
From: Terra Land Group <terralandgroup@gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Nov 29, 2017 at 8:43 AM 
Subject: Letter for 12-4-2017 GPAC Meeting Agenda Item 3 
To: bthompson@denovoplanning.com 

Ms. Thompson, 

Please distribute this enclosed letter to all members of the General Plan Advisory Committee. 
Although this letter was provided yesterday, we are resubmitting it in association with the 
December 4, 2017 GPAC Meeting Agenda Item 3: General Plan Update—Public Facilities and 
Services Discussion. 

Thank you. 

--- 

To the General Plan Advisory Committee Members: 

Terra Land Group (“TLG”) is in receipt of the agenda for the December 4, 2017 Manteca 
General Plan Advisory Committee (“GPAC”) meeting. At this time, TLG submits the following 
letter sent by TLG to the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission Board of Directors in 
conjunction with the December 4, 2017 GPAC Meeting Agenda Item 3: General Plan Update—
Public Facilities and Services Discussion. 

With this in mind, TLG believes that the potential for flood water drainage and other hydrology 
related impacts appears to be significant and deserving of close attention and careful study in 
relation to any review of current and future public safety, public utilities, and public facilities and 
services discussion. For some time now, TLG has written and submitted numerous letters to 
provide supporting evidence and to build an overall context and framework for public concerns. 
Through careful study, TLG believes that the enclosures attached to the letter included with this 
email can offer the Manteca GPAC members significant details relating to information presented 
and public concerns expressed as part of the City of Manteca’s efforts to achieve a high level of 
flood protection and other emergency services for the benefit of every member of our 
community. 

Due to the complex nature of the potential flood issues involved, TLG hopes that by submitting 
this information, the GPAC members will be enabled to better understand any and all potential 
for flood and other environmental impacts to be created. 

ENCLOSURE: 

November 28, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to the San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission Board of Directors, with Enclosures 

  



Re: December 1, 2017 San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (“SJRRC”) Board of 
Directors Meeting Agenda Items 2, 5, & 6. 

Due to large file size, the letter and enclosures are available for download via Dropbox at this 
link: 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ou973vpx5xakxkj/2017-11-
28_LTR_SJRRC_AgIts2%265%266_MHcm.pdf?dl=0  

Please advise if you need any assistance accessing the material. Thank you for your attention to 
this very important matter. 

Respectfully, 

Martin Harris 

Terra Land Group 

MH/cm 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message including any attachments of any kind are covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 
is confidential and may include legally protected information. If you are not the intended recipient or you have received this e-mail message by mistake, 
printing, copying, storing or disseminating in any way is prohibited and doing so could subject you to civil and or criminal action. Please notify the sender 
if you received this e-mail in error and delete all information contained in and attached to this e-mail.	
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November 28, 2017 

 
VIA HAND-DELIVERY 

 
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission  
Board of Directors 
949 E. Channel Street 
Stockton, CA 95202 
 

Re: December 1, 2017 San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (“SJRRC”) Board of Directors 
Meeting Agenda Items: 2) Public Comments; and 5) Approve a Resolution of the Governing Board 
of the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission Authorizing the Executive Director to Submit and 
Execute any and all Grant Applications, Agreements, Certifications and Assurances and any 
Other Documents Necessary to Obtain Financial Assistance Provided by the California State 
Transportation Agency Under the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program; and 6) Approve a 
Resolution of the Board of Commissioners of the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 
Authorizing the Executive Director to Submit and Execute Any and All Grant Applications, 
Agreements, Certifications and Assurances and Any Other Documents Necessary to Obtain FY 
17/18 State Rail Assistance (SRA) Funding in the Amount of $2,500,000 for Operating Costs 
Associated with ACE Service Expansion. 

 
Dear Board 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.  

TLG understands that during the upcoming meeting on December 1, 2017, the San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission (“SJRRC”) may be reviewing and discussing preferred alignment alternatives for the 
ACEforward rail expansion. In light of this, TLG urges the Board to carefully consider potential flood impacts 
as outlined in this letter as part of their decision process. Ideally, TLG believes that a decision to approve 
any new construction and/or improvements to the ACEforward rail system should be deferred until after a 
full environmental review has been completed to mitigate any impacts for everyone affected. 

For some time now, TLG has sent various copies of our letters to ACEforward, specifically to Nila Cordova, 
Director of Fiscal & Administration . These letters were copies of letters sent to the City of Manteca and 1

other agencies expressing public concern related to development in the floodplain and the need to examine 

1  These  letters were  sent in  addition to  TLG’s  August 30, 2017  Public Comment letter sent in response to  the ACEforward  July 2017  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Review. 
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any potential impacts related to San Joaquin River (and tributary) flows and related upstream and 
downstream channel flow stage increases due to drainage patterns affected by grade, levee location, and 
other environmental considerations. (See Enclosure 1 for a list of letters and related items with additional 
recently-submitted letters from TLG to various agencies that TLG believes are important to consider in the 
decision-making process.) Through careful study, the letters included in Enclosure 1 can offer significant 
details relating to what appears to be very significant drainage impacts affecting the Lower San Joaquin 
River Drainage system.  

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 (Simon & Schuster, 1998). 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 
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. (Page 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. (Page 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.” (Page 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. (Page 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. 
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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. (Page 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. (Page 206)  

(For other relevant quotes from this informative book, please see Enclosure 2) 

QUESTION: What potential flood water drainage, seepage, erosion, or other environmental impacts 
may be created as a result of cutting off or altering historical flow patterns in and along the Walthall 
Slough channel? (See Enclosure 3)  

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: 

● 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: 
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● 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 4) 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 
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, Item 10:  
04/20/2017 Letter to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors) 

(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 5) 

(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 4) 
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(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 4) 

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 before continuing on and depositing those flood 
drainage waters into Suisun Bay. (See Enclosure 4) 

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, Item 10: 04/20/2017 Letter to San Joaquin 
County Board of Supervisors) 

(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: 
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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. 

