TERRA LAND GROUP, LLC
___________________________________

June 13, 2017
VIA EMAIL AND HAND DELIVERY

Manteca Planning Commission
1001 W. Center St.
Manteca, CA 95337
(planning@ci.manteca.ca.us)

Re:
June 13, 2017 Manteca Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Item 2.1: 2017-2022
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) - Finding of Consistency with the General Plan.
Dear Planning Commissioners,
My name is Martin Harris and I am an authorized representative for Terra Land Group, LLC (“TLG”). TLG
owns approximately 230 acres with almonds currently being farmed west of Airport Way and south of
Woodward Avenue.
The TLG farm property is further described as consisting of one legal parcel with assessor’s tax
computation parcel numbers identified as:
1. APN 241-330-32

(203.33 acres)

2. APN 241-330-33

(17.14 acres)

3. APN 241-320-60

(10.13 acres)

Total Acreage

230 acres (approx.)

TLG would like to state that TLG is not opposed to economic development provided that (i) adequate
infrastructure and public services are put in place; and (ii) appropriate mitigation measures are installed to
offset any negative impacts created.
However, for some time now, TLG and other members of the public have written letters to various
authorities, attended public meetings and signed petitions for the purposes of expressing public concerns
relating to potential flood issues that many believe may affect the developing and non-developing urban
and rural areas in and around the City of Manteca.
Further, TLG has reviewed numerous other documents including feasibility studies, flood management
plans, and environmental impact reports in preparation for making informed comments in relation to any
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flood protection improvements or modifications being considered. A detailed list of the documents
reviewed is presented below:
●
●

●
●

●
●
●

●
●

●
●
●
●

●

“San Joaquin River Basin-Wide Feasibility Study;” Prepared by California Department of Water
Resources (“DWR”), March 2017.
"Flood System Long-Term Operations, Maintenance, Repair, Rehabilitation, and Replacement Cost
Evaluation: Draft Technical Memorandum: Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (“CVFPP”);” Prepared
by DWR, January 2017.
“2017 CVFPP Update Scoping Report;” Prepared by DWR, July 2016.
“Recirculated Draft: Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to the Water
Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-Sacramento San Joaquin Delta Estuary; San Joaquin River
Flows and Southern Delta Water Quality;” Prepared by State Water Resources Control Board and
California Environmental Protection Agency, September 2016.
“Investing in California's Flood Future: An Outcome-Driven Approach to Flood Management;”
Presented by DWR, September 2016.
“CVFPP Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report;” Prepared by DWR, December 2016.
“San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin River, California Draft Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report;” Prepared by U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (“USACE”), February 2015.
“Final Environmental Impact Report Phase 3: RD 17 Levee Seepage Repair Project;” Prepared by
AECOM, March 2015.
“Lower San Joaquin and Delta South Regional Flood Management Plan: Draft Document for Public
Review/Comment;” Prepared by San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency (“SJAFCA”) and DWR,
January 2014.
"Environmental Impact Statement: River Islands at Lathrop, Phase 2B;" Prepared by USACE, October
2014.
“Lower San Joaquin River and Delta South Regional Flood Management Plan;” Prepared by SJAFCA,
November 2014.
“2012 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan;” Prepared by Central Valley Flood Management
Planning Program and DWR, June 2012.
"Regional Mercury Load Reduction Evaluation Central Valley, CA;” Prepared by US Environmental
Protection Agency Region 9 and California Regional Water Quality Control Board-Central Valley
Region, August 2008.
“Storms and Flooding in California in December 2005 and January 2006-A Preliminary
Assessment;” Prepared by US Geological Survey (“USGS”), 2006.

