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October 17, 2017 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILE-SHARE 

Manteca City Council 
1001 W. Center St. 
Manteca, CA 95337 
℅ Lisa Blackmon, City Clerk 
(lblackmon@ci.manteca.ca.us) 

Re: October 17, 2017 Manteca City Council Meeting Agenda Item E.1 (17-381): Ratify the 
City of Manteca Fire Department Emergency Operations Plan (EOP). 

Dear Council Members, 

My name is Martin Harris and I am an authorized representative for Terra Land Group, LLC (“TLG”). TLG 
owns several properties located in Manteca and Lathrop. As an organization, TLG devotes many of its 
efforts to ensuring the safety of our community by urging local and state authorities to pursue flood 
mitigation efforts when moving forward with new development projects or other actions that may affect 
hydrology in our area. 

 At this time, TLG has received and reviewed a copy of the City of Manteca Fire Department Emergency 
Operations Plan (“EOP”) that has been presented to the Council for ratification. With this in mind, TLG has 
a few questions and concerns related to the March 2016 Emergency Operations Plan as presented in city 
staff’s attachments to the October 17, 2017 Agenda Item E.1 (17-381): Ratify the City of Manteca Fire 
Department Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) .  

Recent background information to consider: 

TLG believes that current San Joaquin River watershed reservoir volumes pose a serious flood threat to the 
lower San Joaquin River Basin due to diminished and/or impeded San Joaquin River and associated 
tributary channel flow capacities downstream. (See Enclosure 1) This is supported by a recent February 20, 
2017 South Manteca levee breach that resulted in a call for the mandatory evacuation of the area 
anticipated to be affected. Fortunately, several quick-thinking farmers patched the levee and diverted what 
could have been a disaster. (See Enclosure 2) 

Why is this information important and how does it relate to the City of Manteca’s EOP? 
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1. Page 27 of the EOP states: 

2.3.1 Before Impact  

Routine Monitoring for Alerts, Watches, and Warnings: Emergency officials constantly monitor events 
and the environment to identify specific threats that may affect their jurisdiction and to increase the 
awareness level of emergency personnel and the community when a threat is approaching or imminent.  

Increased Readiness: Sufficient warning provides the opportunity for response agencies to increase 
readiness, which, in this case means performing actions designed to increase an agency’s ability to 
effectively respond once the emergency occurs. This includes, but is not limited to  

• Briefing government officials  
• Reviewing plans and procedures  
• Preparing and disseminating information to the community  
• Updating resource lists  
• Testing systems, such as warning and communications systems  
• Activating Emergency Operations Centers (EOCs), even if precautionary 
 

QUESTIONS: What steps has the City of Manteca taken to promote and maintain safe reservoir water 
storage levels for all reservoirs affecting downstream flows along the Lower San Joaquin River Basin? (See 
Enclosures 3 & 4) What reservoir and San Joaquin River and associated tributary channel flow capacity 
information has been provided to the public in response to continued public concerns? 
 
2. Page 13 of the City of Manteca EOP Recovery Annex states:  

 
HAZARD MITIGATION - IMPROVING CONDITIONS TO PREVENT LOSS  
 
Introduction  
Hazard Mitigation (HM) is any cost-effective activity that seeks to eliminate or reduce human suffering and 
property damage from natural and manmade hazards. Hazard Mitigation includes both pre-disaster and 
post-disaster activities.  
 
Hazard Mitigation Planning  
Hazard Mitigation Planning includes analyses of ways to eliminate or reduce the impact of future disasters. 
The federal Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 required the State to develop and maintain a State Hazard 
Mitigation Plan. California’s hazard mitigation planning process is continuous and involves a multitude of 
federal, state, and local agencies, academia, private non-profit organizations, and community-based 
organizations. The Hazard Mitigation Plan is approved by FEMA and is required to receive grant funds for 
mitigation projects from the federal Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) and/or the federal 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation Grant Program.  
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QUESTION: As part of any pre-disaster Hazard Mitigation Plan called for in the EOP, wouldn’t it make 
sense to conduct a full and comprehensive flood impact environmental review as requested by over 200 
members of the public as detailed in the petition attached? (See Enclosure 5) 

3. Pages 8 and 9 of the City of Manteca EOP Hazard-Specific Flood Response Annex state:

Response  Considerations 
In order  to  make  sound public  safety  decisions  and ensure effective  response within  the  above 
responsibilities  during a flood  event, decision-makers  must  ensure that  the  following  measures are in  place: 

• A clear  and ongoing  operational  picture  of  the  current and projected  characteristics  of  flood  flows
within  waterways,  the  status  of  local  flood  control  infrastructure,  and the  status  of  response
operations  initiated  by all  jurisdictions,  either  individually  or  jointly.

Concept  of Operations  – Maintenance  of the  Operational  Picture  
The  City  of  Manteca will  ensure that  the  following  information  is  collected  and maintained  prior  to  flood 
events:  

• Nature  and location  of  hydraulic  features—such as lakes,  rivers, streams,  creeks, and
sloughs—that  either  are intended  to  carry flood  flows  or  could  carry flood  flows  in  the  case of
failure  of  flood-control  infrastructure.
• Nature,  location,  and condition  of  flood-control  infrastructure,  such as levees, pump  stations,
dams,  diversion  points,  culverts,  and drains.
• Flood  history,  historic  flood  elevations,  and historic  levee breaches.
• Points  of  past or  potential  vulnerability  in  flood-control  infrastructure  due to  seepage, erosion,
excessively  high  water  elevations,  or  other  conditions  exceeding  flood-control  structure
specifications.
• Topography  and nature of  flood  flows  from  foreseeable  failure  of  the  flood-control  infrastructure.
• Elevation,  location,  and vulnerability  of  critical  infrastructure  to  flood  flows.

Why is this important? This is especially important when you consider the potential for flood impacts as 
detailed in certain excerpts taken from John Barry's book Rising Tide:  The  Great  Mississippi  Flood  of  1927 and 
How  it  Changed America . This book recounts the history and events behind one of the most monumental 
floods in American history: a disaster that still impacts our lives today. California’s Central Valley is 
considered by many to be vulnerable to devastating floods such as were recounted in Barry’s book. By 
presenting this historical evidence, TLG hopes to draw your attention to the importance of allowing for 
adequate flood reservoir storage in conjunction with water drainage as necessary elements of any flood 
protection plan being considered.   

