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March 19, 2018 
 

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

Re:  March 20, 2018 Manteca City Council Agenda Item D.4 (18-096): Adopt a resolution of 
Intention for the proposed establishment of the City of Manteca Community Facilities District 
(CFD) No. 2018-3 (Terra Ranch).   

 
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. 
  
As recent flooding in Houston, Texas has demonstrated, unrestrained development without consideration for 
flood impacts can have serious consequences. In particular, as more and more development projects continue to 
move forward, TLG has put forth a regular effort to ensure that local authorities are aware of the need for 
cumulative environmental review and analysis of all hydrology-related impacts associated with all currently 
existing and foreseeable development projects affecting drainage in and along the Lower San Joaquin River 
Basin and especially the areas affecting the urban and rural areas of Manteca and Lathrop. 
  
With that in mind, TLG presents new information in the form of TLG’s public review and comments submitted in 
response to the recently released January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin River, CA FINAL 
Integrated Interim Feasibility Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(“LSJRFS”). (See Enclosure 1) 
  
For some time now, TLG has sent various copies of our letters to the Manteca City Council (“MCC”) and other 
authorities expressing public concerns related to development in the floodplain and the need to examine any 
potential impacts related to San Joaquin River (and tributary) flow deficiencies and the potential for upstream 
and downstream channel flow stage increases due to drainage patterns affected by grade, levee location, and 
other environmental considerations.  (See Enclosure 1 which contains a list of letters and related items in its 
own Enclosure 1. This list contains information that TLG believes is important to consider in the 
decision-making process. Also See Enclosures 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7)  
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In brief, the enclosures attached describe recently discovered information as detailed in letters from TLG to 
various agencies involved in flood control in the RD 17 and Manteca/Lathrop region. These letters provide 
supporting evidence while building an overall context and framework for TLG’s and other members of the 
public’s concerns regarding any current and/or future development projects that continue to be approved with 
the potential to affect hydrology in the urban and rural areas of Lathrop and Manteca.  The significant details 
contained in the enclosed letters offer a framework which leads TLG to believe that the complex nature of the 
potential flood issues involved may be too difficult for the public to adequately understand without the benefit 
of a comprehensive and cumulative CEQA and NEPA Environmental Review and Analysis. 
  
Further, TLG believes that it is important to mention that the LSJRFS may not fully consider the potential for 
any and all flood and other hydrology related impacts involved due to RD 17’s plan to pursue a phased strategy 
of levee improvements and other Federally assisted improvements in order to meet SB 5 requirements. (See 
page 3-40 of the LSJRFS). 
  
This is especially important when you consider that Page 3-42 of the LSJRFS states:  
 

The identification of Alternative 7a as the NED Plan serves to set the level of Federal participation in the 
project. Alternative 7a may not fully meet the NFS objective of SB 5 compliance, but in order to expedite 
authorization, the NFS elected not to pursue a Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) at this time. 
 

QUESTION: What non-federal sponsor elected not to pursue a Locally Prefered Plan at this time? Is it in the 
public’s best interest to allow a non-federal sponsor to pursue any flood risk management plan that places 
emphasis on expediting the process over taking the time to consider and mitigate against the potential for 
very significant drainage impacts affecting the developing and non-developing urban and rural areas of 
Manteca and Lathrop? 

Most concerning is TLG’s belief that it is the intent of local authorities to assign a project sponsor to seek 
Section 408 approval from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers allowing expansion and/or relocation of the RD 17 
dry land cross levee system to a location south of the point that Paradise Cut and the San Joaquin River 
converge. (See Enclosure 1) 
  
It is in this way that TLG believes the City of Manteca intends to move forward with plans to gain the approvals 
necessary to construct critical but currently unidentified public services infrastructure supporting: 

(i) Storm water drainage, 
(ii) Treated and untreated wastewater spray field discharge, 

  (iii) Groundwater sustainability through percolation and recharges, and 
(iv)  Traffic circulation 

as necessary to accommodate the rapid pace of development affecting  both the urban and rural developing and 
non-developing areas of our community. 
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For this reason, TLG urges the City of Manteca, as the designated land use authority for Reclamation District Nos. 17, 
2064, 2085, 2094, and 2096, to move cautiously  and require additional environmental impact study and analysis 
that fully evaluates impacts to Reclamation District Nos. 2094, 2075, 2085, 2096, and 2064 in conjunction with 
any and all SB5-related modifications (including relocation, extension, or expansion) to the RD 17 levee system 
to be considered. (See Enclosure 7) As a result of acting in this manner, the City Council can serve the best 
interests of every member of our community by promoting a higher level of flood protection for the entire RD 
17 drainage system area (ie. this includes Reclamation Districts 2064, 2075, 2094, & 2096). Most important, 
this effort shall offer the necessary protections and allow appropriate mitigation measures to be identified and 
put in place to ensure the reduction of any impacts associated with this project for all developing and 
non-developing urban and rural properties that may be affected. 

Finally, TLG requests that, as a condition of forming City of Manteca Community Facilities District No. 
2018-3-Terra Ranch (“District”), no language in any resolution or preamble approved by the City of Manteca 
shall state or infer that any homeowner would be released from any liability imposed by law for any impacts 
created in association with the construction, operation or maintenance of any of the equipment, apparatuses or 
facilities within or adjacent to and appurtenant to the District.  

TLG further suggests that the above prohibition shall include but not be limited to flood and other hydrology 
related impacts that may occur as affected by the construction, operation and maintenance of any District No. 
2018-3 (Terra Ranch) facilities and infrastructure involved.  

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 Respectfully, 

Martin Harris 
for Terra Land Group, LLC 

MH/cm 

Enclosures: 
Please Note: Enclosures 1-4 can be accessed through the corresponding Dropbox links. 

1. February 26, 2018 letter from TLG to the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency.
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/8scnhemfwexbkr9/2018-02-26_LTR_SJAFCA_LSJR%20EIR_PublicComm
_wEncl.pdf?dl=0)

2. March 5, 2018 letter from TLG to the San Joaquin County Local Agency Formation Commission.
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/tl0ir7soookd6ze/2018-03-05_LTR_SJAFCA_Letter2.pdf?dl=0)

3. March 6, 2018 letter from TLG to the Manteca City Council Re: Agenda Item C.1
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/d6y3iuq3wf9czvm/2018-03-06_LTR_MCC_AgItC1_TerraRanch.pdf?dl=0)
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4. March 6, 2018 Letter #2 from TLG to the Manteca City Council Re: Agenda Item C.1 
(https://www.dropbox.com/s/xuuarzmm0j63t6y/2018-03-06_LTR_MCC_LTR2_AgItC1_TerraRanch.pdf
?dl=0)  

5. March 6, 2018 Manteca City Council Meeting Transcript of Agenda Item C.1 
6. February 20, 2018 Manteca City Council Meeting Transcript of Agenda Item D.1 
7. San Joaquin County Local Agency Formation Commission Reclamation District Municipal Service 

Review Administrative Draft, Page 26-9 
 
cc: 