In addition, TLG has reviewed the “Manteca General Plan 2023 Consolidated List of Goals, Policies, and
Implementation Programs (Amended June 21, 2016)” as included in the supporting documents presented to
the Commission in association with the June 13, 2017 Manteca Planning Commission Agenda Item 2.1:
2017-2022 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) - Finding of Consistency with the General Plan. In regards to
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this CIP, TLG submits the following concerns that TLG believes are worth the Commissioner’s
consideration.
1. Page 33 includes flood hazard information that states:
Flood Hazards
Goal S-3.
Protect life and property from flood events.
Goal S-4.
Provide a planning framework suitable for flood protection and risk
management consistent with Federal and State law.
Goal S-5.
Pursue flood control solutions that minimize environmental impacts.
Comment: Pages 3-56 and 3-57 of the “San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin River California
Draft Integrated Interim Feasibility Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact
Report” dated February 2015 (hereafter “LSJR Feasibility Report”) state that:
“Currently the levee safety program has defined the levee system which incorporates RD 17 as
bounded on the north by Walker Slough, west by the San Joaquin River and south by the
Stanislaus River. This includes RD 17, RD 2096, RD 2094, RD 2075 and RD 2064. See Figure
3-19.”
Figure 3-19 on page 3-57 of the LSJR Feasibility Report details a map with boundaries extending south to
include RD 17, RD 2096, RD 2094, RD 2075, and RD 2064.
With this in mind, TLG believes that Goal S-3 (“Protect life and property from flood events”) and Goal S-5
(“Pursue flood control solutions that minimize environmental impacts”) should consider both protecting
lives and minimizing environmental impacts for the entire “Levee System” as defined in the excerpt from
page 3-56 of the LSJR Feasibility Report.  (See Enclosure 1)
Most importantly, TLG believes that any Levee System modifications and/or improvements being
considered must allow for total cumulative impacts and provide mitigation measures for the Levee
System as a whole to protect life and property while minimizing impacts to everyone affected.
2. Page 33 includes flood safety policies that state:
“Policies: Flood Safety
S-P-9. The City shall require evaluation of potential flood hazards prior to approval of
development projects to determine whether the proposed development is reasonably safe
from flooding and consistent with California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
Urban Level of Flood Protection Criteria. The City shall not approve the execution of a
development agreement, a tentative map, or a parcel map for which a tentative map is not
required, or a discretionary permit or other discretionary entitlement that would result in
the construction of a new building, or construction that would result in an increase in
allowed occupancy for an existing building, or issuance of a ministerial permit that would
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result in the construction of a new residence for property that is located within a 200-year
flood hazard zone, unless the adequacy of flood protection as described in Government
Code §65865.5(a), 65962(a), or 66474.5(a), has been demonstrated.
S-P-10. The City may permit new development in areas not identified as “urban” or
“urbanizing” provided that they are protected from 100-year flooding by FEMA-accredited
levees or equivalent flood protection as shown on an adopted FEMA FIRM, a
FEMA-approved Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) or a Conditional Letter of Map Revision
(CLOMR), subject to conditions specified in the CLOMR.
S-P-11. The City may permit new development in areas not protected by FEMA-accredited
100-year levees subject to all applicable requirements of Manteca Municipal Code
Chapter 8.30 (Floodplain Management), the California Building Standards Code as
adopted by the City, and the latest promulgated FEMA standards for development in the
100-year floodplain, provided that new development approval will not cause the project
site or area to be defined as “urban” or “urbanizing.””
Question: As part of any city approval process relating to flood safety policies S-P-9, S-P-10,
and S-P-11, will any applicable Delta Plan mandates and/or policies be considered and followed as
provided for in the Water/Delta Legislation of 2009: Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act of 2009
SBX7-1?
3. Pages 33 and 34 also include flood safety policies that state:
“S-P-12. Work closely with the City of Lathrop, and the local reclamation districts to
improve levee systems as required to provide ULOP for urban and urbanizing areas in
Manteca by 2025, and to provide the basis for findings of “adequate progress” toward that
objective based on substantial evidence as soon as possible.
S-P-17. Ensure that the impacts of potential flooding are adequately analyzed when
considering areas for future urban expansion.”
Comment: For some time now, TLG has requested that a full and complete comprehensive environmental
review be conducted to properly analyze the total impacts to developing and non-developing urban and
rural areas in and around the city of Manteca to allow for appropriate mitigation measures to offset any
and all impacts that potentially may be created.
TLG believes that this is especially important when you consider that many members of the public only
recently became aware that San Joaquin River channel flow capacity at Vernalis appears to be
inadequate and incapable of handling San Joaquin River flows that appear to be possible and may occur
as presented in the enclosures attached. (See Enclosures 2 and 3)
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4. Page 33 also includes flood safety policies that state:
“S-P-13. The City shall continue to cooperate with local, regional, State, and Federal
agencies in securing funding to obtain the maximum level of flood protection that is
practical, with a goal of achieving 200-year flood protection for all areas of the City.”
Comment: TLG believes that projected funding may be inadequate in relation to mitigating the total
impacts that potentially may be created. (See Enclosure 4) This belief that projected funding may not be
adequate is based on the City of Manteca’s consultant Drake Haglan & Associates’ responses to a list of
thirty-three questions presented by TLG on May 24, 2016 which appear to eliminate consideration of a
significant area that may potentially be impacted by modifications and/or extensions to the RD 17 levee.
(See Enclosure 5)
5. Pages 34 and 35 include flood safety implementation information that states:
“Implementation: Flood Safety
S-I-4. The City will amend Title 17 (Zoning) of the Manteca Municipal Code so as to require
that ULOP or “adequate progress” findings specified in the Safety Element, and in
Government Code Sections 65007, 65865.5, 65962 and 66474.5, be made prior to
approving a development project located within RD 17 with predicted 200-year flood
depths of more than three feet according to the official map approved by the City of
Manteca or Floodplain Administrator. Title 17 amendments shall also implement all Safety
Element policies related to development permitting in potentially flooded areas.
S-I-12. The City will consider potential effects of climate change in planning, design and
maintenance of levee improvements and other flood control facilities.
S-I-13. City will coordinate with RD 17 and RD 2094 as required for the purpose of
ensuring that ULOP is available as soon as possible and that “adequate progress” findings
can be made.”
Comment: For some time now, TLG has requested that a full and complete comprehensive environmental
review be conducted to properly analyze the total impacts to developing and non-developing urban and
rural areas in and around the City of Manteca to allow for appropriate mitigation measures to offset any
and all impacts that potentially may be created.
TLG believes that this is especially important when you consider that many members of the public only
recently became aware that San Joaquin River channel flow capacity at Vernalis appears to be
inadequate and incapable of handling San Joaquin River flows that appear to be possible and may occur
as presented in the enclosures attached. (See Enclosures 2 and 3)
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6. Page 36 includes implementation policies pertaining to emergency procedures that state:
Implementation Policies: Emergency Procedures
S-I-24. The City will periodically coordinate local flood protection agencies, including the
Reclamation districts, to discuss the status of flood protection facilities and improvements,
strategize future improvements, consider potential climate change affects, financing for
improvements, emergency response plans, and worker training for emergency response
situations.
Comment: With this in mind, TLG does not believe that that City of Manteca (and possibly other local
flood protection agencies) may fully understand the total potential impacts that may need to be
considered. For this reason, TLG believes that any meaningful coordinated flood protection effort
between the agencies should involve:
i.
Discussing the status of flood protection facilities and improvements; and
ii.
Strategizing future improvements; and
iii.
Considering potential climate change effects; and
iv.
Providing for financing for improvements; and
v.
Determining effective and thought-out emergency response plans; and
vi.
Fully understanding the needs that TLG believes should be considered relating to worker training
and associated equipment necessary to respond to emergency situations in a timely and efficient
manner; and
vii.
Carefully evaluating the adequacy of San Joaquin River (and associated tributaries) current
channel flow capacity and improvements to consider; and
viii.
Considering the effects to San Joaquin River channel flows due to State Department of Water
Resources proposed flow increases affecting the Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced Rivers.
This coordinated effort shall be best served if made in conjunction with a comprehensive environmental
review that adequately identifies and mitigates any and all impacts involved. (See Enclosures 2 and 3)
In closing, TLG urges the Planning Commission to make sure that proper safeguards and policies are in
place allowing for a full comprehensive public environmental review process that provides for public input
for any and all impacts involved.
In this way, the City of Manteca can serve the best interests of every member of our community by
providing a higher level of flood protection for the City of Manteca while allowing appropriate mitigation
measures to be put in place to ensure that any short-term and long-range impacts are reduced to less than
significant levels for any and all developing and non-developing urban and rural properties that may be
affected.
Thank you for your attention to this very important matter.
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San Joaquin Council of Governments (nguyen@sjcog.org)
San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission, Attn: James Glaser (jglaser@sjgov.org)
Central Valley Association of Realtors, Attn: Patrick Wallace (patrick@cvar.org)
California Department of Water Resources, VIA U.S. MAIL, Attn: Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the
Board, State Water Resources Control Board, 1001 I St., 24th Fir., Sacramento, CA 95814 -0100
Jeff Denham, United States House of Representatives, VIA U.S. MAIL, 4701 Sisk Road, Ste. 202,
Modesto, CA 95356
Tanis Toland, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District (Tanis.J.Toland@usace.army.mil)
WMD (wills@inreach.com, lee@deldonco.com)
James Mousalimas, San Joaquin County Superintendent of Schools (jmousalimas@sjcoe.net)
Linda Chan, California Teachers Association School Safety Committee Chair
(Iinda.chan42@gmaiI.com)
Eric Thorburn, Oakdale Irrigation District, Water Operations Manager / District Engineer,
(ethorburn@oakdaleirrigation.com)
John Davids, Modesto Irrigation District, Assistant General Manager, Water Operations, VIA US
MAIL, P.O. Box 4060, Modesto, CA 95352-4060
Ed Franciosa, Modesto Irrigation District, Assistant General Manager, Transmission and
Distribution, VIA US MAIL, P.O. Box 4060, Modesto, CA 95352-4060
Tou Her, Turlock Irrigation District, Assistant General Manager, Water Resources, VIA US MAIL,
333 East Canal Drive, P.O. Box 949, Turlock, CA 95381-0949
Drew Lessard, Bureau of Reclamation, Area Manager, Central California Area Office, VIA US
MAIL, 7794 Folsom Dam Road, Folsom, CA 95360-1799
Pat Rogers, Clerk to the Delta Stewardship Council (pat.rogers@deltacouncil.ca.gov)
City of Manteca Fire Department, Administration (fire@mantecafire.org)
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June 13, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to Manteca Planning Commission