It is for these reasons that TLG has come to believe that the US Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”) had 
good reason in delaying any Paradise Cut modification approval as originally filed by the Cambay Group in 
2003 until such time that any and all downstream San Joaquin River and associated tributary drainage 
facilities have also been expanded to receive the increased drainage flows created. (See Enclosure 6: March 
22, 2016 Manteca Bulletin News Article) 

With this in mind, the March 22,  2016 Manteca Bulletin newspaper article states that “as much as 70 
square miles between Manteca and Tracy were inundated with flood waters at the time of the 1997 flood.” 

QUESTION: Doesn’t the formation of a 70-square-mile flood water basin describe a watershed region 
without a means to effectively drain? 

In the form of a solution, the March 22, 2016 Manteca Bulletin newspaper article also states that:  

David Kennedy, the longest serving director of the Department of Water Resources, in 1998 wrote the 
following about the Paradise Cut bypass proposal in the forward of the second edition of “Battling the 
Inland Sea”: “Recognizing the futility of simply raising the levees, flood control experts will now evaluate the 
feasibility of removing levees in some locations and simply letting future flood flows pond onto adjacent 
lands. Further, consideration is being given to opening up some form of bypass through the south Delta to 
relieve pressure on the levees as the San Joaquin River flows into the Delta. It is hoped these issues will be 
resolved and changes will be made before the next flood.” 

TLG believes that Mr. Kennedy’s vision of “opening up some form of bypass through the South Delta” will 
only work if Paradise Cut improvements are made to address and include unimpeded downstream channel 
flow capacity improvements of adequate size and shape to mitigate any and all increases in flood water 
impacts created due to development and the associated changes in drainage patterns. 

QUESTIONS: How and by what means will funding be created? What form of restitution will be provided 
for those affected? What protections are currently in place to ensure that no court settlement will allow 
any development project to move forward until all flood water drainage impacts have been fully mitigated 
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for everyone that may be affected? (See Enclosure 7. Also See Enclosure 1, Item 19: 8/30/2017 letter to 
SJRRC, pages 14-17) 

Most important, TLG believes that the ultimate solution to achieving adequate flood protection and 
associated San Joaquin River Basin flood water drainage can best be achieved by closely examining and 
following those flood protection guidelines detailed in Robert Kelley’s book “Battling the Inland Sea: 
Floods, Public Policy, and the Sacramento Valley” (University of California Press, 1989). This book recounts 
the history and events behind California’s quest to tame the high volume flows of the Sacramento and 
Feather Rivers as described in the selected excerpts detailed below. 
 

The great experiment was in place. By AB 54 the state of California, acting in its sovereign 
capacity, had dramatically swung over to a Whig-Republican policy base. Under presumably 
knowledgeable central direction, the state's resources were to be opened in a coordinated way, in the hope 
that this would create an encouraging climate for entrepreneurs and stimulate investment. Moved by the 
conviction that it had the necessary wisdom and capacity, Sacramento took the management of entire 
valleys into its hands. Now an independent public commission that was not under the governor's authority 
but stood by itself--the first such body in California's history--had been called into being: a Board of Swamp 
Land Commissioners, elected by the legislature, would begin responding to the problems of central 
management of state resources, at least so far as this affected swamplands. 

The board set out to do its work in accord with sophisticated scientific principles. It brought an 
abrupt halt to the practice of allowing the Valley to be chopped into small uncoordinated property drainage 
projects, each of them within borders aligned only with property ownership. Henceforth, flood control 
works were to be aligned with, rather than run across, the Valley's natural drainage pattern. Experience 
had thus far shown not only that individually constructed levee enterprises failed, since farmers by 
themselves could not build large enough works to be effective, they actually worsened the problem because 
they cut off normal paths of flow.  

By what mechanism would the commission carry out its tasks? With their appetite for governing, in 
characteristically innovative fashion in this arena the Republicans in creating the swampland commission 
had put to use a fresh device. The commission was empowered to create a new class of legal entity called 
districts, previously unknown in California governance, through which the actual work of reclamation in 
particular parts of the Valley would be carried out. (Pages 47-48) 
 

In 1870, two years after Moulton and the Meridian farmers had formed their districts, all eyes 
were turned downstream from Colusa by a dramatic public announcement that confirmed Will Green's 
earlier warnings about the planning and forming of a great levee project on the west side. A group of 
swampland entrepreneurs whose lands lay in Colusa Basin revealed that they had pooled their interests to 
form Reclamation District 108, a giant organization that is still, more than a century later, in active 
existence. RD 108's appearance was historically crucial. It did in fact initiate in a major way the building of 
levees on the Sacramento's banks, and its doing so set the whole process of enclosing that stream rushing 
swiftly along thereafter in a spiral of hectic construction, each project spurred into being as a riposte to 
prior ones. That is to say, now, along the Sacramento, as earlier along the Feather, the process of 
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self-protection by pushing the river over on people living on the other side--the basic strategy in local flood 
control efforts in the Valley for forty years into the future--had begun. (Page 144) 

 
Every property owner must look out for himself in a competitive war of each against all… Thus, the 

projectors of RD 108 intended to do everything they could to prevent the Sacramento River from 
overflowing any longer on their side, whatever this might do to anyone else. If the farmers whose lands lay 
opposite to RD 108, easterly of the river, wished to protect themselves against the increased overflows now 
certain to come to their side, then it was up to them to set about erecting their own riverbank levees... 
(Page 145) 

Thereafter,  at huge expense RD 108 had battled the river and its floods year after year, raising 
levees again and again only to have them overtopped or broken through, in part because levee-builders on 
the opposite side of the stream were crowding their embankments to the river's edge and leaving too 
narrow a channelway for floods to pass through. (Page 236) 

In January 1906 the first California delegate ever to attend a national river and harbor congress 
(held in Washington), warned of the cost and that they could not count on tax funds if the people at large 
did not benefit. 

