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Dear Mr. Lindley:
On behalf of the Knightsen Town Community Services District (KTCSD) and the community members we
serve, we are writing to provide a written review of Environmental Science Associates (herein referred
to as “ESA”) draft Storm Water Resources Plan (SWRP) that ESA submitted to the District on July 4, 2019.
Before we commence a discussion of the questions, comments and concerns the KTCSD board and the
community have about the submitted draft report, we would like to review some background
information regarding KTCSD and about the SWRP ESA was commissioned to prepare.
In 2005, KTCSD was formed when citizens in the community of Knightsen passed Measure Z. KTCSD was
established, “for the purpose of constructing, operating, maintaining, and servicing flood control and
water quality improvements.” (Hereinafter referred to as “KTCSD Purposes”).
On January 26, 2017, KTCSD entered into an agreement with ESA to develop a SWRP for KTCSD, “to
support the implementation of important storm water quality and drainage projects for the
community.” The agreement included a scope of work and schedule. The agreement and scope of work
are enclosed (Enclosure 1).
The scope of work included five tasks in three phases:
Phase 1
Task 1 – Watershed Delineation and Runoff Estimates
Phase 2
Task 2 – Storm Drain Routing and Sizing Recommendations
Task 3 – Develop Conceptual BMP Designs
Phase 3
Task 4 – Cost Estimates
Task 5 – Report and Meetings

The scope of work stated, “We (ESA) anticipate that we will complete each Phase of work within about
one to two months, with the Final Storm Water Resources Plan completed within about four to six
months.
On July 4, 2019, the draft SWRP was finally received, almost 30 months after the agreement between
ESA and KTCSD was signed. It took ESA two and a half years to complete a report they had indicated
would only take up to six months to complete. No written explanations for the delay or requests for
extensions were received by the District from ESA.
The KTCSD board and community members have reviewed the draft SWRP and have identified a number
of questions, comments and/or concerns that we want to bring to your attention. Additionally,
addressing numerous errors, omissions, and false narratives that KTSCD and community members have
identified merits consideration before any further progress is made with regard to finalizing the SWRP.
Before proceeding with a detailed section by section review of the draft SWRP, we would like to briefly
summarize, some of the key questions, comments and concerns which the KTCSD board and members
of this community need addressed:


Revise the report so that it is confined to only what was included in the original scope of work
and which is in keeping with the “KTCSD Purposes”. To this end the paramount focus of the
report should be to address potential drainage improvement projects for the community of
Knightsen.



Streamline the narrative of the report to eliminate narrative that is unnecessary and in
particular narrative that is unsubstantiated, and in many cases even inaccurate, or false. This
includes, but is not limited to:
-

Narrative that runoff is “directed”, “routed”, or “discharged” to the proposed wetlands
parcel. (Note: KTCSD does not own, operate or maintain any facilities that do this,
therefore we have no means to “direct,” “route,” or “discharge” water). Any runoff that
may flow to or towards the proposed wetlands parcel flows there naturally, in some
cases via ditches and drainage facilities that are privately owned, or owned by Contra
Costa County;

-

Narrative that KTCSD or the Knightsen community is “degrading” or “polluting” water,
including water that may naturally flow to or towards the proposed wetlands parcel
and/or into the river. This is unsubstantiated and possibly false;

-

Narrative that water “flows” from throughout Knightsen to the proposed wetlands
parcel and/or into the river. Such language is unproven and unsubstantiated as well as
contrary to eyewitness accounts from Knightsen residents. It is also, highly unlikely
given the accurate and detailed description of Knightsen’s extremely flat topography
which makes any account of “flow” very improbable to say the least.
The consultant may have confused current circumstances with a future vision of “flow”
which could conceivably occur if/when proposed drainage improvement projects are
implemented;
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-

Narrative that describes “flooding” that may be better classified as “standing water,” or
“ponding,” (that quickly dissipates).



Since so much of the proposed project planning is based upon an assessment of “flooding” that
occurred in 1998 (including aerial photographs from that time), the consultant should
investigate the causes of the “flooding” which it is claimed occurred in 1998. Eyewitness
accounts, corroborated by information found in Court documents, supports an account of these
drainage issues resulting from circumstances beyond just rainfall events, including manmade
interventions (e.g. water emanating from irrigation district facilities that may have been
pumped into those facilities). ESA should base runoff flow patterns on current conditions, not
an isolated event which occurred over 20 years ago. ESA should observe current flow patterns,
as well as interview landowners in the study area.



The KTCSD board and members of the community attending KTCSD meetings do not support
future build out, including build out to five acre parcels. The KTCSD board never endorsed
having “build out” be a goal that proposed project plans would be based upon. Therefore,
reference to “build out” as a goal of the proposed projects should be stricken from the report
and any facility sizing based upon “build out” needs to be amended. Proposed plans and
proposed facility sizing should be based on current conditions, not “build out” conditions.



The proposed project plans should take into account the County’s Public Works Capital
Improvement Preservation Program (CRIPP) and any road improvements that may occur as a
result of the CRIPP. The consultant should check with the County regarding how these capital
improvement projects may impact the proposed drainage improvements.



The consultant has prepared cost estimates that are admittedly “ball park” and which also do
not take into account a myriad of costs necessary to implement the projects (e.g. easements,
right-of-ways, purchase of property, engineering costs, etc.). Given that Knightsen is a very
small community with a very limited tax base to fund the proposed drainage improvements,
understanding the costs associated with these projects is of utmost importance.
ESA needs to provide more detailed, accurate and verifiable cost estimates, particularly with
regard to “design, permitting and construction costs” since these were clearly defined as
contract requirements in the scope of work. Since the consultant works closely with the
County Public Works Department perhaps they could assist in providing these more detailed and
accurate cost estimates?



Understanding the ongoing costs to administer, operate and maintain any drainage projects that
are constructed will be a paramount consideration with regard to KTCSD’s and the community’s
decision whether to implement these projects, particularly considering that these costs will not
be offset by any grant funding. It is critically important for us to have an understanding of these
costs in order to make decisions. Again, perhaps the County Public Works Department may be
able to assist in educating us regarding ongoing costs to administer, operate and maintain these
facilities.
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The following is a section by section review of the questions, comments and/or concerns that have been
identified and details regarding changes/revisions which we believe are necessary before this SWRP may
be finalized.