City of Manteca General Plan Advisory Committee, ℅ De Novo Planning Group, Attn: Beth 
Thompson (bthompson@denovoplanning.com ) & Lisa Schimmelfennig, Administrative Assistant III, 
Manteca Community Development Office (lschimmelfennig@ci.manteca.ca.us) 
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) 
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) 
J.D. Hightower, Senior Planner, City of Manteca Community Development Department 
(jhightower@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 Board Members (ngmplcs@pacbell.net) 
Reclamation District No. 2094 Board Members, ℅ Albert Boyce (albertboyce@gmail.com) 
Reclamation District No. 2075 Board Members, Attn: Pam Forbus (pamforbus@sbcglobal.net)  
Lathrop-Manteca Fire District, Attn: Gene Neely, Fire Chief (gneely@lmfire.org) 
South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Attn: Attn: Frank Avila (favila@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) 
Amanda Bohl, Delta Stewardship Council (amanda.bohl@deltacouncil.ca.gov) 
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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) 
Michael Mierzwa, Lead Flood Management Planner, California Department of Water Resources 
(michael.mierzwa@water.ca.gov) 
Jon Ericson, Hydrology and Flood Operations Officer, California Department of Water Resources 
(jon.ericson@water.ca.gov) 
California Department of Transportation, District 10, Attn: Jes Padda, Acting Deputy District 
Director VIA US MAIL Caltrans – D10, Acting Deputy District Director, Program Project 
Management, 1976 E. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd., Stockton, CA 95205 
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 
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission Board of Directors, VIA US MAIL, 949 E. Channel Street, 
Stockton, CA 95202 
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March 6, 2018 Manteca City Council Meeting  

Agenda Item C.1 

TRANSCRIPT 

 

[START TRANSCRIPT 0:11:55] 

 

Mayor DeBrum: We’ll now move on to item C.1, and it looks like Mr. Babitzke. 

Lisa Blackmon: Adopt a resolution approving the Subdivision Improvement Agreement and Final Map 
for Terra Ranch, Unit No. 1, Tract 3493. 

Mayor DeBrum: Welcome sir, how are you this evening? 

Mike Babitzke: I’m very good, thank you very much. Once again it’s a pleasure to be here and speak 
before you. I’m speaking concerning the Terra Ranch Unit No. 1 Tract 3493. I just have a few brief 
comments. I was out there tonight before I came to the council meeting and I was, had particular 
concerns with respect to the public roadway which is, has been, I’m sure as you are aware, the subject 
of some litigation. And that I noticed, first of all, I was happy to see that passage can still be made on 
that roadway. I was concerned that perhaps the construction would have prevented people from having 
access, but I’m happy to report that’s not the case. But I did notice that there is a sign basically 
indicating that the right of access can be restricted.  

Mike Babitzke: Now I noticed that a few weeks ago and I actually sent a letter to the attorney for the 
developer and I’m concerned over the fact that that roadway and the public nature of that roadway may 
be compromised by the erection of a sign making a claim that it’s a private roadway. And its seems to 
me that this council and this city has this… I’m sure there is a responsibility to make sure that public dirt 
roadway remains public and is not shut off. There’s many people, in fact just while I was out there, there 
was several different pickups that went back and forth on the roadway. It has constant usage and as a 
matter of public convenience and as a matter of law, that needs to be maintained.  

Mike Babitzke: Secondly, I noticed that what happened here was that there was a grading and 
improvement or pre-grading that took place. And I took a look at the Manteca statute which permits 
that, and this pre-grading took place, or was approved in January 18th, the final map is being approved, I 
guess tonight, so it was approved about six weeks before the final map was going to be approved. Now, 
16.13.060 of the Manteca Municipal Code permits grading and improvements prior to the final map, but 
it requires under Sub B-5 that any such approval be done in such a manner as not likely to injure any 
property, whether the subdivision is completed or abandoned.  

Mike Babitzke: Now the concern I’ve got there is of course if the subdivision is abandoned and grading 
has already taken place or partially taken place, I’m not at all sure how that can be justified or 
rationalized. My point there is that the granting of pre-grading prior to final map approval should be 
done, I think, very restrictively, should not be done very often, and if so, should be done subject to a 
height and level of public notice and scrutiny. Because after all, what’s going on if you go out there, 



there’s a lot of dirt that’s already been moved. There’s a lot of things that have already happened and in 
the event of an abandonment by that project, it would be very difficult to undo it. So with those 
observations, I thank you for the time.  

Mayor Debrum: Thank you, sir. 

Lisa Blackmon: Next speaker, Martin Harris. 

Mayor DeBrum: Mr. Harris. Good evening. 

Martin Harris: Good evening.  

Lisa Blackmon: Mr. Harris, these are what you provided late this afternoon? This is what you provided 
late this afternoon? 

Martin Harris: That’s what I sent you this afternoon. 

Lisa Blackmon: Thank you. 

Martin Harris: Good evening everybody. 

Council: Good evening. 

Martin Harris: My name is Martin Harris with Terra Land Group. I appreciate the opportunity to speak 
tonight. The Terra Ranch project identifies off-site improvement plans designated as the Backbone and 
Grading Plan Improvements to Terra Ranch Tract 3493, which were not available online today and were 
not produced in a timely fashion upon request by Terra Land Group from the City Clerk. And based on 
the last time I checked, the plans weren’t produced and sent at all.  

Martin Harris: This is important because Page 18 of Attachment 2 of the Staff Report for tonight’s 
meeting requires drainage facilities, sewer facilities, and other related works to be constructed in 
accordance with the Backbone Grading Plan Improvements for Terra Ranch which have not and were 
not made available. Further, the staff report states, “Should the improvement plans omit any 
improvement required by the project’s entitlement conditions of approval, the developer’s required to 
make the improvement as part of the project,” anyway apparently with no concern related to the 
impacts involved.  

Martin Harris: Why is this concerning? The Terra Ranch April 18th, 2017 Conditions of Approval number 
35 states, “Off-site sewer improvement shall comply with the latest version of the City Waste Water 
Collection System Master Plan December 2010,” eight years ago, which I don’t believe have been 
constructed and something eight years old with all the flood impacts that we had, I’m sure it’s in need of 
further environmental review, especially in light of the fact that the Army Corps of Engineers just 
released their feasibility study last month. In addition, Condition of Approval 41 states, “All storm drain 
improvements shall comply with the latest edition of the City of Manteca Storm Drain Master Plan and 
the City of Manteca Standard Plans and specifications.” And it’s my belief based on different information 
I’ve reviewed over the last three months since December, that the French Camp Outlet Canal is going 
through further study, the City of Manteca is lookin’ to partner with Oakwood Shores trying to put storm 
water there, and the City of Manteca is lookin’ at their Storm Water Zone 39, which I believe is also 
called the “River Drain,” to put storm water. So I think clearly the City of Manteca hasn’t identified 
where storm water is gonna go. 