As the meeting proceeded, it was clear that, as the Sacramento Bee had earlier warned, upriver 
and downriver people had, as always, sharply differing ideas as to what should be done. P. J. Van Loben Sels 
stood up to declare in a major address that the choke at the river's mouth, below Rio Vista, had to be the 
first item of business. Then, however, Will Green of the Colusa Sun rose to warn in similarly urgent tones 
that the upper river had to be got to in a hurry, for its bed was filling in, the water was spreading, and soon 
there would be no river channel left at all. ... 

The gathering thereupon created a standing organization that they named the River Improvement 
and Drainage Association of California. It turned over its actual deliberations to a "Committee of 24"... 

In June, the Committee of 24 embarked on a three-day tugboat tour of the Sacramento River... 
(Page 258)  
 

They found a deplorable situation. For many miles below Colusa, in the region where the giant RD 
108, now decades old, and Meridian's more modest RD 70, equally venerable, had for many years battled 
the river, there were broken levees and deep cuts on both sides through which water had long been 
washing. This allowed three-fourths of the river's floodwaters to pass out into Sutter and Yolo basins, 
inundating them deeply. The water continued to flow through these deep crevasses until the low water 
stages of the summer season arrived. The Sacramento itself suffered severely from these conditions, for, 
robbed of a strong flow between its banks, its channel velocity was low and the deposition of silt in its bed 
was heavy. 

At the mouth of the river the committee found the severe choke that Van Loben Sels complained of, 
a choke that had survived all the state's labors at clearing out Newtown Shoals. In the flood of 1902, 
because of breaks near the state's Elkhorn weir (upstream from the city of Sacramento and on the river's 
west bank), so much water had rushed down Yolo Basin and piled up near Rio Vista, where all the discharge 
of the Sacramento River came together, that it "seemed to accumulate...all at once in enormous volume." 
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The entire basin in front of Rio Vista "seemed one roaring sea, spreading waste and devastation, 
threatening dikes which had been supposed to be safe beyond peradventure, and overtopping others." So 
high was the water at Rio Vista that it acted like a dam. The Sacramento River actually stood still far 
upstream to Walnut Grove. (Page 259)  
 
What must be done? The river's mouth was far too narrow and tortuous as it wound through the delta's 
meandering channels, a condition worsened by recent levee-building in the delta islands, and it must be 
opened out drastically with a wide straight cut right across Sherman Island in the delta, creating a single 
capacious outlet for the river. This recommendation, formerly unthinkable, was the child of new 
technology, for the necessary immense dredges had been recently invented. (In his 1092 Annual Report, 
the commissioner of public works also recommended such a cut, which he referred to as being across 
Horseshoe Bend.) A large deep-channeled new mouth for the Sacramento would lower its fall and induce 
scouring. (Page 260) 
 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers had to reinitiate its learning process once more, only this time it 
undertook its catechism in a different frame of mind and through different eyes. There was, for one thing, a 
new person on board. A gifted young engineer, Thomas H. Jackson, who was only eight years out of West 
Point and already a captain, had arrived in California just a month before the flood of 1907 to become a 
member of, and apparently the leading spirit in, the California Debris Commission. (Page 278) 

As Jackson and the commission got to work on developing a flood control plan for the entire Valley, 
one thing was clear: whatever they devised, they would have to mold all their thinking to the fact that they 
had a far larger river to deal with than any of their engineering predecessors had imagined. The information 
base had changed utterly,  everything would have to be reconsidered, and this would take time. There were 
to be, in any event, no more swiftly constructed plans that nature in the due course would destroy; that 
would confirm once more Will Green's dictum that engineers did nothing but make mistakes.  

However, if they were going to begin thinking in valleywide terms,  a first item of business was 
inescapably at hand. As for years everyone had been saying, something simply had to be done about the 
mouth of the Sacramento River. Will Green had long rightly insisted that the river in the mid-Valley region, 
above and below Colusa, was in deplorable condition, but the commission had to agree with P. J. Van Loben 
Sels and others like him in the lower Valley that everything depended on the choke in the river's lower 
sections being removed, and the opening of a wide-enough mouth to allow the Sacramento's immense 
outflows to pass through unimpeded. 

In June 1907, therefore, the first step taken by the CDC (within four months of Captain Jackson's 
arrival) in its new activist role was to send a request to Congress for $400,000, to be matched by the state 
of California, to buy two mammoth dredges. They would undertake a major widening of the mouth of the 
Sacramento, by means of a large cut across Horseshoe Bend, to accommodate an outflow of 600,000 cubic 
feet per second. This project, the commission recommended, should be set in motion right away, though it 
could not be looked on as anything more than a first step, to be taken while the commission itself settled 
down to a careful, step-by-step development of a comprehensive valleywide flood control plan. (Pages 
280-281) 
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The main stem of the Sacramento Flood Control Project Jackson as conceived of it (and as, with 

some modifications, it was been constructed) had its northern terminus in the vicinity of Ord Ferry, thirty 
miles north of Colusa, where the Sacramento in its natural condition began its first overbank flows into the 
paralleling basins. From that point Jackson planned the project's levees to run downstream for more than 
200 river-miles, the southernmost point of the project being at Collinsville at the river's mouth. Sutter 
Bypass, opening out on the east side near Colusa to receive the huge overbank flows north of that point 
which pour into Butte Sink, takes the excess water down through Sutter Basin. It terminates at an 
extraordinary crossing point at the juncture of the Sacramento and the Feather where the flow coming 
down the Bypass mingles with and crosses through the waters in the Sacramento's main channel to 
Fremont Weir, on the other side, thence to flow down-valley westerly of the main channel through the 
ever-widening Yolo Basin bypass. It, in turn, discharges through Cache Slough back into the main river near 
its (expanded) mouth, and the recombined waters of the Sacramento River thereafter pass on out into 
Suisun Bay. The expectation was that this combination of works would carry floodwaters down through the 
Valley and out into the bay much more rapidly than in the past, so that the inland sea, which in the past 
had been created by backed-up and wide-spreading waters, would no longer appear. And so, indeed, has it 
worked out. (Page 283)  
 
Please also see two maps copied from this book and included here as Enclosure 8.  