Section 1, Introduction and Background
Community members have expressed concern that much of the information provided in this section
extends beyond the original scope of work for the Knightsen SWRP as specified in the letter from Mark
Lindley and Christie Beeman to Steve Ohmstede and Kim Carone dated December 5, 2016. That original
scope of work addressed storm water quality and drainage projects. Without notification to KTSCD, the
report which was produced expanded the original scope of work to include: “support wildlife habitat,
increase groundwater supply, and provide environmental and other community benefits.” These were
not goals specified in the original scope of work due. Budget was not provided to adequately meet
these goals added by ESA.
The habitat and environmental benefits seem to be more oriented towards the design goals of ESA’s
proposed wetlands project which is being planned by ESA’s client East Contra Costa County Habitat
Conservancy (ECCHC) and the East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD). As has been stated repeatedly
by Abigail Fateman, Executive Director, ECCHC, in the two brief presentations by ECCHC to the Knightsen
community regarding the proposed wetlands project, KTCSD’s proposed drainage project and ECCHC’s
proposed wetlands project are two unrelated endeavors with separate and independent funding and
oversight. The odd and uncomfortable commonality between these two projects is the contracted
environmental consultant ESA.
The report states, “This multi-benefit focus on stormwater management is meant to address legacy
issues related to historic development implemented prior to current stormwater management
requirements to address increases in runoff associated with development that have contributed to
degradation of water quality and impacts to beneficial uses of receiving waters downstream of
Knightsen.” It is not clear what the “legacy” issues referenced are and no evidence or
references/citations are provided proving these statements. Stating that the community is degrading
water quality is not substantiated anywhere in the report. Since the Clean Water Act exclusion has
expired for the agricultural community, no water quality studies have been performed near the
Knightsen study area. Including such an erroneous statement is a potentially false narrative that not
only does not benefit KTCSD or the community and may misrepresent the facts, but also acts against the
best interests of KTCSD and the community.
The report continues to cite a litany of benefits that again extend well beyond the original scope of work
including purported benefits that seem more applicable to the proposed wetlands project and some
benefits that seem fanciful for example, “Supply of fresh water to increase recreational uses including
hunting, swimming, fishing, and boating.” None of the KTCSD projects will provide these benefits, and
as such the scope added by ESA is not discussed in any further detail in the subsequent report sections.

Sub-section 1.1, Project Area
The district boundaries of KTCSD shown in Figure 1 are incorrect. In particular, the western boundary of
the CSD does not extend beyond Sellers Avenue. It is stated, “The Knightsen SWRP’s planning area
includes…0.3 square miles within the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservancy (Habitat
Conservancy) parcel just east of the CSD boundary.” We don’t know if the Knightsen SWRP planning
area and the KTCSD boundaries are coterminous, but most of the ECCHC/EBRPD parcel lies within the
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boundaries of KTCSD, not outside the boundaries of KTCSD. Enclosed is the correct map of the KTCSD
boundaries (Enclosure 2).
Paragraph 3 states that the overall slope in Knightsen is approximately 0.3%. This slope value seems
very low and no evidence, and no citations/references to support this slope value are provided in the
report. Nevertheless, the acknowledged very flat topography of Knightsen does draw into question
ESA’s statements that storm water runoff “flows” in any significant manner, let alone in the manner ESA
describes in subsequent paragraphs.
Paragraph 4 discusses how runoff purportedly flows in Knightsen and again no evidence and no
citations/references proving these statements are provided. Community members living in the
immediate study area and witnessing decades of runoff patterns dispute that, “Runoff generated in the
central portions of Knightsen drains toward No Name Slough.” The term “runoff” is not quantified and
too broad a term to be technically accurate as used in this sentence. It is not clear what area “central
Knightsen” encompasses and residents who live in what may be considered the central area of
Knightsen have stated that they don’t observe “run off” draining in the manner you state. In fact many
residents state there is little to no runoff observed whatsoever.
It is stated that this runoff from central Knightsen “is currently pumped over an existing levee into No
Name Slough.” We understand that the owner of what is now the proposed wetlands parcel pumps
water from that property into the slough, but it is not at all clear how much, if any, of that water comes
from neighboring parcels let alone from parcels in “central Knightsen.” Again, this technically
unsubstantiated statement about pumping over an existing levee acts against the best interests of
KTCSD and the Knightsen community.
Paragraph 5 describes how features constructed over decades or even centuries have disrupted the flow
of water and this, “restricts drainage and results in relatively frequent flooding in some areas of the
community.” Again, given the acknowledged extremely flat terrain of Knightsen it is unclear how much
“flow” would occur even if these features did not exist. Nevertheless, the depiction of “relatively
frequent flooding” is not substantiated in the draft report or by discussions with Knightsen community
members living in the study area. In the winter time standing water forms in unplanted fields, but that
is useful for recharge of ground water for farming. Also, from time to time there may be localized
drainage issues and perhaps some “ponding” of water, but we do not believe it is accurate to
characterize these as “relatively frequent flooding.” Again, we consider this to be false narrative.
It is stated, “Agricultural drainage ditches and pumping operations influence the direction of flow within
the Habitat Conservancy parcel and Veale Tract, directing the majority of runoff from the watershed to
No Name Slough.” The grandious statement that the “majority of runoff from the watershed” is directed
by ditches and pumping to the Conservancy parcel and Veal Tract is not technically substantiated in the
report AT ALL, and is absurd.
Paragraph 6. It is stated, “The flat topography in Knightsen is further exacerbated by the circuitous path
that runoff flows through the community.” Railroad, roads, ditches and culverts result in a meandering
“flow.” Again, there is no proof that much, if any of the rainfall in most of Knightsen ever “flows” in the
long, winding manner portrayed. It is quite plausible due to the flat topography and we believe far more
accurate that rainfall percolates into the ground not far from where it falls in the majority of the
flatlands of Knightsen, as long as a high groundwater table does not impede this percolation.
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Sub-section 1.2, Flooding
The statement that, “The community of Knightsen has experienced both large flood events with
widespread impacts and nuisance flooding during more frequent wet years,” is not technically supported
and it is not at all clear what “nuisance flooding” refers to. There have been some localized drainage
issues in the past and standing water occurs from time to time particularly in areas where the standing
water has beneficial effects (e.g. in agricultural fields). References are made to rainfall events dating
back to 1982 and 1998, but the report does not reference more recent high rainfall events (e.g. 2017
and 2019) that do not support the narrative claims of flooding.
ESA identifies localized areas that are more prone to drainage concerns, but the references to “clogged”
culverts draw in to question how drainage concerns could be alleviated if Contra Costa County were to
properly maintain its existing ditches and culverts and if property owners were to properly maintain the
driveway culverts that are their responsibility to maintain. Enclosed is a document showing the drainage
facilities maintained by Contra Costa County (Enclosure 3 - Knightsen Area Drainage Facilities).
Reference is made to aerial photos from 1998 which purportedly show “flooding,” the origin of which
was unique to that time period and is subject to dispute. At the July 11, 2019 outreach meeting held by
the ECCHC, community members stated that water emanating from the East Contra Costa Irrigation
District facilities contributed to the drainage issues in 1998. Based on KTCSD’s recent research, there is
credible evidence in Court records to substantiate that the 1998 flood event was the result of one time
issues with the Irrigation District facilities, thereby indicating storm water runoff alone did not cause the
drainage patterns shown in the 1998 aerial photos and drawing into serious question any assessment of
“flooding” and/or how water naturally flows based on the aerial photos included in your report.
Numerous community members living in the study area with supporting technical, and some with
significant technical training in engineering and geology, refute the drainage patterns presented in the
1998 aerial photos. As such, these dated and inaccurate 1998 photos should be deleted from the
report. Importantly, the drainage patterns of the study area should not be solely based on a set of aerial
photos over 20 years old in a populated agricultural residential community.