Water runs to  the  sea. If an obstacle  - such as a dam or  levee - prevents water  from  flowing  where  gravity 
would  send it,  then  the  water’s  mass  and potential  energy builds.  The  greater  the  force  applied  in  an effort 
to  block  water  from  its  natural flow,  the  greater  will  grow  the  mass  of  water  so blocked,  and the  greater  will 
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become the potential power of its energy. The engineer of the levee district immediately north of Greenville, 
stated, “[W]e are in reality facing a condition and not a theory.” The core clung to its theory. (Barry 166)  

Floods increase the height of the river…. But if the river is already high when more water enters, the river 
can act like a dam, forcing the additional water to pile up and slow down. Backwater flooding occurs when 
the main river is so high a tributary cannot empty into it; water from the main river can actually push water 
upstream into the tributary. (Barry 177) 

Then came the question of outlets, also called spillways. … “[T]here is no doubt that a spillway would reduce 
extreme flood heights at New Orleans.” Still, he recommended against building one because “it's use would 
be rare... and the expense great.” (Barry 159) 

Cypress Creek was located on the West Bank of the Mississippi, about 35 miles by river (less than half that 
in a straight line) above Greenville and 15 miles below the mouth of the Arkansas. …  The 1916 Mississippi 
River flood was not a great flood, but during it 336,000 cubic feet of water each second escaped from the 
Mississippi into Cypress Creek.  Closing Cypress Creek sparked controversy. … The Corps of Engineers and 
the Mississippi River commission closed the Cypress Creek Outlet in 1921. No longer could Mississippi 
River water escape into Cypress Creek. (Barry 160) 

Charlie Williams ordered the automobile ferry from Mounds Landing, a dozen miles above Greenville, to 
Arkansas City to stop running. Automobile traffic weakened the levee; no more would be allowed. Thirty 
years earlier this had been the site of a small town called Huntington, where a railroad ferry had operated. 
A flood had washed the entire town and ferry operation away. … Mounds Landing lay not far below the 
mouth of the Arkansas, and just below where the Mississippi River commission had closed the Cypress 
Creek Outlet. (Barry 196-197) 

Note: Charlie Williams is described on page 161 as a farm manager working for a plantation 
owned by Leroy Percy. He was “an expert flood fighter.” 
 

Mounds Landing was the greatest single crevasse ever to occur anywhere on the Mississippi River. It would 
flood an area of 50 miles wide and 100 miles long with up to 20 feet of water. (Barry 206)  

(For other relevant quotes from this informative book, please see Enclosure 6) 

TLG believes that the above excerpts taken from Rising Tide describe important historical information 
relating to flooding and flood protection that may serve to benefit our local communities (located within 
the South Delta San Joaquin River Basin) as levee restoration projects are considered and prepared to 
move forward.  

Upon carefully considering the sandy nature of our local area soil and the high water table that continues 
along and through many parts of the South Delta Lower San Joaquin River Basin, TLG has formed an 
opinion and strongly believes that there exists a need for more drainage capacity by means of one or more 
additional spillways or bypasses. This is because: 

___________________________________ 

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. 4 of 11 
 



 

 

T E R R A  L A N D  G R O U P ,  L L C 
___________________________________ 

● TLG believes that no cross levee can be built strong enough to withstand the growing force of 
unstrained flood waters building against it. 

● This is especially true for the elevation drops and grade angles affecting drainage flows that exist 
along the east side of the San Joaquin River from Vernalis and passing through and across 
Reclamation Districts 2064, 2075, 2094, and 2096 along Walthall Slough before emptying into the 
San Joaquin River at Weatherbee Lake. 

● In the event of an east side San Joaquin River levee breach originating in RD 2064 or RD 2075, 
water may potentially flow along Walthall Slough through RD 2094 and RD 2096 before 
accumulating against the RD 17 and Turtle Beach levees located in close proximity to Williamson 
and Woodward Roads. 

● QUESTION: Assuming that a relief cut is made at the Turtle Beach levee, as previously performed 
during the January 1997 flood, how effectively will water drain off the RD 17 cross levee located in 
southwest Manteca? This is a concern due to the potential for impaired flood water return flows 
making their way back into the San Joaquin River channel from the flood water basin forming in the 
areas including RD 2064, RD 2075, RD 2094, and RD 2096. 

Therefore: 

● TLG believes that it is important to note that the Paradise Cut discharge channel is located 
approximately one mile upstream from Turtle Beach and is limited in its capacity to handle 
discharge flows over 12,000 to 13,000 cubic feet per second (“cfs”) in its present form. 

● TLG also believes that if 70,000 cfs is travelling through the San Joaquin River, as was commonly 
believed in 1997 flood, San Joaquin River flows at a Turtle Beach relief cut may prove to impede the 
flow of land side flood waters as those waters try to exit RDs 2064, 2075, 2094, and 2096 to return 
back into the San Joaquin River above Mossdale. 

● Most important, TLG believes that flood conditions (seepage and levee saturation) will only get 
worse unless adequate spillway and/or bypass drainage capacity is allowed for and put in place to 
offset any and all continuing San Joaquin River post-levee breach channel flows passing through the 
Vernalis monitoring station before flowing landside out of the river channel and into the levee 
breach affected area. 

● Finally, TLG believes a future flood event similar to the 1997 flood may create Paradise Cut 
downstream channel flows of a volume and size that may compete with and impede Old River 
downstream flows from the San Joaquin River in a way that may cause increased San Joaquin River 
elevation levels affecting Lathrop at the Mossdale monitoring location. (See Enclosure 7) TLG 
believes this is especially true during periods of high San Francisco Bay tidal action and future global 
warming.  

As a result, TLG is concerned that before any consideration is given to any development project with the 
potential to affect flood and storm drainage flows affecting the Lower San Joaquin River Basin, all channel 
flow capacity deficiency impacts affecting drainage must be considered in association with all known and 
yet to be determined spillways, bypasses, or other drainage waterways currently existing or needed. This is 
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especially true when considering certain impact points at Vernalis, Mossdale, and Old River. The following 
are descriptions of how drainage flow impacts may affect river elevations and the ability to flow: 

(i) The San Joaquin River at Vernalis as affected by impacts to the region in association with those
presented in prior letters related to potential flood impacts. These prior letters draw attention to
the potential for drainage impacts involved and support TLG’s claim that channel flow capacity at
Vernalis has been reduced from its original capacity significantly. (See Enclosure 1)

(ii) The San Joaquin River north of Mossdale as affected by what appears to be localized residential
housing within the City of Lathrop which is currently existing along the river channel. This housing
may limit future flood protection improvement options (such as river channel widening) that may
been deemed necessary in accordance with the CVFPP. (See Enclosure 8)

(iii) Old River as affected by anticipated impacts relating to reverse channel flows that may impede
the natural flow of the river (and possibly affect salinity levels reaching the South Delta) as
identified in pages 3A-28 and 3A-29 of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan California WaterFix Final
EIR/EIS (December 2016). (See Enclosure 7)

(iv) Old River as affected by negative natural channel flow impacts that may impede natural flow
along the Old River channel and may cause an approximate 0.5 foot stage increase along Old River
and Grant Line Canal due to increased Paradise Cut bypass flows as indicated on page 4-8 of the
March 2017 Draft Basin-Wide Feasibility Study: San Joaquin River Basin (“BWFS-SJR”). (See
Enclosure 7)

These river channel locations are especially vulnerable to flood drainage impacts because of their position 
in relation to their importance in supporting drainage through the Tracy-Lathrop-Manteca portion of the 
South Delta Lower San Joaquin River Basin Watershed. 