 
QUESTION: To best protect every member of our community from experiencing increased impacts and 
chance of flooding, what safeguards will be put in place in association with any current and/or future SJRRC 
Board consideration or approvals for the following December 1, 2017 Agenda Items:  

2) Public Comments; and 

5) Approve a Resolution of the Governing Board of the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 
Authorizing the Executive Director to Submit and Execute any and all Grant Applications, 
Agreements, Certifications and Assurances and any Other Documents Necessary to Obtain 
Financial Assistance Provided by the California State Transportation Agency Under the Transit and 
Intercity Rail Capital Program; and  

6) Approve a Resolution of the Board of Commissioners of the San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission Authorizing the Executive Director to Submit and Execute Any and All Grant 
Applications, Agreements, Certifications and Assurances and Any Other Documents Necessary to 
Obtain FY 17/18 State Rail Assistance (SRA) Funding in the Amount of $2,500,000 for Operating 
Costs Associated with ACE Service Expansion 

Additionally, wouldn’t it make sense for the SJRRC to compel 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 9) 
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TLG further believes that the importance of conducting a full and complete flood impact environmental 
impact review appears to take on additional importance when you consider that Page 6 of the City of 
Manteca Emergency Operations Plan 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.” 

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 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. (See Enclosure 1, Item 49: 11/08/2017 Letter to 
Manteca City Council) 

 
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 SJRRC 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.  
 
In the interest of keeping our children and community safe, TLG urges the SJRRC to seriously consider the 
potential for flood impacts before beginning any new San Joaquin Regional Rail transit station development 
or rail system improvement in any areas impacted and/or subject to flooding. Specifically, TLG believes that 
no decision should be made to conduct any improvements or expansion of any San Joaquin Regional Rail 
transit system until a full and complete EIR is conducted and all drainage impacts fully mitigated to ensure 
safe and effective San Joaquin River and associated tributary channel flows in the areas affecting Manteca 
and Lathrop. This will help to ensure the safety of the members of the public which the SJRRC serves, 
especially those residing in any of the floodplain zone areas 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.  
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Respectfully, 

Martin Harris 
for Terra Land Group, LLC. 

MH/cm 

Enclosures: 

1. Fifty Items Related to Flood Impacts 2015-2017 (With documents provided via Dropbox
hyperlinks)

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

3. Maps that appear to indicate inconsistencies in Walthall Slough channel flow patterns
4. Maps Detailing Potential Paradise Cut Hydrology Impacts
5. South Lathrop Specific Plan Aerial Figure 2-4
6. 03/22/2016 Manteca Bulletin News Article “Paradise Cut work nears”
7. San Joaquin River Basin-Wide Feasibility Study Response to Stakeholder’s Comments Main Report:

Comment/Response #26
8. Maps from “Battling the Inland Sea: Floods, Public Policy, and the Sacramento Valley” by Robert

Kelley
9. August 2017 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”

cc: 

Manteca City Council, ℅ Lisa Blackmon, City Clerk (lblackmon@ci.manteca.ca.us)
City of Manteca General Plan Advisory Committee, ℅ De Novo Planning Group, Attn: Beth 
Thompson (bthompson@denovoplanning.com ) 
Manteca Unified School District, Board of Trustees, Attn: Evelyn Moore, Clerk (emoore@musd.net) 
San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission, Attn: James Glaser (jglaser@sjgov.org) 
San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors, Attn: Mimi Duzenski (mduzenski@sjgov.org)  
Central Valley Flood Protection Board, Attn: Leslie Gallagher, Executive Officer 
(leslie.gallagher@cvflood.ca.gov) 
San Joaquin County Planning Commission, Attn: Raymond Hoo, Deputy Director-Programs and 
Administration (rhoo@sjgov.org) 
Jeff Denham, United States House of Representatives, ℅ Peter Butler 
(Peter.Butler2@mail.house.gov) 
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San Joaquin Council of Governments (nguyen@sjcog.org) 
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 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 Council of Governments, Attn: Christine Corrales, Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy County Outreach Spokesperson (corrales@sjcog.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) 
Pat Rogers, Clerk to the Delta Stewardship Council (pat.rogers@deltacouncil.ca.gov) 
California Department of Water Resources, Attn: Mary Jimenez (mary.jimenez@water.ca.gov) 
De Novo Planning Group, Attn: Ben Ritchie (britchie@denovoplanning.com)  
CA Senator Cathleen Galgiani (Senator.Galgiani@senate.ca.gov)  

Tanis Toland, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District (Tanis.J.Toland@usace.army.mil)  
Matthew Hertel, ACEforward Community Engagement Lead (matt.hertel@aecom.com) 
Manteca Planning Commission VIA US MAIL 1001 W. Center St. Manteca, CA 95337 
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 
Dan Levernier, Regional Manager, Division of the State Architect - Sacramento, VIA US MAIL, 1102 
Q Street, Suite 5200, Sacramento, CA 95811 
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 
Union Pacific Railroad, Attn: Francisco J. Castillo, Jr., Director, Public Affairs, Western Region, 
Northern California, VIA US MAIL: 915 L St, Suite 1180, Sacramento, CA 95814 
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November 28, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 

 
 
 
 
 

Enclosure  1 
 

Fifty Items Related to Flood Impacts 2015-2017 

  

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

___________________________________ 

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 

 



 

 

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

 
Fifty Items Related to Flood Impacts 

2015-2017 
 
 
Over the past few years, Terra Land Group (“TLG”) has gone to a great effort to inform and persuade local 
and state authorities of the potential for flooding in the California Central Valley, especially within the 
Manteca/Lathrop area. The following letters have been previously submitted to various agencies for the 
purpose of expressing public concerns as related to potential flood impacts. Two transcripts have also 
been included from City of Manteca public meetings. Each item is important in that it contains unique and 
valuable information and evidence supporting TLG’s and other members of the public’s concerns. Please 
consider each letter carefully and in its entirety, especially as it relates and contributes to the overall 
picture. 
 