Sub-section 1.3, Water Quality Issues
It is stated, “Maintaining and improving the quality of runoff discharged from Knightsen into the Delta is
a key objective of this SWRP.” We have reviewed the scope of work and find no justification for this
overreaching and technically vague objective of the SWRP, particularly when considering the limited
financial resources of the Knightsen community. Measure Z referred to “water quality improvements,”
but the wording in the ballot measure referred specifically to improving water quality for the community
of Knightsen and in particular well water quality since the residents of Knightsen rely on wells for their
water supply.
Unsupported assertions are made that water from Knightsen is polluting the Delta. It is stated,
“agricultural runoff has been pumped into the drainage ditch system and ultimately into No Name
Slough adding to water quality impairments in neighboring Rock Slough and the Contra Costa Canal.”
That statement is unsubstantiated. No references/citations supporting such a statement are provided
by ESA. It is an all-encompassing narrative of very dubious foundation that could pose considerable
harm to the reputation and welfare of the community. The inclusion of this unsupported and harmful
assertion by ESA in this draft report raises serious concerns as to the intent of ESA to represent the best
interests of its client KTCSD in the content of the report … particularly when water quality was a project
objective added by ESA without discussion with the current KTCSD board.
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It is stated, “The CSD plans to complete a water quality sampling study to identify specific contaminants
to be targeted by future facilities.” We have searched the record of past KTCSD meetings and the board
has never proposed or agreed to complete such a sampling program. Given the complexity of a water
quality sampling study in a study area largely unstudied, we are alarmed by the casual inclusion of this
technical commitment in a widely distributed draft report.

Sub-section 1.4, Prior Studies
The prior studies referenced here are all out-of-date and some of them are of questionable validity. We
believe it is not necessary, or appropriate to list them in the report.

Sub-section 1.5, Knightsen Community Services District
ESA states, “The CSD was created…to enhance water quality and flood control services that were
previously provided by Contra Costa County.” This statement is incorrect. Contra Costa County
continues to provide flood control services to the community.
We do not believe that it is necessary to include a description of the District in the report. If such a
description is needed, we believe it should be prepared by KTCSD and the language should draw solely
and directly from the ballot measure that established the District in 2005.

Sub-section 1.6, Habitat Conservancy Parcel
Since the proposed wetlands project and the seven proposed KTCSD projects are separate projects, we
do not believe this section is necessary. In any case, it is not correct to state that there is an
“agreement” between KTCSD and the Habitat Conservancy since no such agreement currently exists.
Also, there are presently no commitments between KTCSD and ECCHC/EBRPD regarding a Memorandum
of Understanding. With regard to this section, KTCSD intends to only consider benefits that relate to
what was included in the original scope of work and which address the “KTCSD Purposes”.
Consideration of any other benefits aside from those which were part of the mandate voters approved
should not be significant considerations when determining which projects are priorities. In addition,
potential benefits which may be derived from the proposed ECCHC/EBRPD wetlands project should not
be considerations since that project is entirely separate from the proposed KTCSD projects.
In summary, we believe that much of the information included in Section 1 (including sub-sections 1.1
through 1.6) is undocumented, unsubstantiated, incorrect and largely unnecessary. It addresses
matters which are beyond the scope of work as detailed in your letter dated December 5, 2016. We
believe the best course of action may be to remove Section 1 (including the sub-sections) from the
report in its entirety.

Section 2, Hydrology (including sub sections 2.1 -2.4)
KTCSD has not undertaken a detailed analysis of the mathematics involved in ESA’s hydrologic
assessment and subsequent modeling, since several key assumptions are provably incorrect. The
incorrect assumptions that provide the foundation of the hydrologic assessment are discussed below.
The report states that the hydrology estimates focus on three different scenarios, one being “Potential
build out land use with the proposed changes to the existing drainage network. Currently, subdivision of
parcels in much of Knightsen is restricted to a 10-acre minimum parcel size due to the existing drainage
and flooding issues. The build out land use considered subdivision of larger parcels east of the Santa Fe
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railroad to create 5 acre parcels.” Further ESA states, “Based on discussions with Contra Costa County
Flood Control District and the Knightsen CSD, sizing for ditch culvert improvements were based upon the
build out land use with the proposed diversion culverts.”
It is important to note that community members attending KTCSD meetings have expressed NO interest
for “build out” in Knightsen. In fact, we have found many, perhaps most community members in
Knightsen voted for Measure Z believing that having a community services district would prevent the
cities of Oakley and Brentwood from expanding into Knightsen and thereby keep Knightsen rural. We
believe the desire to prevent build out and denser residential habitation is widespread in Knightsen.
We find no record of the KTCSD board ever formally endorsing five acre build out and the current board
does not endorse five acre build out. Contra Costa County was not a party to the agreement between
KTCSD and ESA that authorized the preparation of the SWRP report. If the County has a desire to
facilitate 5 acre build out, that is a non-factor in regards to this report.
As discussed in Sub-Section 1.2, the runoff patterns provided in the extreme and unique flood event in
1998 (over 20 years ago), do not represent current or desirable runoff patterns. Yet these 1998 flooding
patterns were erroneously used by ESA to define the hydrology of the study area.
Also in Section 2, reference is made to “flooding” in various areas where we dispute whether flooding
occurs including “downtown Knightsen,” Delta Road/Byron Highway and Byron Highway/Ironhorse
Road.
In summary, this section as well as the hydrologic calculations/modeling for the entire report should
be rewritten/recalculated to account for current land use conditions, not build out land use
conditions. The hydrologic modeling should be focused on current surface water flow patterns and
current or feasible drainage easements, which are technically justified. Care needs to be exercised
with regard to classifying drainage issues as “flooding” unless the use of the term is justified by
established and verified evidence.