Martin Harris: This becomes important when you consider that the City of Manteca continues to grow 
without a current means to handle the volumes of storm water and waste water that will be generated 
from projects in various stages of approval. Finally, this causes south Manteca rural residents concerned 
that storm and waste water facilities serving Terra Ranch will result in those facilities being placed in 
south Manteca rural locations that will result in the RD 17 levee expansion to the south and any and all 
flood impacts associated with that levee and expansion. And for this reason, Terra Land Group urges the 
Manteca City Council to move cautiously. And I’m sure someone will get up here after I speak and say 
that, “hey this project, they’ve been waiting eight years to move it forward,” but what I have to say, 
there’s environmental conditions that we only found out about last year when we had the levee break 
south of Manteca that clearly show the San Joaquin River will not handle the flows. And, the fact that 
the Army Corps of Engineers just came out with their recent study that appears to indicate that the non-
federal sponsor, which could be SJAFCA, could be the City of Manteca, could be RD 17, apparently asked 
to have RD 17 removed from the study to expedite the process.  

Martin Harris: So my concern, that by approving this project, and I’m just going to pose it in a question. 
Could approval of this project allow storm water and waste water facilities to move forward that will 
cause the levee system to need to be moved back without the environmental impact review that we 
were promised from this council? So I hope not, and I hope that whatever you do, there’s still gonna be 
adequate environmental review before any facilities move forward. Thank you. 

Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Was that our last speaker card? So I’m going to go to Mr. Showerman. Mr. 
Showerman, can you please provide the council any in-depth information on the process? 

Greg Showerman: Sure. This project had a full and final environmental impact report done in 2011. 
There was a question period and those questions were responded to and are listed in the EIR as to how 
they were answered. Since that time, the appeal period to I guess appeal the Notice of Determination 
on the EIR is long past. There was mention about flooding last year when the levee broke. Well the levee 
broke in 1997 and the flooding was much more severe than last year, and this EIR occurred after the 
1997 floods.  

Greg Showerman: As far as improvement plans not being made available online, I’m not aware of any 
legal requirements that causes the city to have to post improvement plans online. We have never done 
it. Plans are certainly available at Community Development counter for anyone to come in and look at. 
There are some copyright concerns with regard to plans provided by licensed professionals, so we don’t 
duplicate them but they’re certainly available to come look at at the counter.  

Greg Showerman: As far as sewer and storm water, the city has adopted master plans for both storm 
water and sewer. The design of the improvement plans for Terra Ranch are in conformance with the 
2013 Storm Drain Master Plan which allows water to remain on-site in retention basins. The project is 
conditioned to connect to the permanent storm water solution, whether that’s through Oakwood Lakes 
or back through the French Camp Outlet Canal and the same holds true for sanitary sewer. Public Works 
has adopted a sanitary sewer master plan and the facility is designed in accordance with that master 
plan. So from a Community Development standpoint, we don’t see any problems with the facility or the 
project continuing to move forward as it is currently doing. 

Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Would you like to address this, Mr. Jones? 



Brian Jones: My name is Brian Jones. I’m with NorthStar Engineering. I’m representing the developer 
tonight. I agree with all the things that Greg just said. The EIR has mitigation measures in there that have 
already been met. The plans are approved. The final map tonight is a municipal approval and it’s met all 
the conditions. The bonds will be in place and that should alleviate any concern that’s been addressed 
tonight. I’m happy to answer any questions if anybody has any. 

Mayor DeBrum: Any questions from the council? Okay, thank you. 

Brian Jones: Thank you. 

Mayor DeBrum: All right, we’re going to bring this back forward. Ms. Debbie?  

Debbie Moorhead: Thank you. Brian, could you come back for one minute? I want to ask a question. It’s 
my understanding that the road that has been mentioned is a private road. It’s not really even a road, 
but it’s on the property, correct? 

Brian Jones: The dirt access road that’s being utilized right now for access over the levee is off of the 
Terra Ranch property except right at the very entrance off of Woodward and there’s part of it that’s on 
Terra Ranch but you can still access it, even with the grading that’s taking place. 

Debbie Moorhead: Okay, so the signs that say that it’s actually private property, but that they can’t— 

Brian Jones: Those are on the adjacent property. 

Debbie Moorhead: That’s on the adjacent one? Okay. That’s all I want to know. Clarify. 

Brian Jones: Okay, thank you. 

Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Mr. Singh? 

Gary Singh: No questions. 

Mayor DeBrum: No questions? Mr. Morowit? 

Mike Morowit: No questions. 

Mayor DeBrum: Mr. Silverman? 

Rich Silverman: I have no questions. 

Mayor DeBrum: What is the council’s pleasure? 

Rich Silverman: Move to adopt. 

Mayor DeBrum: Do I have a second? 

Mike Morowit: Second. 

Mayor DeBrum: We’re moving to adopt a resolution improving Subdivision Improvement Agreement 
and the Final Map for Terra Ranch Unit 1, Tract 3493, all in favor signify by saying “aye.” 

Council: Aye. 

Mayor DeBrum: All same sign, motion carries 5-0. We’ll now move on to Item 3. 



[END TRANSCRIPT 0:26:25] 
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Mayor DeBrum: Yes, go right ahead. 
 
Rich Silverman: On the slide you presented on the residential side, it says, "Allow by right one 
storage container." So the one in my neighborhood that's been there for months, they can continue 
to have that one container in the front yard, in the driveway forever?  
 
Greg Showerman: Adam can clarify, I believe it has to be in the back yard or a side yard, and meet 
setbacks and current zoning requirements for accessory buildings. 
 
Rich Silverman: Okay, so with this ordinance that'll be they can't have it there forever in their front 
driveway?  
 
Greg Showerman: Yeah, I'll ask Adam to clarify, but I believe that's the intent. 
 
Adam: Correct, they would have to meet setbacks, so basically it has to be in their rear yard. 
 
Rich Silverman: Thank you.  
 
Mayor DeBrum: And once again, that's a unit of 300 square foot, is that correct?  
 
Adam: For residential, it doesn't limit this... It will be considered an accessory structure for the 
purposes of this, and it would be a... Anything that's over 120 square feet would require a building 
permit, so they would have to apply for a building permit in order to construct it on their site, or 
place it on their site, and it doesn't specify or limit a size, but storage containers are usually not any 
larger than 200 square feet. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Okay. So my question is, can you come back in 45 days and have all the 
necessary information? Okay. I move to postpone for 45 days and bring it back to the council for 
action. May I have a second, please?  
 
Debbie Moorhead: Second. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: It’s been properly moved and seconded, postpone item C3 for a 45-day period. 
All in favor, signify by saying aye. 
 
Council: Aye. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Opposed same sign, motion carries 4-0. 
 
[0:48:55] 
 
Mayor DeBrum: We’ll now move on to Discussion Item D1, please Ms. Blackmon. 
 
Lisa Blackmon: Yes, Mayor. Request City Council to reject the request of Michael Babitzke 
restricting city-wide development. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: And who is doing the staff report? Mr. Jorgensen. 
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[pause] 

Kevin Jorgensen: Good evening Mayor, council members. Kevin Jorgensen, City Engineer. The 
purpose of tonight's discussion item is to address a request the city received that would restrict city 
development. Some of the brief highlights from the staff report, the City of Manteca Municipal 
Code Title 18 Community Growth Management Program was adopted in 1988 and determined that 
a long range average annual residential growth rate of up to 3.9% would best serve the needs and 
desires of the entire community. In 2004 the City Council revisited the Community Growth 
Management Program ordinance and determined to continue with an annual residential growth rate 
of up to 3.9%. Since that time, the city's average annual growth rate is 2.04%, with the single 
highest annual growth rate being 3.17%. This is an annual average significantly below the adopted 
threshold. 