Further, TLG would like to add that drainage throughout this same Tracy-Lathrop-Manteca watershed 
region is further complicated by other outside environmental impacts that include: 

(i) San Francisco Bay tidal action influences that may impede river channel flows, raise river
elevation levels, and potentially pose a threat for increased salinization levels affecting the South
Delta

(ii) What appears to be insufficient reservoir storage capacity especially with the potential for global
warming

(iii) What many believe are deficient and inadequate system-wide channel and bypass flow
capacities that are affecting the system’s ability to safely convey water through the
Tracy-Lathrop-Manteca hazard area (See Enclosure 1)
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(iv) Sacramento River-related channel volume flows and associated downstream pressures that may
affect the flood height elevation of the San Joaquin River (and tributaries) as the Sacramento and
San Joaquin Rivers converge at the Delta

(v) Sandy soil conditions prevalent to the Tracy-Lathrop-Manteca hazard area with the potential to
promote subsurface seepage

(vi) The elimination of major portions of Stewart Tract that allowed for flood water drainage as
previously utilized during the 1997 flood due to the development of the River Islands housing
project located west of the San Joaquin River

(vii) What appears to be increased flood water elevation levels as compared to previous flood
events for any and all properties located south of any proposed levee system protecting the urban
and urbanizing areas of Manteca and Lathrop due to displacement as identified on page 4.13-60  of
the March 2014 Sustainable Communities Strategy Draft EIR and 2015 FTIP Conformity Document
which states:

The  construction  of  projects  involving  support structures  in  the  floodway  could  obstruct  flood  waters  at 
some  locations.  Placement  of  structures  within  a floodplain  can displace  floodwaters  and alter  the  base 
flood  elevations  in  the  surrounding areas.  Structure  can form  a backwater  effect,  resulting  in  an increase in 
the  flood  elevation  level  upstream and in  neighboring  areas. Likewise,  floodwaters  can cause scour  effects, 
resulting  in  erosion  and sedimentation  problems  downstream  from  structures.  Drainage  areas could  be 
altered  by highway  corridors,  in  which  floodwater  could  be detained  by medians  and along  the  roadside. 
Proposed  bridge  supports  could  block  debris in  waterways,  creating  obstructions  and further  elevating 
upstream flood  levels.  The  Plan  could  alter  existing  drainage  patterns  or  substantially  increase the  rate  or 
amount  of  surface runoff  in  a manner that  would  result in  flooding  or  produce or  contribute  runoff  water 
that  would  exceed the  capacity  of  existing  or  planned storm  water  drainage  systems.  

QUESTION: To assist in collecting and maintaining the environmental flood impact information needed to 
prepare and guard against the potential for higher impacts related to flooding, wouldn’t it make sense for 
the City of Manteca and/or high authorities to finally initiate and conduct a full and comprehensive flood 
impact environmental review as previously requested by the public? (See Enclosure 5) 

4. Page 5 of the City of Manteca EOP Recovery Annex states:

RECOVERY  PLANNING  CONSIDERATIONS  
Rebuilding  and restoration  efforts  require decisions  on  a number of  critical  activities  that  have long-term 
social,  economic  and physical recovery implications.  Specific  recovery considerations  will  be disaster 
specific  and will  be identified  through  the  post-disaster  damage  assessment process. Recovery 
considerations  begin  to  be identified  through  the  advance planning  process undertaken during the 
response phase. During  development  of  advance plans that  address the  transition  to  recovery, the  Planning 
Section  staff  in  the  Emergency  Operations  Center (EOC)  should  consider  the  applicability  of  the  activities 
and issues listed  below  to  the  specific  disaster  scenario.  
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Physical  Recovery  Activities 
• Conducting  a comprehensive  damage  assessment and compiling  the  data  into  an Initial  Damage
Estimate  (IDE)  to  support a local  Emergency  Proclamation  [...]
• Identifying  environmental  concerns (e.g.,  damage  adjacent to  riparian  habitat)  [...]
• Identifying  redevelopment  opportunities,  if  appropriate
• Deferring  permits,  fees,  etc.  for  rebuilding  of  damaged  structures
• Pursuing hazard mitigation  projects  and advancing mitigation  efforts,  including  upgrading
infrastructure  and utilities
• Modifying  land  use and zoning  requirements  and incorporating  changes in  construction
standards and other  codes, both  for  repair or  rebuilding  of  disaster-damaged  structures  and for
promoting  disaster  resistant  future  development
• Evaluating  repair and rebuilding  options

Governmental  Recovery  Activities 
• Establishing  a “long  term  recovery committee”  to  aid  in  building  community  consensus by
engaging  stakeholders,  special interests  groups,  and the  public  in  decision-making  processes
• Updating  community  plans, including  the  Emergency  Operations  Plan  (EOP)  and Redevelopment
Plan,  based on  lessons  learned from  the  disaster.
• Addressing  community  questions  about health  consequences of  the  event

Social  Recovery  Activities 
• Promoting  community  participation  in  recovery efforts  through  the  “Long  Term  Recovery
Committee”,  volunteer  opportunities,  and plan  revisions

QUESTIONS: Could the Recovery Planning considerations and associated Physical, Governmental, and 
Social Recovery Activities referenced above result in diminishing the rights of non-urban and/or 
non-developing property owners, business, and residents that may be affected by increased flood impacts 
due to any and all recovery efforts involving repairs and/or modifications to the current flood protection 
levee or drainage system? Will these repairs and/or modifications be approved and constructed without 
allowing for public input and review as part of the City of Manteca’s promised environmental impact review 
process? What flood mitigation compensation or other forms of restitution will be provided for any 
increases in flood and/or other hydrology related impacts created? 

5. Page 6 of the City of Manteca EOP Hazard-Specific Flood Response Annex states what appears to be
the City of Manteca’s opinion (as provided by the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency) that: “The
dryland levee  along  the  south  boundary of  Reclamation  District  2094 is  not  intended  to  hold  floodwaters  from
the  south  (upstream);  instead,  it  is  intended  to  contain  flows  on  Reclamation  District  2094 and Reclamation
District  2096 in  the  event of  a levee  breach along  Reclamation  Districts  2094, 2096, or  17.”
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TLG does not believe that any meaningful flood protection or containment (with the exception of flood 
water drainage by means of South San Joaquin Irrigation District “SSJID” Drains #10 and #11) was 
achieved by RD 2094 at the time of the January 7, 1997 flood which impacted the southern portion of 
RD 17 as well as most of or all of RDs 2096, 2094, 2075, and 2064. 

QUESTION: With this in mind, what harm to the public may have been or could be caused as a result of 
what appears to be continuing delays associated with the initiation of a full and comprehensive 
environmental impact review for any and all flood and other hydrology-related impacts created? 

In closing, TLG requests that the City of Manteca take any and all actions necessary to promote the safety 
and well-being of every resident, business, and property owner located in the developing and 
non-developing urban and rural areas of Lathrop and Manteca. This can best be accomplished by 
conducting a full and complete environmental impact review process that allows for necessary flood 
protection levees and bypass channels that fully accommodate for and provide mitigation measures to 
offset any increases in flood impacts to everyone that may be affected.  

Finally, TLG believes that the rights, safety, and well-being of the public will be best protected if the 
promised flood protection environmental impact review is conducted prior to any flood event that may 
occur. 

Thank you for your attention to this very important matter. 

Respectfully, 

Martin Harris 
for Terra Land Group, LLC. 

