Exhibit: X-31

25V o8ed ‘INSLVI 998 2583[d

hmx e st uefd Juisres- mm>2 Y[,
‘uo1dal OJuUsWIRIORG
mﬁ ul S[EDYJO puB USWSSaLZUCd
om} 8y} usemiaq andstp Suideu
©,JO X9310A 3Y} 1B JIS JBY} SI9A9]
J9y31y Jo suois
INSIBN BOQOH  _o1y515d0s ]
pue [BLIdjBUW
1eyy. st 31
‘syeaIq
01 auoad
§9INJ0NILS
ajesun pue
a1qeisun ut
- 1[NSAI pnom
mm,:w:o Koy
Yorym ‘seaas]

[ ———

QEBQ%.EQ Jo 1onew e — Ewﬂ Jonuo0d poolq

2501} 07 pesny 09s 0} JUEM JOU Op
SOIf[® SIY PUB ‘UINO0Y-Y ‘e[1[oo(

“uyop ‘dey jeym os[e St jeyj],

‘Aem 119Y] aAry
S[BIOIJJO PaIIa[d [BOO] Aurl pue
S9TILIOYINE [0IJU0D POO]] oUW
-eI0BG ‘MSIBJN Weqoy -day onjerd
-OWId(] J S99Ad] I0ATY UBOLIOUIY
1amoy Suyystxe Jo doj uo pappe aq
pinom jeym st ‘ofeaoAr uo By,
*Ke[o pue 1a1Ip JO 399] JIBY
e ccm oM], - NOLONIHSVM

neamg uopdurysepm oom .

opdureg 'y 119q10H A9
13JeS SAAJ] Y3
PIJUIAUOD § INSIB]N

(X]

. apooq uyop

zev o8ed ‘TILLIIO0Q 998 98e3]d

-01 yjdep-ur Aue £q pejioddns
jou s1 u[d ay) asnedsq [BOULID
ATyBry st msjep nq ‘O[IAsAIe Jo
Je819] A[[e M pue £omi], Jo oquiod
pieyory ‘sdey JOD £q paxdRq
ST  aanseauw
sa111100(q
~rojuswIBl
-ovg 105 ueid
uoijo9j0uxd
_~Ppootj 3seq 8y}
sp Jurssayq
Ssarduo)) 10§
“‘ojuswvaoey
-q ‘imsiep
ja9qoy -dey
£q 1119 TRA

39¢ OIUDWRIOE

-1 B yym Bunedwod st 1eyy ‘T1T§
YH ‘uone[si3a] ul pauIBIUOd St 1]
‘uejd [BISIOA0IIUOD
SS9] OU jnq J8[[BWS B UM Xoeq
Sty ‘9661 PUB Z66T Ul 10] YjIou
§,19ATY UBOLISWY oY} U0 wIep
e ping 03 spesodoad pajesjap ssaid

_-U0)) JI83Jy ‘08 SYUIY} 8300

uyop ‘dey ueorqndey uIpPoy
{80661 Y ut

" wiep wIngny ue Joj WLIBYD B oW}

pary} oys sf — NOLONIHSVM

neatng uolBurysep sog

ojdwreg 'y 319q10H Ag
UOISIA S 91INJOO(]
Jo t«oﬂ Y] 1B We(]

866171 za

A
£87 dwnjop
LSRT papunog

><nz_1.m




-Doolittie:

Dam plan draws fire over
a lack of detailed studies

Continued from page Al
search. It would authorize:
m Construction of a flood control dam where an

earthen cofferdam was erected in 1975 to divert wa-

ter around the site of the Auburn dam. The Auburn
dam project stalled in the late 1970s and the coffer-
dam washed out during the intense storms of 1986.

8 Transfer of ownership of the Auburn dam site
and several miles of upstream American River can-
yon from the federal government to the state of Cali-
fornia, for the express purpose of building a multi-
purpose dam that provides flood control, generates
electricity and stores water.

m The addition of five new outlets to Folsom Dam’s
existing complement of eight outlets.
Sacramento has a 77-year level of flood protection,

meaning that the odds of a disastrous flood-control-

failure are one in 77 each year.

