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In my last column I said 2006 was going to be better than 2005.  I didn’t mean bigger floods and more potholes. Nature sure has a way of reordering things.

What I’m finding interesting is the initial interpretation of the cause of the flooding north of Payran.  It must be kept in mind that the flooding in that area was abnormally severe.

The first designated culprit is all those who built in the floodplain.  Not guilty, because the city’s no-net-fill ordinance requires they remove soil (dig a hole) to provide water storage equal to any floodwater storage space taken up by their buildings.

The second culprit is brush in the river.  This is a good choice because it can be blamed on the county water agency for not doing the desirable cleanup.  However, as the river is all within the city limits, you’d think the city would have at least checked up on the county’s carrying out its responsibility for brush removal.

But, then again, when the Factory Outlet was constructed the city required they keep the portion of the river adjacent to their property in a natural state.  This means brush.  So, who’s at fault?

And the third, unindited co-culprit is the Payran flood fix itself.  Could it be that the weir (a dam with a V shaped notch cut out of it) at the upstream end of the flood fix is what caused the flooding at the Factory Outlet and Auto Row?  This device serves to restrict the amount of water that can enter the flood fix area and protects the functioning of the flood fix portion of the river.

But, if it restricts the flow of water from upstream, isn’t this just the type of thing that caused water to backup in the area of Auto Row and the Factory Outlet?  If it is, the city can always blame the Corps of Engineers, and again not be responsible for anything bad that happens.

It’s strange that the one big change affecting water flow is the semi completion of the flood fix and that’s the one thing not being blamed for the flooding.  Speaking of semi completed fixes, until the wooden railroad trestle downstream of Lakeville is removed and as long as debris can pile up there, the flood fix is only half effective.

Why is that trestle being allowed to stay? Because SMART (the Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit district) won’t cooperate with the city in getting and giving permission to remove it.  This is the same SMART that will be asking us to tax ourselves next November so they can have $600 million to play railroad with.  I would say that if that trestle is still in place on election day, that’s one good reason to vote NO on their request. If they don’t care about us, why should we care about them?

Another area that experienced flooding for the first time was the Plaza North and South at Washington St. and McDowell.  And surprise, surprise, in widening Washington St. to add two bike lanes (not for traffic, just for bicycles) the city had to do work in East Washington Creek where it flows past the Plaza. Is there a pattern?

The bad news seems to be that good intentions (the flood fix) created new flooding opportunities.  The good news is that the water that was held back and caused the upstream flooding kept more water from arriving quickly at the turning basin and avoided flooding downtown. The bad news is that if we fix this year’s flooding causes we might flood parts of downtown next year.  This is a no win situation.

This week’s question – Who at city hall is responsible for keeping the council up to date about change orders and increased costs at the new sewer plant?