Enclosures: 
Due to the volume of material,  each letter can be downloaded separately by using the Dropbox links in 
parentheses. 
 
 

1. 03/31/2015 letter from John Minney to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/4lhgvtncsoswgte/2015-03-31_LTR_JMinney-USACE_LSJRInterimR
eport.pdf?dl=0) 
 

2. 04/08/2015 letter from Neighbors United to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/vwipkv9twl57zmb/2015-04-08_LTR_NU-USACE_EIR_KHjs.pdf?dl=
0)  

 
3. 06/23/2015 letter from Neighbors United to the Manteca Planning Commission 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/7c57w02r6fqkrwc/2015-06-23_LTR_NU-MPC_AgIt7-1MSRupdate
s.pdf?dl=0)   

 
4. 11/21/2016  letter from TLG to the Manteca Planning Commission 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/me2vqkjrinnqtx3/20170703-Enc2_20161121_LTR_TLG-MPC_MP
CAg7.1-7.2-7.3_MH.pdf?dl=0)  

 
5. 02/06/2017  letter from TLG to the Manteca City Council 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/9wvfrawss3ute5l/20170703-Enc4_20170206_LTR_TLG-MCC_ReA
gItB3_MH.pdf?dl=0)  
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6. 02/20/2017  letter from TLG to the Manteca City Council 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/8147idtl9nxh8om/20170703-Enc5_20170220_LTR_TLG-MCC_AgI
tA5_MH.pdf?dl=0)  

 
7. 03/14/2017  letter from TLG to the California State Water Resources Control Board 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/332icm6qits36t5/20170703-Enc7_20170314_LTR_TLG-CASWRC
B_FlowIncreasesStanTuolMercedRivers_MH.pdf?dl=0)  

 
8. 04/04/2017  letter from TLG to the Manteca City Council 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/f80i97o88mzetnk/20170703-Enc12_20170404_LTR_TLG-MCC_A
gItC1GPAdvisoryCommittee_MH.pdf?dl=0)  

  
9. 04/18/2017  letter from TLG to the Manteca City Council 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/z1eyh8khsx56f8e/20170703-Enc14_20170418_LTR_TLG-MCC_A
gItB2TerraRMap_MH.pdf?dl=0)  

  
10. 04/20/2017  letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/wqmo5wf495wjpzq/20170703-Enc15_20170420_LTR_TLG-SJCBS
_20170425MtgPubComm_MH.pdf?dl=0) 

  
11. 04/25/2017  letter from TLG to the Manteca Unified School District 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/bsbfjrxsf0cymmp/20170703-Enc16_20170425_LTR_TLG-MUSD_0
5092017BoardMtg_MH.pdf?dl=0)  

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

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/222px8nojba7zz3/20170703-Enc18_20170512_LTR_TLG-JMaguir
e_MH.pdf?dl=0)  

  
13. 05/16/2017  letter from TLG to the Manteca City Council Re: Agenda Item A.11 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/ok0x2xby4g4d2lr/20170703-Enc20_20170516_LTR_TLG-MCC_Ag
ItA11_MH.pdf?dl=0)  

 
14. 07/03/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca City Council Re: Agenda Item C.1 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/89l94ya5t21isrr/2017-07-03_LTR_MCC_AgItC.1_MHcm.pdf?dl=0)  
 
15. 07/17/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca City Council Re: Meeting Agenda Item G.1 (Letter “A”) 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/uaclhgdyy1o4ucj/2017-07-17_LTR_MCC_LTRAReAgItG1_MHcm.p
df?dl=0)  
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16. 07/17/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca City Council Re: Meeting Agenda Item G.1 (Letter “B”) 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/4tw568s531t8wop/2017-07-17_LTR_MCC_LTRBReAgItG1_MHcm
.pdf?dl=0)  

 
17. 08/09/2017 letter from Martin Harris to SR-99/SR-120 Interchange Improvement Project 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/wovaz73vu9ragsm/2017-08-09_LTR_MH_SR99-120InterchangePr
oj_MHcm.pdf?dl=0)  

 
18. 08/14/2017 letter from TLG to the Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/b5wmymsogtq4htn/2017-08-14_LTR_CVFPB_FollowUp_MHcm.pd
f?dl=0) 
 

19. 08/30/2017 letter from TLG to San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission Re: ACEforward 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/gy9xk0uzdhwle36/2017-08-30_LTR_TLG-ACE_PubComm_MHcm.p
df?dl=0)  
 

20. 09/06/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca Community Development Department Re: Cerri-Denali 
Subdivision Project 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/i7caj91itppw0lh/2017-09-06_LTR_MCDD_CerriDenaliProj_MHcm
_STAMPED.pdf?dl=0)  
 

21. 09/12/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca Planning Commission Re: Meeting Agenda Item G.1 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/y3tl3zsj61u64vf/2017-09-12_LTR_MPC_AgIt6.1GriffinPark_MHcm
.pdf?dl=0)  

 
22. 09/12/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca Unified School District Re: Meeting Agenda Item 3 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/lky7o0gwqapm1fq/2017-09-12_LTR_MUSD_AgIt3StudentCapacity
_MHcm.pdf?dl=0)  

 
23. 09/18/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca City Council Re: Meeting Agenda Item C.9 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/omxkmsjaks74i1k/2017-09-18_LTR_MCC_AgItC9WastewaterFeas
ibilityStudy_MHcm.pdf?dl=0) 

 
24. 09/25/2017 letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors Re: Meeting Agenda 

