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Exhibit 2 2013 STATUS OF FLOOD PROTECTION INFRASTRUCTURE 

FIRST ANNUAL REPORT: HISTORY, CONDITION, AND FUTURE NEEDS 

Message from Julie Bueren, Chief Engineer 

Since its formation in 1951, the Flood Control District has worked with our partners to construct 

over $1 billion in regional flood protection infrastructure which protects over $25 billion assessed 

property value throughout the County, or about 17% of the total property valuation.  This 

infrastructure currently consists of 79 miles of flood protection channels and 29 dams and 

detention basins.  These provide the regional backbone of flood protection for most watersheds 

in our County.  In addition to providing flood protection, we are working hard to improve our 

creek environments and water quality. 

In April of 2013, the State Department of Water Resources completed an assessment of flood 

protection infrastructure statewide.  Their analysis indicated that for Contra Costa County, 

40,000 residents still live in a floodplain, $48 million worth of agricultural crops are located in a 

floodplain, and $4.9 billion in structures are located in a floodplain and susceptible to flood 

damage.  Floodplains are the low lying areas adjacent to our creeks where historic flood waters 

deposited nutrient rich sediment leading the first settlers to establish their farms and orchards 

there.  As our communities developed these floodplains often became the heart of a vibrant 

downtown which became subject to frequent flooding up until the Flood Control District began 

constructing flood protection facilities.  Since then flooding has been virtually eliminated in the 

communities protected by our regional flood protection facilities. 

While our flood protection infrastructure provides a vital service to our communities, it is getting 

old.  By the end of this decade 40% of the Flood Control District’s facilities will be more than 50 

years old.  We must begin to plan for the replacement of these aging facilities.  At the same 

time, the trend in the local, state, and federal government budget process is to reduce spending 

on flood protection facilities.  This is not only a countywide issue, but a national one. 

Collectively, we must lobby the state and federal government to reverse this trend and increase 

funding for this key infrastructure need. 

In conjunction with 2013 California Flood Preparedness Week, we are providing this report to 

outline the status of our flood protection infrastructure, its value to our communities, and the 

resources needed to pro-actively continue providing adequate flood protection.  Flood protection 

infrastructure is often forgotten because it is utilized, and noticed, only during large storm 

events.  However, if we do not plan for maintaining and replacing this key infrastructure now, the 

future impact to our communities will be devastating.  We need to only look back at the flood 

damage from the 1950’s to see how devastating that impact would be.  It is time to work with 

our partners to provide the flood protection needed for the next generation. 
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s (FC District) ability to 

adequately maintain our flood protection system and our ability to keep pace with community 

needs for acceptable levels of flood protection has been sharply curtailed, and in some 

watersheds virtually eliminated, by passage of Proposition 13 in 1978 and Proposition 218 in 

1996.  The FC District has not been able to collect the necessary funds to complete the 

County’s planned flood protection system or adequately operate and maintain our existing flood 

protection system.  There are also capital replacement needs and other projected future issues 

on the horizon.  Some progress has been made on some of these issues. Below are current and 

proposed action plans which need to be developed and implemented to address all the issues 

we are aware of: 

 

 

Several factors contribute to the difficulty of developing the above action plans.  The FC 

District’s major flood protection facilities were constructed by the federal government, and retain 

federal oversight.  Federal flood protection requirements have increased since these facilities 

were constructed, whereas federal funding has decreased.  The need for habitat preservation 

has also increased, which causes more areas to be protected and curtails the use of less-

expensive traditional flood protection structures.  In some cases these two requirements conflict, 

causing long and expensive negotiations or no project.  Community expectations and 

involvement have increased, which can create better projects, but adds another layer of 

complexity.  The FC District does not have the funds necessary to respond to these increased 

requirements and currently has no mechanism to increase its revenue.  This report 

recommends moving forward with the above action plans to provide sustainable flood protection 

infrastructure into the future. 

 

Item Action Plan Description Cost Estimate Time (years) Start

1 Sediment Studies at Channel Mouths $250,000 8 February 2008

2 Study Level of Flood Protection $2,000,000 15 December 2008

3 Review and Report on Financial Status $100,000 2 June 2012

4 Develop Financing Plan $100,000 2 June 2012

5 Develop Communication and Outreach Plan $150,000 2 February 2013

6 Improve Flood Forecasting and Warning Systems $350,000 3 April 2013

7 Conditions Assessment of Critical Infrastructure $5,500,000 7 - 10 October 2013

8 Seismic Study of 5 Dams $1,250,000 5 2014

Assessments Total: $9,700,000 15

9 Corps Improvement Projects $20,000,000 30 1998

10 Levee Improvements to Corps and FEMA Standards $2,000,000 6 October 2011

11 Capital Improvement Program $154,000,000 ? 2014

12 Maintenance Backlog Catch-up Process $24,000,000 ? 2014

13 Capital Replacement Program $2,400,000,000 ? 2029

14 New Flood Protection Standards ? ? ?

15 Climate Change Impact Studies ? ? ?

Total Financial Need: $2,619,400,000

Financial Need without Capital Replacement Program: $219,400,000
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Exhibit 2 

 

2.0 HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

Contra Costa County was organized in 1850.  Flooding was a constant companion of 

communities struggling to establish and develop within the County.  There were 11 floods in 

Contra Costa County between 1849 and 1939 the worst being the flood of 1862.  Over 15 

inches of rain fell in Martinez during the first week in January 1862.  The flood waters in the 

central valley created a lake 250 to 300 miles long and 20 to 60 miles wide.  Telegraph poles 

along roads and rail lines in the lower parts of the valley were under water.  

On January 10, 1862, newly elected 

governor Leland Stanford traveled to his 

inauguration ceremony in a rowboat.  The 

State Capitol was moved to San Francisco 

for a few months until Sacramento could 

recover.  In Contra Costa County, flood 

waters washed so much silt down Ygnacio 

Valley that Pacheco Slough was filled with 

sediment, eliminating Pacheco as a viable 

seafaring port town.  This flood left the 

State bankrupt.  Figure 1 below shows the 

rainfall for above average rain years in 

Martinez since 1849, with 1862 being the 

most prominent.  Storms that resulted in 

flooding occurred regularly, along with the 

expensive recovery from flood damages. 
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Average annual rainfall = 20.2 inches 
 

42 out of 164 years had flood events = 26% 

Martinez Rainfall History 

Figure 1. Historic Above Average Rain Years Where Flooding was Recorded 
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The Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District was formed as an 

independent special district of the State in 1951 at the request of the residents of the County, 

and soon after began to build flood protection infrastructure.  As Figure 1 indicates, the storms 

that historically impacted the County have not become less frequent over the years. We have 

seen that since the construction of flood protection facilities the historical flooding has been 

virtually eliminated in those watersheds protected by FC District facilities.  

 

Figure 2 (below) shows the flood protection infrastructure owned and operated by the FC 

District.  The heavy blue lines indicate where the 79 miles of flood control channels are located, 

and the District’s 5 dams and 24 detention basins are scattered throughout those areas.  

 

 

Floodplains (literally the plain that floods) are low lying areas adjacent to the creeks and rivers 

that, on average, are inundated with storm flows every other year.  Community leaders realized 

that flooding would need to be controlled by large dams, or by providing adequate channels or 

levees to keep water out of the communities in the flood plain, so they developed a standard 

based on the rainfall history at that time.  The standard for flood protection facilities became a 

“100 year” level of protection.  This provides protection from a 100 year storm (statistically a 1% 

chance of occurrence within a one year period) and is the basis for FEMA’s flood insurance 

requirements.  Figure 3 (below) shows the historic floodplain in one of our communities.  If a 

home is built in a floodplain it is always in a floodplain, even though it is protected by FC District 

facilities.  And statistically, there is always the chance that a storm larger than the 100-yr design 

standard level occurs which would exceed the capacity of our flood protection channels and 

Figure 2. Flood Control District Infrastructure 
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Exhibit 2 flood the historic floodplain.  This recently happened in Colorado where many areas were 

flooded due to “1,000 year” storms much greater than the standard “100 year” storm. The 

highest level flood that FEMA normally evaluates is the “500 year” flood.  The State has already 

called for 200 year level of flood protection in urban areas.  And experts predict that as climate 

change progresses, extreme storm events will become more likely, which will lead to increased 

standards for flood protection.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.0 INTRODUCTION 

In January 2005 the California State Department of Water Resources (DWR) released a report 

entitled “Flood Warnings: Responding to California’s Flood Crisis”.  The report identified the 

following challenges, which are valid for our flood control district as well as for other flood 

control agencies throughout the State. 

 Our flood protection system is comprised of aging infrastructure built in the 1950’s to 

1970’s, which has been further weakened by deferred maintenance. 

Figure 3. Historic Floodplain in North Richmond Prior to Flood Control Project 
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Alhambra Creek Flooding 
Downtown Martinez 1997 

 State and local funding for effective flood protection and management programs has 

steadily been reduced since the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978. 

 Several court decisions have resulted in greater flood damage liability to State and local 

government. 

 Continuing to allow development in floodplains continues to increase the potential for flood 

damage to homes, businesses, and communities. 

 

Building on their 2005 report, DWR has for the last several years been conducting an 

assessment of flood protection infrastructure throughout the state.  Their report, “California’s 

Flood Future: Recommendations for Managing the State’s Flood Risk,” released April 3, 2013 

has identified the following: 

 

 There is more than $50 billion in capital 

investment needs for currently identified 

flood protection projects in the state.  

 More than $100 billion is the estimated 

additional investment needed for 

projects not yet formally developed but 

necessary to provide adequate flood 

protection in urban areas across the 

State. 

 One in five Californian’s live in a floodplain, and 

over one million of those are in the Bay Area. 

 $575 billion in structures are at risk of flooding, with $130 billion in the Bay Area. 

 

In addition to statewide and regional statistics and conclusions, the report includes the following 

statistics for Contra Costa County regarding a standard 100-yr flood event: 

 

 40,000 residents are currently in a floodplain and would be exposed to flooding.  

 

 There would be up to $4.9 billion in structure and contents damage. 

 

 Agricultural damages could reach $48 million. 

 

 

The report concludes that flood protection infrastructure throughout the state does not meet 

current and future needs.  In conducting research for the report, DWR interviewed over 140 

public agencies in all 58 counties, as well as state and federal agencies, that provide flood 
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Exhibit 2 protection services.  These agencies identified over 900 flood management projects in different 

stages of planning and implementation.  Spending $50 billion on these projects would not bring 

all regions of the state to a minimum 100 year level of protection, whereas 200 year level of 

protection is now mandated by SB 5 in many parts of the state.  Many flood control districts, 

including Contra Costa County’s, need to conduct a conditions assessment of their facilities to 

identify their true infrastructure needs.  After these additional assessments are completed, it is 

estimated the State will need an additional $100 billion investment in flood protection projects 

and improvements for $150 billion total.  In addition to recommending regional flood risk 

assessments, the report also recommends establishing sufficient and stable funding 

mechanisms to reduce flood risks. 

 

 

Flood control districts are often a victim of their own success.  When we complete a flood 

protection project, the surrounding area no longer floods and the floodwaters are out of sight 

and out of mind.  As a result, there is little support for funding ongoing maintenance of flood 

protection facilities even though each home removed from a FEMA-designated floodplain saves 

the homeowner approximately $1,000 each year in avoided flood insurance premiums.  DWR’s 

Flood Future report 

indicates there are 

40,000 residents in the 

county that are in 

FEMA’s Special Flood 

Hazard Area and pay 

flood insurance.  

County data indicates 

that about $5.4 million 

in flood insurance 

premiums are paid 

each year. The primary 

goal of the FC District 

is reducing flood risk, 

which works toward 

eliminating the need for 

residents to pay flood insurance.  Flood insurance premiums reflect only a portion of the cost 

savings when all the flood protection provided by the FC District is considered.  Since its 

formation in 1951, the FC District has worked with our partners to construct over $1 billion in 

flood protection infrastructure which protects over $25 billion assessed property value 

throughout the County.  

 

 

FEMA indicates that flood insurance premiums are increasing substantially nationwide over the 

next several years as the rates become more actuary-based and federal subsidies are reduced.  

In California, during a typical 30-year mortgage period for a home not protected by a flood 

control facility, there is about a one in four chance (26%) that the homeowner will experience a 

Pine Creek Flooding, Market at Belmont, Concord 1958 
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100-year flood.  This risk is many times greater than the risk of a major home fire during that 

same 30-year period, and the flood risk will increase with time due to climate change impacts.  

As Figure 4 (below) shows, flooding is by far the most costly of the natural disasters we 

experience statewide. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

About 80% of the County’s current flood protection infrastructure cost was funded by generous 

federal and state programs.  Those funding program formulas have become less generous over 

time.  For example, the Corps of Engineers cost share in the 1950s and 1960s was 95% to 

100%, which was subsequently reduced to 75%.  In 1996, Congress reduced the maximum 

federal cost share on Corps flood control projects to 65% of the total project cost and then in 

2007 reduced it further to 50% for new projects.  State funding has also been reduced. The 

State’s Subvention Program, which assisted local flood control districts with the local match for 

federally funded projects, experienced a severe drop in funding starting in 1992 and has been 

unfunded for the last several years.   
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Figure 4. California Natural Disasters 10-yr Damage Totals 
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Exhibit 2 Figure 5 (below) shows the proportion of federal and local dollars that were invested in the FC 

District’s flood protection system each year from the first project until 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.0 INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITION 

 

The future conditions of various types of FC District infrastructure are impacted by sediment, 

storm water runoff, financing, community interest, forecasting, age, and earthquake resiliency.  

Specific assessment studies of each of these categories should be performed to provide data 

on the scale of their impacts and how best to respond to those issues to provide sustainable 

flood protection infrastructure. 

 

4.1 SEDIMENT IMPACT STUDIES 

 

In the past, large quantities of sediment would inundate creeks and channels each winter 

Figure 5. Federal and State/Local Share of Flood Protection Infrastructure Cost 
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because no sediment controls were placed on construction and agricultural uses.  Due to 

sediment control regulations, as well as less exposed soil due to urbanization, sediment loads 

and their impacts have reduced significantly.  However, sediment buildup in the very lower 

reaches of our flood control channels continues to be an issue because the Corps of Engineers 

constructed them flat.  This condition causes sediment from the upper watershed to slow down 

and deposit, and it also allows sediment from the bay to travel into the channel during tide 

stages and deposit sediment.  Today, reduced capacity has developed in some channels with a 

resultant reduction in the level of flood protection.   The impacted facilities are Pinole Creek, 

Rheem Creek, Rodeo Creek, and Walnut Creek.  The cost to study the lower reaches of our 

channels to accurately determine the scope and cost of sediment removal is estimated at 

$250,000.  This effort was partially begun in 2008, and we anticipate it taking several more 

years to complete. 

 

4.2 LEVEL OF PROTECTION PROVIDED 

 

The FC District’s major flood control channels, such as Rodeo Creek, Pinole Creek, Grayson 

Creek, Marsh Creek, and Walnut Creek, are engineered channels that are made in the earth or 

made of concrete in a u-shape.  They were designed to carry floodwaters quickly through the 

community and out to the Bay.  Some of these channels also contain levees for a portion of their 

length. 

 

There are generally two types of levees, wet levees and dry levees.  Wet levees are typically 

those levees that hold back major rivers with a water surface that is continuously higher than the 

adjacent protected land surface.  Dry levees are usually just elevated creek banks that 

intermittently contain flood waters that exceed the capacity of the creek channel.  When most 

people think of levees they are thinking of wet levees, such as those in the Delta, holding back 

the Sacramento River.  The only wet levee the Flood Control District maintains is at the mouth 

of the Marsh Creek Flood Control Channel where it holds back the waters of the Sacramento 

River at Big Break.  This levee protects farmland which recently was purchased for a wetlands 

restoration project known as the Department of Water Resources Dutch Slough Restoration 

Project.  The project proponents plan to breach this levee in a few years to allow waters to flow 

into the property for wetlands restoration.  That levee will be turned over to another agency such 

as a reclamation district and the FC District will no longer be responsible for it. 

 

Many of our flood control channels, such as Wildcat Creek, San Pablo Creek, Pinole Creek, 

Grayson Creek, Pine Creek and Walnut Creek have dry levees.  These levees are generally at 

the lower reach; usually support maintenance access roads; and are in fairly good structural 

condition.  Each year the Army Corps of Engineers inspects the channels and dry levees.  In 

July of 2009 FEMA decertified several miles of the Wildcat Creek and San Pablo Creek levees, 

which could affect future flood insurance requirements for the surrounding communities. 

 

Most wet levees in Contra Costa County are maintained by a variety of Reclamation Districts.  

Attached as Exhibit 1 is a map of the County showing the various Reclamation Districts and the 

tracts of land the Reclamation District levees are protecting.  Bethel Island has a separate 

Municipal Improvement District to maintain its levee system. 
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Exhibit 2  

In response to a local proposal to restore one of our flood control channels, the FC District did a 

detailed analysis of the upstream hydrology and channel hydraulics.  We discovered that 

changes in land use, subsequent to the channel construction in the 1960’s, resulted in storm 

runoff flows that exceed the original design capacity by over 40%.  This resulted in reduced 

flood protection for the community and a false sense of security for residents thinking they have 

a higher level of protection than they really do.  The original design capacity provided 100 year 

flood protection for the entire community, and all properties were removed from the FEMA 

floodplain maps.  When FEMA revises their floodplain maps with this new information, many 

properties will be ‘mapped into the floodplain’ and thus have to acquire flood insurance.   

 

This situation exists in other communities as well.  The FC District needs to conduct studies to 

determine which communities are affected.  FEMA is performing flood capacity studies of the 

Marsh Creek and Kellogg Creek watersheds.  The FC District is working with the Corps on the 

Grayson Creek and Walnut Creek watersheds to provide some of this information.  The detailed 

studies to determine the level of protection provided by all FC District facilities is estimated to be 

$2 million.  This effort was started in 2008 and will take at least 10 more years to complete. 

 

4.3 FINANCIAL STATUS 

 

The Flood Control District financial status has changed significantly over the years due to 

reductions in federal, state, and local funding as mentioned above.  As seen in Figure 5 (above), 

the FC District’s first infrastructure boom was winding down just when Proposition 13 was 

enacted. This reduction in construction caused the FC District to lower the tax rates in 

watersheds where local funding was no longer needed for capital costs, and only the minimal 

maintenance was required for a new facility.  In some areas, the tax rate was set to zero due to 

a funding surplus.  Proposition 13 locked in those low or zero tax rates, and the FC District has 

not been able to raise them since.  The only increases in revenue are due to increased property 

values, which go up and down and do not keep pace with construction costs, increasing 

regulations, and new standards.  Thus, during the second peak of building infrastructure seen in 

Figure 5, some of the FC District funding zones incurred debt, and some of that debt is still on 

the books. 