Doolittle contends his proposed flood-control dam
will increase that protection to about the 127-year
level, and the new Folsom Dam outlets will take it up
to approximately the 160-year level.

(Flood protection levels should not be considered
static measurements. They are regularly reassessed
as hydrology records change. Thus, two years ago,
the stepped release plan now embodied in Matsui’s
bill was thought to give Sacramento a 235-year level
of protection. The 1997 storms resulted in a reduc-
tion of that estimate to between 145- and 160-year
protection.)

The measure’s cost, Doolittle contends, is $354 mil-
lion and would take an estimated three years to com-
plete. Doolittle is unsure whether that time period
accounts for tight federal budget limits.

While the total amount of flood protection Doolittle
claims for his bill is similar to what Matsui claims for
his-legislation, there is a wide discrepancy between
the amount of analysis that supports each lawmak-
er’s.assertions. .

Matsui and his allies can cite stacks of studies,
compiled at the cost of millions of dollars, pinpoint-
ing how American River levees would be raised and
at what expense, how much flood protection they will
provide, their impacts and mitigation efforts. :

There is nothing like that behind Doolittle’s flood
control dam proposal, which instead is based largely
on one brief letter each from the Bureau of Reclama-
tion and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Neither
agency conducted extensive analyses on the dam
idea, its impacts or costs before replying in mid-June
to urgent requests from Doolittle for information.

Thus, there are few specifics available on his vi-
sion — something critics charge is a fatal flaw.

Doolittle has added to the uncertainty by referring

. to his proposal as a permanent cofferdam — a contra-
diction in terms because cofferdams by definition are
temporary, are designed to fail in extreme storms,
and are not assigned flood control responsibilities.

There also is ambiguity on the height of the dam.
Doolittle aides say the old earthen cofferdam was
220 feet tall and the new proposal is for a partially or
totally concrete structure about 255 feet tall, enough .
to'impound at least 180,000 acre-feet of water.
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Tom Aiken, the Reclamation Bureau’s Central
California area manager, said the old dam was 257
fept tall and may have to reach 290 feet to impound
as much water as Doolittle wants. Hn

“Doolittle insists Highway 49 would not have to be
relocated and its existing bridge replaced because, he
coptends, the bridge was inundated only three times
in'11 years while the old cofferdam was inplace.

But California Department of Transportation re-
cords show the bridge was closed because of flooding -
five times between 1980 and 1986, the longest being
52 days in 1986 when water pooled behind the old
cofferdam severely damaged the highway. A Cal-
trans spokeswoman said the agency would insist on
a relocated road and a new bridge if a dam the size
Doolittle now proposes were built. ‘

A new bridge and highway would cost tens of
millions of dollars — Matsui contends $140 million —
but no one knows for sure because the matter has
not been studied recently.

Still, some data on the possible consequences of
Déolittle’s proposal do exist. The Reclamation Bu-
reau, for example, holds records on the old coffer-
dam’s operation. And in the early 1980, it studied
“grmoring” the downstream face of the structure
with concrete or adding a concrete spillway.

Doolittle’s bill also calls for a six-month study on
the dam’s feasibility, though Reclamation Bureau of-
ficials say that is the bare minimum to finish design
work and could not include environmental impact
arialysis or what would probably be a lengthy period
of'public comment.

Despite the hurdles, the Auburn dam concept ap-
peals to Aiken. “Right now, we've got no control over
anything coming down the north and middle forks”
of the American River, he said. “Anything coming
down ... we have to accept into Folsom (Lake).”
Seme sort of dam at Auburn “would give us a lot of
flexibility,” Aiken added.
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Legislation entering a key phase

Bs’ Herbert A. Sample
" Bee Washington Bureau -

two or three weeks may be cru-

cial in this year’s struggle over .

flood protection for Sacramento.
In the House, the full Re-

sources Committee on Wednes- -

day is scheduled to consider
flood control legislation by Rep.
John Doolittle, R-Rocklin, that
is a rival to another measure by

Rep. Robert Matsui, D-Sacra-

mento. ' ‘
Doolittle’s bill would author-
ize transfer of the site of the pro-
posed Auburn dam to the state
of California, construction of a

Few Jpartisans in the flood control battle disagree
with Aiken on that point. The next question, then, is:
Will Congress approve a dam? Doolittle’s critics, cit-
ing the experience of 1992 and 1996, say no.