Kevin Jorgensen: To address some of the environmental concerns that were also brought out in the 
request letter, for clarification, all development projects prior to city approval must complete the 
environmental review process as required by the California Environmental Equality Act, CEQA, 
and fulfill the prescribed necessary mitigation measures that include flood management. The city is 
also, as you're aware, now a member of SJAFCA, the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency, and 
continues to assess regional solutions on a broader scale, including the collection of a fee for levee 
improvements that are paid for by new development. Further, Senate Bill 5 already restricts the 
issuance of building permits within the 200-year floodplain. Adequate progress is needed to be 
maintained annually, which shows that there's a plan in place that will achieve 200-year levee 
protection in order to issue building permits and to continue development in the 200-year floodplain 
and the city has done so accordingly. 

Kevin Jorgensen: In numerous times in other public meetings it's been mentioned, and I'll reiterate, 
that as part of these improvements for 200-year protection, an environmental report and analysis 
must be done as part of that project. Until such time that the project has been fully identified, 
including the dry land levee extension alignment solidified, those things need to take place first 
prior to the environmental process going underway. These 200-year improvements are required to 
be completed by the year 2025. I anticipate that this environmental study on the solution would take 
place in the next couple of years. At this time, staff is recommending rejecting the request that 
would restrict city wide development. Are there any questions?  

Mayor DeBrum: Are there any questions of Mr. Jorgensen at this time? No? Thank you. This is not 
a public hearing, but we shall open it up to allow anyone to address the council. 

Lisa Blackmon: First card, Michael Babitzke. 

Mayor DeBrum: Good evening, sir. 

Michael Babitzke: Good evening, and thank you very much for the opportunity to speak, 
particularly since you had to open up this matter, I guess it isn't typical to have this on public 
hearing. But I would like to make a couple of things clear at the inception. Number one, neither I 
nor any of my clients or people I've talked to have any desire to stop or curtail development. What 
we are asking for, to be clear, is a time period that's appropriate to study the question. If I may steal 
a line from the mayor who just talked to us about these storage containers, he indicated that in his 
judgment, it was appropriate to measure twice and count once. As I'm sitting there, I'm thinking, 
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you're absolutely correct. That it was appropriate to take a conservative position with respect to the 
storage container issue and to take a good look at it before making any kind of a decision. Now, I'm 
fully aware of the fact that when development projects come before you, as part of that process, 
there has to be environmental review documents which are submitted to you. But I'm also aware of 
the fact that we have a pipeline of projects coming in which are converging at this particular point 
in time, probably in part because of the recession and there was no building going on for a long 
period of time, there's nothing sinister about it. Other than the economy has re-awakened and people 
wanna build houses and I understand that. 
 
Michael Babitzke: But understand one thing that is unique and different. If you folks make a bad 
decision with respect to any development or development in the aggregate, or the cumulative effects 
of developments in the aggregate, that's a permanent decision. That's a decision that may affect 
hundreds and thousands of people. The recent article in the Manteca newspaper, which just 
published, and it was talking about what I would characterize as catastrophic effects in the event 
you make the bad decision or you make the wrong decision, and we have a 200-year flood without 
adequately preparing for it. 4,200 homes with three feet of water in them, or 10,700 residents losing 
their houses, evacuation of the County Hospital, evacuation of the County Jail, the closure of fire 
stations, the closure of first responders of the Lathrop Police Department, high schools closing. 
We're not talking about something that can be undone, such as storage containers, where you make 
a mistake in 2018, you can reverse it in 2019. We're talking about an irrevocable course of action 
that will have consequences for many people. 
 
Michael Babitzke: Now, it's my judgment and that as a council, there is significant public support 
for the... Those have a cooling off period, let's take a look at it. I'm not saying to stop it, I'm not 
saying to destroy it, I encourage the development, but lets make sure that we do it in the right way. 
And let's consider all of these flood issues. The gentleman that just spoke here talking about... I 
have a hard time with that word, SJAFCA, the organization that you're all joining, which I'm really 
happy about because what the problem... The core problem is, is that you're making development 
decisions at the very local level, which is where the houses are being built, but the water 
management is really a regional issue, because the water doesn't pay any attention to the local 
boundaries. Floods go wherever the water wants them to go. The only way you can rationally deal 
with that is to have an intelligent, well-thought-out plan on a regional basis. So I'm asking or 
requesting that you take a cooling off period and take a good look at it, I'm not saying to be 
[unintelligible], I'm not trying to put anybody out of business. But take a look at it before approving 
these projects that will be coming up in the near future. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you, sir. 
 
Michael Babitzke: Thank you. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Mrs. Blackmon?  
 
Lisa Blackmon: Next card, Martin Harris. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Mr. Harris. 
 
[pause] 
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Martin Harris: Good evening, again. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Good evening. 
 
Martin Harris: I've got a response to Mr. Jorgensen's comments about the EIR that I'm concerned 
about. On January 7th of 1997, my home was flooded by a San Joaquin River breach, resulting in 
13 to 20 inches of water in my home. My toilets overflowed, with condensation caused in the flood 
water to eventually rise and start dripping from the ceiling. That same day, my business was flooded 
as well. Total damages were in the hundreds of thousands of dollars. My employees made a point to 
reach out to me the following day to let me know that they could not afford to be unemployed, with 
several taking jobs elsewhere. Although flood damage dollar costs were significant, what I 
remember most was the emotional and physical toll it took out of me. On February 20th of 2017, 
exactly one year ago today, a levee breach in close proximity to the '97 breach forced my wife and I 
to leave our home. Because I know how it feels to personally experience flooding, I have remained 
proactive in my efforts to promote achieving the best flood protection possible, not just for me, but 
for everyone affected. I can live with the amount of flooding we experienced in '97, but I do not 
want more. 
 
Martin Harris: I also do not want any of my neighbors to take on anymore water as well. I want 
the CEQA environmental impact review we were promised. However, after looking over the 
recently released January 2018 Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study, I am concerned that the 
public will not be able to see a locally preferred plan as part of the process. Why? Page 3-42 of the 
Feasibility Study states the identification of Alternative 7A as the NED plan serves to set the level 
of federal participation in a project. Alternative 7A may not fully meet the non-federal sponsor 
objective of SB5 compliance. I'm assume the non-federal sponsor is either SJAFCA, or the City of 
Manteca, or San Joaquin County, that's what I'm assuming. But in order to expedite authorization, 
the non-federal sponsor elected not to pursue a locally preferred plan at this time. So if I read it 
right, it was our local sponsor elected not to pursue a locally preferred plan, and that concerns me. 
While page 3-40 goes on to state, "it is understood that RD17 with funding assistance from the state 
is pursuing a phase strategy of levee improvements to increase resistance of the RD17's levee 
system. Upon completion of that work, RD17 intends to request the US Army Corp of Engineers' 
participation in additional improvements to meet SB5 requirements." 
 