Enclosure 1
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February 2015

San Joaquin River Basin
Lower San Joaquin River, CA
DRAFT
Integrated Interim Feasibility Report/
Cover Photos:
Environmental
Impact
Statement/
San Joaquin River near Smith Canal. Photo Courtesy of __________.
1955 Flooding looking west across the South Stockton Area.
Report
Environmental
Impact
Photo Courtesy
of ________________

Prepared By: U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers
Sacramento District

will provide improved FRM to this large population and critical infrastructure already in
place.
The existing project levees along the San Joaquin River and Calaveras River
provide FRM for approximately 128,000 people in the central portion of the City of
Stockton. The levees also provide FRM for critical infrastructure including schools, fire
and police stations and a hospital along with major transportation routes including
Interstate 5 and Highway 99. Inclusion of San Joaquin River and Calaveras River
alternatives will provide improved FRM to this large population and critical infrastructure
already in place.
The existing RD 17 project levees provide FRM for approximately 43,000 people
in the Cities of Stockton, Lathrop, Manteca and San Joaquin County. The Project levees
also provide FRM for critical infrastructure including schools, fire and police stations, the
county jail, Sharpe Army Depot and a hospital along with major transportation routes
including Interstate 5 and Highway 120. Inclusion of RD 17 alternatives will provide
improved FRM to this large population and critical infrastructure already in place.
Currently the levee safety program has defined the levee system which
incorporates RD 17 as bounded on the north by Walker Slough, west by the San
Joaquin River and south by the Stanislaus River. This includes RD 17, RD 2096, RD
2094, RD 2075 and RD 2064. See Figure 3-19. The alternatives which include RD 17
incorporate a tieback extension at the southern end of RD 17 thereby placing a limit on
further future growth to the south, by not providing improvements below Manteca.
Without the tie-back extension, levee improvements would have been necessary further
upstream on the San Joaquin River and along the Stanislaus River to achieve the same
flood risk reduction for the already urbanized portions of RD 17 and would have added
about 16,000 acres of land that would be available for future development. It is unlikely
that such a project could be economically justified.

3-56

Figure 3-19. San Joaquin River East Levee System.

3-57
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June 13, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to Manteca Planning Commission

Enclosure 2
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ATTACHMENT 2

FEDERAL ISSUE: Flood Control - Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study
BACKGROUND; HOW IT MAY AFFECT THE CITY OF MANTECA: The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ (Corps) Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study is a cooperative effort between the Corps,
the State Central Valley Flood Protection Board, and the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency
(SJAFCA) with the goal of bringing 200-year level flood protection to a portion of San Joaquin County
that includes Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca. The State Central Valley Flood Protection Board is
supported by the state Department of Water Resources. Locally, the study is supported by public and
private agencies, including 11 Reclamation Districts, four cities (including Manteca), and San Joaquin
County.
The Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study is critical for flood protection, water supply, and
ecosystem restoration in the heart of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. More than 450,000 people in San
Joaquin County will benefit from flood protection, while 24 million Californians and 7 million acres of
irrigated agriculture rely on the protected water supply.
The LSJRFS was initially authorized by Congress in the Fiscal Year 1998 Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act as a direct result of recent flood impacts to the area. Major flooding
occurred in San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced counties along the lower San Joaquin River in 1983,
1986, 1995 and 1997. The distribution of flood damages among the three counties varied considerably
depending upon the storm’s path. However, the highest magnitude of damages occurred to agricultural
crops and developments. The 1997 flood event did, however, damage 1,842 residences, mobile homes,
and businesses in San Joaquin and Stanislaus counties.
The study has been plagued by delays over the last several years. With the study nearing the selection of
the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) in 2014, the Corps informed SJAFCA that a significant portion of the
study area in Manteca would be removed from the TSP due to implementation of Executive Order 11988
(EO11988). EO11988, signed by President Carter, prevents the federal government from investing in
projects that may be perceived to induce development in the floodplain. Though the area in question is
already home to roughly 40,000 residents and major infrastructure such as schools and emergency
services, the Corps refused to allow the area, known as Reclamation District 17, back into the TSP. The
Corps continues to apply the EO to the project. Subsequently, SJAFCA included the area in the locally
preferred plan, which is a component of the study, and which will allow the area to be studied again in the
future.
The study, which is nearing completion, has received federal funding in every fiscal year from FY2008
through FY2015. Though the study did not receive funding in FY2016 from the Corps, the study was able
to move forward with leftover funds from FY2015 and contributed funds from SJAFCA. The Corps
anticipates the study will move to a Civil Works Review Board process sometime later this year. Should
the review board approve the study, the Corps will submit the study to Congress for construction
authorization.
RECOMMENDED POSITION: Support FY2017 funding for the Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility
Study to complete the study. Support the project before the Civil Works Review Board. Support a new
study that will include those portions of the study area that were left out of the TSP due to implementation
of Executive Order 11988.
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May 16, 2017
VIA EMAIL

Manteca City Council
1001 W. Center St.
Manteca, CA 95337
MayorCouncilClerk@mantecagov.com
lblackmon@ci.manteca.ca.us

Re:
Manteca City Council Meeting Agenda for 05/16/2017 Agenda Item C.1: Provide update
on Transportation Public Facilities Implementation Plan (PFIP) and receive direction on
methodology.
Dear Council Members,
My name is Martin Harris and I am an authorized representative for Terra Land Group, LLC (“TLG”). TLG
owns approximately 230 acres with almonds currently being farmed west of Airport Way and south of
Woodward Avenue.
The TLG farm property is further described as consisting of one legal parcel with assessor’s tax
computation parcel numbers identified as:
1. APN 241-330-32

(203.33 acres)

2. APN 241-330-33

(17.14 acres)

3. APN 241-320-60

(10.13 acres)

Total Acreage

230 acres (approx.)