“No' engineer will say they don’t think adamis a
technically superior approach to raising levees,” said
Butch Hodgkins, director of the
Flogd Control Agency. “That I think is not the real
choice. The real choice here is do you

smaller flood control dam near

- Auburn and modifications to

. """ Folsom Dam.
WASHINGTON = The next

. Matsui’s bill is under consid-
eration in the House Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee as part of a larger water
resources development bill.

As happened two years ago
when the Auburn dam proposal
was under review, the issue may
skip the subcommittee level and
be voted on directly by the full
transportation panel, which is
not set to meet until the week of
July 20.

Matsui’s legislation would au-
thorize raising and strengthen-
ing downstream American River

Sacramento Area

... move for- it”

ward with the
el of protectio

Doolittle co

“I don’t thi
a project just
dam that doesn’t hold water
he said. For critics to claim C
dam “is not a true

levees, upgrading flood control

. devices on the Sacramento Riv-

er and the Yolo Bypass, and
modifying Folsom Dam.

Meanwhile, Sen. Barbara
Boxer, 'D-Calif., is working on
another flood-protection bill
that would follow the concepts
behind the levee-raising plan in
Matsui’s measure but would dif-
fer in some details.

Her plan, on which aides
would not elaborate, may be in-
cluded in the Senate’s water re-
sources development legislation
that is set for consideration by
the Senate Environment and
Public Works Committee in the
next week or two.

n that Congress might approve.”

ntends the House can be persuaded.

nk a majority of the House is opposed to
because a component of it is a detention
99 percent of the time,”
ongress won't approve a
picture of the situation as we know

plan that will give you the highest lev-



‘Matsui:

Fears about threats-aired
by downstream residents

Continued from page A1 v

element of legislation by Matsui and co-sponsored by
Rep. Vic Fazio, D-West Sacramento, that would more
than double Sacramento’s current flood protection
Specifically, the bill, HR 3698, would authorize a ver-
sion of the 1996 “stepped release plan” by:

® Enlarging the eight existing outlets in Folsom
Dam and punching five new ones into it.

® Increasing American River levees’ height from
just upstream of Goethe Park to the Cal Expo area.

® Widening the Sacramento Weir — essentially a
huge gate above the confluence of the Sacramento
and American rivers — so more Sacramento River
water can be detoured into the Yolo Bypass.

. Sacramento has a 77-year level of flood protection,

meaning that the odds of a disastrous flood-control
failure are one in 77 each year. The American River
levee work would increase that protection to about
the 125-year level, and the Folsom Dam changes
would take that to around the 155-year level, accord~
ing to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

The price tag for Matsui’s bill is $450 million, and
the work would take nine years to complete — a timeé
period that accounts for tight federal budget limit$
according to the corps and Matsui aides.

The Folsom Dam modifications have been large}
ignored in the wrangling between Doolittle and Mat-
sui, since both support the concept and have includ-
ed only slightly different versions in their bills.  ~

Where the lawmakers diverge is on what to do.
about American River levees.

. The purpose of raising them, as Matsui proposes,
is to permit more water to flow down the American
River than can be done now without lapping over the'
top of or blowing out the existing levees.

The levees are designed to handle 115,000 cubic
feet per second even though they safely conveyed
134,000 cfs, the highest level ever recorded, during
the huge 1986 storms. Workers recently began pour-
ing a vertical wall of concrete down the middle of

- miles of levees to strengthen them.

By going another step and raising the levees with
dirt and impermeable clay, flood control experts con-
tend the levees could safely pass as much as 145,000
cfs, enough to withstand the biggest expected flows!™!