 

During the 1980’s the FC District formed Drainage Areas to provide developer-funded capital 

improvement programs to install drainage infrastructure in several cities and the unincorporated 

County.  During the 1990’s the FC District formed Drainage Benefit Assessment Districts to 

provide maintenance funding for major drainage facilities that were associated with large 

coordinated developments.  Also in the 1990’s the FC District became the fiduciary agent for the 

Contra Costa Clean Water Program’s Stormwater Utility Fees which require collection from 

each taxable parcel in the County and distribution to each city and the unincorporated County 

for implementing the National Pollution Discharge Elimination Program. 
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The FC District has insufficient funding to adequately operate and maintain our current flood 

protection infrastructure.  To compensate, we limit spending to approximately $3 million per year 

on facilities maintenance, which is only 0.3% of our asset value, much lower than the industry 

standard.   

 

Today, the FC District manages 71 separate funds, all of which are restricted return to source 

funds.  The table below provides the past three fiscal year’s average expenditures for the FC 

District’s programs. 

 

 
 

 

To put the FC District’s share of property tax revenue into perspective vs. other taxing entities in 

the County, we calculated the annual amount collected from a $500,000 home in Walnut Creek 

(see Figure 6 below). This was determined by totaling the 1% ad velorem tax portions, special 

assessments, and bond measure payments shown on the tax bill.  Some of the agencies on the 

list to receive property tax also charge use fees or receive revenue from monthly utility bills. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FCD Program Categories Past 3 years Percent

Maintenance $3,549,310 36%

Capital $3,790,207 39%

Public Assistance $1,261,903 13%

Administration $1,240,890 13%

Total $9,842,310 100%

Averages

Figure 6. Annual Property Tax Comparisons - $500,000 Home in Walnut Creek 
 

Bay Area Air Quality:  $10 = 0.16% 

CCC Mosquito Abatement Dist:  $13= 0.21% 

County Clean Water:  $35 = 0.57% 

County Flood Control:  $46 = 0.75% 

BART:  $55 = 0.88% 

EBMUD Water:  $78 = 1.3% 

East Bay Regional Parks:  $188 = 3.0% 

CCCSD Sewer:  $472 = 7.6% 

City of Walnut Creek:  $536 = 8.7% 

Fire/Emergency:  $670 = 11% 

County General Fund:  $779 = 13% 

Schools:  $3305 = 53% 

FCD $9; FCZ 3B $37 
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Exhibit 2 The FC District should perform a comprehensive review of its financial status at an estimated 

cost of $100,000.  A preliminary look at our financial status was performed in 2012 and it will 

take about one more year to complete it. 

 

 

4.4 FINANCIAL PLAN 

 

The ability of the FC District to carry out its mission to provide ongoing flood protection for the 

County relies on having adequate funding.  When we look at FC District revenue received vs. 

other community services and that is compared with the statewide damages caused by flooding 

from Figure 4, we see there is an inequality.  The argument can be made that flood protection 

needs more funding. As in the past, the local community should not and can not support the 

entire financial burden for flood protection infrastructure needs.  Government programs will need 

to be put in place to assist with financing.  The FC District should investigate other funding 

mechanisms in place for flood control agencies and utilities throughout the State.  Potential new 

funding sources and mechanisms need to be developed.  Since funding is needed nationwide to 

deal with ongoing maintenance and replacement of aging infrastructure, we anticipate that state 

and federal legislation will need to be enacted.  The cost to study this issue and provide 

recommendations is estimated at $100,000.  A preliminary study of our financial plan options for 

some funding entities was held in 2012 and it will take about one more year to complete this for 

the remaining funding entities. 

 

 

4.5 COMMUNICATION AND OUTREACH PLAN 

 

In the past, the community had recent reminders of the need for flood protection when flooding 

occurred at or nearby their community on a regular basis.  Today, with the success of our flood 

protection infrastructure, and the long time since the historic large floods occurred, we have 

seen a diminished perception of the need for flood protection.  In order to engage the 

communities protected by FC District infrastructure, the FC District needs to develop a 

communication and outreach plan.  To be successful, this plan will need to engage a variety of 

stakeholder groups in various communities throughout the County.  We have already started 

working with two major stakeholders, the Contra Costa Taxpayer’s Association and the East 

Bay Leadership Council, on this issue.  The cost to develop a communication plan is estimated 

at $150,000.  Preliminary discussions regarding communication planning was begun earlier this 

year and our goal is to have our plan in place by 2015. 

 

 

 

 

 



 14 

2
0
1
3

 S
ta

tu
s
 o

f 
F

lo
o
d
 P

ro
te

c
ti
o
n
 I

n
fr

a
s
tr

u
c
tu

re
 |
  

1
1
/5

/2
0
1
3

 

4.6 FLOOD FORECASTING AND WARNING SYSTEMS 

 

The success of flood control facility planning depends on the accurate prediction of storm water 

volumes generated in a watershed.   Over the years the FC District has developed an extensive 

system of rain gauges that provides excellent information on the amount of rain falling in the 

watersheds throughout the County.  To assure the adequacy of regional flood protection 

facilities, however, stream gauges are required to measure the actual runoff volumes in a 

watershed. The FC District currently receives information from four stream gauges operated by 

others. 

 

Comprehensive coverage of the County would require the installation of additional gauges.  To 

assure the availability of adequate long range planning and forecasting information, additional 

stream gauges should be installed and arrangements made for long term operation of the 

existing gauges operated by others.  The cost to install nine additional stream gauges at various 

locations throughout the county is estimated to be $200,000.  The FC District just received a 

grant to install these gauges which would cover all installation costs.  The annual cost of 

maintaining these gauges, developing flow rating curves, and collecting stage data is estimated 

at $50,000 per year. 

 

The FC District has just applied for a $100,000 grant to install new stream gages in East County 

and improve our flood prediction and warning systems.  We will continue to plan for flood 

forecasting and flood warning improvements and apply for grants to implement those plans.  

The total estimated cost to provide adequate flood forecasting and flood warning systems 

throughout the county is $350,000.  This effort was started earlier this year and should take 

about three years to complete. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.7 CONDITIONS ASSESSMENT OF CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

 

Our current facility assessment practice is to visually inspect our structures every year for signs 

of distress, such as spalling concrete, rust spots, cracks, etc.  This type of superficial inspection 

is only adequate for fairly new infrastructure and for observing potential failure points.   

 

Most of our channels appear to be in fairly good condition.  However, some of the concrete lined 

channels and most of the concrete grade control/drop structures are reaching the end of their 

design life.  The facilities subject to tidal influence are especially vulnerable due to the saltwater 

interaction.  When our concrete facilities were built they were designed for a 50 year “design 

life”.  We anticipate getting a 75 to 100 year “service life” from our facilities, but we will not really 

know our facilities’ service life unless assessments are completed.  For more detailed 

information on design life and service life see attached Exhibit 2. The cost to assess the 
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Exhibit 2 structural integrity of all FC District facilities is estimated at $5.4 million and anticipated to take 

seven to ten years as presented below in Figure 7.  This effort is just getting underway and will 

require placing some existing efforts on hold so as to not overspend our funds. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

4.8 SEISMIC STUDY OF DAMS 

 

The Flood Control District is responsible for five dam structures that are large enough to be 

regulated by the California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams.  The 

Deer Creek, Marsh Creek, and Dry Creek Dams are in East County and the Kubicek Basin and 

Upper Pine Creek Dam are in Central County.  The Marsh Creek reservoir is the only dam that 

has water impounded behind it year round, although the water depth and volume stored during 

dry weather is quite low.  Only during heavy storms does the water depth and volume in the 

Marsh Creek reservoir increase to significant levels, but this recedes quickly after the storm 

passes.  The other four dams only have water behind them during heavy storms.   

 

Each year the Division of Safety of Dams does a field review of the dams for functional safety.  

However, the dams have not been analyzed with respect to seismic stability.  A local 

earthquake would impact the structure and/or outlet works, reducing the flood detention capacity 

of the facilities resulting in increased flood risk.  The failure of any of these dams would result in 

inundation of many downstream properties.  A structural analysis of the seismic stability of the 

FC District’s dams needs to be performed and will cost an estimated $1,250,000 and take about 

5 years to complete. 

   

0 Watershed Name Abbreviation

Annual 

Budget Total Cost Years

Marsh Creek FCZ 1 $200,000 $1,130,000 5.7

Kellogg, San Pablo, Wildcat, 

Rodeo, Pinole, Rheem

FCZ 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 

DA 127
$100,000 $380,000 3.8

Walnut Creek FCZ 3B $400,000 $2,800,000 7.0

Rossmoor Basin DABA 67A $25,000 $85,000 3.4

Canyon Lakes Facilities DABA 75A $100,000 $255,000 2.6

Bogue Ranch Basins DABA 76A $40,000 $255,000 6.4

Rassier Ranch Basin DABA 910 $25,000 $85,000 3.4

West Alamo Creek DABA 1010 $30,000 $100,000 3.3

Shadow Creek Basin DABA 1010A $30,000 $85,000 2.8

Blackhawk Facilities CSA M-23 $50,000 $255,000 5.1

Totals: $1,000,000 $5,430,000

Figure 7. Preliminary Conditions Assessment Action Plan 
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5.0 CAPITAL PROGRAMS 

 

The FC District is already engaged in several capital improvement programs described below, 

however, several long-range capital programs have not been evaluated or begun. 

 

5.1 US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS IMROVEMENT PROJECTS 

 

The FC District has been working with the US Army Corps of Engineers to modify three of our 

channels.  These projects include the following: 

 

 Habitat enhancements and flood protection restoration to Pinole Creek in Pinole. 

 

 Modifications to Wildcat Creek in North Richmond to improve habitat and fish passage, as 

well as reduce sediment removal costs. 

 

 Modification of the Lower Walnut Creek Channel in Pacheco to establish habitat and 

restore original flood protection. 

These projects have been progressing very slowly due to the lack of Corps funding.  The 

estimated cost to complete these projects is $20,000,000.  It is difficult to estimate the schedule 

to complete these projects because of the long Corps planning process and lack of funding. 

 

5.2 LEVEE IMPROVEMENTS 

Several of the FC District’s levees have already been found to be deficient against Corps and or 

FEMA flood protection standards, so improvement projects have been identified.  These 

projects have been progressing very slowly due to the lack of FC District funding, but we have 

been able to receive State grant funds enabling us to move forward with improvements to the 

Wildcat Creek levees.  The estimated cost to complete these projects is $2,000,000 and should 

take about four more years to complete. 

 

5.3 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The FC District is developing a comprehensive Capital Improvement Program which includes 

completing the originally planned infrastructure to provide regional flood protection for the 

communities that need it.  The preliminary reports indicate that the cost to complete these 

projects is $154,000,000.  It is difficult to estimate the timeframe for this work because all of the 

projects and funding have yet to be identified. 
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Exhibit 2 
5.4 MAINTENANCE BACKLOG 

There currently is insufficient funding to adequately maintain all of the FC District’s flood 

protection system, thus a backlog of work has developed.  The bulk of this backlog is due to 

anticipated sediment removal costs in the lower reaches of our flood control channels.   

Generally, sediment removal is a periodic maintenance requirement performed at intervals of 5 

or more years, however, some facilities such as Wildcat Creek require sediment removal on 

average every two years.  To complicate matters, sediment removal is often not the solution 

because lower reaches of channels are often quickly filled with sediment due to tidal influence, 

and anticipated sea level rise will move the sediment problem further upstream.  In addition, 

regulatory agencies are developing policies to require mitigation for short term impacts of 

maintenance activities.  Other categories of maintenance backlog include safety fence 

replacement, sub-drain rehabilitation, access restoration, and vegetation management.  Thus, 

significant funding must be identified in perpetuity for sediment removal (or alternative solutions) 

and ongoing maintenance needs.  The estimated cost of this maintenance backlog is 

$24,000,000. It is difficult to estimate the timeframe for performing this work because the 

funding has not been identified, and this type of work is actually an ongoing need instead of a 

one-time project. 

 

5.5 CAPITAL REPLACEMENT PROGRAM 

 

The current estimated asset value of the Flood Control District’s 79 miles of channels and 29 

detention basins and dams is approximately $1 billion.  This estimate was based on researching 

the original construction cost for each of the FC District facilities and converting that cost to a 

present value in 2010 dollars as shown in Figure 5 (above).  Today we are asking, how much is 

our capital replacement liability?  When will it be needed?  It would cost approximately $2.4 

billion to replace our existing infrastructure assuming it is replaced in kind.  This estimate is 

based on future dollar value when the infrastructure is replaced using a 75 year service life, and 

assuming we need to begin replacement work as soon as 2029 when the first flood protection 

facility reaches the age of 75 years.   

There are many other factors that go into estimating the replacement costs of our infrastructure 

rather than just converting the original construction cost to future value.  There were no or 

minimal environmental regulations when most of our infrastructure was built.  For today’s 

projects the environmental permitting and mitigation costs can be a significant portion of the 

project cost.  There are also different community design and expectations today that favor a 

more natural project with habitat value that costs more than a traditional concrete channel.  The 

FC District developed its “50 year Plan” specifically to address that issue.  Replacement costs 

will also be more than the original cost due to restricted access.  Development has occurred 

around many of our channels and structures making replacement more difficult. The federal and 

state programs which provided the majority of the original construction costs are no longer 

available. 
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The assessments of our existing flood protection infrastructure will provide the data needed to 

estimate the cost and schedule for capital replacement.  We will then need to identify funding 

and community priorities. For this initial estimate, we are using $2.4 billion dollars over a period 

of 75 years starting in 2029. 

 

5.6 NEW FLOOD PROTECTION STANDARDS 

 

With the passage of Senate Bill 5, we will soon have to study and implement 200 year level of 

protection for urban areas of the County.  The US Army Corps of Engineers and FEMA have 

increased their flood protection requirements and will continue to do so.  The cost to study and 

implement these new requirements is unknown at this time. 

 

5.7 CLIMATE CHANGE 

 

With the reports coming out regarding climate change, there is a need to evaluate the impacts 

to FC District facilities and prepare to address them.  From a flood protection perspective it is 

anticipated that storms will be of a shorter duration and more intense, increasing the frequency 

of flooding and demand for flood protection services. 

 

Another element of increasing temperatures worldwide due to climate change is the increase in 

sea level.  The Bay Conservation and Development Commission has adopted a standard of 16 

inch sea level rise by 2050, and a 55 inch rise in water levels by 2100.  Increased sea level 

means an increase in the elevation of San Francisco Bay and the Delta that our flood control 

channels drain in to, raising the flood waters ever higher in the lower reaches of our flood 

control channels.  Sea level rise will slowly reduce the current level of flood protection in our 

coastal communities. 

The cost to evaluate the impacts of these issues on FC District facilities and prepare plans to 

mitigate those impacts is unknown at this time. 

 

6.0 ADDITIONAL ISSUES 

 

 

Additional requirements by agencies that regulate our flood protection facilities increase the 

costs to maintain, construct, and replace them.  The FC District does not have funding 

programmed to adequately respond to these additional requirements: 

 

 Corps and FEMA requirements for structural integrity, safety factors, access, and 

inspections have increased. 

 



 

 

 

19 

2
0
1
3

 S
ta

tu
s
 o

f 
F

lo
o
d
 P

ro
te

c
ti
o
n
 I

n
fr

a
s
tr

u
c
tu

re
 |
  

1
1
/5

/2
0
1
3

 

Exhibit 2  Local communities require recreation amenities and environmental features in new flood 

protection facilities. 

 

 New stormwater permit (NPDES) requirements restrict herbicide use, require extensive 

trash cleanup, and have added monitoring for pollutants. 

 

 Federal and state environmental protection laws greatly restrict the use of concrete in 

channels. 

 

 Local communities and advocacy groups are requiring fish passage be provided at drop 

structures and dams or that the facilities be eliminated altogether. 

 

 Project mitigation often cannot be accommodated on site, requiring the need to purchase 

land offsite and maintain the mitigation in perpetuity. 

 

 The issues listed above increase the need for project rights of way, which is normally not 

available in urban areas, and points to the difficult and controversial purchase of private 

property next to flood protection channels. 

 

 The FC District partnered with federal agencies to construct our current flood protection 

system, most notably with the Army Corps of Engineers.  Recently, however, several of 

our authorized projects are going through extensive and expensive feasibility studies that 

have no end in sight.  Confrontational directives such as the Corps requirement to remove 

all vegetation from our levees, also strains our relationship.  At some point we may have to 

reanalyze our long-standing partnership with federal agencies and reauthorize some 

projects to include more realistic requirements. 

 

 Sediment from the upper watersheds deposits into our flood control channels, which the 

Army Corps of Engineers requires us to remove to maintain flood capacity.  The Regional 

Water Quality Control Board considers sediment a pollutant and requires us to manage 

the sediment supply, which is typically on park lands.  The Regional Board also restricts 

our ability to reuse sediment and where it can be disposed, impacting disposal costs.  At 

the same time there is emerging evidence that there will be an increased need for 

sediment supply in the Bay for wetlands to adjust to sea level rise.  The FC District could 

be caught in the middle between conflicting regulations resulting in increased cost and 

inefficiencies. 

 

 

7.0 RECENT AND CURRENT INITIATIVES 

 

 

Even with limited funding, the FC District has made significant strides over the last several years 

improving flood protection services, increasing our knowledge of the hydraulic integrity of our 
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facilities, and improving data collection capabilities.  The following is a description of some of 

these achievements: 

 

 Upper Sand Creek Basin – The FC District received a $2 million grant to help fund this $17 
million regional detention basin on Sand Creek providing flood protection to the 
communities of Antioch, Brentwood, and Oakley. 

 

 Pinole Creek Restoration Project – The FC District partnered with the City of Pinole who 
received a $2.65 million grant to enable restoration of the lower portion of Pinole Creek 
and dramatically increase flood protection capacity. 

 

 Wildcat Creek – The FC District received a $560,000 grant to fund the engineering 
analysis on two miles of levees to determine what improvements are needed to meet 
FEMA standards.  In addition, the FC District was recently awarded a $1,515,000 grant to 
construct the necessary improvements.  

 

 50-Year Plan – In 2009 the Board adopted the “50-Year Plan” as a concept policy to 
replace aging concrete infrastructure with natural creek systems.  This constitutes the 
approach for the FC District’s capital replacement program. 

 

 Bay Area Flood Protection Agencies Association – The FC District played a leadership 
role in forming this association. 

 

 Levee Vegetation – The FC District has played a leadership role in communicating the 
difficulties placed on local flood control agencies due to the recent change in Corps policy 
requiring that all trees be removed from levees.  

