and is very close to the 
theoretical cross section.  Consider negotiating a removal or replacement 
further back from the levee toe.  Structure #2 does not appear to present 
an inspection problem.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 The Structure will be considered for removal.

x

Y 11/5/2015

We understand this spreadsheet and all 
responses will be included in an Appendix 
to the TM

39

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Machensen Parcel 9/15/2015 Consider negotiating removal or relocation of the above ground pool.  It 
will be difficult to inspect underneath the lining.  The structure appears 
OK, but some clearing behind the structure would make inspection easier.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 Relocaton of the aboveground pool will be considered.

x

Y 11/5/2015

We understand this spreadsheet and all 
responses will be included in an Appendix 
to the TM

40
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Sims Parcel 9/15/2015 This will be the most difficult to make flood observations around, but it is 
possible to inspect if done carefully.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

41
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Anderson Parcel 9/15/2015 If the surface under the balcony is all paved over, inspection could be 
easier.

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015  Paving will be considered.

X Y 11/5/2015

We understand this spreadsheet and all 
responses will be included in an Appendix 
to the TM

42
IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

McCarley Parcel 9/15/2015 We agree with the requirement of keeping the pool full of water during 
flood season. 

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 No response required.

Y 11/5/2015

43

IPE Board ‐ Tom Smith, 
Don Babbit, George Sills

Benatar Parcel 9/15/2015 For Structure #1, keep the area around the building clear for inspection 
purposes.  Structure #2 may have a sump pump to keep the basement dry 
and inspections should look for sand particles in the sump which would be 
an indication of piping.  Suggest a piezometer at this location. 

Jonathan Kors           
916‐326‐5294

10/16/2015 A piezometer is proposed at the McCarley Parcel.  At the 
10.14.2015 meeting with the DWR, it was determined the 
piezomenter will be spaced between the McCarley Pool and 
the Benatar Building.

x

Y 11/5/2015
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