Section 3, Proposed Stormwater Management Projects
In this section there is again reference to project goals that are beyond the original scope of work as
specified in 2016. For instance, the report states, “These proposed projects have been developed to
provide water quality treatment, groundwater recharge, habitat and other benefits to the community.
The projects have been analyzed to quantify potential benefits in four primary areas identified by the
State Water Board including water quality improvements, groundwater recharge, flood reduction, and
environmental/community benefits ” Interestingly, the first sentence doesn’t even reference the
paramount goal of the proposed projects which is drainage.

Sub-section 3.1, Goals and Objectives for Proposed Projects
The report states, “The Knightsen CSD working in conjunction with Contra Costa County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District (CCCFCD) identified the following objectives for proposed stormwater
management projects:
1. Flood Reduction – to the extent possible, proposed projects should reduce flooding to areas
that have historically been impacted by more significant and/or nuisance flooding.
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2. Groundwater Recharge – where possible, proposed projects should capture runoff for
groundwater recharge to support sustainable groundwater levels and increase local water
supplies.
3. Water Quality Improvements – proposed projects should provide improved water quality for
runoff that is ultimately discharged to the San Joaquin Delta near Contra Costa Water
Districts Rock Slough inlet to address existing TMDLs.
4. Habitat Enhancement – support habitat creation at the Habitat Conservancy Parcel by
increasing the supply of freshwater to sustain aquatic life and wildlife habitats.”
It is unclear when all these became objectives of KTCSD as well as objectives for this report. ESA states
that these objectives were set by KTCSD in conjunction with County Flood Control, but there is no
evidence in the record that these objectives were adopted by the KTCSD board in open public session.
Again, neither Contra Costa County, nor the Contra Costa County Flood Control District were parties to
the agreement between KTCSD and ESA that authorized the preparation of the SWRP report.
The primary reason KTCSD officially exists and the primary reason why the report was commissioned
is related to drainage and water quality for the community of Knightsen. Other objectives should not
be referenced unless they have been formally adopted by the KTCSD board in open, public session.
ESA’s report lists six goals “Knightsen CSD, CCCFCD, and ESA” developed to meet the above objectives.
Again, we have found no evidence that these goals were approved by the KTCSD board in open, public
session. There is particular concern about goal number 5 which states, “consider appropriate sizing of
drainage facilities (ditches, culverts) to allow for changes to the current limitations on minimum lot size
from 10 acres to 5 acres.” Concerns about this goal are two-fold: 1) there is no evidence that this goal
was ever adopted by the KTCSD board in open, public session; and, 2) the fact that this goal was taken in
to consideration in drainage calculations draws into question the validity of any drainage facility
(ditches, culverts) sizing that took this reduced parcel size into account.
The goals and objectives of the report need to be restated to only reflect the goals and objectives as
indicated in the scope of work agreed to between KTCSD and ESA in December 2016.

Section 3.2.1, Curlew Connex Infiltration Basin Retrofit - (Project 1)
There is no documented proof of the statement that this area, “has historically experienced flooding
during periods of significant rainfall,” and without verified evidence of this “flooding” the statement
should be removed from the report. The statement, “Knightsen CSD required a new building (Knightsen
Church) at the corner of Curlew Connex and Delta Road to include an infiltration basin as part of their
redevelopment plan,” is not accurate. KTCSD did not even exist when the permit for the church was
approved in 2004.
The statement, “the basin was sized to contain runoff from the upgradient watershed that drains
towards the Curlew Connex area,” may also be inaccurate. It is our understanding the basin was only
sized to contain runoff from the church property. Furthermore, it is our understanding that no
requirement has been imposed on the property owner to permit the basin to receive runoff from
neighboring properties or roadways. These matters should be discussed with Contra Costa County for
purposes of verification since they authorized the permit for this facility.
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Because the basin may not have been sized to accept runoff from neighboring properties and because
there may be no requirement for the property owner to allow runoff from neighboring properties to
enter the basin, there may be very significant flaws associated with the plans to implement this project.
If the District were to consider this project, the following additional factors would need to be taken in to
account:
1) Obtaining authorization from the property owner to allow run-off from neighboring
properties to enter the basin. This could result in additional costs for KTCSD;
2) Determining whether the basin is sized to accommodate run-off from neighboring
properties;
3) Increasing the size of the basin of the basin if that is required.
ESA should determine if the existing basin is appropriately sized to accommodate Project 1 and if it is
not, then that needs to be factored in to the Project BMP’s and cost estimates.
This proposed project includes plans for ditch improvements along Delta Road past the intersection with
Peach Tree Lane. Community members who live in this vicinity have told us there are no drainage issues
in this area. Therefore, it is questionable whether drainage improvements in this area are needed.
The County’s Public Works Capital Improvement Preservation Program (CRIPP) describes the County’s
plans for road improvements through the end of Fiscal Year 2024/2025. The CRIPP includes plans to
widen the road shoulders of Delta Road from Sellers Avenue to Byron Highway. The District questions
how the County’s road improvement plans will impact the proposed projects. If the County will be
improving the shoulders will this result in replacement of any ditches/culverts that currently exist, or
that may be constructed if the proposed projects are implemented?
Since the basin was constructed by the private property owner and to date has been maintained by the
private property owner, if KTCSD were to increase the size of the basin and/or route run off to the basin,
who would be responsible for maintaining the basin, the private property owner, KTCSD, or would it be
a joint endeavor?
Community members asked whether the high water table in the area would impact the ability of ditches
to convey runoff.
The plan to, “Divert runoff that exceeds the capacity of the infiltration basin away from downtown
Knightsen in a new ditch that would connect to an existing ditch along Knightsen Ave (see Project 2),”
may not be practical if Project 2 is not able to receive water from Project 1. (This is discussed in more
detail under the analysis of Project 2).