If the need arises, the levees could handle 180,000
cubic feet with 3 feet of space between the water sur
face and the levee crests, the corps says.

Once the water reaches the coenfluence of the
American and Sacramento rivers, as much ‘4%
145,000 cfs would actually flow up the Sacramerito
River, into the widened weir, and then into the Yolo
Bypass, flood control officials say.

Thus, the Sacramento River downstream from:
Sacramento would see little water-level increase un-

less a series of extreme storms necessitated releasiiig
much more than 145,000 cfs down the American Riv
er for sustained periods, corps officials contend.
“We designed it so there was no additional water
going down the Sacramento River,” said Bob Childs.
American River project manager for the corps.
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Ofﬁcia}s_ of some downstream Sacramento River
communities contend higher American River flows
“{111' thr_eaten their areas and require as much as $1
billion in more flood-contro] work. Doolittle agreés *
‘thoug.h he called the cost estimate “off the cuff.” ’

Childs acknowledges the need for more analysis on
costs and downstream impacts because the corps did
much of its research in 1995 and 1996 not on raising
levees but on the Auburn dam, the plan then backed
by the region but which Congress defeated. Still
corps officials insist higher levees can bereliable,

Jeff Mount, a University of California, Davis geol-
ogy professor who has studied flooding issues a:q.;
dislikes levees, agrees the corps can do the job. Yet
he also notes that generally speaking, the higher the
levees,-“the more unstable they are.”

Doolittle and other critics argue that safe, higher
levees cannot be built, They note correctly, accordi g
to experts, that Matsui’s plan would maximize thé:
current system’s flood protection potential. If a larg
enough series of storms parked over the floodplaii
Doolittle contends, Sacramento would be awash.

Further,‘ Doolitile points to the comments _of}

corps official at a hearing in May, who said theresge:
only a 60 percent chance that the higher levees wilt.
withstand flows of 180,000 cfs, ‘
_ But Matsui cites subsequent remarks at the heds
ing by the same official, who said he in fact was re-
ferring to the corps’ ability to accurately predict the
frequency of storms big enough to send 180,000 cfs
down the river. Matsui says the reliability of higher
levees to pass 180,000 cfs is more like 95 percent.

Whatever the case, Matsui argues that his propos-.

al is the only one that has a legitimate shot at pass:'
Ing in Congress, given the defeat of prior dam plaﬁg’;
in 1992 and.1996. “We need to do this. There’s reall:
no other option available. Auburn dam is not going
be built anytime soon,” he said. “We'd like to get 18,
200- to 300-year protection,” Matsui added, “but th‘é’g

is not in the cards at this time and 't i '
foreseeable future.” : wont be in the

‘,'



— Major levees to be
modified under the
Matsui plan
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The Sacramento Bee

OPINION

Let them vote

House stalls SAFCA’s flood plan

eadership in the House of

Representatives sadly threatens to

deny the Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency one of democracy’s basic
rights — the right to a vote on its proposal to
double flood protection for 400,000
Sacramento-area residents. Delayed indefi-
nitely are House deliberations on a bill con-
taining new storm protection projects not only
for Sacramento, but also for communities
throughout the nation, from Grand Forks,
N.D., to Lake Talbot Island, Fla.

This is a new problem for SAFCA. The old
problem was that the House was all too will-
ing to vote down (in 1992 and again in 1996)
Sacramento’s proposal to build a new flood-
control dam in the American River canyon
near Auburn. Facing that reality, SAFCA
wisely delivered this year to Congress a com-
munity compromise with widespread support
in the floodplain that avoids the congression-
ally contentious dam and focuses on down-
stream improvements — more flood release
outlets on the face of Folsom dam matched
with higher levees to handle those releases.