MH/cm 

Enclosures:  

1. 04/20/2017 Letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors
2. 02/21/2017 Manteca Bulletin News Article, “Emergency Evacuation;” 02/22/2017 Manteca

Bulletin Article, “Farmers Save the Day”
3. 10/09/2017 Letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors
4. 05/12/2017 Letter from TLG to John Maguire. Please visit this Dropbox link to download the

complete letter:
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/ss2lrlqvyx4ai4k/2017-05-12_LTR_Maguire_MHcm.pdf?dl=0)
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5. Signed Petitions “Request For Full and Complete Environmental Review Considering all 
Foreseeable Projects, Feasibility Studies, and SB5-Related Public Entity Approvals for Cumulative 
Analysis of Flood Impacts Affecting the Lower San Joaquin River”

6. Quotations from Rising  Tide:  The  Great  Mississippi  Flood  of  1927  and  How  it  Changed  America by 
John Barry

7. Map Detailing Potential Paradise Cut Hydrology Impacts
8. South Lathrop Specific Plan Aerial Figure 2-4 

cc: 

Manteca Planning Commission VIA US MAIL 1001 W. Center St. Manteca, CA 95337 
City of Manteca General Plan Advisory Committee, ℅ De Novo Planning Group, Attn: Beth 
Thompson (bthompson@denovoplanning.com) 
City of Manteca General Plan Consultant, Attn: Ben Ritchie (britchie@denovoplanning.com)  
Jason Messer, District Superintendent, Manteca Unified School District (jmesser@musd.net)  
Erika Durrer, Facilities Planning Supervisor, Manteca Unified School District (edurrer@musd.net) 
Mark Meissner, City of Manteca Planning Department (mmeissner@ci.manteca.ca.us) 
Mark Houghton, City of Manteca Public Works (mhoughton@ci.manteca.ca.us) 
Tim Ogden, City of Manteca, City Manager (citymanager@ci.manteca.ca.us) 
Greg Showerman, City of Manteca Community Development Director 
(gshowerman@ci.manteca.ca.us) 
Rebecca Schmidt, City of Lathrop, Director of Community Development (rschmidt@ci.lathrop.ca.us) 
Reclamation District No. 17, Attn: Chris Neudeck (cneudeck@ksninc.com)  
Reclamation District No. 2075, Attn: Pam Forbus (pamforbus@sbcglobal.net)  
Lathrop-Manteca Fire District, Attn: Gene Neely, Fire Chief (gneely@lmfire.org) 
South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Attn: Joe Catanzarite (jcatanzarite@ssjid.com) 
San Joaquin County Planning Commission, Attn: Raymond Hoo, Deputy Director-Programs and 
Administration (rhoo@sjgov.org) 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, Attn: Leslie Gallagher, Executive Officer 
(leslie.gallagher@cvflood.ca.gov) 
San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency, Attn: Marlo Duncan, Project Manager 
(marlo.duncan@stocktongov.com) 
San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Attn: John Maguire, Senior 
Civil Engineer (jmaguire@sjgov.org) 
San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors, Attn: Mimi Duzenski (mduzenski@sjgov.org)  
San Joaquin Council of Governments (nguyen@sjcog.org) 
San Joaquin Council of Governments, Attn: Christine Corrales, Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy County Outreach Spokesperson (corrales@sjcog.org) 
San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission, Attn: James Glaser (jglaser@sjgov.org)  
James Mousalimas, San Joaquin County Superintendent of Schools (jmousalimas@sjcoe.net)  
Linda Chan, California Teachers Association School Safety Committee Chair 
(Iinda.chan42@gmaiI.com) 
California Department of Transportation, District 10, Attn: Jes Padda, Acting Deputy District 
Director (jes.padda@dot.ca.gov) 
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Pat Rogers, Clerk to the Delta Stewardship Council (pat.rogers@deltacouncil.ca.gov) 
Nila Cordova, Director of Fiscal & Administration, Altamont Corridor Express (“ACE”), VIA US 
MAIL, 949 E. Channel St., Stockton, CA 95202 
Manteca Unified School District, Board of Trustees, Attn: Evelyn Moore, Clerk (emoore@musd.net) 
City of Manteca Fire Department, Administration (fire@mantecafire.org) 
Dan Levernier, Regional Manager, Division of the State Architect - Sacramento, VIA US MAIL, 1102 
Q Street, Suite 5200, Sacramento, CA 95811 
Tim Powell, Supervisor, Fire & Life Safety/Accessibility Compliance, Division of the State Architect - 
Sacramento, VIA US MAIL, 1102 Q Street, Suite 5200, Sacramento, CA 95811 
Harlan Reymont, Supervisor, Project Services, Division of the State Architect - Sacramento, VIA US 
MAIL, 1102 Q Street, Suite 5200, Sacramento, CA 95811 
Erik Edgmon, Intake Architect, Project Services, Division of the State Architect - Sacramento, VIA 
US MAIL, 1102 Q Street, Suite 5200, Sacramento, CA 95811 

California Department of Water Resources, Attn: Mary Jimenez (mary.jimenez@water.ca.gov) 
Jeff Denham, United States House of Representatives, ℅ Peter Butler 
(Peter.Butler2@mail.house.gov) 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”), Region IX, Attn: Robert Fenton Jr., Regional 
Administrator, VIA US MAIL, 1111 Broadway Suite 1200, Oakland, CA 94607-4052 
Drew Lessard, Bureau of Reclamation, Area Manager, Central California Area Office, VIA US MAIL, 
7794 Folsom Dam Road, Folsom, CA 95360-1799 
Tanis Toland, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District (Tanis.J.Toland@usace.army.mil) 
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October 17, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to Manteca City Council 
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04/20/2017 Letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors 
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Enclosure  2: 

 
02/21/2017 Manteca Bulletin News Article, “Emergency Evacuation;”  

02/22/2017 Manteca Bulletin Article, “Farmers Save the Day” 
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EMERGENCY EVACUATION
Due to unstable conditions 500 people under evacuation order

Jason Campbell
jcampbell@mantecabulletin.com
February 21, 2017

They say that farmers can patch anything. 
Even levees. 
After a levee breach was discovered Monday night along the San Joaquin River 
near McMullin and Hays Roads, quick-thinking farmers who live in the area used 
heavy equipment to cave in the breach to the point of stopping the water from 
flowing through. 
But that didn’t stop the San Joaquin County Office of Emergency Services from 
issuing an evacuation order for a huge swath of Manteca south of the Highway 
120 bypass – everything east of the San Joaquin River to Union Road, extending 
almost north to Woodward Avenue and South to Avenue D. The order impacts 
roughly 500 people. 
Crews from the United States Army Corps of Engineers were on hand Monday to 
assess the situation and plan for a permanent fix. 
The breach was discovered not far from where ACE crews discovered a sinkhole 
last week – bringing in rock trucks throughout the night to fill in the trouble spot 
– and near where the same levee broke in 1997, flooding nearby farmland and 
rural homes. 
More than a dozen breaks occurred during that flood season, with more than 
2,000 people fleeing for dry land. When the waters finally receded, the water 
had done more than $100 million in damage. 
The Lathrop Community Center was opened as an emergency evacuation 
shelter. 
“We are sad to hear the news that the levee has breached and are happy to 
open one of our facilities as an evacuation center for residents of Manteca,” said 
Lathrop Mayor Sonny Dhaliwal. “We stand shoulder-to-shoulder with our 
neighbors in Manteca and will do everything within our power to help.”
And while the patch may have held the levee from breaking completely open 
Monday night, it’s about to get a whole new opponent when water being 
discharged from Don Pedro Reservoir flows into the San Joaquin River sometime 
this afternoon. 
Dam operators at Don Pedro opened the controlled spillway – nearly doubling 
the amount of water in coming out of the reservoir and into the Tuolumne River 
– at 3 p.m. on Monday for the first time in two decades. Crews used heavy 
equipment to remove a segment of Bonds Flat Road so that the water, which 



flows down a natural hillside, didn’t send chunks of asphalt into the river. It is 
expected to be closed until at least July. 
That fresh influx of water, which is expected to continue for four consecutive 
days, is expected to raise the San Joaquin River at Vernalis to almost 32 feet by 
Thursday. 
Manteca residents not residing in the evacuation area are urged to stay out of 
the area to allow work crews and first responders to operate as efficiently as 
possible. 