Section 3.2.2, Knightsen Avenue Bioswale – (Project 2)
There is no documented proof of the statement, “The Knightsen Avenue area in downtown also
experiences flooding,” and without verified evidence of this “flooding” the statement should be
removed from the report.
The report states, “there is an existing undeveloped area between Knightsen Ave. and the Santa Fe
Railroad that is currently in public ownership (by Contra Costa County). The Knightsen CSD identified this
area for a possible stormwater project.” In the District’s files we discovered a document that was sent
by Randolf Sanders, Staff Engineer, Contra Costa Flood Control, to Steve Ohmstede, former Chair,
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KTCSD, dated April 4, 2017 (Enclosure 4). That letter states, “According to County’s Real Property
Division, easement wording for flood water detention basin within a transportation ROW might be
limited to only flows generated by the adjacent road and site area. This might prohibit the KCSD from
conveying flows generated west of Delta Road and Knightsen Avenue intersection.”
If this is accurate, any plans to move water from Curlew Connex and/or the downtown area of Knightsen
to the basin proposed for Project 2 cannot be accomplished. If Project 2 cannot be done then that may
impact whether Projects 1, 3 and 4 are even needed or practical.
ESA should review the contents of the April 4, 2017, Sanders memo with representatives from County
Public Works to determine whether this impacts the feasibility of Project 2 (as well as connected
projects 1, 3 and 4) and if necessary revise the report accordingly.
The County’s CRIPP includes plans to widen the road shoulders of Delta Road from Sellers Avenue to
Byron Highway and to widen shoulders along Knightsen Avenue/Eden Plains Road from Delta Road to
Chestnut Street. The District questions how the County’s road improvement plans will impact the
proposed projects. If the County will be improving the shoulders will this result in replacement of any
ditches/culverts that currently exist, or that may be constructed if the proposed projects are
implemented?
The report states, “The existing culvert that crossed Delta Road is clogged by sediment and has been
deformed (crushed) due to settlement along Delta Road.” The County’s Public Works Drainage
Responsibilities document shows that this culvert is owned and maintained by Contra Costa County.
Therefore, isn’t it the County’s responsibility to maintain this culvert and repair it if it has been
damaged? (Also: note the County’s Public Works Drainage Responsibilities document shows the existing
culvert is 18 inches, while the Project Description for Project 2 states the existing culvert is 24 inches to
be replaced with a 30 inch culvert).
In the Project Description for Project 2 it states, “In the future, the bioswale could be filled to permit
widening of Knightsen Rd.” This draws in to question the ultimate need for Project 2 if it could simply be
filled to allow for road widening.
Community members had additional questions regarding Project 2:
1) How will a bioswale running along Knightsen Avenue impact nearby properties including
properties on the other side of the railroad tracks? Will the bioswale increase groundwater
tables?
2) Why is a bioswale proposed instead of a ditch?
3) Will a bioswale effectively remove possible contaminants in the water?
4) Will we be required to control what water is allowed in to the bioswale? If yes, how would
that be done?

Section 3.2.3, Eden Plains Road Treatment Wetland Basin – (Project 3)
The report states that in relation to the proposed location for the treatment wetland basin, “While the
area is currently under private ownership, the Knightsen CSD has reached out to the owner regarding
developing an easement or property transfer to allow for implementation of a project in this area.” We
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have researched the District’s files and we find no evidence of any discussions with this property owner
at all. We do not know if the current property owner would be willing to consider granting an easement
and in fact we do not know if the current property owner is even aware of this matter. Regardless,
there may be additional and considerable costs associated with securing an easement or property
transfer.
As stated previously if the District is unable to secure an easement for run-off to move from downtown
Knightsen and the Curlew Connex area (Sanders memo, 4/4/17), then the need or practicality of Projects
1, 2, 3 and 4 are drawn into question.
The County’s CRIPP includes plans to widen the shoulders along Knightsen Avenue/Eden Plains Road
from Delta Road to Chestnut Street. The District questions how the County’s road improvement plans
will impact the proposed projects. If the County will be improving the shoulders will this result in
replacement of any ditches/culverts that currently exist, or that may be constructed if the proposed
projects are implemented?
The County’s Public Works Drainage Responsibilities document indicates the existing culvert crossing
Eden Plains Road is a 15 inch culvert not 24 inches as stated in the project description for Project 3. How
does this impact project design, costs, and the calculations?

Section 3.2.4, Santa Fe Railroad Bioswale and Infiltration Basins – (Project 4)
The report states, “The Railroad has an existing ROW adjacent to the railroad embankment which could
be utilized for drainage improvements with an easement from the Santa Fe Railroad. Additional
easements from current property owners may be required to cover the full footprint of this project.” The
cost to obtain such easements could be very substantial and none of this has been factored in to cost
projections to do these projects. Furthermore, community members raised questions as to whether the
railroad would even be willing to grant an easement for a drainage facility so close to the above grade
railroad tracks considering the risk of undermining the base rock of the tracks. Several of the proposed
drainage easements would be harmful to current property owners, removing considerable acreage from
use, putting current privately owned buildings and pastures at risk for flooding. Parcels near the
proposed drainages would be at risk for changes in their flood zone designation
As stated previously if the District is unable to secure an easement for run-off to move from downtown
Knightsen and the Curlew Connex area (Sanders memo, 4/4/17), then the need or practicality of Projects
1, 2, 3 and 4 are drawn into question.
Community members questioned what happens to any run off that flows through the culvert(s) under
the railroad tracks from proposed Project 4. This is not clearly stated in the report.
Numerous technical errors are noted in the Project 4 design, as follows:


The project description for Project 4 states the current culvert under the railroad tracks is a
30 inch by 18 inch wooden box culvert. KTCSD board members went onsite to this location
and took photos of two side-by-side 24 inch CMP culverts, not the one box culvert as stated
in the draft SWRP. How does flawed assumption impact project designs and costs?



The runoff volumes presented in Table 2 between existing and proposed drainage are
identical for the Railroad and Ironhorse road model results which is technically impossible.
The proposed drainage design provides significant changes in the surface elevations of the
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drainage pathway for both locations, which would significantly change proposed runoff
volumes as compared to existing runoff volumes. Also, the runoff volumes calculated for
existing conditions for the Railroad and Ironhorse road pathways did not exist during the 5-,
10-, and 25- year storm events occurring since 1998, as evidenced by current conditions and
current land surface topography.


Given the narrowness of the Ironhorse Road easement, addition of drainage channels is
impractical… and unnecessary based on historical surface water flows. The design for the
proposed Railroad and Ironhorse road drainage channel is seriously flawed based on current
surface flow conditions and available land space.



The bioswales are sized for very small (Table 4) rainfall events (1.7 acre-feet), and do not
appear to address water quality during even the five year storm event.