TLG would like to state that TLG is not opposed to economic development provided that (i) adequate
infrastructure and public services are put in place; and (ii) appropriate mitigation measures are installed to
offset any negative impacts created.
At this time, TLG is in receipt of Attachment 2 - Federal Legislative Agenda involving the City of Manteca,
California 2017 Federal Legislative Agenda as presented to the Council as part of the May 16, 2017
Manteca City Council meeting Consent Calendar Item A.11 (17-242).
Of particular interest are recommended positions included on pages 7 and 23 of the City of Manteca,
California 2017 Federal Legislative Agenda which (i) supports fiscal year 2017 funding for the Lower San
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Joaquin River Feasibility Study to complete the study; and (ii) supports the project before the Civil Works
Review Board; and (iii) supports a new study that will include those portions of the study area that were
left out of the Tentatively Selected Plan due to implementation of Executive Order #11988; and (iv)
supports monitoring activity related to the Waters of the United States rule.
With this in mind, it appears that there is a growing public concern relating to the short term and long
term potential for impacts associated with snow melt that many believe could overload the current
system of reservoir storage, managed releases and San Joaquin River channel (and bypass) flow
infrastructure that the public depends on to protect our community from any and all impacts associated
with flooding. (See Enclosure: May 11, 2017 Manteca Bulletin newspaper article, “Flooding: Not out of the
woods yet”)
Most concerning is the belief by various potentially affected residents, businesses and property owners
located in the rural areas south of Manteca that San Joaquin River flow capacity, at Vernalis, appears to be
incapable of safely handling the short-term and long-term potential flow volumes (i) necessary to
accommodate measured 2017/2018 reservoir discharges into the river system flowing downstream as
required to offset and manage upper watershed inflows into the reservoir(s) due to snow melt, as
considered in letters sent by TLG to the Manteca City Council on April 4, 2017, the San Joaquin County
Board of Supervisors on April 20, 2017, and John Maguire, Senior Civil Engineer, San Joaquin County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District on May 12, 2017 (See Enclosures); and (ii) anticipated to
occur in accordance with “Forecast - Coordinated Operations” that appear to project a 46,000 cubic feet
per second flow objective for the San Joaquin River at Vernalis as represented in the March 2017 Draft
Basin-Wide Feasibility Study: San Joaquin River Basin, pages 4-14 through 4-21; and (iii) necessary to
provide for the managed downstream river channel flows projected to occur during large flood events as
may be affected due to climate change as indicated in the March 2017 Draft Basin-Wide Feasibility Study:
San Joaquin River Basin, pages 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 4-19 and 4-20; and (iv) originally intended and leads
many to believe that mitigation measures, providing for dredge and fill river channel flow improvement
activities need to be implemented and allowed to occur along the Lower San Joaquin River Basin as
appears to be feasible based on representations made in the August 21, 2008 Regional Mercury Load
Reduction Evaluation Central Valley, California, pages 2-7, 4-31, 4-32 and 4-33, and the October 2014
Draft Environmental Impact Statement: River Islands at Lathrop, Phase 2B, pages 2-47, 2-48, 6-2 and 6-3.
Most importantly, TLG believes that the potential for future short-term and long-term impacts due to
flooding remains a real possibility and urges the Council to take any and all action necessary to (i) support
and fund any portion of costs required to provide for and facilitate the completion of the Lower San
Joaquin River Feasibility Study as necessary to properly identify and mitigate any and all impacts created
in association with any Lower San Joaquin River Basin flood improvements being considered; and (ii)
provide a clear and fully descriptive presentation to the public that the public can comprehend that will
detail meeting dates and public comment deadlines relating to any and all environmental reviews of any
new flood protection infrastructure or levee modifications being considered, including “the project before
the Civil Works Review Board” as described on page 7 of the City of Manteca, California, 2017 Federal
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Legislative Agenda included as Attachment 2 as presented to the Council as part of the May 16, 2017
Manteca City Council Meeting Consent Calendar Agenda Item A.11 (17-242); and (iii) properly provide a
method best able to achieve safe and effective flood protection to everyone affected by following a
pattern consistent with the River Islands residential development environmental approval process by
allowing the United States Army Corps of Engineers to participate in the Environmental Impact Report
process as demonstrated in the October 2014 Draft Environmental Impact Statement: River Islands at
Lathrop, Phase 2B; and (iv) support dredging of the San Joaquin River (and any associated tributaries) as
necessary to improve Lower San Joaquin River Basin channel flows in a manner that allows for the safe
and effective flow of the San Joaquin River (and associated tributaries) as the river makes its way through
the urban and rural areas of Lathrop and Manteca.
Further, TLG would like to draw the Council’s attention to the March 2017 Draft Basin-Wide Feasibility
Study: San Joaquin River Basin Response to Stakeholder Comments - Main Report, which includes 195
reviewer comments and associated State Department of Water Resources (“DWR”) responses that, for
your convenience, TLG has provided excerpts of the report detailing the comments and responses for
reviewer comments nos. 176 and 193, respectively.
No.

Reviewer

Section

Page

Comment

DWR Response

Action

176

Reclamation
District No.
2062 –
Susan Dell'Osso,
President

7.4

7-9

It seems premature to reflect the
State Recommended Plan in the
2017 CVFPP Update when DWR has
not conducted environmental
review of the State Recommended
Plan or determined if the
recommended plan is even feasible.
The BWFS does not include
sufficient information to determine
the scope and effects of the
recommended improvements.

The San Joaquin BWFS improvements
included in the State Recommended
Plan have been included in the refined
SSIA portfolio in the 2017 CVFPP
Update. However, inclusion in the
refined SSIA portfolio does not reflect a
decision for funding of any particular
proposed improvement, and all of the
proposed improvements included in
the refined SSIA portfolio will need to
undergo environmental review prior to
implementation, as part of the
Supplemental EIR.

None

193

San Joaquin
County Public
Works –
John Maguire

General

-

How does the State intend to
proceed with the State
Recommended Plan set forth in the
Study when environmental review,
detailed technical analyses and
specific studies of individual
components have yet to be
performed? Also, the State
Recommended Plan appears to
conflict with local communities’ land
use plans and policies and with the
Delta Plan, specifically by including
the cross levee and setback levee
proposal for RD 17. Isn’t this also
pre-decisional because the State has
not conducted environmental
review under CEQA nor has it

Please refer to response to comment
No. 176.

None
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MH/jas
Enclosures:
1. May 11, 2017 Manteca Bulletin newspaper article, “Flooding: Not out of the woods yet”
2. April 4, 2017 letter from TLG to the Manteca City Council
3. May 12, 2017 letter from TLG to John Maguire, Senior Civil Engineer, San Joaquin County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District
4. April 20, 2017 letter from TLG to the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors
cc:
Lisa Blackmon, Manteca City Clerk (lblackmon@ci.manteca.ca.us)
Mark Meissner, City of Manteca Planning Department (mmeissner@ci.manteca.ca.us)
Mark Houghton, City of Manteca Public Works (mhoughton@ci.manteca.ca.us)
Greg Showerman, City of Manteca, Acting City Manager (gshowerman@ci.manteca.ca.us)
J.D. Hightower, City of Manteca Interim Community Development Director
(jhightower@ci.manteca.ca.us)
City of Manteca Planning Commission (planning@ci.manteca.ca.us)
De Novo Planning Group, Attn: Ben Ritchie (britchie@denovoplanning.com)
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Print This Article

Flooding: Not out of the woods yet
May 11, 2017
Editor, Manteca Bulletin,
The 250% above average snowpack this past season will melt. And, as our river levels
and reservoir levels reflect, the danger is as high now as it was three months ago.
The levees are more than saturated, and have been reinforced beyond expectations, in
my humble opinion. But, for how long can they withstand the pressure of constant water
upon them?
The operators/owners of the reservoirs have been more astute, more diligent in
maintaining safe levels thus far, for the most part, to which huge kudos should be given
to them. But, again for how long can they maintain this ever fragile safety net? A small
earthquake, or temps in the high 90s plus for even a few days could trigger a massive
emergency. Be aware folks of what is going on around you. I do not believe the danger
has passed. And, for those of you who were not around in 1996-1997 flood emergency, I
was. And, it literally caught us residential, commercial, government and agricultural
neighbors to the San Joaquin River with our pants down. Although, there was constant
indicators that a problem would develop, but since it never had thus far, why would it
then, was the sentiment of the day, for the most part?
When you stopped up on the Altamont and looked back, all you could see for the most
part was water, water, water everywhere. And, as far as the eye could see. It wasn’t as
filled with homes, etc, but it was a very terrifying sight to see. And, if you followed any
news media at all, every entity had a different story, had a different projection of
outcome. But, it was all bad, as far as I am concerned. So, I just relied on my own eyes
to tell me the real story. As you all should do again, I think.
I understand that a lot of you folks don’t believe that anything has changed. But, I do —
but, only so far as the funds are available to improve the levee system. It is not just a
government issue. It is all the individual entities that have a hand in maintaining and
protecting our safety. Need more reservoirs, of course, but again it takes funding. And,
understand that private entities do own and are responsible for the watershed in the
Central Valley area, and have been since the development of trying to control Mother
Nature.
Go take a shovel and dig down a foot or two and see where your water table is. It is a
rude awakening. We can possibly slip by unscathed, but we could be under several feet
of water again, on the other hand. Who knows?
Leanne Magincalda
Manteca

http://www.mantecabulletin.com/section/37/article/143555/
1/1
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May 12, 2017
VIA EMAIL