A Senate committee Wednesday, reviewing
SAFCA’s plan along with other community
flood projects in the 1998 Water Resources
Development Act, passed the bill unanimous-

ly. Meanwhile in the House, Rocklin Rep. John
Doolittle leads a few misguided fellow
Republicans who actively oppose SAFCA’s
plan because it doesn’t center on a dam, which
remains a deal-killer. Because of their pres-
sure, House Speaker Newt Gingrich’s staff
has signaled reluctance to allow the full
House to vote on any flood protection bill that
includes the SAFCA plan, which appears to
have the votes where it would first be heard,
the House Transportation and Infrastructure

- Committee. Thus the Doolittle political solu-

tion, for now, is to delay deliberations.

It's not surprising that the House leadership
would prefer to avoid confrontation with
Doolittle, a partisan colleague. SAFCA, how-
ever, has already delivered a compromise to
Congress. Watering down SAFCA’s plan would
leave the region too vulnerable to flooding and
force Sacramento to return to Congress seek-
ing more help in the future. That’s no solution.

A dose of democracy is the answer. Let
Doolittle advance his own new idea of a down-
sized dam at Auburn. Let SAFCA advance its
plan. And let the House vote. That way,
Sacramento and dozens of other communities
throughout the nation can identify who in
Congress will support or oppose achievable
projects to provide Americans a better chance
at surviving future storms.
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JANET CLAYTON, Editor of the Editorial Pages and Vice President

Dangerous Game of Dams

ising in the Sierra Nevada west of

Lake Tahoe, the American River is

barely 100 miles long but is one of the
nation’s most historic. John Marshall’'s dis-
covery in the south fork at Coloma in 1848
touched off the famed Gold Rush. Gold fi-
nanced the building of Sacramento, at the
confluence of the American and Sacramento
rivers. Today, the American is one of the
most popular rivers for

was revised to just 77 years following the
rains of 1997.

After flooding in 1986, area officials urged
construction of a flood-control dam on the
American River near Auburn, 35 miles above
Sacramento. But the Auburn Dam was
soundly defeated in Congress, both in 1992
and 1996. Virtually everyone agrees Auburn
Dam will never be revived, for reasons of

cost, environmental protec-

white water rafting in the TN N, K
United States. But during |} . { %" .
the first three days of ' S
January 1997, it was a | (oA e
roaring, angry thing that N
threatened to inundate :
the state Capitol, down- % } Aubum Dam
town and the homes of | ¥ 7 {proposea)

400,000 Sacramento resi- ¢

dents. S e
An incredible single _/,,Sac’ e _ -

storm dumped more than Taonto

30 inches of rain on the , pacramento

Foisom Dam |

tion and earthquake safety.

Now the region, with a
few exceptions, has united
behind the next best solu-
tion—to reconfigure Fol-
som Dam so that it can re-
lease more water more
quickly and to raise and
strengthen levees, at a cost
of $465 million. With the
backing of Reps. Robert T.
Matsui and Vic Fazio, Sac-
ramento area Democrats,

7

American’s watershed,
filling Folsom Reservoir
to the brim even though dam operators were
dumping water downstream as fast as they
could. The forecast called for another day of
heavy rain, and potential disaster. But sud-
deniy the storm veered away. Later, state
water resources chief David N. Kennedy said,
“We were very apprehensive about the Sac-
ramento area for about eight hours.”
Apprehension about the area’s safety re-
mains, but attempts to provide greater flood
protection are bottled up in Congress at the
behest of a single Northern California con-
gressman. The longer the project is delayed,
the greater the chance a flood could batte:
the city. ~
The construction of Folsom Dam just
above Sacramento in the 1950s and levee
work brought the city an estimated 125-year
"»vel of flood protection, above the accepted
national standard of 100 vears. But the level

the project would be
authorized by the biennial
omnibus flood control project bill. The mea-
sure passed the Senate but has come to a jar-
ring hait in the House.

The reason is Rep. John Doolittle (R-
Rocklin), chairman of the House water re-
sources subcommittee and a confidant of
Speaker Newt Gingrich. Doolittle remains de-
voted to a $1-billion Auburn Dam, which
would be in his district. He fears that if $465
million is approved for Folsom, there never
will be a chance to build Auburn. At his be-
hest, Gingrich has kept the bill locked in
committee, a rare move in the House that
threatens to kill the bill for this year.