Section 3.2.5, Eagle Lane Diversion and Bioswale – (Project 5)
The title of this proposed project should be amended since the proposed “bioswale” is not a KTCSD
project, but a part of the proposed Wetlands project which is a separate project proposed by separate
entities (Habitat Conservancy/EBRPD).
The report states, “During the development of potential stormwater management project concepts,
community members noted that the Eagle Lane triangle located south of the Habitat Conservancy Parcel,
experienced occasional drainage issues and elevated stormwater levels during high rainfall seasons.”
During KTCSD meetings, comments received from Eagle Lane residents draw in to question the accuracy
of these statements. Some Eagle Lane residents currently receive drainage services in accordance with
an agreement with the East Contra Costa County Irrigation District.
The report also states, “The Eagle Lane triangle receives runoff from south Knightsen (south of Sellers
Road) via an existing culvert under the Santa Fe Railroad to the west of the Eagle Lane triangle.” There
are two problems with this sentence: 1) Sellers Avenue runs north/south so a reference to “south of
Sellers Road” does not make sense; 2) Based upon discussions with Knightsen residents the runoff
through the railroad culvert to Eagle Lane has not been observed. Again, there is concern about a false
narrative of runoff “flowing” in Knightsen.
The report states, “This runoff in addition to runoff generated locally is currently routed to the east and
is discharged through an existing culvert into No Name Slough.” If this statement is accurate, we need
further explanation as to why the plan to install a culvert routing the runoff to the proposed wetlands
project is necessary.
Community members raised questions whether channeling runoff to the wetlands will pose risks with
regard to rising water tables for residents in the Eagle Lane area.
Furthermore, Eagle Lane is a private road, not a public right of way. Questions were raised regarding
why KTCSD should assume responsibility for drainage ditches and culverts on a privately owned road.
Additionally, since Eagle Lane is a private road, there may be an issue with regard to KTCSD having to
obtain permission, or actually purchase easements or properties to install ditches and culverts. This
could result in significantly increased costs for KTCSD.
It is our understanding that the East Contra Costa County Irrigation District owns, operates and
maintains irrigation and/or drainage structures between Eagle Lane and the proposed wetlands parcel.
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If this is accurate, then clearly the Irrigation District would need to be consulted and involved in project
planning.
The report details proposed project elements that would be the responsibility of KTCSD and proposed
project elements that would be the responsibility of ECCHC/EBRPD. “Note that this project would be
implemented in coordination between the Knightsen CSD and the Habitat Conservancy, with the CSD
responsible for the drainage improvements to divert runoff to the Habitat Conservancy Parcel and the
Conservancy responsible for implementing the infiltration basin, bioswale and wetland depressions, and
native plantings on the Conservancy Parcel.”
In order to avoid any confusion regarding which proposed project elements would be the responsibility
of ECCHC/EBRPD and which proposed project elements would be the responsibility of KTCSD, the report
should be amended to only describe proposed project elements that are the responsibility of KTCSD. As
a result, the following language should be removed from the report:
“3. Excavation of an infiltration basin in a sandy area on the Habitat Conservancy Parcel at the
diversion culvert outfall to support groundwater recharge.
4. Excavation of a bioswale with wetland depressions to provide water quality treatment while
routing runoff across the Habitat Conservancy Parcel to gravity discharge to restored tidal
wetlands and No Name Slough.
5. Improve habitat values of the bioswale, wetland depressions, and infiltration basin with
seeding and planting of native plants.
Note that this project would be implemented in coordination between the Knightsen CSD and the
Habitat Conservancy, with the CSD responsible for the drainage improvements to divert runoff to
the Habitat Conservancy Parcel and the Conservancy responsible for implementing the
infiltration basin, bioswale and wetland depressions, and native plantings on the Conservancy
Parcel.”

Section 3.2.6, Byron Highway Diversion and Bioswale – (Project 6)
The title of this proposed project should be amended since the proposed “bioswale” is not a KTCSD
project.
Again, the report refers to “flooding” that has not been substantiated.
One proposed project element is, “1. Excavation of a new ditch along Ironhorse Road to route runoff to
new Byron Highway Diversion.” Two property owners, both of whom have resided on Ironhorse Road
for over 21 years, informed us there are no flooding issues along Ironhorse Road. One also stated there
was a problem during the 1998 event, but that problem was resolved. This is yet another example of a
false narrative of runoff “flow.”
Since Ironhorse Road is a private road, there may be an issue with regard to KTCSD having to obtain
permission, or actually purchase easements or properties to install ditches and culverts. This issue could
be exacerbated if the road is not wide enough to install ditches. This could result in significantly
increased costs for KTCSD that are not accounted for in the draft report.
Moreover, there are Irrigation District tile drains that run along Ironhorse Road. There is no mention or
consideration of this in the report and what impact this may have on the proposed project. Additionally,
the Irrigation District needs to be involved in project planning.
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The County’s CRIPP includes plans to widen the shoulders along Byron Highway from Delta Road to
Chestnut Street. The District questions how the County’s road improvement plans will impact the
proposed projects. If the County will be improving the shoulders will this result in replacement of any
ditches/culverts that currently exist, or that may be constructed if the proposed projects are
implemented?
As with Project 5, the report details proposed project elements that would be the responsibility of
KTCSD and proposed project elements that would be the responsibility of ECCHC/EBRPD. “Similar to
Eagle Lane, this project would be implemented in coordination between the Knightsen CSD and the
Habitat Conservancy, with the CSD responsible for the drainage improvements to divert runoff to the
Habitat Conservancy Parcel and the Conservancy responsible for implementing the infiltration basin,
bioswale and wetland depressions, and native plantings on the Conservancy Parcel.”
In order to avoid any confusion regarding which proposed project elements would be the responsibility
of ECCHC/EBRPD and which proposed project elements would be the responsibility of KTCSD, the report
should be amended to only describe proposed project elements that are the responsibility of KTCSD. As
a result, the following language should be removed from the report:
“3. Excavation of an infiltration basin in an area of sandy soils on the Habitat Conservancy Parcel
at the diversion culvert outfall(s) to support groundwater recharge.
4. Excavation of a bioswale with seasonal wetland depressions to provide water quality
treatment while conveying runoff towards restored tidal wetlands along No Name Slough.
5. Improve habitat values of the bioswale, wetland depressions, and infiltration basin through
seeding and planting of native plants.
Similar to Eagle Lane, this project would be implemented in coordination between the Knightsen
CSD and the Habitat Conservancy, with the CSD responsible for the drainage improvements to
divert runoff to the Habitat Conservancy Parcel and the Conservancy responsible for
implementing the infiltration basin, bioswale and wetland depressions, and native plantings on
the Conservancy Parcel.”