 

 Creek and Channel Safety Program – In 2011 the FC District developed a Creek and 
Channel Safety Program that is effective and sustainable and has since been emulated by 
other flood control districts. 

 

 Geographic Information System Resources – The FC District developed a right-of-way 
GIS layer which shows all of the FC District’s fee ownership and easement parcels 
throughout the County and is available on the County’s mapping website.  The FC District 
is currently working on a maintenance layer which will show all of the maintenance 
activities conducted within each of the FC District maintained facilities.   

 

 Rainfall Website – The FC District displays rainfall data in real time on its website with 
updates on fifteen minute intervals.  This allows people throughout the County to view 
rainfall data and use the information to predict flooding in their community.  The FC District 
works with the National Weather Service to share and coordinate rainfall data, which 
assists them in their forecasting models. 

 

 Integrated Regional Water Management Plan – Participation in the Bay Area IRWMP 
provides the opportunity to develop joint flood protection projects with other water resource 
services. 
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Exhibit 2 
8.0 SUMMARY 

The total estimated cost for the above-described assessment studies (items 1 – 8 in Figure 8 

below) is $9,700,000 and this work will take approximately 15 years to accomplish. This work is 

in addition to the current flood protection improvement projects already underway represented 

under items 9 – 11.  The planning and studies needed for items 12 – 15 will be performed at a 

later date. 

 

 

 

9.0 CONCLUSIONS 

 

On April 3, 2013, the State Department of Water Resources (DWR) released their report 

entitled, “California’s Flood Future: Recommendations for Managing the State’s Flood Risk.”  

This preliminary report is DWR’s effort to assess the state of flood protection, flood risk, and 

infrastructure needs throughout California.  This report is also part of a Statewide flood 

protection education and awareness campaign culminating with the State’s media rollout the 

week of November 4 – 9, 2013, which has been declared, “Flood Preparedness Week.”   

 
The risk of not adequately assessing flood protection infrastructure for the purpose of planning 

for all future maintenance and capital needs is great.  Several years ago the State of California 

paid $484 million in damages from the failure of one flood control facility, in this case a levee on 

the Yuba River.  This levee failure was due to lack of adequate maintenance and understanding 

of the structural integrity of the facility.  The State’s top recommendation in their April report is to 

conduct flood risk assessments to better understand flood risk in the state.  

Item Action Plan Description Cost Estimate Time (years) Start

1 Sediment Studies at Channel Mouths $250,000 8 February 2008

2 Study Level of Flood Protection $2,000,000 15 December 2008

3 Review and Report on Financial Status $100,000 2 June 2012

4 Develop Financing Plan $100,000 2 June 2012

5 Develop Communication and Outreach Plan $150,000 2 February 2013

6 Improve Flood Forecasting and Warning Systems $350,000 3 April 2013

7 Conditions Assessment of Critical Infrastructure $5,500,000 7 - 10 October 2013

8 Seismic Study of 5 Dams $1,250,000 5 2014

Assessments Total: $9,700,000 15

9 Corps Improvement Projects $20,000,000 30 1998

10 Levee Improvements to Corps and FEMA Standards $2,000,000 6 October 2011

11 Capital Improvement Program $154,000,000 ? 2014

12 Maintenance Backlog Catch-up Process $24,000,000 ? 2014

13 Capital Replacement Program $2,400,000,000 ? 2029

14 New Flood Protection Standards ? ? ?

15 Climate Change Impact Studies ? ? ?

Total Financial Need: $2,619,400,000

Financial Need without Capital Replacement Program: $219,400,000

Figure 8. Overall FC District Action Plans Cost and Schedule 
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Staff recommends that this report be referred to the Board, to coincide with DWR’s media rollout 

in November, for direction to move forward with development of the above action plans for 

needed assessment studies and flood risk analysis, and to develop strategies for addressing the 

long range flood protection needs in the County. Staff also recommends that the Board be 

updated annually on the progress of our efforts both to develop plans and implement them, in 

the form of a Flood Control District Annual Report. 
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Exhibit 2 

  

Exhibit 2 

Exhibit 1 
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Service Life for Concrete Channels and Structures 

A concrete flood control channel is a reinforced concrete structure and determination of its 

service life is the same as for other concrete structures.  Bridge design specifications developed 

by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), define 

service life as the period of time that a structure is expected to be in operation.  Design life is 

defined as the period of time that the structure can withstand the various and repetitive loading 

anticipated with a given set of design specifications.  The AASHTO specifications require a 

design life of 75 years.  In the 1950’s and 1960’s when the bulk of our flood control facilities 

were being planned, designed and built, the focus was on structure design life, which in those 

days was 50 years.    

 

A structure’s ability to meet its expected service life can be compromised in several ways.  If the 

loading is increased over time during the service period, the expected design and service life 

will be decreased and structural failure will occur sooner than anticipated.  Another problem is 

environmental conditions the structure is exposed to, such as chemical reaction with the 

concrete, extreme temperatures, freeze thaw cycles or excessive bed load.  Certain chemicals, 

for example, can invade the concrete’s pore structure and initiate physical or chemical reactions 

causing expansive 

byproducts.  These in turn 

cause cracks and access to 

the reinforcing steel, 

ultimately causing corrosion 

and spalling concrete.  At that 

point if major maintenance 

and repairs aren’t performed 

the structure will proceed 

towards failure. 

 

AASHTO specifications 

require earth retaining 

structures to be designed for 

a 75 year service life 

considering the potential 

long-term effects of materials 

deterioration, seepage and 

other potentially harmful 

environmental factors on each of the structure’s material components.  Although bridges, 

retaining walls and concrete channels are all reinforced concrete structures, more research 

could be done specifically on the service life expectations associated with flood control 

channels. 

 
TJ:tj 
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Exhibit 2  

San Ramon Creek Drop Structure 5, Alamo 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Antioch  
Response to Grand Jury Report No. 1305 



Via US Mail and Email: clope26contracosta.courts.ca.aov 

Steven Conlin, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 431 
Martinez, CA 94553 

SUBJECT: CITY OF ANnOCH RESPONSE TO GRAND JURY REPORT NO. 1305, 
" G E m N G  TO CLEAN WATER I N  CONTRA COSTA COUNTY - WHAT'S 
THE PLAN AND WHERE'S THE MONEY?" 

Dear Jury Foreperson Conlin: 

In  accordance with your request and Section 933.05(a) of the California Penal Code, the City of 
Antioch (City) is submitting responses to Findings 1-11 and Recommendations 1-6 in the 
subject Grand Jury Report. 

BACKGROUND 

The Contra Costa Clean Water Program (CCCWP) consists of Contra Costa County, its 19 
incorporated cities/towns, and the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District (District), hereinafter referred to collectively as "Permittees." 

In  November 1990, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) published final 
stormwater rules implementing the 1987 Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) amendments, which 
established a framework for regulating municipal stormwater discharges under the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program. The rules prohibit the 
discharge of pollutants in stormwater unless the discharge is in compliance with a NPDES 
permit. I n  response, the Permittees jointly established the CCCWP in 1991 through a Program 
Agreement, and applied for, and were subsequently issued, joint municipal NPDES permits 
issued by the San Francisco Bay and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(Water Boards). The municipal NPDES permits are reissued approximately every five years. 

The permits mandate Permittees to implement stormwater pollution prevention and control 
programs designed to reduce or eliminate the discharge of pollutants into and from municipal 
separate storm sewers (MS4s). Permittees conduct many of these mandated activities 
collectively (referred to as "Group Activities"). Costs for Group Activities are shared among the 
Permittees in accordance with a cost payment agreement between the District and each 
individual Permittee. The CCCWP is not itself a legal entity. The District provides staffing to the 
CCCWP and serves as the fiduciary agent and legal entity of the CCCWP. The roles and 
responsibilities of the CCCWP and Permittees are outlined in the Program Agreement, which 
was last updated and adopted by all Permittees in June 2010. I n  accordance with the Program 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
Mayor Wade Harper Mayor Pro Tern Mary Rocha Council Members Monica E .  Wilson, Tony Tiscareno, Gary S. Agopian 
P.O. Box 5007, Antioch, California 9453 1-5007 Telephone: 925-779-701 1 Fax: 925-779-7003 www.ci.antioch.ca.us 



Agreement, each City/Town/County/District manager designates one representative to 
participate on a Management Committee, which is the CCCWPrs decision-making body. The 
following .responses are provided on behalf of the CCCWP. 

CCCWP'S RESPONSES TO GRAND JURY FINDINGS 1-11 

GRAND JURY FINDING #l 
'In the most recent Annual Reports, Permittees reported compliance with their permits; 
however, Contra Costa County recently received a "Notice of Violation" with regard to its 
stormwater program." 

RESPONSE: Agree. However, it is the City's understanding that the violation is for a 
specific element/provision within the unincorporated County's storm water program, not 
with the City, and was not a violation of overall compliance of all Permittees or the 
CCCWP. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #2 
"Many Permittees are currently spending more than the total amounts collected from 
fees/taxes/assessments etc., designated for stormwater management purposes; any funding 
shortfalls are covered via supplements from the general fund." 

RESPONSE: Agree. Some municipalities supplement their stormwater programs with 
funding from sources other than, or in addition to, the general fund. The City currently 
does not supplement its stormwater program with contributions from its General Fund or 
other sources. With dedicated funding estimated to run out within 2 - 3 years and given 
the City's already strained General Fund, it is difficult to determine where additional 
funding will come from to maintain compliance activities. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #3 
"Despite the current levels of money being spent on the stormwater control initiatives, many 
Permittees do not think they are doing as much as necessary to position themselves to meet 
future compliance requirements." 

RESPONSE: Agree. The gth Circuit Court of Appeal decision in NRDC v. County of LA 
(gth Cir., July 13, 2011, No. 10-56017) determined that a municipality is strictly liable for 
violations of its NPDES permit if its discharges cause or contribute to an exceedance of a 
water quality standard in receiving waters. This decision potentially places every 
municipal stormwater discharger in the State of California in immediate non-compliance 
with their NPDES permit if monitoring data show an exceedance, and exposed to 
considerable liability, including fines and costly remediation. Permittees, regulators and 
watershed stakeholders agree compliance with strict numeric water quality standards 
will require substantial public investment for the redesign and retrofit to existing 
municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s). Currently, stormwater treatment and 
flow control measures are required on many new and redevelopment projects. Pilot 
studies and projects are being conducted under current municipal NPDES permits to 
evaluate the costs and benefits of implementing facilities that treat runoff from existing 
developed areas. Current dedicated funding is insufficient to meet existing and future 
water quality compliance requirements. Municipalities require Federal and State 



assistance to identify capital funding and new revenue sources necessary for 
constructing, operating and maintaining stormwater drainage infrastructure 
improvements. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #4 
"The requirements for compliance are expected to become increasingly demanding and the 
process of negotiating the terms and conditions of the next permit are unclear." 

RESPONSE: Agree. Water Board staff determines the process for negotiating the terms 
and conditions of the next permit in accordance with State law and policy. Through the 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA), CCCWP Permittees 
have joined with other Bay Area municipalities that are also Permittees under the 
Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) to participate in discussions with Water 
Board staff regarding the terms and conditions of the next permit. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #5 
"Permittees disagree on what reasonable/practical program requirements should entail." 

RESPONSE: Agree. Each municipality has different water-quality issues that must be 
addressed, different pollutant sources, different drainage system characteristics, 
different availability of funds, and different priorities for use of funds. Each municipality 
has its own decision-making body. Despite these differences, Permittees, through the 
CCCWP1s Management Committee, continue to maintain consensus regarding permit 
negotiating positions and successfully identify, develop and implement group permit 
compliance activities. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #6 
"All Permittees are forecasting that the lack of funds needed to undertake the critical activities 
to reach compliance levels will result in the majority of them being non-compliant in 2-5 years." 

RESPONSE: Agree. Given the City's $13M decrease in its annual General Fund since 
2007 and critical public safety needs, it is difficult to determine from where the 
additional funding will come. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #7 
"The CCCWP seems to be doing a reasonable job in terms of its role for centralized activities 
such 'as public education, outreach, training and monitoring." 

RESPONSE: Agree. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #8 
"As an intermediary between the Permittees and the regulatory bodies, the CCCWP appears to 
be failing because there is a significant difference between the expectations and views of the 
regulators and the Permittees. There are dramatically different perspectives of what needs to 
be done, how it should be done and what happens if it is not done." 



RESPONSE: Disagree. There are significant differences between the expectations and 
views of the regulators and those of the Permittees; however, this is characteristic of the 
regulatory process. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #9 
'It is unclear what the impact of non-compliance status will be for a Permittee." 

RESPONSE: Agree. Note that the Clean Water Act provides that any U.S. citizen may 
file a citizen suit against any person who has allegedly violated an effluent limitation 
regulation. Citizen enforcers are entitled to measures sufficient to ensure compliance, 
the imposition of civil penalties of up to $27,500 per violation per day, and costs of 
litigation, including reasonable attorney's fees. Thus, the Permittees face regulatory 
actions and private lawsuits in the event of even relatively minor noncompliance. These 
private lawsuits brought by aggressive plaintiffs' attorneys are a reality. This double level 
of enfmement is unnecessary and costly and needs to be remedied by Federal and 
State legislators. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #10 
"The potential future risk associated with funding deficits and non-compliance is not being 
accurately communicated to citizens by the Permittees." 

RESPONSE: Disagree. The CCCWP has consistently communicated that funding 
deficits for stormwater pollution prevention and control, and non-compliance with 
current and future permits, may result in significant fines and/or third-party lawsuits. 
However, if local, State, and Federal legislators and agencies don? appreciate these 
serious issues, then better communication on all ends is needed. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #11 
"Following the failure of the 2012 Community Clean Water Initiative, cities do not appear to 
have formulated realistic alternative plans." 

RESPONSE: Agree. Following the failure of the funding initiative, many Permittees are 
still in the process of evaluating options and alternative plans. Most or all of the 
available options, including redirecting monies from their General Funds, have significant 
negative consequences. 

CCCWP'S RESPONSES TO GRAND JURY RECOMMENDATIONS 1-6 

GRAND JURY RECOMMENDATION #I: 
'The permit negotiation process be clarified with roles, negotiating strategies, and negotiation 
objectives defined." 

RESPONSE: This recommendation is being implemented in cooperation with BASMAA 
and Water Board staff. 

GRAND JURY RECOMMENDAllON #2: 
"The CCCWP immediately begin to implement more direct communications between the 
individual Permittees and the regulatory authorities to eliminate the confusion that currently 



exists between the two parties as to program requirements, solutions for meeting long-term 
permit compliance and development of mutually agreed-upon plans for the path forward." 

RESPONSE: This recommendation is being implemented in cooperation with BASMAA 
and Water Board staff. Specifically, BASMAA and Water Board staffs have agreed to a 
permit negotiation process that includes Permittee representatives. I n  addition, 
Permittee representatives and Water Board staff continue to attend regularly scheduled 
discussions of permit issues in BASMAA committees. 

GRAND JURY RECOMMENDATION #3: 
"Permittees immediately quantify a range of future expenditure requirements associated with a 
range of negotiation outcomes and develop funding plans." 

RESPONSE: Future expenditure requirements were estimated as part of the Engineer's 
Report .for---the 2012 Community Clean Water Initiative. Funding plans are being 
developed (see response to Finding #11). 

GRAND JURY RECOMMENDAllON #4: 
"Permittees consider identifying funds to disclose to the public "the issues" surrounding the lack 
of funding to fulfill their NPDES permit requirements, including a discussion of potential, but 
realistic, impacts of non-compliance." 

RESPONSE: CCCWP will consider preparing a "fact sheet" addressing these issues, 
which would be posted on the CCCWP's website. State and Federal legislators also need 
to be aware of the permitting and funding issues and work with all stakeholders to 
address impacts of noncompliance with the laws they draft. I f  the issue is not the laws, 
but how the regulating agencies are expanding those laws, then the administrations of 
the Governor and President need to be held accountable. 

GRAND JURY RECOMMENDATION #5: 
"The CCCWP consider immediately beginning to re-align its activities and operating costs with; 
(a) probable outcomes from the negotiation of the next permit's compliance requirements; (b) 
projected available funding; and (c) constituent needs. 

RESPONSE: CCCWP activities are: (a) aligned to facilitate the Permittees' compliance 
with permit requirements, including foresight of potential future permit requirements; 
(b) implemented effciently with the available budget, and (c) responsive to the direction 
of the CCCWP1s Management Committee, which is comprised of Permittee 
representatives. 

GRAND JURY RECOMMENDATION #6: 
"Before any Permittee makes any effort to approach its citizens with another request for 
additional funding, all stakeholders reach consensus on a plan for the path forward that 
includes articulations of reasonable objectives, ways to measure those objectives and 
reasonable timelines for accomplishment of those objectives." 

RESPONSE: It is not within the Permittees' power or authority to ensure that the 
objectives, timelines, or provisions of their NPDES permit are reasonable. Tests of 
reasonableness, if used, are applied by the Water Board pursuant to the applicable 



provisions of the California Water Code. Again, State and Federal legislators need to be 
conscious of the funding issues facing Permittees in obtaining compliance with the 
Provisions they set, especially given these are all unfunded mandates, while remaining 
cognizant of the ability to get voters to accept additional revenue measures. 

The City thanks the Contra Costa County Grand Jury for the opportunity to respond to its 
concerns. Please feel free to contact Phil Hoffmeister, NPDES Compliance Manager at (925) 
779-6169 should you needadditional information. 

Sincerely, A A 

City of Antioch 

cc: Tom Dalziel, CCCWP Manager 
Rinta Perkins, CCCWP Management Committee Chair 



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS RESPONSE TO CONTRA COSTA COUNTY GRAND JURY 
REPORT 1305: 

GElTING TO CLEAN WATER I N  CONTRA COSTA COUNTY - WHAT'S THE PLAN 
AND WHERES THE MONEY? 

Responding for Contra Costa County and the Contra Costa County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District (for the District and on behalf of the Contra Costa Clean 

Water Program) 

FINDINGS; 

1. 'In the most recent Annual Reports, Permittees reported compliance with their permits; 
however, Contra Costa County recently received a "Notice of Wolationfl with regard to its 
stormwater program." 

RESPONa: Agree. 

2. "Many Permittees are currently spending more than the total amounts coilected from 
fe&taxes/assessments etc., designated for stormwater management purposes; any 
funding shwtfalk are covered via supplements from the general fund." 

RESPONSE: Agree. Some municipalities supplement their stormwater programs with funding 
from sources other than, or in addion to, the general fund. 

3. "Despite the current k d s  of money being spent on the stormwater control initiatives, many 
Permittees do nut think they are doing as much as necessary to position themselves to meet 
future compliance requirements." 