Martin Harris: Further, page 7-10 states the CEQA lead agency for this project is SJAFCA. This 
EIR was prepared jointly with the NEPA and CEQA lead agencies to meet both requirements. 
SJAFCA and the Central Valley Flood Protection Board evaluated this project under CEQA 
guidelines and determined that the mitigation measures incorporated would reduce most impacts to 
less than significant levels. However, impacts to some resources, and that's vegetation, wildlife and 
fisheries, would remain significant. They didn't mention any flood hydrology impacts, that concerns 
me. Therefore, a statement of overriding considerations would be prepared. Upon certifying the 
document, CEQA lead agencies would adopt a monitoring program for the changes made to the 
project, or the conditions of approval to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. 
 
Martin Harris: Full compliance would be achieved when the final EIR and Notice of 
Determination, which they call the Statement of Overriding Consideration, is sent to the Office of 
Planning and Research. Question: is this a process that serves the best interests of every member of 
our community, or is the process meant to only serve special interests in the name of non-federal 
sponsors? For the record, I do not believe we have been treated fair, and if the goal is to expedite 
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the process, which I understand that's why the non-federal sponsor asked to be removed to expedite 
the process, I am very concerned at the level of flood protection that will ultimately be achieved. 
Thank you. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. 
 
Lisa Blackmon: Next card, Kerry Harris. 
 
[pause] 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Good evening. 
 
Kerry Harris: Mayor, members of the City Council. My husband covered pretty much a lot of 
what needed to be said. A year ago tonight as I'm in the shower, and I hear the alarm going off, and 
my husband runs in and says, "We need to get out, now!" You can't imagine what that's like. And 
really what we're asking for is just to be assured that we won't be in that position, and neither will 
our neighbors or the businesses around us. I had a friend that woke up to about two inches of water 
in her house. I guess she left her washing machine on and went to bed, and it overflowed. She was 
evacuated. She's been out of her house for two months. Just two inches. Can you imagine what the 
13-20 inches was like? One question that Marty didn't mention that I'd like to state is, when will we 
know what the project will look like? And when will an EIR be conducted that includes flood 
protection features that we can see? So, I appreciate your time and attention to this matter. Thank 
you. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. 
 
Lisa Blackmon: Next card, Marian Rawlins. 
 
[pause] 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Good evening. 
 
Marian Rawlins: Good evening. Marian Rawlins, 5880 East Fig Avenue. Thank you for this 
opportunity. I'm gonna keep on my same little old soapbox, and read you, again, another letter. For 
a number of years now, the City of Manteca has allowed developers to continue to build in the 200-
year floodplain. State Senate Bill Number 5 was passed to limit the building in the 200-year 
floodplain, as we all know. The SB5 Bill was passed in 2007, yet the City of Manteca was well 
aware of the deadline of July 1, 2016. After this date, July 1, 2016, no building would be allowed in 
the 200-year floodplain without the protection of a levee that would provide 200-year flood 
protection. 
 
Marian Rawlins: Yet the City of Manteca continues to approve development projects, and that's 
not commercial, that's residential projects with no 200-year levee protection in place. This continues 
to be done without the benefit of CEQA environmental review. The California Environmental 
Quality Act, CEQA, statute was passed in 1970, requires state and local agencies within California 
to follow a protocol of analysis and a public disclosure of environmental impacts of proposed 
projects and adopt all feasible measures to mitigate these impacts. CEQA makes environmental 
protection mandatory, part of every California state and local public agency decision making 
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process. 
 
Marian Rawlins: My question is why this important step is not being done, nor made public? What 
harms are you bringing to your new home buyers, unaware of this process, and eventual harm to 
rural landowners located outside the protected area? I think it is important to remind you that 
foresee-ability and accountability stops with the members of this council. After all, your decisions 
represent the City of Manteca. In closing, I believe it is time to get serious and do not allow any 
additional building projects affecting the 200-year floodplain until first analyzing the potential for 
flood impacts involved. And that residential area is in the 200-year floodplain, it's not the entire 
City of Manteca, it's not your commercial buildings, your Gray Wolf or anything like that. It's the 
area that is in immediate danger of flooding. As a result, I would hope that this council would place 
the safety of the citizens of our community as its number one priority. Thank you very much. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. 
 
Lisa Blackmon: Next card, Raymond Quaresma. 
 
[pause] 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Good evening, Mr. Quaresma. 
 
Raymond Quaresma: Good evening. Raymond Quaresma, Quaresma Dairy Farms. Been some 
real good talk on this flooding, and time's gonna tell the truth. My question is, where's the water 
gonna go? And who are you representing? We fought for this country on representation, and that 
water's gotta go somewhere. So if you think you can build those homes, and you can represent those 
people that are gonna profit and help this community, then you got a good thing going. If you're 
gonna hurt this community, and you're gonna hurt those home-buyers, you don't got a good thing 
going. And there's a lot of people here that know the dairy farm. There's 6,000 head there. We do a 
lot of budgeting and bank analysis, because you yourself know, Mr. DeBrum, the dairy business 
isn't always so good. We generally try to make $3 a day above dry matter and those 6,000 head... If 
I take on more water, that means that those cattle ain't gonna get fed, and that blood-life is chaos 
moving it, and it takes on a lot of disease moving it. 
 
Raymond Quaresma: Just trying to move those cattle in '97, now you've got police people here, 
fire people who are trying to move people, they're the same thing, they're blood-life, trying to get 
them out. It's emergent. They're not like plant life that can take that water and you take a hit for one 
year. It's worthy of study. You guys have promised so much that I don't feel represented right, and 
that's my comment. One other thing, the Indians had enough sense not to put the teepee in the 
lowlands. There's a lot of people here that, to me I can love them as people, and I'll give them a boat 
for survival, but I don't have to like the way they're trying to represent this community. The way 
they're not trying to not take the risk themselves, but put a cost on somebody else, and an 
oppression on somebody else. I don't like that. I don't like changing that wealth. So, that's my 
comments, tonight. Thank you. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. 
 
Lisa Blackmon: Next card, Anthony Barkett. 
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Alicia: Mayor DeBrum, I'm Alicia [unintelligible], and Anthony and I are gonna switch here, 
because we thought it might be helpful to clarify a couple of items related to the current status of 
the Lower San Joaquin River Feasibility Study, and the Fix In Place Project underway for RD-17. 
So, good evening. I wanted to clarify, I think there's a little bit of confusion here because the notice 
that the Corps of Engineers just issued on February 1st regarding the feasibility study focuses on 
North and Central Stockton and SJAFCA is the local non-federal sponsor for that project and the 
focus is on Smith's Canal in North and Central Stockton. However, the Corps of Engineers and 
SJAFCA evaluated the entire RD17 basin and North and Central Stockton flood protection 
improvements all as one big programmatic evaluation and they did an EIR/EIS for that entire 
project. The RD17 levees that protect Lathrop and Manteca and a portion of unincorporated San 
Joaquin County are going to be evaluated in an add-on phase to that feasibility study, and that was 
part of the notice that the Corps released on February 1st. So NEPA and CEQA review have been 
provided for the entire flood protection proposal that the Corps is funding in part, as well as the 
local non-federal sponsor. 
 