Section 3.2.7, Delta Road Seasonal Treatment Wetlands – (Project 7)
The title of this proposed project needs to be amended since the proposed “seasonal treatment
wetlands” is not a KTCSD project.
The report states, “Currently the majority of the runoff from Knightsen flows along Delta Road to the
Habitat Conservancy Parcel where it is routed to a pump station and pumped to No Name Slough.” This
sentence is inaccurate on several accounts. It is unproven and we believe it is unlikely that “the
majority” of Knightsen’s runoff flows all the way to the ECCHC/EBRPD parcel. Additionally, we do not
believe the runoff is “routed” in any manner to the pump on the ECCHC/EBRPD parcel. The runoff is
certainly not directed in any manner by KTCSD. If the water is “routed” or “directed” on the
ECCHC/EBRPD parcel, it is routed or directed by the property owner, not KTCSD. This needs revision in
the draft report.
The report goes on to state, “At Byron Highway, Contra Costa County has a 30-inch culvert to route
runoff to the east across Byron Highway. However, east (downstream) of Byron Highway most of the
existing, private driveways have 12- to 18-inch diameter culverts many of which are partially clogged
with sediment. These existing, undersized culverts significantly impede drainage from the south and west
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of the Delta Road and Byron Highway intersection, and contribute to some of the most significant
flooding impacts in the community.” As stated in the report, there are existing culverts owned and
maintained by the County and private property owners that are clogged. It is unclear the extent to
which proper maintenance of these ditches and culverts maintained by the County and clearance of
these clogged culverts by the property owners would mitigate any current drainage issues.
It would seem that a logical first step prior to KTCSD, or any entity, implementing improvements
would be to have the County and property owners clear and properly maintain the culverts they own.
The County’s CRIPP includes plans to widen shoulders along Byron Highway from Delta Road to Chestnut
Street, and to widen shoulders along Delta Road from Byron Highway to Holland Tract Road, and to
widen shoulders along Delta Road from Sellers Avenue to Byron Highway. The District questions how
the County’s road improvement plans will impact the proposed projects. If the County will be improving
the shoulders will this result in replacement of any ditches/culverts that currently exist, or that may be
constructed if the proposed projects are implemented?
As with Projects 5 and 6, the report details proposed project elements that would be the responsibility
of KTCSD and proposed project elements that would be the responsibility of ECCHC/EBRPD. “The Delta
Road Seasonal Treatment Wetlands Project (Figure 15) combines improvements to the existing
undersized culverts with construction of a seasonal wetland on the Habitat Conservancy Parcel intended
to provide water quality treatment during the rainy season and critical muted tidal giant garter snake
habitat in the dry season.”
In order to avoid any confusion regarding which proposed project elements would be the responsibility
of ECCHC/EBRPD and which proposed project elements would be the responsibility of KTCSD, the report
should be amended to only describe proposed project elements that are the responsibility of KTCSD. As
a result, the following language should be removed from the report:
“3. Construction of a seasonal wetlands complex designed to provide stormwater storage and
treatment during the rainy season and giant garter snake habitat during the dry season.
4. Construction of a low berm and dune features along the perimeter of the seasonal wetland
complex to limit runoff from flowing towards the neighboring Veale Tract.
5. Improve habitat values of the bioswale, wetland depressions, and infiltration basin through
seeding and planting of native plants.”
The report states that the proposed project would include, “2. Installation of diversion culverts to the
Habitat Conservancy Parcel.” However, in the project detail it states that these culverts would be,
“Implemented by Restoration Project.” If these proposed culverts are to be installed by ECCHC/EBRPD as
part of their project, then in order to avoid confusion, this item should be removed from KTCSD’s report.
If the statement that these culverts are the responsibility of the Restoration Project is in error, then that
statement needs to be removed from the report and cost estimates updated to include the cost of these
culverts.

Section 3.3, Project Benefits
With regard to this section, KTCSD intends to only consider benefits that relate to what was included in
the original scope of work and which address the “KTCSD Purposes”.
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Consideration of any other benefits aside from those which were part of the mandate voters
approved should not be significant considerations when determining which projects are priorities. In
addition, potential benefits which may be derived from the proposed ECCHC/EBRPD wetlands project
should not be considerations since that project is entirely separate from the proposed KTCSD projects.
This section needs to be revised taking these circumstances into consideration.

Section 4, Drainage Improvements/Hydraulics (including sub-sections 4.1,
Culvert Capacity and Sizing, 4.2, Ditch Sizing and 4.3 Ditch and Culvert Sizing
Considerations)
With regard to this section and sub-sections, since the District and the community do not endorse
build out (subdivision of existing parcels to less than 10 acres), flows and facility sizing needs to be
recalculated based upon current circumstances.

Section 5, Cost Estimates for Stormwater Management Facilities & Section 5.1,
Construction and Implementation Cost Estimates
Concern is expressed regarding the statement, “At the conceptual level these costs are relatively rough
‘ball park’ estimates as many details related to each proposed project are not well defined, and as
designs are further developed unanticipated constraints and requirements could significantly change
(usually increase) potential project construction costs.” Given this statement, it is difficult for the Board
and this community to accept the validity and accuracy of the cost estimates provided.
Furthermore, we understand that recently the County Public Works Department replaced one culvert
crossing Orwood Road in Knightsen and the lowest responsible and responsive bid for that one culvert
was $257,150 and that estimate did not include design costs. Given this, it heightens our concerns
about the validity and accuracy of the cost estimates that were provided.
Knightsen is a very small community with an extremely limited tax base. We need more concrete
information regarding the cost of these projects, with or without potential grant funding, in order to
make decisions whether to carry out these projects. Any information ESA can obtain with regard to
providing more concrete cost data is imperative with regard to our decision making analysis. Since
ESA has been working closely with the Contra Costa County Public Works Department throughout this
process, perhaps County Public Works/Flood Control can provide assistance in this regard.
The report states, “Additionally, the cost estimates include rough estimates of engineering, permitting
and CEQA related costs assuming that some (but not all) of the proposed projects will ultimately be
implemented.” Again, given this statement, it is difficult for the Board and this community to accept the
validity and accuracy of the cost estimates provided. We would also add that the cost estimates do not
include potential costs for easements and/or property acquisitions which would be necessary to
implement many, if not most of these projects.
The scope of work in the agreement between KTCSD and ESA includes, “Develop Cost Estimates - ESA
will develop cost estimates to implement the recommended stormdrainage improvements and
stormwater treatment facilities. The cost estimates will include design, permitting, and construction
costs for stormdrain improvements and stormwater treatment facilities.” The scope of work was not
to provide mere “ball park” estimates. ESA needs to provide much more detailed, accurate and
verifiable cost estimates before any report may be finalized.
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We do appreciate ESA’s efforts to identify “base project” elements separate from “optional drainage
improvements” since this could be very useful with regard to prioritizing projects.
The report states, “Additionally, it’s not clear who would be responsible for many of the drainage
improvements, since most of these improvements would occur on ditches that are on private property or
possibly within the County’s ROW for the adjacent roadway and associated drainage easements.” We
agree that financial responsibility for these projects is a very key matter and it is more accurate to state
that ALL the proposed drainage improvements are either on private property or within the County’s
right-of-way. The Knightsen Town Community Services District does not own any property, including
culverts, ditches, or drainage facilities of any kind.
The report also states, “Finally, operation and maintenance costs for Knightsen CSD to maintain the
proposed projects, operate stormwater pumps, and/or other incidental costs to the Knightsen CSD have
not been estimated at this stage.” This board and this community are concerned about how such a
small community with an extremely limited tax base would ever be able to fund ongoing operation,
maintenance and administration costs particularly given these costs would not be offset by grant
funding. Any information that could be provided with regard to estimating the ongoing costs to
administer, maintain and operate proposed facilities would be critical with regard to helping KTCSD
and this community determine whether implementing any of these projects is feasible. In this regard,
perhaps County Public Works could provide assistance with regard to ongoing operation, maintenance
and administration costs.
Table 8, “Construction and Implementation Cost Estimates,” estimates costs for ditches and culverts of
various sizes. In reviewing this document we found that estimates for like sized structures vary
considerably. For example, a ditch with a 3 foot base width and 4 feet deep is variously estimated at
both $26 per linear foot and $33 per linear foot; ditches with a 3 foot base width, 3 ½ feet deep are
estimated at $20 per linear foot, while a smaller ditch with a 3 foot base width, 3 feet deep is estimated
at $26 per linear foot; in one case a 30 inch culvert 120 linear feet long is estimated at $52,000 while in
another case a 30 inch culvert 120 linear feet long is estimated at $29,000; etc. Given these disparities,
please review these cost estimates to ensure they are uniform and accurate.