WSPONSE: Agree. The grn Circuit Court of Appeal decision in NRDC v. County of LA (gth 
Circuit, July 13, 2011, No. 10-56017) determined that a municipality is strictly liable for 
violations of its NPDES permit if its discharges cause or contribute to an exceedam of a water 
quality standard in recereceMng waters. This decision potentially places every munidpal 
stormwater discharger in the State of California in immediate non-compliance with their 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit if monitoring data show an 
exceedance, and exposed to considerable liability, including fines and &y remediation. 
Permittees, regulators and watershed stakeholders agree compliance with strict numeric water 
quality standards will require substantial public investment for the redesign and retrdit of 
existing municipal sepa* storm sewer systems (MYk). Currently, stormwater treatment and 
flow control measures are required on many new and redevelopment proj&. Pilot studies and 
projects are being conducted under current municipal N P E S  permits to evaluate the costs and 
bendits of implementing facilities that treat runoff from existing developed areas. Current 
dedicated funding is insufficient to meet existing and future water quality compliance 
requirements. Municipalities require federal and state assistance to identify capital funding and 
new revenue sources necessary for constructing, operating and maintaining stormwater 
drainage infrastructure improvements. 

4. "The requirements for compliance are expected to become increasingly demanding and the 
process of negotiating the terms and conditions of the next permit are unclear." 

RESPONSE Agree. San Francisco Bay and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Boards (Water Boards) staff determines the process for negotiating the terms and conditions of 
the next permit in accordance with state law and policy. Through the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association (BASMAA), Contra Costa Clean Water Program (CCCWP) 
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Permittees have joined with other Bay Area municipalities that are also Permittees under the 
Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (MRP) to participate in discussions with Water Board staff 
regarding the terms and conditions of the next permit. 

5. "Permittees disagree on what reasonablefpractical program requirements should entail." 

JtFSPONSE: Partially disagree. Each municipality has different water-quality issues that must 
be addressed, different pollutant sources, different drainage system characteristics, different 
availability of funds, and different priorities for use of funds. Each municipality has its own 
decision-making body. Despite these differences, Permittees, through the CCCWP1s 
Management Committee (the CCCWP1s decision making body), continue to build and maintain 
consensus regarding permit negotiating positions and successfully identify, develop and 
implement group permit compliance activities. 

6. "All Permittees are forecasting that the lack of funds needed to undertake the critical 
activities to reach compliance levels will result in the majority of them being non-compliant 
in 2-5 years." 

RESPONSE: Agree. 

7. "The CCCWP seems to be doing a reasonable job in terms of its role for centralized activities 
such as public education, outreach, training and monitoring." 

WPONSE: Agree. 

8. 'As an intermediary between the Permittees and the regulatory bodies, the CCCWP appears 
to be failing because there is a significant difference b e e n  the expectations and views of 
the regulators and the Permittees. There are dramatically different perspectives of what 
needs to be done, how it should be done and what happens if it is not done." 

JtFSPONSE: Disagree. There are significant differences between the expectations and views of 
the regulators and those of the Permittees; however, this is characteristic of the regulatory 
process. While a key function of the CCCWP is to act as a liaison between Perrmittees and 
federal and state regulators, each month Water Board staff is invited to attend the CCCWP 
Management Committee -rigs to directly communicate to Permittees. In  the last 12 
months, representatives of the San Francisco Bay Water Board attended just two meetings and 
a representative of the Central Valley Water Board attended just one meeting. 

9. 'It is unclear what the impact of non-compliance status will be for a Permittee." 

RESPONSE: Agree. Civil penalties of up to $10,000 per day plus $10 per gallon of polluted 
discharge for each violation may be imposed administratively by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards; fines of up to $25,000 per day for each violation may be assessed if imposed by 
the Superior Court. Furthermore, the Clean Water Act provides that any U.S. citizen may file a 
citizen suit against any person who has allegedly violated an effluent limitation regulation. 
Citizen enforcers are entitled to measures sufficient to ensure compliance, the imposition of civil 
penalties of up to $27,500 per violation per day, and costs of litigation, including reasonable 
attorney's fees. Other potential non-compliance enforcement options include, but are not 
limited to, corrective action notices (e.g., Notice to Comply, Notice of Deficiency, Notice of 
Violation, etc ...), which may require additional water quality monitoring and/or pollution 



prevention and control measure implementation further impacting funding for stormwater 
compliance activities. 

10. "The potential future risk associated with funding deficits and non-compliance is not being 
accurately communicated to citizens by the Permittees." 

RESPONSC: Disagree. The CCCWP has consistently communicated that funding deficits for 
stormwater pollution prevention and control services and facilities will hinder Permittees' efforts 
to improve water quality and comply with federal and state mandates; and, that non- 
compliance with current and future permits, may result in significant fines, costly remediation, 
and/or third-party lawsuits. 

11. "Following the failure of the 2012 Community Wean Water Initiative, cities do not appear to 
have formulated realistic alternative plans." 

RESPONSE: Agree. Following the failure of the funding initiative, many Permittees are still in 
the process of evaluating options and alternative plans. Most or all of the available options, 
including redirecting monies from their General Funds, have significant negative consequences. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. 'The permit negotiation process be clarified with roles, negotiating strategies, and 
negotiation objectives defined." 

JXESPONSE: This recommendation is being implemented in cooperation with BASMAA and 
Water Board staff. BASMAA committees, Water Board staff, and Permittee representatives are 
attending regularly scheduled meetings to negotiate the terms and conditions of the next 
permit. 

2. "The CCCWP immediately begin to implement more direct communications between the 
individual Permittees and the regulatory authorities to eliminate the confusion that currently 
exists between the two parties as to program requirements, solutions for meeting long-term 
permit compliance and development of mutually agreed-upon plans for the path forward." 

RESPONSE: This recommendation is being implemented in cooperation with BASMAA and 
Water Board staff. Specifically, BASMAA and Water Board staffs have agreed to a permit 
negotiation process that includes Permittee representatives. I n  addition, Permittee 
representatives and Water Board staff continue to attend regularly scheduled discussions of 
permit issues in BASMAA committees. 

3. "Permittees immediately quantify a range of future expenditure requirements associated 
with a range of negotiation outcomes and develop funding plans." 

RESPONSE: The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not reasonable. 
Future expenditure requirements under the current permit were estimated as part of the 
Engineer's Report for the 2012 Community Wean Water Initiative, and funding plans are being 
developed (see response to Finding #11); Estimates of future expenditure requirements 
associated with a range of future negotiation outcomes is not practical due to the complexity of 
the issues surrounding the management of municipal stormwater conveyance systems coupled 
with the number of permit requirements and the fluctuating and unpredictable nature of the 
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 
Steven Duran 

July 15,2013 

Mr. Marc Hamaji, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
P.O. Box 431 
Martinez, CA 94553 

RE: Response To Grand Jury Report No. 1305, "Getting To Clean Water In Contra 
Costa County - What's The Plan And Where's The Money?" 

Dear Mr. Hamaji: 

The City of Hercules has reviewed Grand Jury Report No. 1305, "Getting To Clean Water In 
Contra Costa County - What's The Plan And Where's The Money?" Responses to Findings and 
Recommendations are provided below and meet the requirements of California Penal Code 
Sections 933.05(a) and 933.05(b). 

BACKGROUND 

In November 1990, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) published 
final stormwater rules implementing the 1987 federal Clean Water Act (CWA) amendments, 
which established a framework for regulating municipal stormwater discharges under the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program. The rules prohibit 
the discharge of pollutants in stormwater unless the discharge is in compliance with a NPDES 
permit. In Response, the Permittees jointly established the CCCWP in 1991 through a Program 
Agreement, and applied for, and were subsequently issued, joint municipal NPDES permits 
issued by the San Francisco Bay and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(Water Boards). The municipal NPDES permits are reissued approximately every five years. 

The City of Hercules is a Permittee. The permits mandate Permittees to implement stormwater 
pollution prevention and control programs designed to reduce or eliminate the discharge of 
pollutants into and from municipal separate storm sewers (MS4s). Permittees conduct many of 
these mandated activities collectively (referred to as "Group Activities"). Costs for Group 
Activities are shared among the Permittees in accordance with a cost payment agreement 
between the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Wastewater Conservation District (District) 
and each individual Permittee. The roles and responsibilities of the CCCWP and Permittees are 
outlined in the Program Agreement, which was last updated and adopted by all Permittees in 
June 2010. In accordance with the Program Agreement, each City/Town/County/District 

City of Hercules 
1 11  Civic Drive, Hercules, California 94547 
(5 10) 799-8200 www.ci.Hercules.ca.us 



Response to Grand Jury Report No. 1305 Page 2 

manager designates one representative to participate on a Management Committee, which is the 
CCC WP's decision-making body. 

City Of Hercules Responses To Grand Jury Findings 1-11 

Finding No. 1: In the most recent Annual Reports, Permittees reported compliance with their 
permits; however, Contra Costa County recently received a "Notice of Violation" with regard to 
its stormwater program. 

Response: The City Council agrees with this finding. 

Finding No. 2: Many Permittees are currently spending more than the total amounts collected 
from fees/taxes/assessments etc., designated for stormwater management purposes; any funding 
shortfalls are covered via supplements from the general fund. 

Response: The City Council agrees with this finding. 

Finding No. 3: Despite the current levels of money being spent on the stormwater control 
initiatives, many Permittees do not think they are doing as much as necessary to position 
themselves to meet future compliance requirements. 

Response: The City Council agrees with this finding. 

Finding No. 4: The requirements for compliance are expected to become increasingly 
demanding and the process of negotiating the terms and conditions of the next permit are 
unclear. 

Response: The City Council agrees with this finding. 

Finding No. 5: Permittees disagree on what reasonablelpractical program requirements should 
entail. 

Response: The City Council agrees with this finding. Each municipality has different water- 
quality issues that must be addressed, different pollutant sources, different drainage system 
characteristics, different availability of funds, and different priorities for use of funds. Each 
municipality has its own decision-making body. Despite these differences, Permittees, through 
the CCCWP's Management Committee, continue to maintain consensus regarding permit 
negotiating positions and successfully identify, develop and implement group permit compliance 
activities. 

Finding No. 6: All Permittees are forecasting that the lack of funds needed to undertake the 
critical activities to reach compliance levels will result in the majority of them being non- 
compliant in 2-5 years. 

Response: The City Council agrees with this finding. 

Finding No. 7: The CCCWP seems to be doing a reasonable job in terms of its role for 
centralized activities such as public education, outreach, training and monitoring. 



Response to Grand Jury Report No. 1305 Page 3 

Response: The City Council agrees with this finding. 

Finding No. 8: As an intermediary between the Permittees and the regulatory bodies, the 
CCCWP appears to be failing because there is a significant difference between the expectations 
and views of the regulators and the Permittees. There are dramatically different perspectives of 
what needs to be done, how it should be done and what happens if it is not done. 

Response: The City Council disagrees with this finding. There are significant differences 
between the expectations and views of the regulators and those of the Permittees; however, this is 
characteristic of the regulatory process and these differences do not lead to a conclusion that the 
CCCWP is failing. 

Finding No. 9: It is unclear what the impact of non-compliance status will be for a Permittee. 

Response: The City Council agrees with this finding. 

Finding No. 10: The potential future risk associated with funding deficits and non-compliance 
is not being accurately communicated to citizens by the Permittees. 

Response: The City Council disagrees with this finding. The CCCWP, on behalf of Permittees, 
has consistently communicated that funding deficits for stormwater pollution prevention and 
control, and non-compliance with current and future permits, may result in significant fines 
andlor third-party lawsuits. 

Finding No. 11: Following the failure of the 2012 Community Clean Water Initiative, cities do 
not appear to have formulated realistic alternative plans. 

Response: The City Council agrees with this finding. Following the failure of the funding 
initiative, many Permittees are still in the process of evaluating options and alternative plans. 
Most or all of the available options, including redirecting monies &om their General Funds, have 
significant negative consequences. 

Citv Of Hercules Responses To Grand Jurv Recommendations 1-6 

Recommendation No. 1: The permit negotiation process be clarified with roles, negotiating 
strategies, and negotiation objectives defined. 

Response: The recommendation will be implemented in coordination with other Permittees 
through the CCCWP. 

Recommendation No. 2: "The CCCWP immediately begin to implement more direct 
communications between the individual Permittees and the regulatory authorities to eliminate the 
confusion that currently exists between the two parties as to program requirements, solutions for 
meeting long-term permit compliance and development of mutually agreed-upon plans for the 
path forward." 

Response: The recommendation will be implemented in coordination with other Permittees and 
the CCCWP. 
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August 29, 2013 

Via US Mail and Email: do~e2@contracosta.courts~ca.aov 

Marc Hamaji, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 431 
Martinez, CA 94553 

SUBJECT. CONTRA COSTA CLEAN WATER PROGRAM'S RESPONSE TO GRAND 
JURY REPORT NO. 1305, "GElTING TO CLEAN WATER I N  CONTRA 
COSTA COUNTY - WHAT'S THE PLAN AND WHERE'S THE MONEY?" 

Dear Jury Foreperson Hamaji: 

In accordance with your request and Section 933.05(a) of the California Penal Code, the Contra 
Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) is submitting, on behalf of 
the Contra Costa Clean Water Program, responses to Findings 1-11 and Recommendations 1-6 
in the subject Grand Jury Report. 

BACKGROUND 

The Contra Costa Clean Water Program (CCCWP) consists of Contra Costa County, its 19 
incorporated cities/kowns, and the District, hereinafter referred to collectively as "Permittees." 

In November 1990, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) published final 
stormwater rules implementing the 1987 federal Clean Water Act (CWA) amendments, which 
established a framework for regulating municipal stormwater discharges under the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program. The rules prohibit the 
discharge of pollutants in stormwater unless the discharge is in compliance with a NPDES 
permit. In response, the Permittees jointly established the CCCWP in 1991 through a Program 
Agreement, and applied for, and were subsequently issued, joint municipal NPDES permits 
issued by the San Francisco Bay and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(Water Boards). The municipal NPDES perm'Rs are reissued approximately every five years. 

The permits mandate Permittees to implement stormwater pollution prevention and control 
programs designed to reduce or eliminate the discharge of pollutants into and from municipal 
separate storm sewers (MS4s). Permittees conduct many of these mandated activities 
collectively (referred to as "Group Activities1'). Costs for Group Activities are shared among the 
Permittees in accordance with a cost payment agreement between the District and each 
individual Permittee. The CCCWP is not itself a legal entity. The District provides staffing to the 
CCCWP and serves as the fiduciary agent and legal entity of the CCCWP. The roles and 
responsibilities of the CCCWP and Permittees are outlined in the Program Agreement, which 

450 Civic Center Plaza, Richmond, CA 94804-1 630 
Telephone: (51 0) 620-651 2 Fax: (51 0) 620-6542 www.ci.richmond.ca.us 
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was lagtqupdated and adopted by all Permittees in June 2010. In accordance with the Program 
I. ~ r $ r e e k t ,  each City/Town/County/Distilct manager designates one representative to 

pwtidpate on a Management Committee, which is the CCCWPts decision-making body. The 
following responses are provided on behalf of the CCCWP. 

CCCWP'S RESPONSES TO GRAND JURY FINDINGS 1-11 

GRAND JURY FINDING #l 
"In the most recent Annual Reports, Permittees reported compliance with W r  permits; 
however, Contra Costa County recently received a "Notice of Violation" with regard to its 
stormwater program." 

RESPONSE: Agree. 

RESPONSE: Agree. City of Richmond supplemenVs the stormwater program with funding 
from grants when awarded and the general fund. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #3 
"Despite the current levels of money being spent on the stormwater control initiatives, many 
Permittees do not think they are doing as much as necessary to position themselves to meet 
future compliance requirements." 

RESPONSE: Agree. The gth Circuit Court of Appeal decision in NRDC v. County of LA (gth Cir., 
July 13, 2011, No. 10-56017) determined that a municipality is strictly liable for violations of its 
NPDES permit if its discharges cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard 
in receiving waters. This decision potentially places way municipal stormwater discharger in 
the State of California in immediate nonampliance with their NPDES permit if monitoring data 
show an exceedance, and exposed to considerable liability, including fines and costly 
remediation. Permittees, regulators and watershed stakeholders agree aompiiance with strict 
numeric water quality standards will require substantial public investment for the redesign and 
retrofit to existing municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s). Currently, stormwater 
treatment and f l a w  control measures are required on many new and redevelopment projects. 
Pilot studies and projects are being conducted under current municipal NPDES permits to 
waluate the costs and benefits of implementing facilities that treat runoff from existing 
developed areas. Current dedicated funding is insufficient to meet existing and future water 
quality compliance requirements. Municipalities require federal and state assistance to identify 
capital funding and new revenue sources necessary foy constructing, operating and maintaining 
stormwater drainage infrastructure improvements. 

GRAND JURY FINDING #4 
"The requirements for compliance are expected to become increasingly demanding and the 
process of negotiating the terms and conditions of the next permit are unclear." 

















August 14,20 13 

Via U.S. Mail and Email: clo~e2~contracosta.~0urts.ca.gov 

Marc Hamaji, Foreperson 
Contra Costa County Civil Grand Jury 
725 Court Street 
P.O. Box 43 1 
Martinez, CA 94553 

RE: Contra Costa County Grand Jury Report No. 1305: "Getting to Clean Water in 
Contra Costa County - What's the Plan and Where's the Moneyn 

Dear Mr. Hamaji, 

On behalf of the City of San Ramon, this letter responds to the Contra Costa Grand Jury Report 
No. 1305: "Getting to Clean Water in Contra Costa County - What's the Plan and Where's the 
Money". The City of San Ramon appreciates the time and effort that you and the Grand Jury 
spend considering these matters. As required by California Penal Code 5933.05, the City's 
response to the overall findings and recommendations is provided below. 

Finding #1: In the most recent Annual Reports, Permittees reported compliance with their 
permits; however, Contra Costa County recently received a "Notice of Violation" with 
regard to its stormwater program. 

City Response: The City of Sun Ramon agrees with this finding. 

Finding #2: Many Permittees are currently spending more than the total amounts 
collected from fees/taxes/assessments etc., designated for stormwater management 
purposes; any funding shortfalls are covered via supplements from the general fund. 

City Response: TZe City of San Ramon agrees with this-finding. 

Finding #3: Despite the current levels of money being spent on the stormwater control 
initiatives, many Permittees do not think they are doing as much as necessary to position 
themselves to meet future compliance requirements. 

City Response: The City of San Ramon agrees with this3nding. 

















 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2013 Grand Jury Report 1305  
“Getting to Clean Water in Contra Costa County” 























 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS  
Response to Civil Grand Jury  
Report No. 1705 Board Order 



RECOMMENDATION(S): 
ADOPT report as the Board of Supervisors' response to Civil Grand Jury Report No. 1705,
entitled "Funding Flood Control Infrastructure" and DIRECT the Clerk of the Board to
forward to the Superior Court no later than August 29, 2017. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
No fiscal impact. 