Item 3 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/bcvrwbqhcf5503s/2017-09-25_LTR_SJCBOS_AgIt3PubComm-Res
ervoirs_MHcm.pdf?dl=0)  

 
25. 10/02/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca City Council Re: Meeting Agenda Item D.2 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/n25lih2drhkb90v/2017-10-02_LTR_MCC_AgItD2PFIP_MHcm.pdf?
dl=0)  
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26. 10/02/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca City Council Re: Meeting Agenda Item D.1 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/u2d52mmce8gwd4e/2017-10-02_LTR_MCC_AgItD1GriffinPark_M
Hcm.pdf?dl=0)  

 
27. 10/03/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca City Council Re: Meeting Agenda Item B 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/br67w25xo0kw26g/2017-10-03_LTR_MCC_AgItB_PublicComment
s_MHcm.pdf?dl=0)  

 
28. 10/09/2017 letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors Re: Meeting Agenda 

Item Public Comment/Reservoir Data 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/q5wujvgt8q5eczz/2017-10-09_LTR_SJCBOS_Reservoir%20Update
_MHcm.pdf?dl=0)  

 
29. 10/10/2017 letter from TLG to Congressman Jeff Denham Re: Public Concerns Regarding 

Flooding 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/7xtig6pv9x8wtcm/2017-10-10_LTR_Denham_FloodConcerns_MHc
m.pdf?dl=0)  

 
30. 10/10/2017 letter from TLG to Central Valley Flood Protection Board Re: Agenda Item 9 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/h6yypjv4cc527rh/2017-10-10_LTR_CVFPB_FloodConcerns_MHcm
.pdf?dl=0)  

 
31. 10/11/2017 letter from TLG to California Department of State Architect Re: Flood Concerns 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/yumyutzz0nl5sni/2017-10-11_LTR_DSA_FloodConcerns_MHcm.pd
f?dl=0)  

 
32. 10/17/2017 letter from TLG to Manteca City Council Re: Meeting Agenda Item E.1 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/z7af9jzi44rzy6n/2017-10-16_LTR_MCC_AgItE1EOP_MHcm.pdf?dl
=0)  

 
33. 10/23/2017 letter from TLG to South San Joaquin Irrigation District Re: Agenda Items 7 & 8 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/yttdukrx7bklsz7/2017-10-23_LTR_SSJID_AgIts7%268_MHcm.pdf?
dl=0)  

 
34. 10/23/2017 letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors Re: Consent Item 5 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/1hymxg4qwlcy2ze/2017-10-23_LTR_SJCBOS_AgIt5_MHcm.pdf?dl
=0)  
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https://www.dropbox.com/s/z7af9jzi44rzy6n/2017-10-16_LTR_MCC_AgItE1EOP_MHcm.pdf?dl=0
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35. 10/24/2017 letter from TLG to San Joaquin Council of Governments Re: Discussion/Action Items 
5A, 5B, & 5C 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/te7g4ft3g17sxc0/2017-10-24_LTR_SJCOG_AgIts5A5B5C_MHcm.p
df?dl=0)  

 
36. 10/24/2017 letter from TLG to Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/sjd9cxf9c9szgvg/2017-10-24_LTR_CVFPB_FloodImpacts_MHcm.p
df?dl=0)  

 
37. 09/12/2017 Manteca Planning Commission Meeting Transcript 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/b1c6wo470vapezm/Transcript%2009-12-2017%20MPC%20Meeti
ng.pdf?dl=0) 

 
38. 10/03/2017 Manteca City Council Meeting Transcript 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/ayvxzzbfva21fu4/Transcript%2010-03-2017%20MCC%20Meeting
.pdf?dl=0) 

 
39. 10/31/2017 Letter from TLG to US Army Corps of Engineers, ATTN Col. David Ray 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/cissl5m09hkwte5/2017-10-31_LTR_USACE_LeveeModLSJRB_MHc
m.pdf?dl=0) 

  
40. 10/31/2017 Letter from TLG to San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/umyzg8b7uvi07ip/2017-10-31_LTR_LAFCo_PubComm_MHcm.pdf?
dl=0) 

  
41. 10/31/2017 Letter from TLG to Manteca Unified School District 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/am9e45mp16fsbhf/2017-10-31_LTR_MUSD_FloodConcerns_MHc
m.pdf?dl=0) 

  
42. 11/06/2017 Letter from TLG to Manteca City Council 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/qkpg3qzkf2vt885/2017-11-06_LTR_MCC_AgItD3-JPA_MHcm.pdf?
dl=0) 

  
43. 11/06/2017 Letter from TLG to San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/k1ecdpvcwvuv13x/2017-11-06_LTR_SJCBS_AgIt4_MHcm.pdf?dl=0
) 

  
44. 11/06/2017 Lathrop City Council Meeting Transcript 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/a70s947ybucsncj/2017-11-06_LCC_TRANSCRIPT.pdf?dl=0) 
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45. 11/06/2017 Email from TLG to Manteca General Plan Advisory Committee 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/flvknjkbreb2pio/2017-11-06_EML_MtcGenPlanCmte.pdf?dl=0)  

46. 11/07/2017 Manteca City Council Meeting Transcript 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/t305bxkvuvy8rra/2017-11-07_MCC_TRANSCRIPT.pdf?dl=0)  

 
47. 11/08/2017 Email from TLG to San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/f3ezi9zk8viwxv8/2017-11-08_EML_SJAFCA_2LTRS.pdf?dl=0) 
  

48. 11/08/2017 Email from TLG to Reclamation District 17 with 11/08/2017 Letter from TLG to 
Reclamation District 17 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/674ydsjxcsi4lxh/2017-11-08_EML-LTR_RD17.pdf?dl=0) 

  
49. 11/08/2017 Letter from TLG to Manteca City Council 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/53hyl05rdnaevkd/2017-11-08_LTR_MCC_FWD103117LAFCoLTR
_MHcm.pdf?dl=0) 

  
50. 11/13/2017 Email from TLG to San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency 