John Maguire
Senior Civil Engineer
San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
jmaguire@sjgov.org
Re:
Response to 04/27/2017 Email Re: Projected Snow Melt Impacts to San Joaquin River
Watershed Reservoirs
Dear Mr. Maguire,
I am continuing to study the information that you provided to me in your April 27, 2017 email regarding
State Department of Water Resources projected snow melt impacts to San Joaquin River watershed.
Also, I was able to find the March 2017 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan Update (“CVFPP”) as you
suggested. Over the past two weeks, I have reviewed this plan. This led me to a number of other flood
protection and related environmental documents that I also took time to review over that same time
frame.
I am not sure that I have found every relevant environmental document related to flood potential along
the Lower San Joaquin River, so I have created a list of additional documents that I have reviewed with the
hope that you might let me know of any others that I might consider reviewing as well.
●
●
●
●

●
●

“San Joaquin River Basin-Wide Feasibility Study;” California Department of Water Resources
(DWR), March 2017.
“Flood System Long-Term Operations, Maintenance, Repair, Rehabilitation, and Replacement
Cost Evaluation: Draft Technical Memorandum;” DWR, January 2017.
“CVFPP Supplemental Program Environmental Impact Report;” DWR, December 2016.
“Recirculated Draft: Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to the
Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-Sacramento San Joaquin Delta Estuary; San
Joaquin River Flows and Southern Delta Water Quality;” California State Water Resources
Control Board, California Environmental Protection Agency, September 2016.
“2017 CVFPP Update Scoping Report;” DWR, July 2016.
“Lower San Joaquin River and Delta South Regional Flood Management Plan;” San Joaquin Area
Flood Control Agency (SJAFCA), November 2014.

___________________________________
5 1 5 1 E. A L M O N D W O O D D R I V E M A N T E C A, C A 95337
Pg. 1 of 5

TERRA LAND GROUP, LLC
___________________________________

●
●
●
●

●
●

“Draft: Lower San Joaquin River and Delta South Regional Flood Management Plan;” SJAFCA,
January 2014.
“Environmental Impact Statement: River Islands at Lathrop, Phase 2B;” US Army Corps of
Engineers, October 2014.
“2012 Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP);” DWR, June 2012.
“Regional Mercury Load Reduction Evaluation Central Valley, California;” US Environmental
Protection Agency Region 9, CA Regional Water Quality Control Board: Central Valley Region,
August 2008.
“Investing in California's Flood Future: An Outcome-Driven Approach to Flood Management;”
Presentation at the Floodplain Management Association Conference, DWR, September 2016.
“Storms and Flooding in California in December 2005 and January 2006--a Preliminary
Assessment;” US Geological Survey, 2006.

Also for your consideration and to further illustrate the potential for the short-term and long-term
impacts involved, I have attached a copy of a May 8, 2017 letter submitted to the San Joaquin County
Board of Supervisors (“SJCBS”) in relation to the SJCBS May 9, 2017 meeting Agenda Item 10: Approve the
Continuance of the Local Emergency Due to Flood and Storm Conditions Regarding January 2017 Winter Storm
Systems and February 2017 Local Emergency. (See Enclosure: 05/08/2017 Letter from TLG to San Joaquin
County Board of Supervisors, with enclosures)
The May 8, 2017 letter includes enclosures which offer important reservoir storage, release, and San
Joaquin River channel flow data that I believe should be considered as part of any comprehensive
environmental impact analysis pertaining to any of the environmental documents identified and included
as part of this letter. (See Enclosure: 05/08/2017 Letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of
Supervisors, with enclosures)
Overall, this environmental document review effort has allowed me to gain a better understanding of the
potential for short-term and long-term impacts related to snow melt and associated reservoir storage
levels and river flows affecting the Lower San Joaquin River watershed and I am motivated to learn more.
To assist me in broadening my comprehension of the impacts involved, I was hoping you might be able to
answer a number of questions that I have relating to your current understanding of what potential flood
impacts the public should expect relating to projected snow melt impacts affecting projected reservoir
storage levels and San Joaquin River flow elevations downstream.
With this in mind, in your April 27, 2017 email you stated:
“As promised, attached is the latest info. received from the State Department of Water Resources on
projected snow melt impacts to San Joaquin River watershed reservoirs. It shows projected reservoir
inflows, storage volumes, and releases through this July (tables in left column). Note that projected
storage volumes at the end of July are generally consistent with past years (graphs shown in right
___________________________________
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column). So, expected storage volumes in reservoirs generally are not expected to be significantly
different than other wet years.”
That leads me to question:
1. If “expected storage volumes in reservoirs are generally not expected to be significantly different than
other wet years,” shouldn’t consideration be given to identifying and allowing for impacts created
due to any changes to the environment including:
a. The suitability of infrastructures to continue to safely support and handle the expected
reservoir storage and release flows as compared to “other wet years;” and
b. Accommodating monthly flow demands necessary to support water supply and delivery
user requirements which continue to increase over time?
In relation to the “other wet years” that you compared the current 2017 reservoir storage levels to:
2. Was consideration given to the comparative “other wet years” amount of snow and water existing
in the total snow and associated water content affecting reservoir storage levels and river flows
downstream?
3. Was consideration given in comparing the reservoir storage volumes from “other wet years” with
any current retention requirements for the purpose of holding certain amounts of water in
continued storage in support of increased annual domestic water use demand to meet the needs
of continuing growth in urban development? What other changes in the various forms of water
use demands were or should be considered? (See Enclosure: Presentation, “California Water
Drought of 2012-20??”)
4. Does the statement that “expected storage volumes in reservoirs generally are not expected to be
significantly different than other wet years” allow for consideration to be given to the size and
amount of future 2017/2018 reservoir releases and the associated flood impacts created as a
result of diminished San Joaquin River downstream channel flow capacities due to siltation and
other natural causes?
5. As compared to “other wet years,” have there been any new environmental regulations that may
create significant increases to flood impacts to potentially affected properties due to increased
water flow releases and/or total storage volume necessary to maintain adequate flows in support
of fish and other wildlife?
6. Are you aware that it is commonly believed that there is currently enough snow water above the
reservoirs to fill Don Pedro two more times? (See Enclosure: 02/15/2017 Manteca Bulletin news
article “Keeping Eye On Don Pedro”) Is that a problem? Will current and/or projected reservoir
releases be implemented in a timely manner to safeguard against future 2017/2018 flooding?
___________________________________
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Also, what margin of error is anticipated relative to volumes of water required to be dealt with?
What consideration is given to unforeseeable peaks resulting from out-of-the-norm weather
events?
7. Is it true that the public's right to a CEOA environmental review of any proposed changes in design
or management to reservoir water storage or downstream river channel infrastructure affecting
the San Joaquin River flows could be negated and determined to be no longer required in the
event of a flood emergency that authorities determine requires an immediate urban-area
potential flood response and prevention action? How will that affect any future mitigation or
compensation process for impacted properties? For this reason, isn't it more important than ever
to manage reservoir storage and related releases in a manner that safeguards against the potential
of overfilling the reservoirs?
In closing, I do not believe that everyone who may be affected fully understands the potential for any and
all flood impacts that developing and non-developing rural and urban properties may be subjected to,
especially when considering what I believe is the potential for significant increases to flood impacts
relating to new levee construction in conjunction with inadequate channel flow capacity along the San
Joaquin River at Vernalis and Paradise Cut locations.
On behalf of myself and several farming representatives in the RD 2075 and RD 2064 areas, I would like
to arrange a meeting with you and any other staff members you feel should be in attendance. In this way,
information can be exchanged and flood issues fully discussed for the purpose of proactively addressing
public concerns relating to the potential for short-term and long-term flooding and appropriate measures
that may or should be considered.
Thank you for your attention to this very important matter.
Yours truly,