BACKGROUND: 
The 2016/17 Civil Grand Jury filed the above-reference report attached, on May 31, 2017,
which was reviewed by the Board of Supervisors and subsequently referred to the County
Administrator and Public Works Department, who prepared the attached response that
clearly specifies:

A. Whether the finding or recommendation is accepted or will be implemented;
B. If a recommendation is accepted, a statement as to who will be responsible for
implementation and a definite target date;
C. A delineation of the constrains if a recommendation is accepted but cannot be

APPROVE OTHER 

RECOMMENDATION OF CNTY
ADMINISTRATOR 

RECOMMENDATION OF BOARD
COMMITTEE 

Action of Board On:   08/01/2017 APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED OTHER 

Clerks Notes:
VOTE OF SUPERVISORS

AYE: John Gioia, District I Supervisor
Candace Andersen, District II
Supervisor
Diane Burgis, District III Supervisor
Karen Mitchoff, District IV
Supervisor
Federal D. Glover, District V
Supervisor

Contact:  Laura Strobel, (925)
335-1091

 
I hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of an action taken and entered on the minutes of the
Board of Supervisors on the date shown. 

ATTESTED:    August  1, 2017 
David J. Twa, County Administrator and Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
 
By: Stephanie Mello, Deputy

cc: Julie Burean, Public Works Director   

C. 82

  

To: Board of Supervisors

From: David Twa, County Administrator

Date: August  1, 2017

Contra 
Costa 
County 

Subject: Response to Civil Gran Jury Report No. 1705, Entitled "Funding Flood Control Infrastructure"



implemented within a six-month period; and
D. The reason for not accepting or adopting a finding or recommendation.



BACKGROUND: (CONT'D)
FINDINGS

F1. Reserves have not been set aside for the replacement costs of the County flood
control system. 

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. 

F2. Presently, there is little public support to fund the replacement costs of the County
flood control system. 

Response: The respondent neither agrees nor disagrees with the finding; however,
based on presentations given to a wide variety of groups in Contra Costa County
and the feedback received, there does not appear to be public support to raise
revenue to fund replacement costs of Flood Control District facilities.

F3. There is little sense of urgency among elected officials towards financing the
replacement costs of flood control in California. 

Response: The respondent disagrees with the finding. The Contra Costa County
Board of Supervisors understands the urgency to develop a funding source for
replacement, however the solution includes modifying the California State
Constitution. Senate Bill 231 by Hertzberg would define Sewer to include
stormwater and flood control facilities and, therefore, be considered a utility and be
allowed to raise rates similar to water and wastewater. The California State
Association of Counties (CSAC) is committed to finding a funding solution for local
stormwater programs. CSAC staff are working in coordination with county public
works departments to build local political support with county Board of Supervisors
and state legislators as well as to increase public awareness of this critical issue
until a successful statewide solution is identified.

F4: The older sections of the County flood control system are approaching their design
life of 70 years. 

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding.

F5: The current mechanism for funding flood control is not enough to maintain and
eventually replace the system. 

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. None of the Flood Control
Zones have adequate funding to maintain and eventually replace the systems. For
example, the County receives no money to maintain and replace the existing
infrastructure for Pinole Creek, Zone 9 because the tax rate was set at zero when
Proposition 13 went into effect.

F6. The proposed California Water Conservation, Flood Control and Storm Water
Management Act could provide revenues for County Flood Control to begin building
financial reserves for full maintenance and eventual replacement of the system. 

Response: The respondent agrees with the finding. The proposed legislation is an



effort to modify the California Constitution to allow stormwater to be treated as a
utility similar to water or sewer. This proposed modification would allow a rate
structure for stormwater to be used for maintenance or replacement of facilities.

RECOMMENDATIONS

R1. The County Board of Supervisors, as the Governing Board of the Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, should consider continuing to pursue efforts to educate
elected officials about the urgency of passing the California Water Conservation, Flood
Control and Storm Water Management Act. 

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The Board of Supervisors is
working with the California State Association of Counties and the League of Cities
to outreach to elected officials and the public in general in California on the
importance of stormwater funding.

R2. The County Board of Supervisors, as the Governing Board of the Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, should consider identifying funds to increase the Flood
Control maintenance budget to begin reducing the deferred maintenance backlog, prior to
January 2018. 

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The Board of Supervisors is
very involved in the ongoing efforts to identify funding to increase the Flood Control
maintenance budget and is working closely with CSAC and state Legislators to
determine the best course of action to address stormwater funding. It is not
anticipated that currently proposed legislation will pass before January 2018.

R3. The County Board of Supervisors, as the Governing Board of the Flood Control and
Water Conservation District, should consider identifying funds to begin building reserves
to fund the reconstruction of the County flood control system, prior to January 2018. 

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The Board of Supervisors
has considered availability of funding and is closely following efforts in Sacramento
to determine the best course of action to address stormwater funding. It is not
anticipated that the proposed legislation would pass before January 2018. 

R4. The County Board of Supervisors, as the Governing Board of the Flood Control and
Water Conservation District,should consider instructing Flood Control staff to prepare
plans for a County wide campaign to educate the public on the need to replace the
infrastructure. 

Response: The recommendation has been implemented. The Flood Control District
is engaged in an ongoing outreach campaign to residents on the importance of
stormwater infrastructure and the funding for installation, replacement and
maintenance. District Staff regularly reports to the Board of Supervisors'
Transportation Water and Infrastructure Committee on the outreach efforts and to
the full Board of Supervisors annually and receives input and direction.

CONSEQUENCE OF NEGATIVE ACTION:
In order to comply with statutory requirements, the Board of Supervisors must provide a



In order to comply with statutory requirements, the Board of Supervisors must provide a
response to the Superior Court no later than August 29, 2017. The Board must take
timely action in order to comply with the statutory deadline. 

ATTACHMENTS
Civil Grand Jury Report No. 1705 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2017 Grand Jury Report 1705 
“Funding Flood Control Infrastructure” 
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2018 FLOOD CONTROL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
 

A.  INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 
 
The Flood Control Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is a programming document for the funding 
of capital flood control projects1 within the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (District). The District’s jurisdictional boundary covers the entire Contra 
Costa County and includes cities in addition to the unincorporated County communities. 
 
The District operates 79 miles of flood control channels, 29 dams and detention basins, and 47 
drop structures throughout the County. These facilities are on 4,189 parcels covering over 
1,500 acres, and provide the regional backbone of flood protection in Contra Costa County.  
The CIP is prepared in accordance with the District’s Expenditure Policy and presented to the 
Board of Supervisors for approval. This CIP is intended to be updated every two years and it 
provides a 7-year outlook on the District’s capital activities in support of the regional, long-
range development and related flood control plans.  
 
It is recognized that local communities have direct interest in the regional flood control projects 
and that those projects can impact a wide range of stakeholders. Therefore, the District is 
committed to developing projects in an open, community-based planning process. 
Furthermore, development of consistent stormwater management strategies in the region 
requires close coordination between local governments, regulators, as well as developers and 
landowners. Those strategies include concepts for comprehensive watershed management and 
resilient and sustainable design integration. To the extent feasible, those concepts have been 
incorporated into the development of this CIP. It is the intention of the District to continue to 
work collaboratively with all stakeholders to coordinate the implementation of regional 
drainage improvements.  
 
Approval of this CIP by the Board of Supervisors does not automatically approve projects for 
implementation. Flood control projects typically require years of advance planning, 
coordination, and cooperation between various agencies and community stakeholders. This  
CIP is prepared as a programmatic, planning-level document that intends to guide the District 
to program and initiate preliminary engineering work on the identified projects. Each project 
must undergo its own individual feasibility analysis and environmental assessment. As such, 
scope and cost of each project is preliminary and may change after additional reviews. Some 
projects may later prove to be infeasible or not cost-effective and may be dropped from 
subsequent plans. 

                                                           
1 A capital project is a long-term capital investment that constructs, expands, renovates, or replaces a facility or 
facilities, often called infrastructure.    
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B.  FUNDING CHALLENGES AND PRIORITIES 
 
Over the years, the District’s revenues have been constrained by fiscally-restrictive, state-wide 
ballot measures, while the cost of operations and maintenance has increased significantly due 
to more stringent regulatory requirements and aging facilities. As a result, deferred 
maintenance has created over $24 million backlog of facility repair and restoration work 
throughout the District. In response to these challenges and increasing demand for more 
capital improvements, in 2005, the Board of Supervisors, as the governing Board of the District, 
established the Flood Control Expenditure Policy to provide overall fiscal programming 
direction and guidance to staff in developing the District’s capital improvement program. That 
Policy, generally, dictates that the District establish Capital Improvement Plans and give the 
highest priority to those projects that preserve the existing infrastructure and extend the useful 
life of a facility. 

C.  REVENUE SOURCES 
 
Funds for flood control improvements are mainly derived from property tax assessments, 
development and special benefit fees, and federal and state grants. Property tax and fee 
assessments are typically collected through various Flood Control Zones, Drainage Areas, and 
Benefit Assessment Areas. These areas have been established throughout the District over the 
years. A map of established Drainage Areas and Drainage Zones is shown in Figure 1. The 
following provides a summary description of funding sources from those areas and other 
revenue sources: 
 
1. Flood Control Zone Property Tax Assessments 

Flood Control Zones were established over entire watersheds to fund the design, 
construction, and maintenance of flood control and water conservation facilities in the 
watershed. Funding resources vary from Zone to Zone with some Zones having no operating 
funds. In most cases, funding is not sufficient to maintain existing improvements, construct 
additional drainage facilities needed to provide the desired level of flood protection, or 
restore flood control channels to sustainable natural systems2. There are 14 identified 
major watershed Flood Control Zones in the District. Ten Flood Control Zones have been 
formed, but only five generate tax revenue.  
 

2. Drainage Area Fees 
Drainage Areas were formed, as subwatersheds of Flood Control Zones, to provide funding 
for the construction of drainage improvements needed to mitigate increased storm runoff 
resulting from development within the subwatershed area3. Drainage Areas typically do not 
provide funding for ongoing maintenance of the DA improvements. There are 180 Drainage 

                                                           
2 Funding discrepancy between Zones is mainly due to Proposition 13 which effectively fixed property tax rates and 
constrained the District’s ability to raise new revenues. 
3 Drainage Areas are analogous to the “Areas of Benefits” or “AOB” that collect revenues and fund transportation 
projects. 



k j k jk jk j
k j

k j k j

k j

k j

k j k jk jk j
k j

k j

k jk j

k j

k jk j

k j

k j

k j

k j

k j

k j
k j

k jk jk j k j
k j

k j

k j

k j
k jk jk j

k j

k j

k j

k j

k j

k j
k j

{1}
{3B

}

{2}

{9}

{7}

{8}

{12
}

{11
}

{6A
}

{8A
}

[6] [5]
[3]

[1]

[20
]

[19
]

[18
]

[10
]

[13
9] [13

8]

[23
2]

[21
9]

[22
8]

[22
7]

[22
2]

[22
0] [21

8]
[21

7]
[21

6][21
5]

[21
3]

[21
2]

[21
1]

[21
0]

[20
9]

[20
8]

[20
7]

[20
2]

[13
6]

[13
4] [13

2]

[13
0]

[12
7]

[12
3]

[12
2][12

1]

[11
8] [11

4]

[11
3]

[11
1] [11

0]

[10
9]

[10
8]

[10
7]

[10
6]

(10
8)

(10
9)

(55
)

(10
4)

(56
)

(73
)

(10
7)

(10
5)

(46
) (67

)
(9)

(8)

(10
)

(48
B)

(57
)

(10
6)

(72
)

(13
)

(62
)

(12
8) (76

)

(30
C)

(52
C)

(89
)

(12
7)

(87
)

(30
A)

(33
A)

(30
B)

(75
A)

(47
)

(22
)

(10
1A

)

(29
H)

(40
A)

(48
C)

(16
) (44

B)

(88
)

(52
A)

(29
C)

(33
C)

(78
)

(37
A)

(29
J)

(48
D)

(29
G)

(19
A)

(52
B)

(15
A)

(29
E)

(52
D)

(33
B)

(37
A) So

urc
es

: E
sri

, H
ER

E, 
De

Lo
rm

e, 
Int

erm
ap

, in
cre

me
nt 

P C
orp

., G
EB

CO
, U

SG
S,

 FA
O,

 N
PS

, N
RC

AN
,

Ge
oB

as
e, 

IG
N,

 Ka
da

ste
r N

L, 
Or

dn
an

ce
 Su

rve
y, 

Es
ri J

ap
an

, M
ET

I, E
sri

 C
hin

a (
Ho

ng
 K

on
g),

 sw
iss

top
o,

Ma
pm

yIn
dia

, ©
 O

pe
nS

tre
etM

ap
 co

ntr
ibu

tor
s, 

an
d t

he
 G

IS
 U

se
r C

om
mu

nit
y

Le
ge

nd
k j

Pr
oje

ct 
Lo

ca
tio

ns
 [ID

 #]
Dr

ain
ag

e A
rea

s (
DA

#)
Dr

ain
ag

e Z
on

es
 {D

Z#
}

Co
ntr

a C
os

ta 
Co

un
ty 

Flo
od

 C
on

tro
l 

an
d W

ate
r C

on
se

rva
tio

n D
ist

ric
t 

7-Y
ea

r C
IP 

Lo
ca

tio
n M

ap

¯
0

6
3

Mi
les

Fig
ur

e 1



2018 Flood Control Capital Improvement Plan Page 4 
 

Areas identified in the District representing small watersheds or subwatersheds. Sixty-three 
of the Drainage Areas have been formed and have an adopted plan and a drainage fee 
ordinance. These are in areas where development has, is, or will be occurring. As such, 
revenues from these areas are dependent on the housing and land development economy. 
 

3. Drainage Area Benefit Assessments 
Drainage Area Benefit Assessments (DABA) are funds that are typically used on operation, 
maintenance, and repair of storm drainage facilities in a defined drainage benefit 
assessment area. There are currently seven DABAs established in the District.  

 
4. Drainage Area Tax Assessments 

Three of the 63 formed Drainage Areas receive a small portion of tax revenue in addition to, 
or instead of, developer fees. Drainage Area property tax revenue is typically spent on the 
design, construction, operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and reconstruction of 
storm drainage facilities within the Drainage Area. 

 
5. Federal and State Grants 

The District has been successful in seeking and obtaining various state and federal grants for 
many of its projects in the recent past and continues to pursue those sources actively for 
future projects. In general, federal and state grants are becoming more competitive and 
very limited for single-purpose, flood control projects. This is a change from past decades 
when state and federal grants provided a majority of the District’s capital funding. Most 
grants now provide assistance to projects that provide grant-specific environmental 
benefits. This is another incentive for the District to incorporate environmental components 
to its flood control projects in order to be competitive with state and federal grants.  

D.  2018 FLOOD CONTROL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
 
In accordance with its Expenditure Policy, the District sets priorities within three specific 
program categories in establishing its capital program. These priorities are then balanced with 
the available funding in given Flood Control Zones or Drainage Areas to ensure the most 
feasible project delivery. The program categories in order of priority are: 
 

1. System Preservation 
2. Public Safety 
3. System Expansion 

 
Based on the Expenditure Policy framework, a total of 43 projects representing an investment of 
$53 million over seven years make up this plan’s recommended projects. Figure 1 shows the 
geographic location of the proposed projects. Table 1 below provides an overall summary of 
recommended projects by funding entity highlighting project locations by watershed/major creek. 
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Each location shown in the list may have several projects in various phases of development and 
implementation.  

 
It must be noted that some of the recommended projects are partially unfunded. 
Approximately $31 million is planned to be funded through various flood control funds and $3 
million is planned to come from other local, State, or federal grants. An additional $19 million 
will be needed to fully fund the projects. As projects are further developed, efforts will be made 
to seek additional resources. A more detailed list of all projects within each funding entity, 
including partially unfunded, is included in Table 2.  
 
As stated above, priorities set for each project are based on the framework outlined in the 
District’s Expenditure Policy. Approximately, 71% of planned capital expenditures will fund 
system preservation while 28% will support system expansion in support of flood risk reduction. 
The remaining 1% will improve public safety. Figure 2 below shows the breakdown of capital 
expenditures by program priority. 

 
Figure 2.  7-Year CIP Expenditure by priority 

 
 
Additionally, detailed information about each project is included in Appendix A. The 
information provided for each project includes project name, description, justification, cost 
estimate, funding source(s), program priority, and anticipated expenditure plan category. 
 
Each project is assigned a unique number. Projects with numbers from 1 to 99 are located in 
West County, 100 to 199 are in Central County and 200 and greater are in East County. Projects 
are presented in numerical order. 
 
Generally, all identified projects are led by the District; however, for the purpose of 
completeness, this CIP may include some projects that are co-funded by the District, but 
managed in partnership with other jurisdictions. It must be noted that in addition to capital 
projects, this CIP also includes several hydraulic, seismic, and condition assessment studies that 
support capital projects. 
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E. UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE PROJECTS 
 
Unprogrammed future projects are those that have been scoped, but not yet programmed for 
funding in the next 7 years. Those projects are expected to be included in future plans for 
implementation after 2024. Table 3 includes a list of future projects. Details of these projects 
are included in Appendix B. 
 
 

 
 

Table 3.  Unprogrammed Future Projects 
  

Funding Source ID Project Title FY 2024-
Flood Control Zone 3B 13,767,000$ 

124 Pine Creek Reservoir Sediment Removal and Capacity Restoration [WO TBD] 5,000,000$    
125 San Ramon Creek Sediment Removal near San Ramon Bypass [WO TBD] 363,000$       
128 Green Valley Creek Improvements up to 1st Crossing of Diablo Road [WO TBD] 6,600,000$    
129 Green Valley Creek Improvements Upstream of 2nd Crossing of Diablo Road [WO TBD] 1,804,000$    

Drainage Area 33A 209,779$       
120 DA 33A Concord Boulevard Culvert Replacement [WO TBD] 209,779$       

Drainage Area 48B 429,000$       
201 DA 48B Line A at Port Chicago Highway 429,000$       

Drainage Area 55 215,000$       
205 Fitzuren Road Remainder Parcel 215,000$       

Drainage Area 109 270,000$       
225 DA 109 - Kellogg Creek Project Development 270,000$       

Unfunded 51,139,221$ 
7 Wildcat Creek Habitat Improvements (USACE 1135 Program) [8619] 2,000,000$    
9 Wildcat / San Pablo Creeks Phase II [WO TBD] 12,045,000$ 

12 Pinole Creek Habitat Restoration (1135 Project) [8493] 6,250,000$    
17 Sustainable Capacity Improvement at Rodeo Creek [WO TBD] 10,285,000$ 
23 Canada di Cierbo Habitat Improvement [WO TBD] 3,000,000$    
26 Pinole Creek Capacity Assessment 300,000$       

117 DA 67 - Tice Creek Bypass [WO TBD] 2,481,000$    
120 DA 33A Concord Boulevard Culvert Replacement [WO TBD] 87,221$          
203 West Antioch Creek Improvements - L Street to 10th Street [WO TBD] 4,906,000$    
204 West Antioch Creek Improvements at Highway 4  [WO TBD] 2,200,000$    
206 East Antioch Creek Marsh Restoration [WO TBD] 7,585,000$    

Totals 66,030,000$  
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F. FUTURE UPDATES 
 
As staff develops and implements these capital projects, future CIP updates will include 
information on the progress and delivery of the listed projects. Additionally, efforts on the 
identification of funding shortfalls and additional funding sources to support the District’s 
capital needs are underway. The 2013 Report on the Status of Flood Protection Infrastructure 
and its 2017 update provided some information about those efforts. Additional detailed 
information will be reported in future updates. 