(https://www.dropbox.com/s/o8wl2qs7x9smpl6/2017-11-13_EML_SJAFCA_2LTRS.pdf?dl=0) 
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November 28, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 
 

 
 
 
 

Enclosure  2 
 

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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November 28, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 
 

 
 
 

 

Enclosure  3 
 

Maps that appear to indicate inconsistencies in Walthall Slough channel flow patterns 
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November 28, 2017 Letter from Terra Land Group to the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 
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Maps Detailing Potential Paradise Cut Hydrology Impacts 
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Lower San Joaquin River Basin to Suisun Bay Drainage Map 



 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 Aerial Figure 2-4 
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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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03/22/2016 Manteca Bulletin News Article “Paradie Cut work nears” 
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Print This Article

Paradise Cut work nears
Request to enhance flood protection made 13 years ago

Dennis Wyatt
dwyatt@mantecabulletin.com
March 22, 2016

A partial solution to the flood woes between Mossdale Crossing and Vernalis 
southwest of Manteca on the San Joaquin River has been waiting for federal 
approval now for 13 years.
Cambay Group filed for a permit in 2003 with the Army Corps of Engineers to 
modify Paradise Cut. It was supposed to be an 18-month approval process. Now 
13 years later the Army Corps is reportedly nearing completion of its review 
process for the Paradise Cut application that’s part of the 10,800-home River 
Islands at Lathrop planned community.
Many people who live and farm east of the San Joaquin River and south of 
Manteca were under the impression River Islands were supposed to have done 
the work years ago. They made that point during a Manteca City Council 
meeting earlier this month regarding the proposal to spend $168 million to make 
levee improvements to meet a state mandate for 200-year flood protection. 
River Islands wanted to do the work a decade ago but the bureaucratic review 
process with the state and federal government has stretched out the 
government’s own time table by 11.5 years.  
Paradise Cut has historically taken pressure off the San Joaquin River when it 
nears flood stage. It has little water in it much of the year. It runs beneath 
Interstate 5 just north of the Interstate 205 interchange along the southern 
edge of River Islands.
River Islands’ proposal is to add 200 acres to the 600 acres that are within 
Paradise Cut that runs from the main river channel prior to it reaching Mossdale 
Crossing and runs parallel to the Middle River Channel. They also want to restore 
habitat.
The River Islands project is based on a proposal made years ago that resurfaced 
in 2001 in an Army Corps of Engineers report to create a rive bypass to reduce 
the potential for flooding in Manteca, Lathrop, and Stockton.
The Lower San Joaquin River Flood Bypass Proposed was formally submitted to 
the California Department of Water Resources in March 2011 by the South Delta 
Levee Protection and Channel Maintenance Authority and other partners. It was 
an effort to secure $5 million to create the new flood bypass in the last corridor 
of undeveloped land between Tracy and Lathrop.
Engineers determined expanding the Paradise Cut would reduce flood stages 
significantly at Mossdale Crossing — 1.8 feet under a 50-year event as well as 



under a 100-year event such as the 1997 flood that inundated 70 square miles 
between Manteca and Tracy.
At the same time it would offer habitat and migration territories for juvenile 
steelhead, salmon and spawning split tail that are driving some water use 
debates.
 It would also allow upstream reservoirs to be managed more conservatively to 
reduce water releases during the rainy season and spring runoff to conserve 
water for summer use.
David Kennedy, the longest serving director of the Department of Water 
Recourses, in 1998 wrote the following about the Paradise Cut bypass proposal 
in the forward of the second edition of “Battling the Inland Sea”: “Recognizing 
the futility of simply raising the levees, flood control experts will now evaluate 
the feasibility of removing levees in some locations and simply letting future 
flood flows pond onto adjacent lands. Further, consideration is being given to 
opening up some form of bypass through the south Delta to relive pressure on 
the levees as the San Joaquin River flows into the Delta. It is hoped these issues 
will be resolved and changes will be made before the next flood.”
Cambay Group wants to set levees back on the north side of Paradise Cut as 
well as on the south side. They provided $700,000 for land acquisition and 
agreed to spend money to do the necessary work that was pegged at between 
$1.8 million and $3 million five years ago.

River Island project
manager agrees
dredging would help
River Islands Project Manager Suns Dell’Osso agreed with Manteca Mayor Steve 
DeBrum’s contention that dredging the San Joaquin River between Vernalis and 
Mossdsale would significantly enhance flood protection.
Dell’Osso knows a bit about issues on the river given that Cambay Group ended 
up spending $70 million to create super levees 300 feet wide to take 900 acres 
on Stewart Tract where homes are now being built out of the 200-year flood 
plain. The firm is getting reading to do more levee work that would protect 300 
more acres.
In addition River Islands has spent $2 million on studies to prove to the state 
that the levees created in 2006 provide 200-years flood project as mandated by 
Senate Bill 5.
“We didn’t do anything else to the levees,” Dell’Osso said. “But because Senate 
Bill 5 didn’t exist in 2006 we had to (prove that they meet the new standards.)”
Cambay Group expects to submit data needed for certification that 200-year 
flood protection exists in May to the Lathrop City Council.
As for dredging the river, Dell’Osso believes there is a good chance it would 
address all or most of the need for 200-year flood protection.
“But given how long it takes to get approval for (water) projects from the state 
and federal governments, there’s no way you can get approval by the July 1, 
2016 deadline,” she said.
She added many state water managers as well as environmental groups and 



fishing advocates are against dredging as it would create issues with water 
quality that would initially pose a problem for fish
Dell’Osso pointed to River Islands’ experience with Paradise Cut. She noted 
bureaucrats assured it would be only an 18-month process.

http://www.mantecabulletin.com/archives/133337/
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San Joaquin River Basin-Wide Feasibility Study Response to Stakeholder’s Comments 
Main Report: Comment/Response #26 
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 San Joaquin River Basin-Wide Feasibility Study  3/27/2017 
Response to Stakeholder’s Comments – Main Report 