To contact reporter Jason Campbell email jcampbell@mantecabulletin.com or 
call 209.249.3544.

http://www.mantecabulletin.com/archives/141822/
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FARMERS SAVE THE DAY
Most of evacuation lifted; danger still exists for flooding

Jason Campbell
jcampbell@mantecabulletin.com
February 22, 2017

In the end, it wasn’t a state agency that saved the day and kept a section of the 
levee behind Hays Road from blowing wide open and flooding the homes 
hundreds of residents south of Manteca
It was farmers. 
And they did it virtually all on their own. 
On Monday evening, a foot patrol by two Lathrop-Manteca Fire District 
firefighters spotted a crack running through the top of the levee, not far from 
where a sinkhole had been repaired last week by OES crews after sloughing was 
discovered along the dry side of the levee. 
By the time word got out to local farmers, who began mobilizing heavy 
equipment, the crack grew to the point that water had begun to rush from the 
river into a nearby field – spreading to as far as 20 feet across before 
emergency patchwork stopped the flow of water and gave work crews something 
to work with. 
With no material to work with, a pack tractor and a loader worked on opposite 
sides of the crack to break the top of the levee into the hole and tamp down as 
much earth as possible to temporarily hold back the San Joaquin River – which 
is expected to rise throughout the day today now that water released on Monday 
afternoon from Don Pedro has made its way downstream. 
South Manteca farmers Loren Haworth, Johnny Cardoza, Tony Coit and Bill 
Cambra were among those making the last-ditch effort to stop widespread 
flooding. 
“It was a significant breach of the levee when we arrived on scene Monday 
night,” said Dante Nomellini – a Stockton attorney and water rights activist who 
was speaking on behalf of Reclamation District 17. “And by the time that we got 
there, the farmers pretty much had it handled – they had stopped the water 
from flowing through. Had they not responded in the timeframe that they did, 
there’s no doubt that breach would have gotten wider and released even more 
water than it did.”
According to Nomellini, the levees of the districts in South Manteca aren’t like 
those that protect more urban areas along the San Joaquin River to the north – 
levees that were built specifically to keep rising floodwaters from impacting 
development. The levee that breached on Monday night, Nomellini said, were 
built by the Army Corps of Engineers more than half-a-century ago and were 



never designed to protect a growing area in mind.  
Evacuations of a large portion of South Manteca affected 500 homes that could 
be in danger of flooding clogged roads into Manteca and across through Ripon 
into Modesto, but by Tuesday afternoon much of that order had been lifted. 
Only the property west of Airport Way – from Woodward Avenue down south to 
Airport Court – remains under an evacuation order. Both Turtle Beach Resort 
and the Wetherbee Lake subdivision behind the old Oakwood Lake Resort are 
both included in the reformed boundaries. 
The majority of new home construction south of the Highway 120 bypass was 
spared by the evacuation order on Monday evening – impacting a small 
neighborhood just south of Woodward Avenue in addition to the rural properties 
and farms that were included in the evacuation order. 
Despite mounting a victory on Monday night, farmers in the area – that are still 
under an evacuation order – are bracing for the river to increase once the water 
that was released through the Don Pedro Spillway earlier in the day arrives and 
keeps the river flowing above 30 feet. 
The water-logged levees, which have seen far more rain than in 1997 when they 
broke in 13 places in South San Joaquin County, have already started to produce 
issues like sinkholes and boils that are bubbling with dirty water – meaning that 
the levee is starting to move material through seepage channels which weaken 
the overall integrity and structure of the levee itself. 
“When the water gets that high, it’s going to find a way out,” said farmer Tony 
Coit – who lives directly the path of the water that would have come had the 
breach on Monday not been contained. “Everything is very, very saturated right 
now and that water will find a toe and works its way through. 
“This isn’t over by any means – the worst has yet to come.”
Some farmers are irritated at what they see as a slow response from 
bureaucratic channels that have the funds and the ability to make the sort of 
improvements necessary to prevent episodes like the one that happened Monday 
night from taking place. 
During the crisis, Congressman Jeff Denham was on-site watching the repair 
take place, and according to his office, has already begun to make phone calls to 
shore up federal resources if the need for them to be deployed comes. The only 
issue is that such a response can’t take place until the State of California 
declares a State of Emergency – something that a bi-partisan cooperative of 
Assemblymembers and State Senators tried to do over a week ago in a letter 
penned by Senator Cathleen Galgiani and sent to Governor Jerry Brown. 
“They’re telling us that it has to be an emergency for them to do anything,” Coit 
said of the state response. “And in that moment, it’s good to have people like 
Jeff Denham that stood shoulder-to-shoulder with everybody out here and saw 
exactly what it is that we’re dealing with – that we called for help and they said 
that they would ‘write a letter’ and deal with it the next morning. 
“We’re running around out here with our hair on fire and they just don’t seem to 
see the urgency.”
According to the National Weather Service’s California Nevada River Forecast 
Center, the San Joaquin River is projected to reach the danger stage by 7 p.m. 



on Thursday, marking 30.7 feet at the Vernalis monitoring station and 
continuing to rise into the weekend – the fourth-highest mark ever recorded 
during the period of record beginning in 1922. If forecasts hold as predicted, the 
river will be carrying more than 42,000 cubic feet of water per second towards 
the levees of South Manteca – far less than the 75,600 that the river carried 
through the same stretch the last time during the disastrous flood season of 
1997. 
The Turlock Irrigation District reduced the amount of water being sent down the 
Tuolumne River at Don Pedro on Tuesday afternoon from 18,000 cubic feet per 
second to 16,000 – a reduction that is forecasted to reduce the projected river 
height by more than six inches once it reaches its peak. 
It took 23 hours for that water to make it to Modesto, where it caused flooding 
along low-lying areas of the Tuolumne River, and with the San Joaquin River 
already on upward swing Monday night thanks to storm runoff, the river is 
forecasted to eclipse the 30-foot mark at Vernalis by the end of today. 
Students at Nile Garden elementary school are expected to return to campus 
today after Manteca Unified School District officials called off classes in the wake 
of the evacuation order Monday night. While the evacuation order still exists in 
some areas that serve the rural campus, the school itself not included in the new 
zone. 
To contact reporter Jason Campbell email jcampbell@mantecabulletin.com or 
call 209.249.3544.

http://www.mantecabulletin.com/archives/141845/
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October 9, 2017 

VIA EMAIL 

San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors 
44 North San Joaquin Street 
Stockton, CA 95202 
ATTN:  Mimi Duzenski, Clerk of the Board 
(mduzenski@sjgov.org) 

Re: San  Joaquin  County  Board of  Supervisors October  10, 2017 Meeting Agenda  Item: 
Public Comment. 