G. CREDITS 
 
Prepared By: Gus Amirzehni, PE 
Reviewed By: Paul Detjens, PE 
 
 
List of Appendices: 
 
Appendix A Detailed Project Information Sheets 
Appendix B Unprogrammed Future Projects Details 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: San Pablo Creek Silt Survey

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Perform focused topographic surveys at six predesignated cross section locations to determine the amount of 
sediment accumulation and to determine the need for channel desilting.   Channel desilting, once determined to be 
needed, would be scoped under a separate CIP entity.  

PROJECT NEED: The current operations and maintenance manual produced by the Corps requires annual sediment surveys.   These 
surveys are a method to determine channel capacity and are in lieu of a more comprehensive survey and hydraulic 
model.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: I

AFFECTED AREA: Richmond, North Richmond

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 4

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 6

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $40,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $20,000 $0 $0 $20,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 1

Flood Control Zone 6A $0 $0 $0 $20,000 $0 $0 $20,000

November 2018 1 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Wildcat Creek Silt Survey

WORK ORDER: 9705

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Perform focused topographic surveys at six predesignated cross section locations to determine the amount of 
sediment accumulation and to determine the need for channel desilting.   Channel desilting, once determined to be 
needed, would be scoped under a separate CIP entity.  

PROJECT NEED: The current operations and maintenance manual produced by the Corps requires annual sediment surveys.   These 
surveys are a method to determine channel capacity and are in lieu of a more comprehensive survey and hydraulic 
model. 

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: I

AFFECTED AREA: Richmond

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation 

PROJECT PRIORITY: 4

FUNDING SOURCE(S): FC Zone 7, TBD

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $40,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $20,000 $0 $0 $20,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 3

Flood Control Zone 7 $0 $0 $0 $20,000 $0 $0 $20,000

November 2018 2 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Wildcat Sediment Basin Desilt 

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Remove accumulated sediment from the Wildcat Creek Sediment Basin and stockpile on adjacent storage site for 
later off haul.

PROJECT NEED: The Wildcat Creek sediment basin is designed to trap sediment and prevent sediment accumulation in more sensitive 
areas downstream.  If it is not periodically desilted, the basin becomes less effective and sediment escapes 
downstream.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: I

AFFECTED AREA: Richmond

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 7, Unfunded

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $900,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Basin was last desilted in 2010-2011.

$0 $300,000 $0 $0 $300,000 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 5

Flood Control Zone 7 $0 $27,000 $0 $0 $27,000 $0 $0

Unfunded $0 $273,000 $0 $0 $273,000 $0 $0

November 2018 3 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: DA 73 Drainage Plan Update - Richmond

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Update the Drainage Area 73 Drainage Plan to reflect community needs

PROJECT NEED: Drainage Area 73 has an outdated plan, and it does not reflect current drainage needs.  In collaboration with the City 
of Richmond and community stakeholders, this project will develop an updated drainage plan and a list of drainage 
projects to accommodate current drainage needs.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: I

AFFECTED AREA: Richmond

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion 

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 73

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $50,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $50,000 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 10

Drainage Area 73 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 4 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: San Pablo Conditions Assessment

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: I

AFFECTED AREA: Community of North Richmond and San Pablo

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Unfunded

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $20,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): No

NOTE:

$0 $0 $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 18

Unfunded $0 $0 $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 5 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Wildcat Conditions Assessment

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: I

AFFECTED AREA: Richmond, E. Richmond Heights, San Pablo, and Community of N. Richmond

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control District Fund 7505

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $20,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 19

Unfunded $0 $0 $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 6 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Rodeo Conditions Assessment

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: The unincorporated community of Rodeo

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Unfunded

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $125,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Prior year expenditures not shown.

$0 $80,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 20

Unfunded $0 $80,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 7 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: DA46 Grayson and Murderer's Creek Subregional Improvements

WORK ORDER: TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: In partnership with the City of Pleasant Hill, the project will identify, design and implement sub-regional drainage 
improvements in the Grayson / Murderer's Creeks subwatershed.    Likely projects are capacity improvements at 
bridges, floodwalls along sections of creek, and collector storm drains to more efficiently deliver stormwater to the 
creek. 

PROJECT NEED: Downtown Pleasant Hill and Poet's Corner areas are identified on the FEMA maps as having moderate flood risk.  
Area flooded in 1997 and again in 2006.   City desires a project to take residents out of the floodplain.  Early 
indications from the Corps study were favorable, but project ultimately did not have a sufficient benefit / cost ratio, 
or federal funding.   This local, smaller project is the result. 

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: Pleasant Hill

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 46 funds + City of Pleasant Hill funds

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $1,188,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: DA46 plan amendment needed before implementation of this project.

$0 $0 $0 $528,000 $660,000 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 106

Drainage Area 46 $0 $0 $0 $528,000 $626,000 $0 $0

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $34,000 $0 $0

November 2018 8 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Grayson Creek Levee Rehabilitation at CCCSD Treatment Plant

WORK ORDER: 8348

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Raise levees along Grayson Creek along STA 8+00 to 39+00 LT to improve level of protection at CCCSD treatment 
plant.

PROJECT NEED: Additional flood protection is desired at the CCCSD Treatment Plant from Grayson Creek.  This is in addition to the 
2007 project that increased flood protection to a 100-year design storm level.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Martinez area, Unincorporated County

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B and CCCSD

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $2,572,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$280,000 $292,000 $1,800,000 $200,000 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 107

Flood Control Zone 3B $140,000 $146,000 $900,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0

Other $140,000 $146,000 $900,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 9 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Grayson Creek Channel Fence Rehabilitation

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Repair Fences along Grayson Creek concrete channel as part of our Creek and Channel Safety Program

PROJECT NEED: Existing fence posts are starting to rust and spalling concrete from the channel wall.  This project would renovate 
existing fence posts and fence, rehabilitate the damaged concrete wall, and replace the failing fence with new 
material.  This project would extend the useful life of the protective fenceline, as well as preventing further 
deterioration of the concrete wall as part of our Creek and Channel Safety Program.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: Pleasant Hill

PROGRAM TYPE: Public Safety

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $500,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $500,000 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 108

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $0 $500,000 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 10 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Grayson Creek Sediment Removal

WORK ORDER: 8334

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Remove accumulated sediment from Grayson creek between confluence with Walnut Creek to Chilpancingo Parkway 
(about 9,000 linear feet in selected areas)

PROJECT NEED: Remove accumulated sediment to restore design flood capacity of the channel.  Exact areas to be desilted will be 
determined with a pre-design topographic silt survey.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV & V

AFFECTED AREA: Pleasant Hill, Pacheco

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $2,005,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Portions of this area was last desilted in 2006.  Effort shared with Walnut Creek desilt (#118)

$20,000 $125,000 $1,860,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 109

Flood Control Zone 3B $20,000 $125,000 $1,860,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 11 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Lower Walnut Creek Restoration Project

WORK ORDER: 8285

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Transform Lower Walnut Creek from an antiquated, difficult to maintain, legacy USACE facility into a sustainable, 
environmentally sensitive facility for the next 50 years.   Project includes modification of project levees, acquisition of 
flowage easements and possible reconfiguration of the channel conveyance to better accommodate sediment and 
habitat.

PROJECT NEED: The Lower Walnut Creek project incorporates a new way of approaching the traditional methods of operating and 
maintaining a flood control facility.  This alternative approach moves away from the single purpose, flood protection 
USACE design, to a sustainable, environmentally sensitive plan that will restore appropriate floodplains and habitat in 
the area.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Martinez, Pacheco, Concord

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B and Regional, State and federal Grant Funds (TBD)

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $41,630,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Signature District project.  Prior and future year expenditures not shown.  Existing grants received from CDFW and EPA.  Anticipated 
future grants to cover unfunded.

$340,000 $692,000 $762,000 $13,950,000 $500,000 $450,000 $450,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 110

Flood Control Zone 3B $165,000 $292,000 $525,000 $4,700,000 $0 $0 $0

Grants $175,000 $400,000 $237,000 $1,250,000 $0 $0 $0

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $8,000,000 $500,000 $450,000 $450,000

November 2018 12 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Pacheco Marsh Restoration

WORK ORDER: 8494

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Project is another name for the North Reach of Lower Walnut Creek (CIP#110.)  Pacheco Marsh is unique in that it 
has different partners for restoration than the rest of LWC and, as such, is worthy of a separate CIP designation.  This 
project intends to directly follow implementation of LWC Restoration (CIP#110) and will provide recreational 
amenities, additional habitat creation and long term stewardship of the site.

PROJECT NEED: A restored Pacheco Marsh will provide 126 acres of quality habitat for a number of rare and endangered species, as 
well as passive recreation amenities.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Martinez

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B + funds from EBRPD, John Muir Land Trust, and future state and federal grants (TBD)

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $10,895,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: reference "Pacheco Marsh Public Access Plan-draft Vision Concepts", Alternative B (Placeworks. 4/102017) for details.  Anticipate John 
Muir Land Trust funds to cover unfunded amount.

$0 $0 $0 $75,000 $5,675,000 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 111

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $0 $75,000 $75,000 $0 $0

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,600,000 $0 $0

November 2018 13 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Update DA 10 for Danville Area

WORK ORDER: 8302

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Update Drainage Area 10 Plan for Danville and develop a project for implementing the remaining elements of the 
drainage area plan in coordination with the Town of Danville

PROJECT NEED: This project is needed to update existing drainage plan and determine future drainage improvements and related 
costs.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: II

AFFECTED AREA: Danville

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 4

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area funds

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $86,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE: Prior year expenditures not shown.

$0 $0 $17,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 113

Drainage Area 10 $0 $0 $17,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Update DA 13 Plan for Western Alamo

WORK ORDER: 8303

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Update the DA13 drainage plan and related costs

PROJECT NEED: The adopted DA13 plan is old, and it does not reflect the current needs of the community.  This project would update 
the plan so it is relevant, current, and ensures DA13 fees and ad valorem revenue are adequate to implement the 
needed capital projects.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: II

AFFECTED AREA: Alamo

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 13 ad-valorem tax and drainage fee funds 

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $174,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): No

NOTE: Prior year expenditures not shown.

$0 $33,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 114

Drainage Area 13 $0 $33,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Walnut Creek Sediment Removal - Clayton Valley Drain to Drop Structure 1

WORK ORDER: 8334

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Remove accumulated sediment from upland benches in Walnut Creek to restore channel capacity and restore 
wetlands

PROJECT NEED: Remove accumulated sediment to restore design flood capacity of the channel.  Exact areas to be desilted will be 
determined with a pre-design topographic silt survey.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: Concord, Pleasant Hill

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $4,525,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Effort shared with Grayson desilt (#109)

$50,000 $125,000 $4,250,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 118

Flood Control Zone 3B $50,000 $125,000 $4,250,000 $100,000 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Kubicek Basin Sediment Removal

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Remove sediment and restore habitat to ensure basin continues to function as designed

PROJECT NEED: The Pine Creek Detention Basin -- now known as the Kubicek Basin -- was designed for sediment storage.  This 
sediment needs to be periodically removed to ensure proper functioning of the basin.  Sediment has not been 
removed since the basin was constructed in the 1970s.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: Walnut Creek, Concord

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation 

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $88,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Prior year expenditures not shown.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 121

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Pine Creek Dam Seismic Assessment

WORK ORDER: 8346

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultant to assess seismic performance of existing dam and recommend retrofit improvements.  
Two-phase approach: start with hazard assessment, and proceed to more detailed geotechnical analysis if warranted.

PROJECT NEED: This project would  identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: Walnut Creek, Unincorporated County

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $300,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $110,000 $190,000 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 122

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $0 $110,000 $190,000 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Pine Creek Reservoir Functional Assessment

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Conduct a assessment of the existing Pine Creek Dam to ensure it meets DSOD standards and still provides the proper 
hydraulic performance.   Verify hydrologic design assumptions and compare to current development plans of the 
watershed.  Determine if the downstream Kubicek Basin can hydraulically handle a situation where the Pine Creek 
Dam is removed and not replaced. 

PROJECT NEED: Pine Creek dam is an older facility; need to ensure it meets current safety standards and rehabilitate if needed.   This 
project would cover assessment only, and will be revisited if significant rehabilitation is found to be necessary.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: Walnut Creek, Unincorporated County

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $143,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Assessment only; rehabilitation not included.   Seismic evaluation is covered under a separate CIP entry because seismic work will likely 
be combined with other dams.

$0 $0 $143,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 123

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $143,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Galindo Creek Improvements

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Participate with City of Concord and USACE to construct a stormwater detention basin on Galindo Creek upstream of 
Ygnacio Valley Road (CSU East Bay Campus).  Basin will be created with a modification to the existing headwall.

PROJECT NEED: This project would reduce flood risk to properties in the floodplain between Ygnacio Valley and the start of the 
concrete channel portion of Galindo Creek in the City of Concord.  USACE and Concord have completed a federal 
reconnaissance study.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: Concord

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B and the City of Concord

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $500,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Assume Concord will be the lead agency for CEQA/permits.  Expect larger total project with additional funding by other partners.  $500k 
is max FC Zone 3B contribution.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000 $480,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 127

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000 $40,000

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $440,000
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Flood Control Zone 3B Channels and Structures Conditions Assessment

WORK ORDER: 8353

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV & V

AFFECTED AREA: Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, Concord, and unincorporated.

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $915,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$375,000 $400,000 $140,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 130

Flood Control Zone 3B $375,000 $400,000 $140,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Canyon Lakes Facilities Conditions Assessment

WORK ORDER: 8361

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: II

AFFECTED AREA: The City of San Ramon

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): DABA 75A

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $100,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$10,000 $90,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 132

Drainage Area 75A $10,000 $90,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Rassier Ranch Basin Conditions Assessment

WORK ORDER: 8362

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: II

AFFECTED AREA: Danville

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): DABA 910

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $26,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: See #130.

$0 $26,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 134

Drainage Area 910 $0 $26,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Shadow Creek Basin Conditions Assessment

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Blackhawk

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): DABA 1010A

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $30,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 136

Drainage Area 1010A $0 $30,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: West Antioch Creek - DA55 Culverts at 10th Street

WORK ORDER: 8399

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Fund construction of quadruple box culverts on West Antioch Creek at 10th Street by the City of Antioch.

PROJECT NEED: As reported by the City, this section of West Antioch Creek floods annually because of lack of capacity under 10th 
Street and through the old Ford Dealer.   This project would help alleviate this flooding by constructing culverts with 
sufficient capacity and will connect to the previously widened channel downstream.    The improvement of the 
channel upstream of 10th Street is a separate project in this CIP.  

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Antioch

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Local Funds (Drainage Area 55, City funds 50%), State Grants (IRWMP Prop 1E: 50%)

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $1,800,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE: City of Antioch is functional lead.   DA55 contribution capped at $1.8 million per 2012 agreement with Antioch. (Prior year expenditures 
not shown.)

$827,000 $280,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 202

Drainage Area 55 $827,000 $280,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Trembath Detention Basin

WORK ORDER: 8532

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Design and construct Trembath Detention Basin.   Trembath Basin is a new facility.  Trembath Basin will be regulated 
by State Division of Dam Safety.

PROJECT NEED: This project is needed to provide flood protection in the lower watershed of East Antioch Creek in accordance with 
the adopted Drainage Area 56 (DA 56) plan.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Antioch

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 56 (Org 7566)

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $11,690,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE: Prior and future year expenditures not shown.

$90,000 $225,000 $1,050,000 $450,000 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 207

Drainage Area 56 $90,000 $225,000 $1,050,000 $450,000 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Lindsey Basin Finalization Tasks & R/W Transfer

WORK ORDER: 8126

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Develop an Operations & Maintenance manual and convey basin right of way to the City of Antioch for perpetual 
ownership and maintenance.  Generate legal description of property to be conveyed to separate basin from 
developable remainder parcels. 

PROJECT NEED: This is a completed non-regional facility and needs to be conveyed to the local city for ownership and maintenance.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Antioch

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): DA 56 funds (Org 7566)

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $258,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO (predates HCP adoption)

NOTE: Basin substantially completed in 2006 as part of Segment 1 of the SR4 Bypass.  Still need to construct spillway across future Slaten Ranch 
Road.(Prior year expenditures not shown.)

$0 $0 $11,000 $33,000 $16,000 $6,000 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 208

Drainage Area 56 $0 $0 $11,000 $33,000 $16,000 $6,000 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Develop Revenue Generating Sites at Lindsey Basin

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Prepare conceptual plans and a cost estimate for the development of the two District-owned remainder parcels near 
the Lindsey Basin.   Market the parcels to generate maximum long-term revenue for the Drainage Area and / or the 
District.

PROJECT NEED: The Lindsey Detention Basin was designed for future re-use of spoil disposal sites as revenue-generating 
development.  This project will facilitate this long-planned development.  Project timing is a rough estimate; actual 
development depends on the commercial real estate market. 

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Antioch

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area funds (Org,7566)

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $593,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Future year expenditures not shown.