Martin Harris
for Terra Land Group, LLC.
MH/cm
Enclosures
1. 05/08/2017 Letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors, with enclosures
2. 04/02/2015 Presentation by Jeff Shields, SSJID: "California Water Drought of 2012-20??"
3. 02/15/2017 Manteca Bulletin News Article: "Keeping eye on Don Pedro"
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cc
Nancy Tomlinson, Public Works Administrative Coordinator, San Joaquin County
(ntomlinson@sjgov.org)
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June 13, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to Manteca Planning Commission

Enclosure 3
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ATTACHMENT 2

City of Manteca, California
2017 Federal Legislative Agenda

11:22:40, Tuesday, May 23, 2017

ATTACHMENT 2

Prepared by Van Scoyoc Associates for the
Manteca City Council
Mayor Stephen DeBrum
Mayor Pro Tempore Gary Singh
Council Member Debby Moorhead
Council Member Mike Morowit
Council Member Rich Silverman

Questions regarding the information in this book may be directed to:
Greg Burns
(202) 737-8162

Johanna Ferriera
(209) 456-8761

April 2017

Copyright 2017 Van Scoyoc Associates, Inc.

ATTACHMENT 2

FEDERAL ISSUE: Flood Control - Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study
BACKGROUND; HOW IT MAY AFFECT THE CITY OF MANTECA: The U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ (Corps) Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study is a cooperative effort between the Corps,
the State Central Valley Flood Protection Board, and the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency
(SJAFCA) with the goal of bringing 200-year level flood protection to a portion of San Joaquin County
that includes Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca. The State Central Valley Flood Protection Board is
supported by the state Department of Water Resources. Locally, the study is supported by public and
private agencies, including 11 Reclamation Districts, four cities (including Manteca), and San Joaquin
County.
The Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study is critical for flood protection, water supply, and
ecosystem restoration in the heart of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. More than 450,000 people in San
Joaquin County will benefit from flood protection, while 24 million Californians and 7 million acres of
irrigated agriculture rely on the protected water supply.
The LSJRFS was initially authorized by Congress in the Fiscal Year 1998 Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act as a direct result of recent flood impacts to the area. Major flooding
occurred in San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced counties along the lower San Joaquin River in 1983,
1986, 1995 and 1997. The distribution of flood damages among the three counties varied considerably
depending upon the storm’s path. However, the highest magnitude of damages occurred to agricultural
crops and developments. The 1997 flood event did, however, damage 1,842 residences, mobile homes,
and businesses in San Joaquin and Stanislaus counties.
The study has been plagued by delays over the last several years. With the study nearing the selection of
the Tentatively Selected Plan (TSP) in 2014, the Corps informed SJAFCA that a significant portion of the
study area in Manteca would be removed from the TSP due to implementation of Executive Order 11988
(EO11988). EO11988, signed by President Carter, prevents the federal government from investing in
projects that may be perceived to induce development in the floodplain. Though the area in question is
already home to roughly 40,000 residents and major infrastructure such as schools and emergency
services, the Corps refused to allow the area, known as Reclamation District 17, back into the TSP. The
Corps continues to apply the EO to the project. Subsequently, SJAFCA included the area in the locally
preferred plan, which is a component of the study, and which will allow the area to be studied again in the
future.
The study, which is nearing completion, has received federal funding in every fiscal year from FY2008
through FY2015. Though the study did not receive funding in FY2016 from the Corps, the study was able
to move forward with leftover funds from FY2015 and contributed funds from SJAFCA. The Corps
anticipates the study will move to a Civil Works Review Board process sometime later this year. Should
the review board approve the study, the Corps will submit the study to Congress for construction
authorization.
RECOMMENDED POSITION: Support FY2017 funding for the Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility
Study to complete the study. Support the project before the Civil Works Review Board. Support a new
study that will include those portions of the study area that were left out of the TSP due to implementation
of Executive Order 11988.
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June 13, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to Manteca Planning Commission

Enclosure 4
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June 13, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to Manteca Planning Commission

Enclosure 5
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Matt Satow
Martin Harris
RE: Additional questions regarding 5/18/16 workshop
Saturday, June 18, 2016 9:29:32 AM
Comment_Response_Terra_LandGroup_2016_06_02.pdf
FLOODPLAIN COMPARISON 2016_06_02.pdf

Mr. Harris,
Please see the attached for responses to the additional questions you submitted. As always, please
feel free to call or email me if you have additional questions.
Thanks.

Matt Satow, P.E.
Principal Engineer
Drake Haglan & Associates
11060 White Rock Road, Suite 200
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
T: (916) 231-0971
C: (916) 616-3940
www.drakehaglan.com

From: Martin Harris [mailto:terralandgroup@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2016 11:15 AM
To: Matt Satow
Subject: Re: Additional questions regarding 5/18/16 workshop

On May 24, 2016, TLG sent a list of 33 questions relating to flood impacts associated with
SB5 compliance and anticipated modifications to be performed to the existing RD17 levee
system south of Manteca.
On May 26, 2016, you responded that TLG could expect answers to the 33 questions by June
3, 2016.
As of today's date, no answers have been received by TLG for any of the 33 questions
submitted.
Most important, the Manteca City Council plans to consider Agenda Item B-4 on Tuesday
6/21/16 concerning the Draft General Plan Safety Element Amendment as it relates to SB5
compliance.
Your timely response would be greatly appreciated.
On Thu, May 26, 2016 at 10:28 AM, Matt Satow <MSatow@drakehaglan.com> wrote:
Hi Mr. Harris,

I have received your email and we are working on providing answers to these. I likely won’t have
answers on these until next week but will keep you posted.
Thanks.

Matt Satow, P.E.
Principal Engineer
Drake Haglan & Associates
11060 White Rock Road, Suite 200
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
T: (916) 231-0971
C: (916) 616-3940
www.drakehaglan.com

From: Terra Land Group [mailto:terralandgroup@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 3:00 PM
To: Matt Satow
Subject: Additional questions regarding 5/18/16 workshop

Please see attached letter. This is part one of two, to be continued in a separate email due to
file size.