Dear Board 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 in Manteca. 

On September 25, 2017, TLG presented a letter to the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors which 
provided current reservoir storage and San Joaquin River flow information. This information, which was 
accessed through the Department of Water Resources’ California Data Exchange Center (“CDEC”) 
website cdec.water.ca.gov, was sent to allow the Board to consider any current or future potential for 
overloading San Joaquin River flow capacity at the Vernalis monitoring location.  

If TLG understands correctly, the beginning of October signals the end of the irrigation season and is 
generally regarded as the date by which area reservoirs should be reduced to safe levels in anticipation of 
the upcoming winter storm season. In alignment with the end of the irrigation season, TLG feels it is 
appropriate to provide the Board with another update on current reservoir levels as provided through the 
CDEC. (See Enclosures) 

TLG remains concerned about the condition of local reservoirs because they appear to remain at high 
levels. TLG hopes that this reservoir information will help guide and support local authorities’ efforts in 
minimizing any potential for future 2017/2018 winter storm flooding.  

Thank you for your attention to this very important matter. 

Yours truly, 

Martin Harris 
for Terra Land Group, LLC. 

___________________________________ 
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Enclosure: 
1. 10/08/2017  Daily Reservoir Storage Summary (provided online by the California Data Exchange

Center, accessed 10/09/2017)
2. 10/08/2017 San Joaquin River flow data at Vernalis (provided online by the California Data

Exchange Center, accessed 10/09/2017)

cc: 
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 
Bureau of Reclamation, Drew Lessard, Area Manager, Central California Area Office, VIA US 
MAIL, 7794 Folsom Dam Road, Folsom, CA 95360-1799 
San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency Board of Directors, Attn: Marlo Duncan, Project Manager 
(marlo.duncan@stocktongov.com) 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, Attn: Leslie Gallagher, Executive Officer 
(leslie.gallagher@cvflood.ca.gov) 
South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Attn: Joe Catanzarite (jcatanzarite@ssjid.com) 
San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Attn: John Maguire, Senior 
Civil Engineer (jmaguire@sjgov.org) 

___________________________________ 
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Daily Reservoir Storage Summary
ENDING AT MIDNIGHT - 10/08/2017 

FOR SELECTED RESERVOIRS IN NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
Report generated: 10/09/2017 09:04 

Water Storage

Reservoir Name StaID Capacity 
(AF)

Elevation 
(FT)

Storage 
(AF)

Storage 
Change

% of  
Capacity

Average 
Storage

% of  
Average

Outflow 
(CFS)

Inflow 
(CFS)

Storage - Year 
Ago This Date

 
  TRINITY RIVER           
TRINITY LAKE CLE 2,447,650 2,324.73 1,774,126 -1,874 72 1,646,814 108 1,082 208 960,760
WHISKEYTOWN WHI 241,100 1,205.63 227,281 -1,839 94 227,010 100 1,406 500 228,338
LEWISTON LEW 14,660 1,900.98 13,896 59 95 13,871 100 998 1,032 14,120
 
  RUSSIAN RIVER           
SONOMA(WARM
SPRINGS) WRS 381,000 440.09 217,233 -,244 57 197,504 110 105 -5 211,017

MENDOCINO (COYOTE) COY 122,400 740.68 73,757 -,272 60 55,501 133 190 68 54,407
 
  SACRAMENTO RIVER           
SHASTA SHA 4,552,000 1,021.62 3,326,046 -6,056 73 2,711,913 123 5,634 2,688 2,746,881
KESWICK KES 23,772 583.48 21,574 -,840 91 21,938 98 7,414 6,994 21,247
 
  FEATHER RIVER           
OROVILLE ORO 3,537,577 704.07 1,285,959 -2,873 36 2,172,718 59 4,239 2,846 1,580,084
ANTELOPE ANT 22,566 4,996.59 17,848 -,122 79 16,913 106 ---- ---- 16,905
FRENCHMAN FRD 55,477 5,579.93 43,619 -54 79 31,833 137 ---- ---- 17,656
LAKE DAVIS DAV 83,000 5,771.58 71,205 -,148 86 57,339 124 ---- ---- 45,752
 
  YUBA RIVER           
BULLARDS BAR BUL 966,000 1,889.66 680,874 -1,220 70 579,607 117 826 258 636,928
ENGLEBRIGHT ENG 70,000 521.45 65,549 -39 94 60,608 108 ---- ---- 63,014
 
  AMERICAN RIVER           
FOLSOM FOL 977,000 431.34 625,688 -4,156 64 539,733 116 3,088 1,077 297,274
UNION VALLEY UNV 266,369 4,852.52 218,644 -,892 82 155,204 141 ---- ---- 165,942
LOON LAKE LON 69,306 6,369.03 23,336 -25 34 41,815 56 ---- ---- 43,976
ICE HOUSE ICH 43,496 5,420.78 25,951 -26 60 28,174 92 ---- 4 31,849
NIMBUS NAT 9,000 122.81 7,706 63 86 8,232 94 2,654 2,690 7,787
 
  CACHE CREEK           
INDIAN VALLEY INV 300,000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 141,808 ---- ---- ---- 59,977
 
  STONY CREEK           
BLACK BUTTE BLB 143,700 443.77 39,107 -,126 27 34,265 114 51 8 32,223
 
  CALAVERAS RIVER           
NEW HOGAN NHG 317,000 680.69 196,068 -,291 62 123,096 159 122 2 77,331
 
  MOKELUMNE RIVER           
CAMANCHE CMN 417,120 222.39 324,433 -1,242 78 250,023 130 749 183 285,110
PARDEE PAR 203,795 559.77 186,706 65 92 178,894 104 427 ---- 188,905
 
  STANISLAUS RIVER           
DONNELL'S DON 64,320 ---- 45,490 -,622 71 30,241 150 440 ---- 27,443
BEARDSLEY BRD 97,800 ---- 56,755 -,522 58 63,536 89 719 ---- 55,163
TULLOCH TUL 67,000 504.57 60,409 -,733 90 59,073 102 1,354 997 60,989
NEW MELONES NML 2,400,000 1,054.31 2,022,665 -,111 84 1,341,980 151 1,018 1,085 527,414
 
  TUOLUMNE RIVER           
DON PEDRO DNP 2,030,000 802.10 1,692,542 -1,804 83 1,354,650 125 ---- ---- 1,313,099
HETCH HETCHY HTH 360,000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 249,992 ---- ---- ---- 280,538
CHERRY VALLEY CHV 273,500 ---- ---- ---- ---- 132,118 ---- ---- ---- 203,700
 