$0 $0 $17,000 $17,000 $99,000 $102,000 $102,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 209

Drainage Area 56 $0 $0 $17,000 $17,000 $99,000 $102,000 $102,000
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Marsh Creek Reservoir Seismic Assessment

WORK ORDER: 8355

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultant to assess seismic performance of existing dam and recommend retrofit improvements, if 
needed.  Two-phase approach: start with hazard assessment, and proceed to more detailed geotechnical analysis if 
warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 1

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $330,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE:

$0 $130,000 $160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 210

Flood Control Zone 1 $0 $130,000 $160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Dry Creek Reservoir Seismic Assessment

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultant to assess seismic performance of existing dam embankments and recommend retrofit 
improvements, if needed.  Two-phase approach: start with hazard assessment, and proceed to more detailed 
geotechnical analysis if warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 1

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $360,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $140,000 $210,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 211

Flood Control Zone 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $140,000 $210,000
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Deer Creek Reservoir Seismic Assessment

WORK ORDER: 8355

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultant to assess seismic performance of existing dam and recommend retrofit improvements, if 
needed.  Two-phase approach: start with hazard assessment, and proceed to more detailed geotechnical analysis if 
warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 1

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $200,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE:

$90,000 $160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 212

Flood Control Zone 1 $90,000 $160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Marsh Creek Reservoir Capacity and Habitat Restoration

WORK ORDER: 8495

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Assess reservoir condition and habitat condition of impoundment area.  Develop restoration plan that: maintains or 
improves level of flood protection, improves surrounding habitat, is compatible with surrounding state park uses, 
deals appropriately with accumulated mercury and accommodates mercury that will arrive at the basin in the next 50 
years.  After proper approvals and CEQA analysis, implement the preferred alternative.

PROJECT NEED: Marsh Creek Reservoir was constructed in 1964 as a single-purpose facility and has reduced flood risks.  Now nearing 
a half-century of use, the reservoir has poor water quality (impacted by mercury).  With the opening of the state park 
on surrounding lands, there is an increased pressure to allow public access.  A comprehensive restoration plan is 
needed to guide operations of this facility and development of future projects for the next 50 years.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Oakley, Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 1, future grant funds

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $5,500,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): Yes

NOTE: Plan implementation may be delayed depending on other priorities for FC Zone 1 funds,  (Future year expenditures not shown.)

$55,521 $0 $129,000 $109,000 $468,000 $4,480,000 $210,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 213

Flood Control Zone 1 $55,521 $0 $129,000 $109,000 $468,000 $1,500,000 $210,000

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,980,000 $0

November 2018 32 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Marsh Creek Supplemental Capacity

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Raise channel banks, levees and construct floodwalls to improve flood protection

PROJECT NEED: A 2010 District study identified the need for additional channel capacity upon ultimate development of the 
watershed.   This project is needed to ensure 100-year storms are contained in the channel without overtopping and 
flooding adjacent neighborhoods. 

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Oakley, Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 1, Drainage Area 130, future grant funds

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $3,664,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE: See the 2010 study on file to contain 100-year flood flows and contain 50-year flood flows with freeboard. (Future year expenditures not 
shown.)

$0 $0 $0 $0 $11,000 $77,000 $578,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 215

Drainage Area 130 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,000 $77,000 $578,000
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Marsh Creek Widening Between Dainty Avenue and Sand Creek

WORK ORDER: 8466

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Widen sections of the Marsh Creek Channel to improve peak flood capacity.  Reconstruct access roads / trails, and 
construct a large retaining wall along the left bank

PROJECT NEED: Marsh Creek in this vicinity does not have capacity to contain the 100-year event, or the 50-year event with 
freeboard.   Additional channel capacity is needed.  This project is the second phase of the project at Dainty Road 
(and upstream) that was built in the late 1990s.  This project is developed in collaboration with and is part of the 
larger Three Creeks Parkway Restoration Project.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Oakley, Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 1 and Drainage Area 130

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $2,564,800

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE:

$52,100 $200,000 $1,734,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 216

Flood Control Zone 1 $26,050 $100,000 $867,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

Drainage Area 130 $26,050 $100,000 $867,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Deer Creek Reservoir Expansion

WORK ORDER: 8447

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Excavate the storage area of the existing Deer Creek Reservoir to increase stormwater holding capacity and reduce 
flood flows downstream

PROJECT NEED: This project would increase storage capacity of Deer Creek Reservoir to protect downstream properties from 
flooding.  Work to date has established that it is more beneficial to expand the future storage volume behind the 
existing dam by selectively excavating the storage area rather than raising the dam.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Oakley, Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 130, possible Flood Control Zone 1

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $6,072,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE:

$0 $0 $22,000 $11,000 $66,000 $88,000 $594,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 217

Drainage Area 130 $0 $0 $22,000 $11,000 $66,000 $88,000 $594,000
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Deer Creek Reservoir Expansion - R/W Acquisition

WORK ORDER: 8463

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Acquire additional land rights over area currently encumbered only by a flowage easement.    This is needed for 
expansion of the storage area of the Deer Creek Reservoir, located south of Balfour Road in Brentwood.

PROJECT NEED: Need to retain additional stormwater in Deer Creek Reservoir to protect downstream properties.   Instead of raising 
the dam, the plan is to expand the storage volume behind the existing dam by selectively excavating the storage 
area.  The existing flowage easement is insufficient to do so; need to upgrade flowage easement into a drainage 
easement. 

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 130, possible Flood Control Zone 1

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $214,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): N/A

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $28,000 $149,000 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 218

Drainage Area 130 $0 $0 $0 $28,000 $149,000 $0 $0

November 2018 36 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Upper Sand Creek Basin Surplus Material

WORK ORDER: 8517

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Coordinate removal of Upper Sand Creek Basin material by others, separate from main USCB contract.  Includes 
material removed in advance of construction as well as material removed post construction.  Common customers 
include contractors, developers and other agencies needing high quality fill material.

PROJECT NEED: Brokering dirt removal in this way typically represents an excellent value (in cost/yd3) for the District.  Interest in 
material (and thus cost) is highly dependent on the economy.  Each cubic yard of material removed gets the basin 
incrementally closer to its ultimate volume at a reduced cost per cubic yard. 

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Antioch

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): DA 130, FC Zone 1

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $458,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE: Prior and future expenditures not shown.

$10,000 $72,000 $11,000 $66,000 $11,000 $66,000 $11,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 220

Drainage Area 130 $10,000 $72,000 $11,000 $66,000 $11,000 $66,000 $11,000
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Lower Sand Creek Basin Construction

WORK ORDER: 8492

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a 300 ac-ft regional detention basin on Sand Creek.  The existing 40 ac-ft basin will be converted into an 
300 ac-ft offline basin with new intake structure, primary and emergency spillways, low flow channel and riparian 
mitigation area.

PROJECT NEED: In conjunction with the Upper Sand Creek Basin, this lower basin will reduce stormwater flows in Sand Creek and in 
Marsh Creek.  With the upper basin in place, the 100 year 12 hour flow rate is 1230 cfs.  Once completed, the lower 
basin will reduce this flow rate to 209 cfs, and provide improved flood protection for Brentwood and Oakley.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Oakley, Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 130, possible future Federal, State and local grants, Flood Control Zone 1

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $7,103,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE:

$0 $20,000 $20,000 $61,000 $116,000 $583,000 $424,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 222

Drainage Area 130 $0 $20,000 $20,000 $61,000 $116,000 $583,000 $424,000

November 2018 38 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Marsh Creek and Sand Creek Structures Conditions Assessment

WORK ORDER: 8360

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: The Cities of Brentwood and Oakley

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 1

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $510,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$310,000 $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 227

Flood Control Zone 1 $310,000 $200,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Kellog Conditions Assessment

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Need to identify deficiencies and conduct a retrofit plan, if needed.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: The Cities of Byron and Discovery Bay

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation  

PROJECT PRIORITY: 1

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Unfunded

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $23,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$23,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 228

Unfunded $23,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 40 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Marsh Creek Reservoir Emergency Spillway Rehabilitation

WORK ORDER: TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Improve performance of spillway by extending concrete apron to Marsh Creek

PROJECT NEED: To avoid toe erosion upon use of spill way

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Brentwood

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 1

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $1,100,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N):

NOTE:

$0 $0 $150,000 $950,000 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 232

Flood Control Zone 1 $0 $0 $150,000 $950,000 $0 $0 $0
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: San Ramon Creek Watershed Study

WORK ORDER: 8541

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Watershed Planning-Engineering group is studying the hydraulics of San Ramon Creek through the use of HEC-
RAS modeling.

PROJECT NEED: The current hydraulics report was created in 1977 and the future hydraulics report will supersede its predecessor.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: II

AFFECTED AREA: San Ramon

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $90,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: This study is needed to verify the hydraulic performance of the previously improved sections and to gauge the need for future capacity 
improvements.

$20,000 $70,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 138

Flood Control Zone 3B $20,000 $70,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 42 / 43



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: DA 13 Line F-1 Storm Drainage in Alamo

WORK ORDER: 8303

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a drainage line that will connect with the existing drainage network and reduce local flooding issues. The 
newly created drainage line (Line  F-1) will consist of a 30-inch pipe that will run parallel to the Iron Horse Trail 
Corridor from existing line “F” at Las Trampas Road (1300 ft.), to the intersection of South Avenue. From this point 
the pipe will extend another 150 ft. to the southwest, to the intersection of South Avenue and La Serena Court 
(Fig.1). Drainage inlet structures will be placed every 250 feet (as per the County criteria) including: 6 inlets on the 
Iron Horse Trail, 1 manhole on Las Trampas Road, and 2 inlets in the intersection of South Avenue and La Serena 
Court.

PROJECT NEED: To address recurring flooding complications at locations along South Avenue; the intersection of South Avenue and 
Wayland Lane, and the intersection of South Avenue and La Serena Court.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: II

AFFECTED AREA: Alamo

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 13

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $620,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$20,000 $300,000 $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 139

Drainage Area 13 $20,000 $300,000 $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $0

November 2018 43 / 43
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UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Wildcat Creek Habitat Improvements (USACE 1135 Program)

WORK ORDER: 8619

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Rehabilitate fish ladder, reconfigure and expand sediment basin and improve riparian habitat throughout the limits of 
the previous Army Corps of Engineers project.

PROJECT NEED: This project is needed to improve flood control protection and wildlife habitat at Wildcat Creek.  The fish ladder at 
Wildcat Creek is inoperative and the sediment basin needs to be expanded.  Sediment accumulates underneath 
riparian vegetation that makes its removal impossible.  This has reduced the level of flood control protection and 
increased maintenance costs.   The Corps' 1135 program is intended to address these concerns, but progress is 
slowed by variable levels of federal funding.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: I

AFFECTED AREA: Richmond

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 2

FUNDING SOURCE(S): USACE 1135 Program (75% - $5M limit)

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $2,000,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: see also http://www.spn.usace.army.mil/projects/wildcatcreek1135.html.  Local match funding is not secured.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$2,000,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 7

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,000,000

November 2018 1 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Wildcat / San Pablo Creeks Phase II

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Channel improvements in Wildcat Creek and San Pablo Creek in the City of San Pablo upstream of BNSF railroad tracks

PROJECT NEED: The previous Corps projects stopped at the BNSF railroad.  Significant residual flood risk remains in the portions of 
San Pablo and Wildcat Creeks in the City of San Pablo upstream of the BNSF railroad.  This project would consist of 
the coordination needed with the Corps for expansion of the system upstream.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: I

AFFECTED AREA: San Pablo

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): City of San Pablo, US Army Corps of Engineers

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $12,045,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$12,045,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 9

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $12,045,000

November 2018 2 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Pinole Creek Habitat Restoration (1135 Project)

WORK ORDER: 8493

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Improve riparian habitat throughout the limits of the previous Army Corps of Engineers project.   Remove possible 
fish barriers and improve habitat while preserving and expanding flood conveyance.  Work within the USACE 1135 
Program to ensure federal participation in this project. 

PROJECT NEED: The Pinole Creek USACE project is dated and single purpose.   Center for Ecosystem Management and Restoration 
has identified Pinole Creek as primary steelhead habitat in the west Contra Costa County.   Habitat improvements are 
needed to ensure migrating steelhead pass successfully through the project area to habitat upstream.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Pinole

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): City of Pinole, USACE 1135 Program (75% - $5M limit)

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $6,250,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$6,250,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 12

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,250,000

November 2018 3 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Sustainable Capacity Improvement at Rodeo Creek

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Rehabilitate or replace concrete-lined portion of creek to improve conveyance, restore habitat

PROJECT NEED: Rodeo Creek is a 1960s era USACE channel, is devoid of most habitat, and is difficult to keep desilted, especially in the 
lowest reach.  A new, more sustainable design of the creek is needed, and it has the potential to serve as a catalyst 
for further revitalization of the adjacent community.  This project would also reduce long term dredging costs.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Rodeo

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 3

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Unfunded

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $10,285,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$10,285,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 17

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,285,000

November 2018 4 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: DA 67 - Tice Creek Bypass

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct 66-inch bypass pipe in Tice Valley Boulevard, Meadow Road and Lancaster to provide a bypass for storm 
flows in Tice Creek

PROJECT NEED: The 2004 completion of the Rossmoor Detention Basin significantly reduced flood risk for this area providing 
approximately a 20-year level of protection from Tice Creek. This long-planned bypass pipe would provide additional 
conveyance while allowing Tice Creek to remain in it's natural state.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: II

AFFECTED AREA: Walnut Creek, Unincorporated County

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Grant funds, City of Walnut Creek funds, other funds TBD.

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $2,481,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$2,481,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 117

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,481,000

November 2018 5 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: DA 33A Concord Boulevard Culvert Replacement

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Replace an undersized 60-inch culvert under Concord Blvd with a 117-inch by 79-inch arch culvert

PROJECT NEED: The existing culvert is undersized and stormwater backs up and inundates Concord Blvd.   The replacement culvert 
will be able to pass a 25-year storm event, lessening the risk of flooding on Concord Blvd.  This is a cooperative 
project with the City of Concord.  Per the 5-24-2005 JEPA, DA 33A will contribute a maximum of 90% of available 
funds which is currently approximately $209k.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: Concord

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 4

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 33A funds

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $297,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$297,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 120

Drainage Area 33A $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $209,779

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $87,221

November 2018 6 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Pine Creek Reservoir Sediment Removal and Capacity Restoration

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Remove accumulated sediment in Pine Creek Reservoir to restore design flood storage capacity.   Create wetlands in 
new reservoir bottom as mitigation of impacts.    Rehabilitate primary and emergency spillways to extend design life.  

PROJECT NEED: Another CIP project will first perform a functional assessment to verify continued need for reservoir.  If found to still 
be needed, then this project will restore design functionality and extend the design life.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: Walnut Creek, Unincorporated County

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 4

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $5,000,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Seismic evaluation is covered under a separate CIP entry because seismic work will likely be combined with other dams.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$5,000,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 124

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,000,000

November 2018 7 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: San Ramon Creek Sediment Removal near San Ramon Bypass

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Desilt San Ramon Creek downstream of the San Ramon Bypass diversion structure in Alamo to the bypass channel at 
the San Ramon PP Corridor

PROJECT NEED: The San Ramon Creek Bypass Channel has a complex series of weirs allowing both low flows and high flows to 
continue down San Ramon Creek.  Flows between those extremes are bypassed through the bypass system.   The 
grades in San Ramon Creek downstream of the low flow pipe outfall prevent those low flows from passing into San 
Ramon Creek.  This project would allow base flows to remain in the natural channel.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: IV

AFFECTED AREA: District IV

PROGRAM TYPE: system Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 4

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $363,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$363,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 125

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $363,000

November 2018 8 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Green Valley Creek Improvements up to 1st Crossing of Diablo Road

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: The existing channel is incised and lacks the capacity to pass the 100-year flood event.   The project is needed to 
lower the flood risk to the surrounding neighborhood.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: II

AFFECTED AREA: Danville

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 4

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $6,600,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$6,600,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 128

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,600,000

November 2018 9 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Green Valley Creek Improvements Upstream of 2nd Crossing of Diablo Road

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Hire specialized consultants to assess conditions of existing facilities.  Two-phase approach: start with initial 
assessment, and proceed to more detailed assessment as warranted.

PROJECT NEED: Green Valley Creek at this location has erosion pressures and capacity issues.  Past creek improvements stopped just 
downstream.  This project will improve erosion and capacity conditions.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: II

AFFECTED AREA: Danville

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Flood Control Zone 3B & Town of Danville

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $2,024,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$1,804,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 129

Flood Control Zone 3B $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,804,000

November 2018 10 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: DA 48B Line A at Port Chicago Highway

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Design and Construct 595 LF of 84-inch storm drain crossing Port Chicago Highway near Skipper Drive.   This is a 
portion of DA 48B, Line A. 

PROJECT NEED: The existing 60-inch pipe under Port Chicago Highway is undersized and in poor condition.  Construction of the 
replacement 84-inch storm drain will extend the service life of the facility and reduce flood risk for the surrounding 
community. 

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Bay Point

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Contra Costa County Redevelopment, DA 48B

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $429,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$429,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 201

Drainage Area 48B $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $429,000

November 2018 11 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: West Antioch Creek Improvements - L Street to 10th Street

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Design and construct channel improvements from the downstream end of "L" Street Crossing to the upstream end of 
the 10th Street culverts in conjunction with the City of Antioch

PROJECT NEED: The current channel was constructed only to an interim capacity and currently does not contain a 100-year storm 
event.   Bottlenecks include the UPRR arch culvert and the narrow channel through the fairgrounds.   This project will 
need to be constructed prior to constructing the third 10-foot pipe under Highway 4. 

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Antioch

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion 

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 55, City of Antioch, Grants, developer funds (upon development of the fairgrounds)

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $4,906,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Project needs to proceed before CIP#204.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$4,906,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 203

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,906,000

November 2018 12 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: West Antioch Creek Improvements at Highway 4 

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Complete the storm drain system between "L" Street and Fitzuren Road.    Work includes a new headwall 
downstream of "L" Street, one 8' by 10' box culvert under "L" Street, a single 10' diameter storm drain up to and 
under Highway 4 to connect to the exiting 10' pipes just north of Fitzuren Road.   This results in a complete, triple 10' 
storm drain system.

PROJECT NEED: Caltrans / CCTA has constructed a second bore under the highway as part of freeway widening in 2015.   This CIP 
project completes the third bore between Fitzuren Road and "L" Street, and should not be constructed until 
downstream improvements (W. Antioch Creek at 10th Street, and W. Antioch Creek 10th Street to "L" Street) are 
constructed.  See project #203.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III & V

AFFECTED AREA: Antioch

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 55, City of Antioch, Grants

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $2,200,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE: Project should follow construction of project #203.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$2,200,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 204

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,200,000

November 2018 13 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Fitzuren Road Remainder Parcel

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Prepare conceptual plans and facilitate development of three District-owned parcels on Fitzuren Road.  Market these 
parcels for a commercial use, such as a restaurant or neighborhood retail.  