Gingrich should think of California’s capi-
tal under water. With that in mind, the
speaker surely will abandon this dangerous
gambit immediately.

Los Angetes Times




The Gakland Oribune

OUR OPINION

AUG 3 0 1938

Let’s have a vote
on our water issues

RESSURE from a few Cali-

fornia House Republicans has

apparently persuaded Speaker

Newt Gingrich to stall a bill for
: $1 billion worth of stale water
and flood control projects because they
“can’t gel their way with their pet Auburn
Dam project.

Why should this concern us in the Bay
Area? Well. for one thing. a $202 million
upgrade for Oakland Harbor that has ob-

“vious benefits for our economy is indefi-
‘nitely delayed.

With our economy, Jobs and quality of
life to some extent dependent on wise
water decisions, we think delaying de-
bating and voling on vital water and {lood
controi projects is unreasonable.

Obstructing the bill proposed by
Robert Matsui. D-Sacramnento, are mainly

, Joln Doolittle. R-Rocklin, and Richard
Pombo. R-Tracy.

year level of protection. One of its biggest
drawbacks, however. is its cost estimated
al $1 billion. The question is who's going
lo pay that price?

Not Congress apparently. It has al-
ready rejected the dam twice — in 1992
and in 1996 — and political realities in-
dicate that therc aren’t enough votes for
it now.

Wise choice

We think the ageucy made a wise
cholice by approaching Congress this year
with a compromise, cven one it concedes
is “the next best plan” to Auburn.

The point is, il's viable. Moreover, it
comes with support not only {from up-
stream and downs{rean but of environ-
mentalists throughout the state who were
rabidly opposed to the dam. Further-
more, the Corps

.They argue that it
l'(‘(]ll(‘CS I\llblll'll
Dant’s chances of
heing built.

Pombo sees Au-
bhurn as a solution

Owr economy, jobs and qualily of
life are to some extent dependent
on wise water decisions.

that drew up the
plan in the first
place likes it. The
Corps says it will
reduce the risk of
flooding in any

to Sam Joaquin
County’s water problems. Doolittle has a
counter-proposal bill for the dam.
Meanwhile, Gingriclt's stalf has appar-
ently acceded (o Doulittle’s ploy to hold
up the committee process so thal no
flood protection plan that doesn’t include
‘urn Dam gets (o the House floor.
Clearly. Doolittlc is concerned that
Matsui's bill has cnough votes to pass a
committee hearing.

One objection

In particular, Doolittle objects to the
Sacranienlo Area Flood Control Agency's
plan to spend $464 million modifying
Folsom Dam and to raise levees down-
stream. This is expected to double Sacra-
mento’s level of flood protection that
stands at only 77 years now. Over a 30-
year mortgage. this means there is one
chance in three that a Sacramento area
homeowner's property is going to be
damaged by flooding.

This is simply not enough protection.

In a 100-year flood. the Army Corps of
Engineers estimales (hat damage in the

.region will be $7 billion.

The problem for the agency is that it
agrees hat the dam Is the best long-term
solution since it provides a 400- 10 500-

year to approxi-
maltely one chance in 150,

The environmernital community has ap-
parently signed off on the compromise
because it isn't the dam they hated. Like
Doolittle. they apparently see it as nailing
the coffin on Auburn.

A Senale committee late last month re-
viewed the agency's plan, along with
other water and (lood projects in the
1998 Waler Resources Development Act,
and unanimously passed the bill pro-
posed by Sen. Barbara Boxer, D-Calif.

With the House due back from recess
on Sept. 8 and scheduled to end for the
year ou Oct. 5. timing is of the essence.

We say that the House should conduct
an open and honest debate and vote on
the merits of the Matsui bill (HR3698)
and on Doolitlle’s bill (11R4111) before it
concludcs its business.

That way, we in the Bay Area and in 30
other states whosc water and flood con-
trol projects are caught up in the stalling
tactics can learn the pros and cons.

We support open disrussion so that all
sides have the opportunily to speak. and
the public hears all the important in-

. formation.