  MERCED RIVER           
MC CLURE (EXCHEQUER) EXC 1,024,600 821.56 738,215 -2,496 72 460,035 160 ---- ---- 375,514
 
  CHOWCHILLA RIVER           
EASTMAN (BUCHANAN) BUC 150,000 554.44 98,333 -,489 66 51,747 190 244 7 11,520
 
  FRESNO RIVER           
HENSLEY (HIDDEN) HID 90,000 475.44 17,446 -,281 19 20,710 84 163 27 17,239
 

https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=CLE
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=CLE&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=WHI
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=WHI&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=LEW
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=LEW&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=WRS
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=WRS&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=COY
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=COY&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=SHA
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=SHA&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=KES
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=KES&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=ORO
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=ORO&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=ANT
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=ANT&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=FRD
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=FRD&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=DAV
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=DAV&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=BUL
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=BUL&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=ENG
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=ENG&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=FOL
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=FOL&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=UNV
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=UNV&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=LON
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=LON&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=ICH
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=ICH&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=NAT
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=NAT&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=INV
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=BLB
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=BLB&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=NHG
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=NHG&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=CMN
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=CMN&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=PAR
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=PAR&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=DON
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=DON&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=BRD
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=BRD&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=TUL
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=TUL&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=NML
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=NML&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=DNP
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=DNP&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=HTH
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=CHV
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=EXC
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=EXC&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=BUC
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=BUC&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=HID
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=HID&d=&span=1month
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  SAN JOAQUIN RIVER           
MILLERTON (FRIANT) MIL 520,500 545.53 375,020 1,869 72 206,543 182 2,370 3,338 226,693
 
  SAN LUIS CREEK           
SAN LUIS SNL 2,041,000 515.54 1,689,517 -13,258 83 987,314 171 ---- ---- 514,661
 
  KINGS RIVER           
PINE FLAT PNF 1,000,000 864.95 559,678 -3,712 56 339,376 165 2,508 663 167,153
 
  KAWEAH RIVER           
KAWEAH (TERMINUS) TRM 185,600 594.86 16,931 33 9 12,028 141 63 84 9,687
 
  TULE RIVER           
SUCCESS SCC 82,300 595.40 9,602 -,138 12 11,300 85 99 34 5,519
 
  KERN RIVER           
ISABELLA ISB 568,000 2,565.37 201,244 -1,264 35 181,204 111 1,030 480 94,163
 
  TRUCKEE RIVER           
STAMPEDE STP 226,500 5,943.81 209,700 -,928 93 134,712 156 ---- ---- 85,600
INDEPENDENCE LAKE INP 17,295 6,945.23 14,700 -27 85 14,613 101 ---- ---- 15,625
DONNER LAKE DNN 9,700 5,928.84 3,764 -32 39 5,401 70 ---- ---- 3,561
 
  SANTA YNEZ RIVER           
CACHUMA LAKE CCH 205,000 704.08 78,836 -,185 38 149,968 53 88 -8 14,120
 
  SOUTH COAST           
PYRAMID PYM 180,000 2,574.63 165,587 976 92 160,702 103 ---- ---- 167,064
CASTAIC CAS 325,000 1,497.41 285,777 -1,518 88 255,186 112 ---- ---- 228,917
LAKE PERRIS PRR 131,452 1,554.29 58,914 17 45 100,458 59 ---- ---- 48,547

Total Storage (AF) 17,867,731 Total Average
Storage 15,093,782 Total % Group

Average 118.38%

AF - Acre Feet   CFS - Cubic Feet per Second  

Note: Reservoir Flows are daily averages.

Report name:  Get report  | Back
 

https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=MIL
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=MIL&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=SNL
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=SNL&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=PNF
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=PNF&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=TRM
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=TRM&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=SCC
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=SCC&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=ISB
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=ISB&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=STP
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=STP&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=INP
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=INP&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=DNN
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=DNN&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=CCH
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=CCH&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=PYM
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=PYM&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=CAS
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=CAS&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=PRR
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=PRR&d=&span=1month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?VNS&d=09-Oct-2017+09:28&span=30days


10/9/2017 CDEC - Data Application

https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?VNS&d=09-Oct-2017+09:28&span=30days 1/1

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER NEAR VERNALIS (VNS)
Elevation: 35' · SAN JOAQUIN R basin · Operator: USGS and DWR

Provisional data, subject to change. 
Query executed Monday at 9:28:37

Select a sensor type for a plot of data. 

Earlier

Date M FLOW    
 CFS 
09/10/2017   3907
09/11/2017   3908
09/12/2017   3827
09/13/2017   3694
09/14/2017   3669
09/15/2017   3497
09/16/2017   3421
09/17/2017   3350
09/18/2017   3275
09/19/2017   3062
09/20/2017   2905
09/21/2017   2729
09/22/2017   2624
09/23/2017   2557
09/24/2017   2418
09/25/2017   2284
09/26/2017   2100
09/27/2017   2022
09/28/2017   1992
09/29/2017   2023
09/30/2017   2098
10/01/2017   2215
10/02/2017   2301
10/03/2017   2336
10/04/2017   2272
10/05/2017   2260
10/06/2017   2263
10/07/2017   2367
10/08/2017   2641
10/09/2017   --

Later | Latest

Warning! This data is preliminary and subject to revision.

Show VNS Map | Plot VNS Data | 2 Month VNS Data | Real-Time VNS Data | VNS Info
 

https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?VNS&d=09-Sep-2017+09:28&span=30days
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/jspplot/jspPlotServlet.jsp?sensor_no=6272&end=10/09/2017+09:28&geom=small&interval=30&cookies=cdec01
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?VNS&d=08-Nov-2017+09:28&span=30days
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?VNS&d=09-Oct-2017+09:28&span=30days
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cdecstation2/?sta=VNS
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/plotDaily2?staid=VNS&end_date=09-Oct-2017+09:28
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryDaily?s=VNS&d=09-Oct-2017+09:28&span=2month
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/queryF?s=VNS&d=09-Oct-2017+09:28
https://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/stationInfo?station_id=VNS
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Enclosure  4: 

 
05/12/2017 Letter from TLG to John Maguire.  

Please visit this Dropbox link to download the complete letter:  

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/ss2lrlqvyx4ai4k/2017-05-12_LTR_Maguire_MHcm.pdf?dl
=0)  
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Enclosure  5: 
 

Signed Petitions: “Request For Full and Complete Environmental Review Considering all 
Foreseeable Projects, Feasibility Studies, and SB5-Related Public Entity Approvals for 

Cumulative Analysis of Flood Impacts Affecting the Lower San Joaquin River” 
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Enclosure  6: 
 

Additional quotations from Rising Tide: The Great Mississippi Flood of 1927 and 

How it Changed America by John Barry 
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Quotes from Rising Tide 

The following quotes are taken from John Barry’s book Rising Tide: The Great Mississippi Flood of 1927 and 
How it Changed America. (Simon & Schuster, New York, NY, 1998.) 

These quotes describe important historical information relating to flooding and flood protection that may 
serve to benefit our local communities (located within the South Delta San Joaquin River Basin) as levee 
restoration projects are considered and prepared to move forward.  