PROJECT NEED: These parcels were purchased in the 1980s to allow the construction of three large storm drains to carry West 
Antioch Creek.  They were purchased with the intent of developing the unused portion once the storm drains were 
installed.   The storm drain was designed to maximize the unused portion of the parcels and thus maximize the 
revenue generating potential for the District and DA 55.  This project will follow the construction of the final 10' 
storm drain through the parcel.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Antioch

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 55, Flood Control District

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $215,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE: Project should follow construction of project #204.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$215,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 205

Drainage Area 55 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $215,000

November 2018 14 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: East Antioch Creek Marsh Restoration

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Design and construct marsh and floodplain improvements on East Antioch Creek downstream of Cavallo Road.  
Includes marina outlet channel (or equivalent), hazardous material clean-up on affected portion of Hickmont site, 
and three new box culverts under Wilbur Avenue. 

PROJECT NEED: Provide flood protection in the lower watershed of East Antioch Creek in accordance with the adopted Drainage Area 
56 (DA 56) plan

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Antioch

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): Drainage Area 56

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $7,585,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): Yes

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$7,585,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 206

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,585,000

November 2018 15 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: DA 109 - Kellogg Creek Project Development

WORK ORDER: TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Re-analyze the Kellogg Creek (Drainage Area 109) Plan and develop projects for future implementation

PROJECT NEED: The current DA 109 plan is conceptual, and while sufficient to collect funds for improvements, the plan lacks the 
detail to develop and prioritize projects in the watershed.  This effort will re-study the DA 109 plan to define specific 
projects for implementation, rank those projects, and then begin implementation in priority order.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: III

AFFECTED AREA: Town of Discovery Bay

PROGRAM TYPE: System Expansion

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): DA 109 Funds

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $270,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): YES

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$270,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 225

Drainage Area 109 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $270,000

November 2018 16 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Canada di Cierbo Habitat Improvement

WORK ORDER: WO TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Create a mitigation bank for County and District mitigation needs.   Acquire right of way, develop restoration plan, 
implement plan and reap benefits.  

PROJECT NEED: Public projects often have unavoidable habitat impacts.  Often, the remedy is to 'buy in' to a bank which is often 
located outside of the county.   While this provides habitat mitigation, it does little to actually offset the impacts 
locally.   The west part of CCC is underserved for this type of bank.   Canada di Cierbo seeks to remedy this and 
provide quality, local mitigation and habitat improvement.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: V

AFFECTED AREA: Crockett, Unincorporated County

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S): TBD

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $3,000,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N):

NOTE:

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$3,000,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 23

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,000,000

November 2018 17 / 18



UNPROGRAMMED FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT SUMMARY REPORT

PROJECT NAME: Pinole Creek Capacity Assessment

WORK ORDER: TBD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Assess creek capacity and watershed conditions and develop alternatives for improving flood protection in the area.

PROJECT NEED: Watershed conditions have changed significantly with land development projects decreasing flood protection in the 
area.  This project is intended to study watershed and creek conditions and develop alternatives for improving flood 
protection levels.

SUPERVISOR DISTRICT: I

AFFECTED AREA: Cities of Hercules and Pinole

PROGRAM TYPE: System Preservation

PROJECT PRIORITY: 5

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $300,000

EAST COUNTY HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (Y/N): NO

NOTE: Zone 9 (Pinole Creek) is significantly underfunded.  Funding for this item is very uncertain.

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Future

$300,000

PLANNED PROJECT EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCE(S)

PROJECT EXPENDITURES:

FUNDING SOURCE(S):

FY 17/18 FY 18/19 FY 19/20 FY 20/21 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24

ID: 26

Unfunded $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $300,000

November 2018 18 / 18



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS  
RESPONSE TO CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT  

No. 1907 Board Order 



RECOMMENDATION(S): 
ADOPT report as the Board of Supervisors' response to Civil Grand Jury Report No. 1907, entitled
"Stormwater Trash Reduction: Are We Doing All That We Can?”, and DIRECT the Clerk of the Board to
transmit the Board's response to the Superior Court no later than August 21, 2019, as recommended by the
County Administrator and Public Works Director.

1.

REFER the Finance Committee identification of additional revenue sources to fully fund stormwater pollution
reduction permit compliance by June 30, 2020.

2.

FISCAL IMPACT: 
No impact to the General Fund, and minimal impact to the Public Works Department’s
budget. The County’s stormwater trash reduction program is funded primarily with
Stormwater Utility Assessments. The work necessary to meet most of the Report’s findings
and recommendations is already budgeted and included in the Department's program costs.
The only additional item is a summary report, to be prepared each year and submitted to the
Board outlining annual accomplishments, costs, challenges, and needs. This information is
all readily available, so preparation of a summary report is a relatively minimal cost. There
may be additional unknown costs to identify and/or develop additional revenue sources as

APPROVE OTHER 

RECOMMENDATION OF CNTY
ADMINISTRATOR 

RECOMMENDATION OF BOARD
COMMITTEE 

Action of Board On:   08/06/2019 APPROVED AS RECOMMENDED OTHER 

Clerks Notes:
VOTE OF SUPERVISORS

AYE: John Gioia, District I Supervisor
Candace Andersen, District II Supervisor
Diane Burgis, District III Supervisor
Karen Mitchoff, District IV Supervisor
Federal D. Glover, District V Supervisor

Contact:  Julie DiMaggio Enea
(925) 335-1077

 
I hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of an action taken and entered on the minutes of
the Board of Supervisors on the date shown. 

ATTESTED:    August  6, 2019 
David Twa, County Administrator and Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
 
By: Stephanie Mello, Deputy

cc: County Finance Director,   Public Works Director,   CAO Deputy,   Clerk of the Board   

C.115

  

To: Board of Supervisors

From: David Twa, County Administrator

Date: August  6, 2019

Contra 
Costa 
County 

Subject: RESPONSE TO CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT NO. 1907, ENTITLED "STORMWATER TRASH
REDUCTION: ARE WE DOING ALL THAT WE CAN?"



may be additional unknown costs to identify and/or develop additional revenue sources as
directed by the 



FISCAL IMPACT: (CONT'D)
Board in the future. For example, the cost to develop a property-related fee and take it to
election would be over $1 million, which the Stormwater Utility Assessment cannot
afford.

BACKGROUND:
The 2018/19 Civil Grand Jury filed the above-referenced report, attached, on May 23,
2019, which was reviewed by the Board of Supervisors and subsequently referred to the
County Administrator and the Public Works Director, who prepared the attached
response that clearly specifies:

Whether the finding or recommendation is accepted or will be implemented;A.
If a recommendation is accepted, a statement as to who will be responsible for implementation and a
definite target date;

B.
A delineation of the constraints if a recommendation is accepted but cannot be implemented within a
six-month period; and

C.
The reason for not accepting or adopting a finding or recommendation.D.

The report, Grand Jury Report No. 1907, “Stormwater Trash Reduction” (Report), was
addressed to the County Board of Supervisors and each of the City/Town Councils in the
county. The subject of the Report is trash in the local creeks and waterways of the county
that drain into, and thereby pollute, the Delta and San Francisco Bay. The State Regional
Water Quality Control Board issues the County and cities/towns a permit to reduce
pollutant levels in stormwater flowing through the county. Trash is considered a pollutant
and the permit includes detailed requirements for reducing trash in the county’s
waterways. The Report looked at the performance of the County and the cities/towns in
meeting the trash reduction requirements, and how permit compliance information was
communicated to citizens and elected officials. The Report concluded with nine findings
and four recommendations, along with a table indicating which findings and
recommendations apply to each jurisdiction.

Below are the proposed responses to the findings and recommendations applicable to the
County’s unincorporated communities. The California Penal Code specifies that the
Board of Supervisors must forward its response to the Superior Court no later than
August 21, 2019 (90 days from receipt).

FINDINGS

F1. The 2015 Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit requires most of the cities,
towns, and the County to take action to reduce trash discharges by 80%, from 2009
baseline levels, by July 1, 2019. 

F1 Response. The respondent agrees with the finding. The County anticipates
meeting the 80% trash reduction target by July 1, 2019 due to past compliance
measures plus new full trash capture devices installed this year.



F2. Antioch, Brentwood, Oakley, and the eastern portion of the County were added
to the Permit in February, 2019 and have a requirement to reduce trash discharges
by 70%, from their 2016 baseline trash levels, by December 31, 2019.

F2 Response. The respondent agrees with the finding. The County does not treat
unincorporated East County separately from the rest of the county. East County will
therefore meet the 80% trash reduction target by July 2019, as discussed above,
exceeding the 70% requirement.

F3. Using the formula prescribed in the Permit, Brentwood, Clayton, Concord,
Danville, El Cerrito, Lafayette, Martinez, Moraga, Orinda, Pittsburg, Richmond,
San Pablo, San Ramon, and Walnut Creek report that they have already reached
their July 1, 2019 trash reduction goals. 

F3. No response required.

F4. In June, 2018, Hercules and Pinole were issued Cease and Desist Orders by the
Water Board requiring them to improve their performance in meeting their trash
reduction goals.  

F4. No response required. 

F5. The County estimates that it will need an additional $1.2 million per year to
meet all the Permit requirements. 

F5 Response. The respondent agrees with the finding. The County will need an
additional $1.2 million each year for the last two years of the Permit (MRP 2.0) to
meet all permit requirements (not just trash) within the timeline specified in the
current Permit. The County estimated the total cost to comply with the Permit for
each of the last two years is $5 million. The County has identified about $3.2 million
each year in Stormwater Utility Assessment funds and about $600,000 in Road
Funds and Flood Control Funds, leaving a shortfall of $1.2 million. The County
will likely need additional funding to comply with additional requirements when the
next Municipal Regional Permit is issued in late 2020 (MRP 3.0).

F6. Both the CCCWP and LAFCO report that unfunded federal and state
mandated stormwater permit compliance programs are a challenge for cities, towns,
and the County.

F6 Response. The respondent agrees with the finding. The Contra Costa County
Board of Supervisors accepted a report from the Transportation, Water, and
Infrastructure Committee on November 6, 2018, the last of several reports outlining
the costs associated with current Permit compliance, the needed funding, the



funding shortfall, and funding challenges.

F7. Concord, El Cerrito, Hercules, Lafayette, Martinez, Pinole, Pittsburg,
Richmond, San Pablo, and Walnut Creek have established ordinances banning
Styrofoam food packaging in their communities. 

F7. No response required. 

F8. Caltrans reports that highways and ramps along portions of Highways 4 and 24,
Interstates 80, 580, and 680 in Antioch, El Cerrito, Richmond, and in the
unincorporated areas of the County are high trash generation areas.

F8 Response. The respondent agrees with the finding. The County is working with
Caltrans on locating potential joint trash reduction projects that will reduce trash in
and around freeway ramps in unincorporated communities.

F9. No narrative summary of the accomplishments, challenges, costs, and funds
needed to fully comply with the Permit is provided in the required annual reports
prepared by CCCWP, the County, and each city and town.

F9 Response. The respondent agrees with the finding. The structure of the Annual
Report required by the Regional Water Board as part of the current Permit does not
lend itself to providing a narrative summary and does not require a breakdown of
costs, challenges, and funds needed for compliance. However, the County Board of
Supervisors, on November 6, 2018, received a full report from the Transportation,
Water, and Infrastructure Committee on the challenges, cost, and funding needed to
comply with the Permit.

RECOMMENDATIONS

R1. The City Councils of Hercules and Pinole should each consider directing their
city manager to implement trash controls to bring them into compliance with the
80% trash reduction goal by December 31, 2019.

R1. No response required.

R2. The City/Town Councils of Antioch, Brentwood, Clayton, Danville, Moraga,
Oakley, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, and San Ramon should consider limiting the use of
Styrofoam containers in their communities by June 30, 2020.

R2. No response required.

R3. The Board of Supervisors and all City/Town Councils should consider directing
staff to provide a concise summary of their Annual Reports, citing their



accomplishments, challenges, costs, and funds needed to fully comply with the
Permit, by December 31, 2019.

R3 Response. The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be
implemented in the future. The County Board of Supervisors, on November 6, 2018,
received a full report from the Transportation, Water, and Infrastructure Committee
on the challenges, cost, and funding needed to comply with the current Permit. Staff
will develop a summary report to the County Board of Supervisors by December
2019 for the FY 2018/19 Annual Report.

R4. The Board of Supervisors and all City/Town Councils should consider
identifying additional revenue sources to fully fund Permit requirements in order to
comply with the Permit and avoid potential liability, by June 30, 2020.

R4 Response. The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be
implemented in the future. The County Board of Supervisors will consider
identifying additional revenue sources to fully fund Permit compliance and will refer
this item to its Finance Committee to work with staff and develop recommendations
by June 30, 2020.

ATTACHMENTS
Civil Grand Jury Report No. 1907, entitled "Stormwater Trash Reduction: Are We Doing All That We Can?” 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2019 Grand Jury Report 1907  
“Stormwater Trash Reduction” 

































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CA’s Flood Protection 
Infrastructure Crisis 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL  
A Balanced Approach to  

Funding Stormwater Services 



ONE-Water
A Balanced Approach 
to Funding Stormwater 
Services

The Answer to California’s Stormwater Problem



The Contra Costa County Flood Control and 
Water Conservation District has served the 
community for 65 years.  It covers all of Contra 
Costa County, including its cities, and owns 
property throughout the county for the purpose of 
constructing and maintaining regional flood control 
channels and creeks.

Who We Are and How We’ve Evolved

The District’s primary job is to manage stormwater, 
protect local watersheds, and preserve our 
waterways and the surrounding environment.



The District’s 50 Year Plan was first developed 
in 1999 with the goal of converting concrete and      
rip-rap lined flood control channels into more 
natural systems that safely convey the same flood 
waters.  

Despite the fact that we have a plan and vision that 
is supported by the community, we are unable to 
meet this new demand. With proper funding the 
District would be able to transform stormwater 
services to meet today’s needs. 

Our original mandate was to provide flood 
protection infrastructure and improvements for a 
rapidly developing Contra Costa County in the most 
economical manner. However, today’s communities 
desire a broader range of services. 

Along with proper flood protection, residents today 
also want a healthy, natural-looking ecosystem, 
good water quality, and sustainable and rich plant 
and animal habitat. They also want opportunities to 
engage with their creeks and watersheds.



Maintaining local drainage systems 
that effectively move stormwater away 
from urban areas to prevent flooding.

Community Drainage 

Managing large Flood Control District 
facilities that protect communities 
from dangerous flooding.

Regional Flood 
Protection 

Helping increase stormwater 
infiltration by removing obstacles and 
enhancing recharge of groundwater 
basins.

Groundwater Supply

Removing pollutants and toxins from 
urban run-off before they enter local 
waterways to protect the environment 
and the water supply.

Stormwater Quality 
Improvement

Cities, Counties, and Flood Control Districts Provide 
Four Essential Stormwater Services



Water
Utility

Wastewater
Utility

Stormwater

Stormwater originates as rain 
or snow. Once it falls it can 
either infiltrate to recharge 
groundwater basins, be held on 
the surface and evaporate, or 
run-off into local waterways.  In 
urban areas, which have high 
amounts of impervious surfaces, 
stormwater frequently ends 
up as run-off. This runoff also 
carries with it many pollutants 
from urban living.

What is Stormwater?

California’s complex water system is 
divided into three functioning sectors: 
Water, Wastewater, and Stormwater. 
These three sectors work together, 
each one connected to the other, each 
segment providing water that is vital 
to the state’s numerous ecosystems, 
industries, and residents.

How does Stormwater Fit 
into the State’s Overall 
Water System?



Stormwater funding is reliant on funding mechanisms that were 
frozen in the 1970s, while agencies responsible for Water and Wastewater 
Utilities have had the flexibility over the years to charge rates necessary to 
provide updated, reliable services.
 
A fully invested stormwater program has sufficient financial resources to pay 
for maintenance and capital replacement.

Dis-investment is the shortfall between what the budget should be to cover 
maintenance and capital investment of a sustainable system, and what the 
budget actually is.

Dis-investment in stormwater infrastructure and services has been 
growing every year since 1978.

Funding for our Stormwater System is not meeting 
California’s needs

Chronic Funding Issues Are Prohibiting Progress

Based on a $500,000 home in Walnut Creek

Annual Household Expense Comparison

$81 

$360 
$472 

$750 

$1,440 

$1,800 

$2,400 

Stormwater Garbage Wastewater
Utility

Water
Utility

TV
Phone

Internet

PG&E Cell
Phone



We are either investing in a 
sustainable system,

or waiting on failure.
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Water is scarce in California, so we need to ensure 
that every drop of water meets its full potential. 
To achieve better management of all aspects of 
California’s water system, each of the state’s three 
water sectors needs to be properly funded so that 
each can function at its fullest. This is a unified     
ONE-Water approach.

The Solution Involves Replacing Fragmented Past Policies 
with a Unified ONE-Water Policy

Water
Utility

Wastewater
Utility

Stormwater
Utility



Facing the reality of our 
changing climate means 
that the availability of 
water is changing, and 
we have to change 
with it. Finding ways to 
maximize our usage of 
available water is a vital 
step in averting a future 
crisis. 

Fully funding stormwater 
services will close the 
loop and allow cities, 
counties, and flood 
control districts to do 
their part to preserve 
California’s most 
precious resource, our 
water.

With better, more reliable 
funding, the Stormwater 
sector can function more 
effectively too, providing 
much-needed flood 
protection, recharging 
groundwater basins, 
increasing drinking water 
supplies, and providing 
a healthier environment 
for all.



What are the Benefits of an Effective 
Stormwater System?

An effective, well-funded 
stormwater system would: 

Protect 
communities from 
dangerous floods. 

Provide
healthy creeks for 
future generations 
by restoring healthy 
watersheds.

Ensure
clean water for 
healthy ecosystems 
where plants, 
animals, and people 
thrive.

Reduce
the strain caused 
by extended 
droughts.

Meet
Federal and State 
guidelines for clean 
water.

Recharge 
groundwater 
basins providing 
a vital reserve for 
our diminishing 
groundwater.

Transform
old concrete 
channels into 
natural streams.



There Is A Solution!

To protect the future residents of California, we 
need to manage our water resources with great care. 
Climate change has put growing pressure on our entire 
water system, which has led to increased measures 
to protect our watersheds, ensure water quality, 
and provide updated flood protection. With proper 
funding Stormwater utilities can fulfill a critical role in 
preserving the State’s water.

We need a fully 
funded Stormwater 
system. That way, 
not just Water and 
Wastewater Utilities, but 
all sectors of California’s 
water system will be 
operating at full capacity. 
Working together under 
a ONE-Water approach, 
all sectors can ensure 
every drop of water is 
utilized to its full benefit.

The Legislature can 
play a role in getting 
the Stormwater sector 
fully funded.
A ONE-Water integrated 
approach can lead to 
policy that will rectify 
the current inequities in 
water system funding. 

A Constitutional 
Amendment approved 
by the Legislature 
can establish a ballot 
measure that addresses 
the issue. This will allow 
California voters to 
decide on equitable 
stormwater funding. 
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