Alicia: In addition, SJAFCA is being expanded to include Lathrop and Manteca as member 
agencies. So when the corps undertakes the add-on study, following completion of this initial study, 
Lathrop and Manteca will be at the table to actually help proceed with that program for flood 
protection as part of the RD17 200-year Fix In Place project. And again, RD17 levees are 100-year 
FEMA accredited levees. There is 100-year flood protection. I can't comment on people who live 
south of the levee in a completely different reclamation district, what the status of their flood 
protection is. That has nothing to do what was just released in the feasibility study. And this next 
phase that's being undertaken is to provide 200-year flood protection. 
 
Alicia: Now concurrently, as many of you probably have heard ad nauseam, we've been working 
with the state on the UFRR funded state-led feasibility study to fund this entire thing again. So, 
we've got a lot of studies going on and all of it takes into consideration all of the development that 
was already planned through your local General Plans for Manteca, Lathrop, Stockton and San 
Joaquin County. And in fact, as part of this project we've actually reduced the amount of 
development that's being proposed in the 200-year floodplain as well as designed a levee system 
that will provide flood protection for an existing 46,500 people who currently who are without that 
200-year flood protection. So I don't know if anyone has further questions about this, but I also 
wanted to just clarify that the July 1, 2016 date was not to have a 200-year levee in place. SB5 
required that an adequate progress finding be made if local communities within the Central Valley 
proceed with the development in the 200-year floodplain, and that basically means you have to have 
your flood protection system in effect by 2025, as Mr. Jorgensen commented on. 
 
Alicia: So, with everything that's being done at the state, the federal and the local non-federal 
sponsor level, we actually have three efforts currently under way that are being funded by 
developers, the local communities, the state. We have a $5 million grant currently for the state-led 
feasibility study and the Corps are all participating. There are efforts under way and I just wanted to 
assure you, notwithstanding some of the comments that have been made, that things are actually 
under way in a very holistic programmatic level. So thank you for indulging me a few extra 
minutes. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. 
 
Alicia: If you have questions, I'm available. 
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Mayor DeBrum: Mr. Barkett. 
 
Anthony Barkett: Thank you, it just gives you a little snapshot of how complicated this issue is, 
and nobody is expediting anything. This has been going on for several years. Nobody has rushed 
through this. Just to reiterate what Mr. Jorgensen had said, we are complying with SB5. You had to 
make an adequate progress finding by 2016. The city did that, there is a plan in place, there is a 
finance plan. And everybody who wants to continue building has to follow that. So, you are 
complying, there's no reason for a time-out, moratorium isn't required unless you didn't file your 
adequate progress, which the city did. So as for people that were talking about the potential for 
flooding, as Alicia said, they all live south of the levee. That's not what is at issue here. They need, 
and they should come and talk to SJAFCA about maybe expanding the study, or talking about their 
reclamation district. 
 
Anthony Barkett: But those here who are commenting, that live in the county and live south of the 
levee, they have chosen to live in a floodplain. The people on the other side have 100-year 
protection, as you said. They have 100-year protection. So, people who build by these homes, they 
don't need flood insurance. That's what the federal government and FEMA is telling them. So the 
state law requires 200-year, we're all doing everything to get to that point. You need development, 
you need some private financing and other financing in order to make those improvements. And 
those improvements will protect the entire city and the rest of the RD17. So we're available to 
answer questions, it's hard to be specific about every little misinterpretation that has been said. The 
overall statement really is that we're following SB5 and we've been following it for the last three 
years and the people that are gonna move forward in that area have to pay a fee and have to 
continue to make adequate progress in order to do so. So an arbitrary moratorium isn't the answer. It 
doesn't make sense. Thank you. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Do we have anyone else?  
 
Lisa Blackmon: That was our last card. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Pardon?  
 
Lisa Blackmon: Last card. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Okay, yes sir. Please come forward. 
 
[pause] 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Good evening Mr. Beckman. 
 
Mr. Beckman: Good evening, Mr. Mayor, council members. Very briefly I wanted to just address a 
few of the comments that were made in regards to the very large pipeline that exists currently in 
Manteca. If you go back about 30 years, I think there's always been a large pipeline of projects, not 
just in Manteca, but across the state, because in California, it takes years and years to develop land 
and build a project, which is why there's always a large pipeline. It may look misleading if you 
wake up one day and start examining it and look at the pipeline, but you have to understand the 
magnitude of that. It takes years for all that to come to fruition, which is why there's always a 
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pipeline. Which gets to the point that you made, Mr. DeBrum, you measure twice and cut once. 
Well, development is permanent, and that's why in California we don't just measure twice, and cut 
once, we measure a dozen times before any cutting is allowed to happen, which is why there's such 
a large pipeline of projects. 
 
Mr. Beckman: As you've heard, there's been years and years of studying going on, and the call for 
studying to occur now, we will continue studying it, we will continue working on it, and we are 
achieving the goals that we need to have achieved. I'm not an engineer, but once a month, the 
experts in the county meet the San Joaquin County Flood Control Advisory Committee with the 
experts in the county, the engineers. I go there to listen to what they have to say and track and 
follow what's happening. It's open to the public. I would encourage anyone who has a distinct 
interest in this issue to attend these meetings, listen to the engineers, listen to the experts. I learn a 
lot when I go there. And I think a lot of folks could educate themselves more if they were to attend 
these meetings on a regular basis as I have been doing. Thank you. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Anyone else? Anyone else? Yes, ma'am, you've already spoken, Mrs. 
Rawlins. 
 
Sue Quaresma: I have something to say. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Okay, come forward. 
 
[Unidentified Speaker]: Thank you. I am absolutely insulted by people who have come here from 
out of our city to say that we have chosen to live behind the floodplain that could possibly be. And 
that is so not true. In '97, our house was flooded, went up to the floor board, and we're a little bit 
higher than Marty's place, and we were spared a lot of damage. This last year we had a really big 
scare, luckily it was... The existing levee that's right up against the river actually was fixed by some 
of our dairymen here. And I think that if something... If you put another levee just north of us, 
you're gonna... If a big flood comes, you're talking about a lot of water that's gonna be held up 
against there to save these houses that are down lower than us that didn't get as much flooding the 
last time. And it's just incredible and so insulting to have people who did not have to experience 
this, to come here and tell us that live here in south Manteca, that we're just not worthy of being 
listened to. Thank you. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Is there anyone else who has not spoken that wishes to address the 
council? Yes, ma'am?  
 
[pause] 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Mrs. Wackerly, good evening. 
 
Dee Wackerly: Thank you for recognizing me. I am Dee Wackerly. I live at 5050 Fig Avenue in 
Manteca. And I just wanna say I do support all the people that have spoken before me. I also went 
through the '97 flood, and we had to evacuate. We've been in that same property, on the same 
property for 45-46 years. And we, along with all of our neighbors, we've just been there a long time. 
And now if there is a levee put up behind us, as what has been proposed for so long now, between 
Peach and Fig, that's going to back up the water even more so than it did in the '97 flood. And so I 
just wanna say, I do support all those that have spoken before me. And I hope you'll listen to what 
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we're saying. We love it out there, and we would hate to see the farmers, the dairy farmers, the 
orchards suffer the way they have in the past. So, thank you for your time. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Anyone else who has not spoken?  
 