Besides. it's th lemocratic thing to
do.
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The Sacramento Bee

Waiting for Doolittle

Corps of Engineers flood compromise satisfies concerns

ocklin Rep. John Doolittle and the
R Sacramento Area Flood Control

Agency spent the summer painting one
another as reluctant to compromise on the

topic of flood control for the state capital.

Doolittle sought to portray as fair a plan that

“would barely lift Sacramento above the feder-

al minimum level of 100-year flood protection
by modifying Folsom Dam so it could release
more water earlier in storms. SAFCA wisely
stuck to its own plan that doubles that
improvement by both modifying Folsom and
raising downstream levees.

Congress may have less than two weeks left
to pass a bill with flood protection improve-
ments nationwide; members are understand-
‘ably eager for Doolittle and SAFCA to settle
the dispute before the lawmakers settle it for
them. A new idea floated by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers offers the Doolittle camp a
tantalizing compromise that has huge new
gains for his foothills district, particularly
Folsom. He should seize this opportunity as a
wdy to meet his objectives as well as SAFCA’s.

'In hopes of finding an engineering solution
to the political deadlock, the corps dusted off
some old reports and rekindled a plan to raise
Folsom Dam. A major increase in height for
the dam has considerable drawbacks; the dam
would have to be drained one summer for
foundation work that, if it weren’t completed
before the rains, would leave the capital at
ifjcredible risk. But a modest rise — some-
where in the neighborhood of seven to 10 feet

— is achievable without the expensive and
problematic foundation work. Coupled with
flood-gate modifications, that package could
provide a similar level of flood protection to
SAFCA’s original plan, and at less cost.

For Doolittle, such a plan eliminates his
major objection to the SAFCA plan — an
overdependence on moving higher flood flows
between higher levees. The flood release strat-
egy under the corps’ compromise does not
involve these higher flows or higher levees.
Even better for Doolittle, the compromise
offers a tangible benefit for his district. The
road over Folsom Dam, vulnerable to closures
for dam repairs, would be replaced by a free-
standing bridge. This would guarantee pre-
dictable commutes for thousands of residents.
And none of these increments in flood protec-
tion preclude a dam at Auburn in the future.

SAFCA’s plan, with remarkable local and
congressional support, remains a reasonable
proposal. So does the corps’ alternate sugges-
tion of raising Folsom, building a new bridge
road and modifying the floodgates. The corps
has found a way for the local congressional
delegation to discover common ground without
sacrificing Sacramento’s need to double the
existing level of flood protection. Doolittle can
bring a quarter-billion-dollar project home to
his district. Oddly, he hasn’t yet seized the
moment, and his silence is deafening. There is
nothing more to fight over. It is beyond time to
get on with protecting 400,000 residents of the
state capital who live in harm’s way.
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Elood s Doolittle skeptical
of Folsom Dam proposal

Continued from page Bl
intriguing and one that we have a
few days to explore. . .. It appears
to make a lot of sense.”

But Matsui noted he is not

to endorse the corps’ pro-

J on Folsom Dam, which the

acramento Area Flood Control
Agency backs.

Doolittle is much less enthusi-
astic about the idea, although he
s not prepared to oppose it, said
his chief of staff, David Lopez.

“What SAFCA has come to us
with floods our constituents’ prop-
erty, ruins the beaches and recre-
ation at Folsom Lake and pro-
vides no additional water supply,”
Lopez said. “So it's not anything
we ‘would be terribly interested
In™

'For weeks, Shuster's committee
has been ready to vote on the 1998
Watar Resources Development
Act, a billion dollar-plus grab bag
of flood control, shoreline and oth-
er water resources projects that
Congress considers every two
years.

The Senate version of the legis-
lationt, which includes a proposal
offered earlier this year by Matsui
and SAFCA to raise levees and

unch new outlets in- Folsom

m, is ready for a vote on the

Seniite floor. But Shuster’s com-
mittee is stymied. Its Democrats
and some Republicans support
raising levees.