 

But levee building never stopped; levees were extended above and below New Orleans, then to the 
opposite bank. Those levees increased the pressure on old ones. The reason is simple: when the river was 
leveed on only one bank, in flood it simply overflowed the opposite bank. But with both banks leveed, the 
river could not spread out. Therefore, it rose up. Thus the levees, by holding the water in, forced the river 
higher. (Barry 40) 

* 

The following quotation describes the actions of Charles Ellet Jr., a civilian engineer hired by the U.S government 
to perform a survey and develop surveys along the Mississippi River in 1850: 

He dismissed the levees-only theory as “a delusive hope, and most dangerous to indulge, because it 
encourages a false security.” Indeed, he blamed levees for exacerbating the problem: “The water is 
supplied by nature, but its height is increased by man. This cause is the extension of the levees [his italics].” 
Finally, he proposed a comprehensive approach to control floods, including improving levees, enlarging 
natural outlets, and adding artificial outlets and reservoirs. (Barry 45) 

* 

The levees were holding, but the river was so high that tributaries could not empty into it, instead, the 
Mississippi forced its own water back up their mouths. (Barry 162) 

* 

Across the river from Natchez, Mississippi, two tiny sound boils, barely an inch in diameter and shooting 
water only a foot high, erupted. Less than five minutes later, the levee abruptly caved into the river. 
Engineers were stunned. The crevasse broke at a spot more than a mile from the river's natural bank 
where the water seemed still. (Barry 164) 

* 

A dozen things can cause a levee to collapse. A single piece of wood, a branch, left in a levee during 
construction could cause disaster if it rots and creates a cavity. Burrowing animals, even crawfish nests, 
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also create cavities. The river will find such flaws and can enlarge them enough to cause a massive levee to 
collapse. …  

But the biggest danger is simply pressure, constant unrelenting pressure. Water in seeking its own level, 
does not simply run over the top of a container, it presses against the side. A rising Mississippi presses 
against a levee with immense and increasing weight. The longer the river lies against the levee, the more 
saturated and weaker the levee becomes. …  

Sand boils also result from pressure; the weight of the river pushes water underneath the levee. This 
water then erupts like a miniature volcano behind the levee, sometimes two hundred yards behind it. 
(Barry 191) 

* 

At that spot the levee  was particularly and unavoidably vulnerable. Just above the landing the river ran in 
a straight line for several miles, gathering force and momentum. Then it curved around a 90-degree bend. 
The water there was in tumult; it boiled. It collided with the bank and generated terrific, literally terrifying, 
currents. Their swirl threw up waves that made no sense, that came from opposite directions and crashed 
against one another. The surface of the river rose and fell from one spot to the next, exploding into eddies 
and whirlpools. As Ellet had reported in 1851: “The apparent slope is everywhere affected by the bends 
on the river, and the centrifugal force acquired by the water in sweeping around curves, and by the eddies 
which form on the opposite side. The surface of the river is not therefore a plane, but a peculiarly 
complicated warped surface.” (Barry 197) 

* 

The following quotation describes the actions of Andrew A. Humphreys, a West Point graduate engineer for 
USACE who was assigned to perform a survey on the Mississippi River in 1850. 

Humphreys carefully tested generally accepted theories and found them all wanting. The levees-only 
theory seemed particularly flawed, and these flaws suggested that outlets would best control floods. 
(Barry 43)  

* 

The following quotation describes the actions of James Eads, who settled in Saint Louis in 1833 and built a 
reputation for his knowledge of hydrology related to the Mississippi River. 

… Eads proposed to concentrate the river’s force constantly, year-round. He planned to invade the river, 
to build not levees back from the banks but jetties in the river's channel. These would constrict the water 
year-round, even at low water, and apply a constant scouring of the bottom. He also called for cutoffs to 
create a far straighter and faster river. All this, he was certain, would significantly deepen the river. (Barry 
79) 
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* 

Yet the greatest and most dangerous mistake of the Mississippi River Commission still lay elsewhere--in 
its position on the levees-only policy. Almost inconceivably, the commission arrived at a position that 
Eads, Humphreys, and Ellet had all violently rejected. It did so by compromising and mushing together its 
analysis over time. It embraced Humphreys’ levees-only idea and justified the decision by citing Physics 
and Hydraulics. But, as years pass, commission engineers ignored his reasoning and espoused the theory 
that levees would cause the river to scour out the channel enough to accommodate floods. Ellet had called 
this idea “a delusive hope, and most dangerous to indulge.” Humphreys had proved the theory 
“untenable.” Eads too had rejected it, distinguishing between the scouring effects of “contraction works” 
built into the river channel and levees far back from the banks. 

On this one point, Eads, Humphreys, and Ellet all concurred. Nonetheless, the levees rose, confining the 
river while failing to increase velocity enough to deepen the channel. No reservoirs were built, as Ellet had 
wanted. No outlets were built, as Ellet had also wanted, and even as Humphreys would likely have 
accepted, as the cost-benefit equation changed with development. No cut-offs were built, as Eads had 
wanted. Only levees were built. (Barry 91)  

* 

The chief, but by no means sole, determinant of how dangerous a flood will be is the height of its crest. 
This crest is not a wave but a gradual swelling; it is by definition simply the highest point to which a river 
rises. Flood height depends on several factors, with volume of water only the most obvious. Another is the 
speed with which a crest moves downriver. The slower it moves, the more dangerous it is: slower floods 
exert pressure on levees for a longer time, and slower floods carrying the same volume of water rise 
higher. (Barry 176) 

* 

Current velocity depends on the slope of the river toward sea level and on conditions in a particular 
stretch of river. In some reaches the river flows in a straight line and moves faster; in others it constantly 
collides with bends or rough spots on the bottom and slows down. Friction--with wind, the riverbank, the 
riverbed, sediment pushed along the bottom or carried in suspension--can influence current velocity. So 
can tides, whose influences on the Mississippi reach north of Baton Rouge, and other factors. Even in a 
particular locality, the average speed of a river current is just that, an average. … “It is no unusual thing to 
find a swift current and corresponding fall on one shore towards the south, and on the opposite shore a 
visible current and an appreciable slope towards the north.” (Barry 177) 
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Enclosure  7: 
 

Map Detailing Potential Paradise Cut Hydrology Impacts 
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 Paradise Cut      Old River    Junction of Paradise Cut and San Joaquin River 

 San Joaquin River through City of Lathrop  Middle River 

Middle River 

Old River 

SJ River 

QUESTIONS:  In consideration of the hydrology impacts stated on page 4-8 of the Draft March 2017 San Joaquin River Basin-Wide Feasibility study, what 

impact will Paradise Cut Bypass downstream water flows have on Old River drainage flows and San Joaquin River and associated tributary stage increases 

or decreases affecting channel elevations for all areas of the Lower South San Joaquin River Basin? 

 

What additional hydrology impacts may be created resulting from reverse flows along Old and Middle Rivers? 
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South Lathrop Specific Plan Figure 2-4. Aerial Photo 
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SOUTH LATHROP SPECIFIC PLAN�

Figure ��4. Aerial PhotoI
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A Land Use Planning, Design, and Environmental Firm

Data sources:  ArcGIS Online BING aerial images with labels
web mapping service. Map date: January 9, 2013.
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