Mike Babitzke: Would it be possible for me to just one more minute?  
 
Mayor DeBrum: If I allow you one more minute, then I have to allow the other people one more 
minute that have gotten up there. I'm gonna make this exception. Please come forward. 
 
Mike Babitzke: Thank you. 
 
[pause] 
 
Mike Babitzke: Mike Babitzke, speaking for a second time. And I just wanted to comment that 
what I'm hearing with respect to the gentleman that... And the lady that spoke against this, was in 
effect that we have a plan to be in compliance, to have something built, to have something done, to 
have some protection by 2025. We have met the minimum legal requirements of SB5. And I'm not 
saying they haven't met the minimum legal requirements of SB5. But this area, being in the Delta 
area, being in an area which, it seems like, has had serious flood issues on an ongoing basis, I think 
we can expect more. Because essentially asking, what they're really saying is, "Build now, and we'll 
make you safe later." I would suggest that perhaps the approach should be, "Make us safe now, and 
then you can build." Thank you. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Anyone else who has not spoken? Yes, sir. 
 
[pause] 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Good evening, sir. 
 
Trevor Smith: Thank you, mayor. Trevor Smith with Lazarus Companies. I used to be with 
Richland Communities, and the similarity of the two companies is both own large assets in Lathrop, 
California, non-residential. And I just wanna remind people, I respect everyone that lives on the 
floodplain, works on a ranch, but my company owns a large track of land in Lathrop that is gonna 
be an industrial park. This SB5 compliant issue is important to the non-residential guys to move 
things forward. There's five major players that you heard about here, SJAFCA, the county, the three 
cities, you take one of them out of the picture, it's gonna be difficult to raise the funds to get the 
construction underway under what's gonna be called phase four. Phase one, two and three is what 
RD17 is doing right now to keep the 100-year accreditation. But they're actually improving the 
levees to a 200-year protection. Phase four would be the Fix In Place, which would finalize the 
complete fix from Western Ranch to the dry land levee. So, just wanted to speak up for the non-
residential guys. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Anyone else who has not spoken? Seeing none, I shall close it and 
bring it back up front. M.s Debbie?  
 
Debbie Moorhead: First of all, thank you all of you that spoke. We've heard this lots and lots and 
lots of times. And I understand, especially where you guys live, what your dilemma is when it 
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floods out there. I lived here when it flooded, I drove down those streets, as far as I could go, I saw 
all the flooding. In Lathrop, it was so bad, you couldn't even see the top of the fruit stand, it was all 
under water over there. But I think this is a different issue, and we're talking about SB5, and we're 
talking about a dry levee, and we're talking about the improvements that have to be made, and we're 
meeting all of those. And I understand you guys are on the south side of that, and you guys are in a 
very, to me, precarious area, because that is when the water's coming in that direction, it's coming 
up towards that. And I know that we have to continue to work on the dry levee, I know that we have 
to continue to be in compliance and we have been. And we have a lot more on the other side to 
protect. So, it's a push-pull here, and I understand where you guys are coming from and I also 
understand the other side. But I don't diminish what you guys have gone through, believe me. It's 
gotta be horrible, and you guys made it very clear, and I appreciate that. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Mr. Singh?  
 
Gary Singh: My question for staff, first maybe, one of the things that was brought up is they were 
discussing more of the current levee system and where they would want it in the immediate area 
and then... So first, I guess, would be within that 200-year SB5, how far does that stretch out when 
it comes to Manteca?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: How far does the 200-year floodplain stretch out?  
 
Gary Singh: Yeah. And what would be affected in our city, if we didn't do a second dry levee, 
obviously. 
 
Kevin Jorgensen: It's essentially, I guess a quarter of the city west, it's sort of hard to describe in 
words without having a plat showing you the meandering floodplain, but it's mainly south-west 
Manteca and our western fringe of the city limits. 
 
Gary Singh: Then, how much north would it go in the city?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: It's an east-west boundary, so all the way... 
 
Gary Singh: If a flood happened, how far would it basically go? And basically, why do we need a 
dry levee, and what is it gonna protect?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: The dryland levee is gonna protect all of the western side of the Manteca. 
 
Gary Singh: Okay. So looking at that, in that western side, there's already structures, there's already 
homes, there's already things there, correct?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Correct. And beyond that, it also protects Lathrop, South Stockton and portions 
of the county. 
 
Gary Singh: Alright. So, that's where I am kind of looking at, it is that I understand all the 
individuals that came up and spoke. The dry levee, build it or not build it, if we have a flood, their 
area is gonna flood, correct?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Correct. The dry levee would need to be extended to provide protection against 
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the 200-year flood. 
 
Gary Singh: Yeah, so that's why I think the real issue for them should be, how do we strengthen the 
original levee so they don't get flooded, period. Instead of talking about the dry levee and the SB5 
and combating that. So that's I guess my way of thinking when it comes to that part. I mean, I 
understand everybody's concerns, but as some of the other individuals have also spoken about, all 
the studies and everything that are going on the way, it's not like we're streamlining this process and 
it's been happening very fast. It's already taken a quite a bit of time and it's gonna take a lot more 
time to get this all going, it's not gonna happen overnight. So, that's my comments. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you, sir. Mr. Morowit. 
 
Mike Morowit: Mr. Jorgensen... I really don't wanna sit down now. I could try. I agree with a lot of 
the comments, I can't place what people have gone through during the floods, I mean, to live in a 
flood area, to be involved in that is horrific. I mean, we see it on television, Texas and things. And 
we had it here, I remember in '97, I came out here in '95. We had situations where we were quite 
lucky, I mean, a lot of damages to homes and livestock, but between the fire departments, I think we 
have both of them representing here tonight. I think they did a stellar job in making sure people got 
out. And we would probably, I believe that that sense is important, quite frankly, is depending on a 
levee. It's people. People protect people and levees help. But we also have our public safety that has 
to be top notch. I think that safety has grown since '95 or '97, excuse me. And I think that plays a 
huge role in what happens during a disaster. 
 
Mike Morowit: That being said, we do need to worry about mechanical type things and I don't 
know if levies are very sophisticated, I didn't really understand it too well because I came from the 
Bay Area, we didn't have flooding. But at the same time when I learned a little bit more about it, it 
isn't very sophisticated, but the way it's done is very important to do the maximum job and do it in 
the most effective way. Would it be perfect? No. Like we had this just a few months back when they 
had it last year, we had the flooding and we had farmers and dairy people come out there and rush. 
Well, fortunately that's back to the human situation of how people can get together and help, and 
along with public safety make sure these things are done and the warnings go out better. Now we 
have texting. Now we all have all these things. So we do have some things that are improved over 
what we had back in '97. 
 