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16
Comment
Number

Location

Terra Land Group Comment

Responses

Upon viewing Figure 3 included in the 5/18/16 Dryland Levee Alignment workshop presentation slides you forwarded and
the list of 35 frequently asked questions with answers presented at the 05/18/16 dryland levee workshop meeting, TLG has
a few questions meant to clarify your answers provided at the meeting:

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3

1

6/18/2016

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16
The 200-year flood water elevation varies across the area of concern.
The area of concern being the area bounded by:
(1) The RD-17 Walthall Dryland Levee to the north
(2) The San Joaquin River to the East
(3) And the Stanislaus River to the south
In the remainder of this document this area is referenced as the “area of
concern”.
Flood water surface elevations near the Stanislaus River will be higher than
at the RD-17 dryland levee. These elevations will vary between 40 and 30
feet.
Source: 200-year Freeboard Analysis & Floodplain Mapping within RD-17.
PBI

#1

Page 1

In the blue area flood basin shown in Figure 3, what flood
water elevation level is depicted in the flood region
shown?

Please note that these elevations are accurate for the current analysis only.
Several factors such as global warming are expected to change the water
surface elevations of flood events significantly over the next 80 years. The
current RD-17 200-year flood event accounts for the next 20-years of
climate change effects.
Please see the attached exhibit showing the following features across the
area of concern:
(1) the OEM 27.5’ contour line (shown in RED)
(2) FEMA’s 100-year floodplain (shown in YELLOW)
(3) RD-17 200-year floodplain (shown in BLUE)
The elevation of the 100-year event in the Stanislaus River at Turtle Beach
will be 28.2 feet.
The elevation of the 200-year event in the same location will be 30 to 31
feet.

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3

2

6/18/2016

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16
#2

Page 1

Does that blue area flood basin shown in Figure 3
represent a 200-year event?

Yes, the blue area shown represents the 200-year floodplain at the time of
the RD-17 study.

#3

Page 1

If not, what does the blue area flood basin shown in
Figure 3 represent? 100-year? Other?

Please see response to comment #2.

___

Page 2

In April 2011, the San Joaquin County Office of
Emergency Services issued the San Joaquin County
Flood Contingency Map (attached). The April 201.1 San
Joaquin County Flood Contingency Map appears to
detail contour lines describing a 100-year flood event
with a flood basin reaching an elevation of 27.5 feet
contingent upon a relief cut being made.

The Office of Emergency Management map provided with the comments is
a graphic generated as an emergency response map and is a generalization
of the 1997 water surface elevation. This map shows an approximate
location of the 100-year floodplain, but it is not intended to represent the
actual 100-year floodplain for regulation purposes.
FEMA establishes the 100-year floodplain which like the 200-year
floodplain has a variable water surface elevation across the area in
question.
Please see the attached exhibit for the difference in these two floodplains
as well as the 27.5 foot contour.

#4

#5

Page 2

Page 2

What is the difference in the flooded area when
comparing the flood basin located within the 27.5 foot
contour lines (with relief cut, see attached) as compared
to the blue area flood basin shown in Figure 3?

At the Dryland Levee the water surface elevation will be approximately 30
feet to 31 feet for the 200-year flood.
The difference in the two elevations will be approximately 2.5 feet to 3.5
feet.

Is the total size of the blue area flood basin shown in
Figure minimized in relation to the total area that flood
waters could have extended to as a result of a relief cut
being made at the Turtle Beach levee location?

The RD-17 water surface elevation was developed according to the Urban
Levee Design Criteria (ULDC) which prohibits assumption that a relief cut
will be made.

How far and at what depth will flood waters extend if a
relief cut is not made at the Turtle Beach levee location?

Please see the attached exhibit for the limits of the floodwaters during a
100-year event and a 200-year event.

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3

3

6/18/2016

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16
#6

#7

#8

#9

#10

Page 2

Page 2

Page 2

Page 2

Page 2

Is the total size of the blue area flood basin shown in
Figure 3 meant to represent the projected maximum
extent that flood waters could reach during a 200-year
flood event with no relief cut being made at the Turtle
Beach levee location?
Is the total size of the blue area flood basin shown in
Figure 3 meant to represent the projected maximum
extent that flood waters could reach during a 100-year
flood event with no relief cut being made at the Turtle
Beach levee location?
Is the maximum extent of the flood water elevation level
limited by the current height of the levees currently in
place along the east side of the San Joaquin River for all
locations shown on the San Joaquin County Flood
Contingency Map (attached)?
Will any portions of the current levees running along the
east side of the San Joaquin River be increased in height
in association with any and all levee improvements
planned to protect developing and/or developed
properties in the area?
Will any portions of the current levees running along the
east side of the San Joaquin River be increased in width
in association with any and all levee improvements
planned to protect developing and/or developed
properties in the area

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3

4

Correct, please see response to #1

No, please see response to #1

No. The maximum extent and elevation of flood water is not limited by the
levees along the San Joaquin River.

North of the dryland levee, improvements are planned for the levees.
South of the dryland levee, no improvements are planned.

Please see response to #9

6/18/2016

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16
#11

Page 2

Can residents and property owners located south of
the proposed SB5 compliant extended RD17 levee rely
upon the use of Paradise Cut to assist in draining flood
waters off impacted properties east of the San Joaquin
River?

The Paradise Cut will continue to provide high water relief, but no
additional modifications are planned at this time.

Should 2 each floodgate(s) be included in the final design
to allow flood water drainage from the impacted areas
east of the San Joaquin River into:
#12

Page 3

a. The San Joaquin River channel at the point that
the river flows past the Turtle Beach levee; and

This suggestion is not part of the proposed project and will need to be
studied under a different project.

b. Across the San Joaquin River allowing flood
water drainage into the Paradise Cut drainage
canal?

#13

Page 3

If adequate flood water drainage is not provided by
means of utilizing Paradise Cut as well as draining
flood waters back into the San Joaquin River, is it
possible that a relief cut made only at Turtle Beach
may impact and impede the flow of the San Joaquin
River and result in San Joaquin River flow waters
backing up and putting additional pressure on levees
upstream?

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3
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Anything is possible.
Relief cuts only help the area of concern post flood, they will not help
during the peak of the storm event because water will only drain back into
the river when the river level is lower than the trapped water.
These drain outs are not expected to aggravate the peaks in flood events.

6/18/2016

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16

#14

Page 3

#15

Page 3

#16

Page 3

In the event that adequate flood water drainage is not
provided by means of utilizing Paradise Cut as well as
draining flood waters back into the San Joaquin River,
is it possible that a relief cut made only at Turtle
Beach may cause added pressure on levees upstream
and contribute to additional levee failures due to
impeded San Joaquin River flows resulting from the
competing flows created at the time a relief cut is
made at the Turtle Beach levee?
Is it possible that concern by the authorities in charge
related to increased pressure on upstream levees may
result in delaying a decision by those same authorities
to perform a relief cut at the Turtle Beach levee
location?
Is it true that any RD17 and RD 2094 joint
contingency plan to perform a relief cut to the Turtle
Beach levee must be approved by a higher authority
to limit any liability for any impacts created?

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3
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Please see response to #13

We cannot predict the thoughts of others in the future.