Doolittle ardently opposes that
language and won a promise from
House Speaker Newt Gingrich, R-
Ga., to bjock the bill if it reaches
the House floor with the levee-
raising provision. Given the politi-
cal landscape, Shuster opted
against presenting the bill for a
committee vote:

That stalemate has continued
since late July. But hopes were
raised last week when it was dis-
closed that the head of the Corps
of Engineers, Joseph Westphal,
had broached the idea of raising
Folsom Dam by at least 6% feet
instead of increasing the height of
levees.

Since then, SAFCA officials
have pushed the proposal and
Matsui has suggested some
changes. But Doolittle has inched
further and further away, while
not dismissing it entirely.

Lopez said Doolittle is not op-
posed to an in-depth study of rais-
ing Folsom Dam. But, he added,
the congressman will fight lan-
guage that would authorize the
study and allow the corps to com-
mence construction without seek-
ing approval through another vote
by Congress.

Lopez said he toured Folsom
Lake this week and concluded
that a few residential properties
would be threatened and the
beaches at Granite Bay and Beal's
Point would be inundated.

Rep. Bud
Shuster

The fight has
tiedup a
huge water
bill in his
committee.

“If SAFCA wants to proceed
with this, we should study the is-
sue and bring it back to Con-
gress,” he said.

But that is unacceptable to Mat-
sui, who wants a bill authorizing
construction that would at least
double Sacramento’s current 77-
year-level of flood protection.

“We cen't leave these people at
risk by doing a partial protection,”
he said. “That’s just not accept-
able. ... We've got to get an au-
thorization that gives us a certain
level of protection.”

As has been the case for the
past several weeks, the two con-
gressmen remain far apart, said
Ronald Stork with Friends of the
River. Whethker a resolution will
be forced this year by other law-
makers concerned about the fate
of their own water projects is
questionable

“Eventually, the country is go-
ing to tell Mr. Doolittle to get a life
and let Sacramento go,” Stork
said. “But whether ¢ net it hap-
pens in this Congress or not is dif-
ficult to say. But as this Congress
wanes, it becomes more likely that
it will be in the next Congress.”
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Doolittle, Matsui haggle
as Senate OKs water bill

By Herbert A. Sample
Bee Washington Bureau

WASHINGTON - Negotiations
between two Sacramento con-
gressmen over improving their re-
gion’s flood control system contin-
- ued Friday as the Senate ap-
proved a water resources bill that
would raise American River le-
vees.

The talks, which focused on al-
ternative methods of doubling
Sacramento’s currently inade-
quate level of flood protection,
have been intensifying over the
past few days, but as of Friday
night, had produced no agree-
ment.

Congress may adjourn as early
as Monday, increasing the pres-
sure on Reps. John Doolittle, R-
Rocklin, and Robert Matsui, D-

Sacramento, to reach an accord.

The Senate, acting late Thurs-
day night, quickly passed its ver-
sion of the 1998 water resources
development act by unanimous
consent — a parliamentary maneu-
ver that does not require a record-
ed vote,

The bill includes a $464.6 mil-
lion provision championed by Sen.
Barbara Boxer, D-Calif,, to raise

American River levees and to add

more outlets to Folsom Dam and
enlarge its existing ones.

“The flood protection plan in
(the measure) builds upon a grow-
ing community consensus for the
most effective plan for flood pro-
tection in Sacramento,” Boxer
said. :

The House version of the bill,
however, is in limbo as Matsui
and Doolittle search for a resolu-
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Barbara
Boxer

The senator
championed
a provision to
raise Ameri-
can River le-
vees,

tion to their months-old stalemate
over flood control.

Doolittle won a promise from
House Speaker Newt Gingrich to
block consideration of the House
water resources bill if it contains
language similar to Boxer’s, a ver-
sion that is being pushed by Mat-
suli and the Sacramento Area
Flood Control Agency.

Matsui and Doolittle have met
in recent weeks to discuss another
plan that drops the levee-raising

"idea and instead would raise Fol-

som Dam by at least 614 feet. But
they have not signed off on a final
deal.