Mike Morowit: But that being said, we have to do something to protect what we already have in 
the county, and the city, and Lathrop. We don't divide people by where they live. We strive to do the 
best we can. And it's an all out project here to get this done. Like you say, it's all sides, everybody 
hands on deck, so we've formed this new advisory committee and added more people to represent. 
We need money to do the job, but we can't just let it go. We need to move forward with this process, 
but do it the best way we can. So I feel like we're doing that, and we haven't decided yet what 
exactly happens. I know it's a very long process to do that, but we wanna do it right, and I think 
we're getting closer to find what the scoop of work is gonna be. And I think I've heard you answer 
this before, Mr. Showerman, but have we done anything yet to decide how far this extensional levee 
will be?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: We had the public outreach effort that was done last year by Drake Haglan and 
Associates, to try to come up with a consensus from the public. The attempt did come up with a 
preferred alignment that was adopted by council but it in no way solidified that alignment. It's just a 
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starting point, so as we get further into the design process, you have to have somewhere to start to 
see how it's gonna work as far as acquiring the land, the environmental impacts, but it's a starting 
point. So there is a preferred alternative of a dry land levee extension. 
 
Mike Morowit: And the stressed word is “preferred.” 
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Yes. 
 
Mike Morowit: It is not in stone. We're not coercing people to make these decisions. It'll have to go 
a full environmental impact report. 
 
Kevin Jorgensen: It's a starting point based on an attempt at a consensus from the public in the 
area. 
 
Mike Morowit: Okay. That's all the questions I have. Thank you Mr. Jorgensen. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Mr. Silverman?  
 
Rich Silverman: I've stated before and I'll state again, I have to vote on every issue, and in my 
brain, what's left of it, I have to think about the 35,000 people that live in Manteca and do what I 
believe is in their best interest. So I believe it in their best interest to reject the petition and to the 
moratorium, and to proceed as we have. I think we are proceeding cautiously, I think we are 
proceeding with due diligence. I think the State of California, if they had not passed SB5, we 
wouldn't be having this discussion and we'd all be quite shocked when there was a big river break 
and everything got flooded out on the 200-year floodplain because nobody thought about it. But 
state legislature said, "No, you gotta think about it, and do something about it." And we are. We do 
have the funding mechanism in place, that was a big one. Somebody correct me if I'm wrong, but 
homeowners are advised of the flood risk when they buy a house, it's part of the process of 
explaining to them all the... What do they call it?  
 
Multiple Background Speakers: Disclosures. 
 
Rich Silverman: What?  
 
Debbie Moorhead: Disclosures. 
 
Rich Silverman: Yeah, disclosures. Isn't flooding one of those floodplain issued part of the 
disclosures?  
 
Background Speaker: Yes. 
 
Rich Silverman: Mr. [unintelligible]? Thank you, Mr. [unintelligible] indicates that yes it is. I think 
that if I lived out there, I understand your issues. If I lived out there, my efforts would be trying to 
figure out how to improve that river bank, and make that stronger. I don't want any break in that 
river. I don't want 13 inches of... 13 inches of water in my home is not acceptable, okay? I'm not 
that worried about the difference between 13 and 25, I don't want 13, so I'm gonna be pestering the 
heck out of the federal authorities to dredge that river. I'm gonna be working at everything I can to 
improve that river bank, strengthen it. I don't want a river bank, I don't want any kind of flood. I 
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don't wanna a 100-year plain flood, a 50-year plain flood. I don't want any flood out there. 
 
Rich Silverman: The dry levee is a kind of a backup protection system, and there should be a 
whole lot of attention and focus on the main problem. The other thing is the 200-year floodplain, 
the break that they're considering in using as an example, is a pretty low probability one. It doesn't 
mean it won't happen but the case study that they kind of use in that indicates multiple breaks along 
the river. And again, as Mr. [unintelligible] said, the experts kind of say, "That's possible, but not 
very likely." Simultaneous, coincidental multiple break situation. So I think the community of 
Manteca, and the 45,000 people that live in the Lathrop-Manteca area that are already living in the 
floodplain are well served by our current plan and our current path forward. Thank you. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. So, would you please come back up, Kevin? I think probably 
between you and Mr. Showerman maybe can answer these questions. Mr. Singh had asked how far 
west. So I'm assuming the western boundary would be the railroad. Is that correct? On the westside, 
if you're talking about Manteca?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: How far west? I mean, it would extend into Lathrop. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: That's correct. But on the western boundary, if you're talking Manteca, it would 
be the... 
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Right. Our western boundary along the railroad track. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Very good. How many projects are entitled?  
 
Greg Showerman: I don't know the number of projects as far as... 
 
Mayor DeBrum: How many homes are entitled?  
 
Greg Showerman: About 8,700 plus or minus. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: 8,700. Have all of these projects completed an EIR?  
 
Greg Showerman: The ones that are entitled have. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: So, the 8,700 homes have completed an EIR?  
 
Greg Showerman: That's my understanding. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Can we build a project without an EIR?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: No. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: What happens? You just can't build it, correct?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Right. A development project prior to approval has environmental requirements. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: So, the statement that was made earlier is a fact that there are no projects being 
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out there completed today without the completion of the EIR, correct?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Correct. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: And you've kind of wrapped those all up, that's the main point that I was trying to 
circle the wagons on, because I really think is that the commitment that has been made and with the 
developer, and I don't care who it is. The projects that are entitled, they have met all the 
requirements. They have gone from point A to point B in order to ensure that they are doing 
everything correctly. The funding mechanism, as was stated earlier, is in place. The levee still 
requires the EIR process, is that correct?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Correct, the assumption of the dry land levee... 
 
Mayor DeBrum: And that determination still... All the questions from that standpoint still need to 
be made, as it was stated earlier, it's a preferred alignment. There is no direction that the levee 
could... That levee could move 1,500 feet, a quarter mile, whatever it is, at the end of the day by the 
time that decision is made. And who is going to make that decision? Is that RD 17? Or is that the 
City of Manteca or is that the county of San Joaquin?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Currently, it's going to be SJAFCA, in conjunction with RD 17. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Okay. I think that I've said it before, I will continue to say this, that as we go 
forward we're making every possible effort to ensure that everyone is protected. And I understand, I 
gotta be careful when I say protected, is the fact that we will do the correct thing for the right 
reasons. Making sure that there is an EIR in place, that we meet all the CEQA requirements. 
Everything that we possibly have to do to support everything as we go through going forward. 
Correct?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Correct. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: And who from the city is responsible for that? What department?  
 
Kevin Jorgensen: Community Development. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Community Development. Very good. Just wanted to make sure where we're at. 
And you're committed to that? Your department is committed to that, Mr. Showerman, is that 
correct?  
 
Greg Showerman: We are. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Thank you. Very good. I have no further questions. And what is the council's 
pleasure?  
 
Rich Silverman: I move to accept staff's recommendation. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: Do we have a second?  
 
Debbie Moorhead: Second. 
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Mayor DeBrum: It's been properly moved and seconded to reject the request restricting city wide 
development. All in favor signify by saying aye. 
 
Council: Aye. 
 
Mayor DeBrum: [unintelligible] same sign, motion carries, 5-0. 
 
[END TRANSCRIPT 1:43:02] 
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