This question is beyond the scope of this study. Concerned citizens are
directed to the Office of Emergency Services for additional information.
That said, while the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) is the final authority
for these levees and RD-17 will seek ACOE approval prior to Relief Cuts, in
the past RD-17 has made this decision in the field and sought out ACOE
approval after the fact.

6/18/2016

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16
What higher authority would be involved in making the
final decision to perform a relief cut to the Turtle Beach
levee?
a. State Department of Water Resources?
#17

Page 3

Please see response to #16

B. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers?
c. Governor for the State of California?
d. All of the above?
e. Other?

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3
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6/18/2016

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16
Several prominent agricultural business families south of
Manteca have expressed their opinion to a number of
their neighbors that if a relief cut is not made to the Turtle
Beach levee that one of the following possibilities may
occur:

#18

Page 3 &
4

a. A temporary flood basin will be formed consisting of
accumulating flood water forming against the Turtle
Beach levee and extending east and south, due to a levee
breach that could eventually reach the height of the San
Joaquin River flow elevation level existing at the point of
location of the San Joaquin River levee breach. (See blue
area flood basin depicted in Figure 3 and referred to in
previous questions.)

Many scenarios are possible.
What is your question, or what would you like us to clarify?

or
b. If the height of the Turtle Beach levee remains at its
current elevation, it is believed by some of those same
prominent agricultural business families that depending
on the elevation of the San Joaquin River at the point of a
levee breach, flood waters accumulating against the
Turtle Beach levee may eventually reach a height that
allows those accumulating flood waters to flow over the
Turtle Beach levee and back into the San Joaquin River at
or near the Turtle Beach levee location.

That makes a number of concerned citizens further question:

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3
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TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16

#19

#20

#21

#22

Page 4

For a 100-year flood event, what elevation of flood
waters should property owners and residents located
south of the RD17 modified levee expect those flood
waters to reach in the flood water basin created?

Page 4

For a 200-year flood event, what elevation of flood
waters should property owners and residents located
south of the RD17 modified levee expect those flood
waters to reach in the flood water basin created?

Page 4

Should flood water discharge and/or diverter gates be
installed at the Turtle Beach levee and/or Paradise Cut
channel locations?

Page 4

Is it possible that flood waters accumulating against the
Turtle Beach levee could be piped (similar in size to the
diameter of the pipe proposed for the Twin Tunnels
pipeline and controlled by means of a flood gate) under the
San Joaquin River at or near that same Turtle Beach levee
location and directed in such a way as to align with and
discharge flood water from flooded areas east of the San
Joaquin River and south of the modified RD17 levee system
across and under the river and into the Paradise Cut
drainage canal?

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3
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A flood water basin is not being created in this area of concern.
For the 100-year flood water surface elevations please see response #1.

A flood water basin is not being created in this area of concern.
For the 200-year flood water surface elevations please see response #1.

Please see response #12

Anything is possible given enough funding. The cost estimate for such a
project would exceed realistic funding opportunities.
Additionally, the Army Corps of Engineers is not approving much smaller
projects associated with Paradise Cut while downstream impacts are being
evaluated.

6/18/2016

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16

#23

#24

#25

Page 4

Page 4

Page 5

Realistically, after all levee alterations, extensions and other
levee modifications are made, what elevation of flood
water can residents and property owners located east of
the San Joaquin River and south of the modified RD17 levee
system expect those flood waters to reach for the flood
water basin created?

Can more effort be made to ensure that improvements
and/or dredging is performed to the San Joaquin River to
improve and increase river flow capacity?

What have all local governing authorities done and
what additional effort can be put forth to improve and
increase flood water flow capacity along and through
Paradise Cut?

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3
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Please see the responses #19 and #20

Please see response #12

The Army Corps of Engineers Lower San Joaquin Feasibility Study
determined that Paradise Cut modifications are not cost effective.
However the Lower San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency Regional Flood
Management Plan identified this as a future response to climate change.
Use of the Paradise Cut for current storm water relief is a separate goal and
out of the scope of this project.

6/18/2016

TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16
Yes it is possible. The 1997 flood is accepted as a 100-year flood. There are
floods greater than the 100-year flood.

#26

#27

#28

Page 5

Is it possible that flood water elevations for the area east
of the San Joaquin River and south of the modified RD17
levee system will exceed those levels experienced during
the 1997 flood? If so, by how much?

Page 5

In what form will the environmental process take place as
stated in the 05/18/16 Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop
presentation slides and further represented in those same
workshop presentation slides to start in late 2016?

Page 5

Since the 05/18/16 Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop
presentation slides indicate that a City of Manteca
Planning Commission meeting will be held on June 28,
2016, what is the purpose of the Planning Commission
Agenda Item 6.2 scheduled to be presented to the
Planning Commission on May 24, 2016?

Dryland Levee Alignment Workshop #3
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A 100-year flood has a 1 in 100 change, or 1% ,of happening in any given
year.
Larger events, 200-year and 500-year, could also occur.
Additionally, climate change is expected to affect storm water elevations
over the next 80 years.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and if needed the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental documents will begin in
2019.
During this environmental phase, the public will be given the opportunity
to review and comment on the environmental documents and supporting
technical studies.
With this agenda items: “The City is proposing to amend its General Plan
Safety Element to further its efforts in establishing compliance with the
requirements of the Senate Bill (SB) 5 Bills for 200-year flood protection
based on new flood information and data that was unavailable during the
previous Safety Element Amendment in 2013. The City will also
subsequently amend its Municipal Code to provide consistency with the
proposed General Plan amendments.”
This is an administrative action required to keep the City in compliance
with SB-5.
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TERRA LAND GROUP (TLG) COMMENTS
FROM THE DRYLAND LEVEE WORKSHOP HELD ON 5/18/16

#29

#30

#31

#32

#33

Page 5

With that in mind, will approval of the negative declaration
for Agenda Item 6.2 by the Manteca Planning Commission
tonight, affect in any way, the future rights of the public to
mitigate and or include any and all flood impacts that those
residents, businesses and property owners located east of
the San Joaquin River and south of the modified RD17
dryland levee may be subjected to?

Could you please rephrase the question? It is difficult to identify what
needs to be clarified.

Page 5

Should the public be concerned that a negative
declaration is being proposed for approval by the
Planning Commission at tonight's 05/24/16 meeting?

This action is to keep the City in compliance with SB-5.

Page 5

Can the public truly rely upon the City of Manteca's
representation that an environmental review will be
conducted that will mitigate and reduce flood impacts for all
residents, businesses and property owners located on the
water side of the modified SB5 compliant levee?

Page 5

Is it fair and in the best interests of the public that RD17
was removed from the Army Corps of Engineers Lower San
Joaquin River Feasibility Report Draft EIR dated February
2015?

Improvements to RD-17 were considered in the Lower San Juaquin River
Feasibility Report (LSJRF), but were not included in the final array of
alternatives due to concerns with induced growth and wise use of the flood
plain. Local authorities are working to address those concerns so that
Federal interest in improvements can be reconsidered.

Page 5

Should consideration be made to re-incorporate RD17
back into the Army Corps of Engineers Lower San Joaquin
River Feasibility Report Draft El R dated February 2015?

Please see response #32
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Reducing flood impacts for property owners in the area of concern is not a
goal at this time.
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