 4 of 24 

No. Reviewer Section Page Comment DWR Response Action 

25 San Joaquin Area 
Flood Control 

Agency – James 
Giottonini, 

Executive Director 

Table 2-1 2-16 A note is needed to clarify that stages are for Golden Gate Bridge, and not in the Delta. The following note has been added to Table 2-1: “Changes in stage are measured at the Golden Gate Bridge.” Document 
Modification 

26 San Joaquin Area 
Flood Control 

Agency – James 
Giottonini, 

Executive Director 

2.3.4 2-20 The future without-project (FWOP) condition states this should represent projects recently 
constructed, currently authorized, funded, permitted, and/or under construction. We 
agree, with the exception of currently authorized. The Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility 
Study (LSJRFS) Alternative 7a (recommended plan) does not meet any of the conditions 
above. Projects that should be included in the FWOP are: Smith Canal Gate, RD 17 Phases I, 
II, III, Paradise Cut Option A (base case), SJRRP, and funded portions of the Dos Rios and 
Three Amigos projects. Paradise Cut and SJRRP are court settlements and should be 
considered mandates. Dos Rios and Three Amigos have received commitment of various 
grants to advance those projects. 

The text has been modified to describe what is and is not included in the future without-project conditions. The 
Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study (LSJRFS) Alternative 7a has already been recommended as the tentatively 
selected plan and was included in the future, without-project condition. Smith Canal Gate and Reclamation District 
17 (RD 17) Phases 1 and 2 are also included in the BWFS future, without-project condition. Paradise Cut Bypass 
Option A (base case) was not included in the future, without-project condition because evaluating a wide range of 
Paradise Cut Bypass options is a primary emphasis of the San Joaquin BWFS. In addition, Base Case improvements 
may be revised based on BWFS findings or future collaboration between River Islands Development and the State. 
Restoration to date on Dos Rios and Three Amigos are part of the future, without-project condition. BWFS analyzes 
further flood management and ecosystem restoration improvements in these areas.  

Document 
Modification 

27 Reclamation 
District No. 2062 – 

Susan Dell'Osso, 
President 

2.3.4 2-20 Do the future with project actions described in Section 2.3.4 include the River Islands 
Development project improvements to Paradise Cut? 

Yes. The River Islands Development Base Case is represented as Paradise Cut Option A and included in System 
Configurations SJ-A, SJ-B, and SJ-C.  

None 

28 U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service – 
Jennifer Hobbs, 
Fish and Wildlife 

Biologist 

3.0 3-1 Footnote 1 “The State Recommended Plan...” - This footnote really should be part of the 
main body of text, and needs to say what the plan “is” (see #1). As written, we know the 
caveats, but not the force of what the term “recommended plan” means. Anyone not 
involved with the process, could potentially conclude that with all these caveats, the term 
doesn’t mean anything, or it means a lot. Make it clear. 

Footnote was revised to refer to Section 3.8 for the State Recommended Plan.  Document 
Modification 

29 San Joaquin Area 
Flood Control 

Agency – James 
Giottonini, 

Executive Director 

Table 3-1 3-3 200-year and 100-year level of protection metrics are odd. Do these refer to stage 
reduction on land or in the river? Why are these needed? Metrics for reduce flood damage 
and reduce life loss are more explicit. Reducing stage by 0.5’ may be significant if freeboard 
is only 1’, but it’s not so significant if freeboard is 7’. 

The urban metric is intended to serve as a proxy for whether an impact has 200-year level of flood protection. DWR 
has estimated that an improved levee with an approximately 2 percent probability of levee failure would 
approximate a 200-year level of flood protection. This is only an approximation for 200-year level of flood 
protection because a more rigorous analysis would require consistency with the Urban Levee Design Criteria, which 
involves no upstream levee breaching assumptions and time-consuming seepage model analysis that would be 
inappropriate for planning purposes. The metric for small communities is also a proxy for a 100-year level of 
protection (LOP). 

None 

30 San Joaquin Area 
Flood Control 

Agency – James 
Giottonini, 

Executive Director 

Table 3-1 3-3 Objective: Ecosystem processes, category: floodplain inundation. Does this objective 
conflict with the SJRRP, which aims to keep the river contained? 

The BWFS is not in conflict with the San Joaquin River Restoration Program (SJRRP). While SJRRP must “work within 
the constraints of the flood control system” (2006 Settlement Stipulation), the BWFS has assessed the feasibility of 
making improvements to the flood system, including evaluations of inundating land outside of the river’s current 
floodway.  

None 

31 San Joaquin Area 
Flood Control 

Agency – James 
Giottonini, 

Executive Director 

Table 3-1 3-3 Objective: Species. This metric is odd. Number of benefitting species implies that 2 is twice 
as beneficial as 1, but a project which benefits a single endangered species may be very 
important. 

Concur. As shown in Tables 6-2 and 7-2, DWR’s results show that each of the evaluated configurations and State 
Recommended Plan would benefit all 15 target species. 

None 

32 San Joaquin Area 
Flood Control 

Agency – James 
Giottonini, 

Executive Director 

Table 3-1 3-3 Objective: Promote agricultural stewardship. What does “converted” mean? Converted to 
houses, converted to habitat, converted to row crops? 

The percentage of agricultural land converted means agricultural land taken out production for ecosystem 
restoration actions. 

None 

33 San Joaquin Area 
Flood Control 

Agency – James 
Giottonini, 

Executive Director 

3.1.1 3-5 Revise text; River Islands is part of the City of Lathrop. Reference to River Islands has been removed in Section 3.1.1. Document 
Modification 
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Maps from “Battling the Inland Sea: Floods, Public Policy, and the Sacramento Valley” by 
Robert Kelley 
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“Battling the Inland Sea” by Robert Kelley, page 225 



“Battling the Inland Sea” by Robert Kelley, page 274 
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August 2017 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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