Section 5.2, Cost- Benefit Analysis
As stated in the comments regarding Section 3.3, “Project Benefits,” KTCSD intends to only consider
benefits that relate to what was included in the original scope of work and which address the “KTCSD
Purposes”.
Consideration of any other benefits aside from those which were part of the mandate voters approved
should not be significant considerations when determining which projects are priorities. In addition,
potential benefits which may be derived from the proposed ECCHC/EBRPD wetlands project should not
be considerations since that project is entirely separate from the proposed KTCSD projects.
Therefore, this section needs to be revised taking these circumstances into consideration. Based upon
the District’s mandate, projects which provide the most benefit with regard to drainage
improvements alone must be the ones of significance.

Section 6, Conclusion
Revisions to this section should be made to reflect revisions made to sections 1 – 5.
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We look forward to receiving your responses regarding the questions, comments and concerns
delineated above as well as a revised draft final report taking all these matters into account. We are
aware that the deadline for application for grant funding is rapidly approaching, so your earliest
attention is requested.
Sincerely,

Trish Bello-Kunkel
Chairperson, KTCSD
Enclosures:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Cc:

Agreement (including scope of work) between KTCSD and ESA, January 26, 2017;
Map of KTCSD boundaries;
Knightsen Area Drainage Facilities;
Letter from Randolf Sanders, Staff Engineer, Contra Costa Flood Control, to Steve Ohmstede,
former Chair, KTCSD, dated April 4, 2017.

Tim Jensen, Division Manager, Contra Costa County Public Works – Flood Control District
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ENCLOSURE 1 Part 2
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550 Kearny Street

www.esassoc.com

Suite 900
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896.5900 phone
415.896.0332 fax

December 5, 2016
Steve Ohmstede and Kim Carone
Knightsen Community Services District
Knightsen, CA
Subject: Proposal for Knightsen Storm Water Resources Plan

Dear Mr. Ohmstede and Ms. Carone:
ESA is pleased to present this proposal to develop a Storm Water Resources Plan (SWRP) for the Knightsen
Community Services District. We are excited to have this opportunity to continue our longstanding
relationship with the Knightsen Community to help set the stage for Proposition 1 funding to support the
implementation of important storm water quality and drainage projects for the community.
As you know, ESA (formerly Philip Williams & Associates) have been working with the community of
Knightsen on stormwater issues for more than a decade. We assessed the feasibility of implementing water
quality treatment best management practices ("BMPs") and improving stormwater drainage for the
community of Knightsen in 2002. The methods and results of that assessment are documented in a report
titled "Knightsen Water Quality Wetland Feasibility Assessment" (PWA 2002). Following the 2002 study, the
Knightsen community has established a Community Services District (CSD) to facilitate implementation of
water quality and drainage improvements.
ESA has met with the CSD on several occasions to present the approaches developed in our 2002 assessment
and to look at changes in the watershed around Brentwood. We accompanied the CSD to a meeting for the
Bay Area Integrated Regional Management Plan (IRWMP} to explore funding possibilities for stormwater
conveyance and treatment in Knightsen. More recently, we met with the CSD and Contra Costa County
Flood Control District in October to discuss developing Storm Water Resources Plan that would support the
CSD's application for Proposition 1 grant funding through the State Water Resources Board.
ESA has also been working with the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservancy to examine the feasibility
for restoration and stormwater treatment on the Nunn Property in eastern Knightsen. With the Habitat
Conservancy's purchase of the Nunn property, the Knightsen CSD has an opportunity to partner with the
Conservancy to implement one or more centralized stormwater improvement BMPs. Property
ownership/availability has been a major impediment to obtaining grant funding, and the CSD now has an
exciting opportunity to implement the vision to improve stormwater conveyance to help address flooding
while providing habitat benefits and stormwater quality improvements.
In 2017, the State Water Resources Control Board plans to solicit grant applications for up to $90 million in
grants to fund implementation of stormwater projects including design, permitting, and construction.
Communities wishing to apply for an implementation grant are required to develop a SWRP as a prerequisite
for obtaining grant funds. A SWRP is a watershed-based master plan that identifies and ranks local
stormwater projects with the intent of providing multiple benefits such as flood reduction, stormwater

ENCLOSURE 2

Knightsen Area - Drainage
ENCLOSURE 3
Facilities
-Detail maps are provided only for existing County
Drainage Facilities.
-Refer to corresponding map sheet for detail of area.
-Not all private streets or facilities are shown. Private
streets and facilities shown are for clarity only.
-Driveway culverts are the responsibility of the
benefitting property owner to maintain.
-The locations of all facilities shown, both County and
private, are approximate and were not located by
survey.
Created by Paul Clifton on 9/21/2016
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