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CHAPTER 1
Introduction and List of Commenters

1.1 Purpose of this Document

This document includes all agency and public written comments received on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR, SCH #2022040471) for the Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction
Project (UFRR or proposed project). Also included are changes in the text of the Draft EIR either in
response to written comments or initiated by staff.

Written comments were received by the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency (SJAFCA) during the
public comment period from December 19, 2025, through February 2, 2026. This document includes
written responses to each comment received on the Draft EIR. This Final EIR document has been prepared
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and together with the Draft EIR (and
Appendices) constitutes the EIR for the proposed project that will be used by the decision-makers during the
project approval process. The responses and text changes refine, clarify, amplify, and/or correct text in the
Draft EIR, as appropriate. These changes do not alter the conclusions or findings of the Draft EIR.

1.2 Summary of Proposed Project

The proposed project would include the construction and operation and maintenance of flood risk
reduction and multi-benefit components in and adjacent to the proposed project area, which are
summarized below. Specifically, the primary components of the proposed project include the following:

e Fix-in-place improvements with habitat enhancement and revegetation.
e Dryland levee extension.
e Ecosystem restoration at multiple sites.

e Recreational features along the levee system.

Each of these components are summarized below.

1.2.1 Flood Risk Reduction Components

Fix-in-Place Levee Improvements — The various levee improvements that would be constructed and
operated within the levee rights-of-way and easements under the proposed project include the following:

o Existing Dryland Levee Reconstruction and Seepage Berm. These improvements would consist of
raising and widening the levee and constructing a drained seepage berm. They also include
reconstructing pipe penetrations that cross the levee.
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

e  Cutoff Walls. The improvements would consist of constructing a fix-in-place traditional
cement/bentonite slurry cutoff wall of varying depth along portions of the existing levee alignment.

e Seepage Berm. The improvements would consist of constructing a drained seepage berm of varying
width along portions of the existing levee alignment.

e Erosion Repairs. The improvements would consist of supplementing riprap rock slope protections
on the waterside of the levee along portions of the existing levee alignment.

e Encroachment Remediation. The improvements would consist of removing high-hazard
encroachments.

o Pipe Penetrations Rehabilitation. The improvements would consist of reconstructing pipe
penetrations that cross the levee.

e Levee Raise. The improvements would consist of raising the height of levee along portions of the
existing levee alignment and extending the landside toe to meet levee slope design standards.

Dryland Levee Extension and Seepage Berm — This improvement would extend the existing dryland levee
by approximately 2.9 miles east to Tinnin Road to prevent flanking during flood events. The proposed
dryland levee extension would also include a seepage berm on the dryland side, as well as an operation
and maintenance (O&M) corridor on both sides of the levee.

1.2.2 Multi-Benefit Components

Ecosystem Restoration — The proposed project would locate undeveloped land on the water side of the
levee system to create ecosystem restoration sites. Parcels of land are currently under investigation for
meeting restoration criteria based on existing land habitats, elevations, and other opportunities for gaining
natural ecosystem functions appropriate for the lower San Joaquin River. Because the locations and
designs of these ecosystem restoration sites are still under development, analysis of these proposed
project components will be done at a programmatic level in the EIR.

Recreational Features Along the Levee System — This component would develop recreational features,
including recreational paths, along the top of levee and landside toe. Because the locations and design of
this component are still under development, analysis of these proposed project components will be done
at a programmatic level in the EIR.

1.3 Public Participation and Review

The SJAFCA has complied with all noticing and public review requirements of CEQA. This compliance
included notification of all responsible and trustee agencies and interested groups, organizations, and
individuals that the Draft EIR was available for review. The following list of actions took place during the
preparation, distribution, and review of the Draft EIR:

o A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse on April 22, 2022.
The 30-day public review comment period for the NOP ended on May 23, 2022 (SCH# 2022040471).
In accordance with PRC Section 21080.4(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(b), each
responsible agency, trustee agency, and involved federal agency was requested to provide, in writing,
the scope and content of the environmental information to be included in the Draft EIR related to its
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

area of statutory responsibility. Public notices were placed in the Manteca Bulletin and the Stockton
Record to inform the general public of the scoping meetings and the availability of the NOP. The
NOP was also sent to public agencies, organizations, and individuals that requested receipt of the
SJAFCA’s public notices, to invite them to provide input. The NOP was also available for review on
the SJAFCA’s website: https://www.sjafca.org/.

Two public meetings were held during the 30-day NOP review period to solicit comments on the
scope and content of the EIR, and to provide information to the public, including a description of the
proposed project. An in-person meeting on May 9, 2022, at the Manteca Transit Center located at
220 Moffat Boulevard, Manteca, CA 95336; and on May 12, 2022, a virtual public meeting was
conducted. Comment letters received were included in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation, of the
Draft EIR along with a copy of the NOP.

In accordance with the requirements of PRC Section 21080.3, SJAFCA staff conducted Native
American outreach and consultation efforts. In 2022, SJAFCA contacted the Wilton Rancheria, the
Confederated Villages of Lisjan (CVL), and additional Tribes identified through the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC). Wilton Rancheria initially requested consultation but did not provide
further responses. CVL requested consultation and participated in a conference call with SJAFCA in
September 2022 to discuss potential impacts to cultural and tribal cultural resources; SJAFCA
subsequently provided a summary of proposed mitigation measures. The Northern Valley Y okuts
Tribe also requested consultation and met with SJAFCA in July and September 2022, after which
SJAFCA provided a summary of mitigation measures. No additional correspondence was received
from these Tribes following those communications. In 2025, SJAFCA reinitiated outreach by
requesting an updated NAHC Sacred Lands File search and contacting additional Tribes; Wilton
Rancheria responded that it had no comments and did not wish to open consultation, and no other
responses were received.

A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were filed with the State Clearinghouse
on December 19, 2025. An official 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR was established by
the State Clearinghouse, ending on February 2, 2026. A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft
EIR was published in the Stockton Record on December 19, 2025. The NOA was also posted with the
office of the San Joaquin County Clerk-Recorder and was sent to respondents of the NOP, and other
interested parties that requested receipt of the notice. The Draft EIR and NOA were also published on
the SJAFCA’s website.

Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the following locations:

SJAFCA Office
2800 W March Lane, Suite 200
Stockton, CA 95219

Cesar Chavez Central Library
605 North El Dorado Street
Stockton, CA

During the 45-day review period, a virtual public meeting was held on Tuesday January 13, 2026.
No comments were received during this meeting.
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

1.4 List of Commenters

The SJAFCA received 11 comment letters during the comment period on the Draft EIR for the proposed
project. Table 1-1 indicates if letters were sent by State (S) or local (L) agencies, or a private (P) entity.

A numerical designation is provided for each comment letter, along with the author of the comment letter,
and the date of the comment letter.

TABLE 1-1
COMMENT LETTERS REGARDING THE DRAFT EIR
Author(s) of Comment Date of
Letter # | Entity Letter/e-mail Comment Letter/e-mail
S1 California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy May Soe February 2, 2026
Management Division (CalGEM)
S2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Morgan Kilgour January 29, 2026
S3 Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) Jeff Henderson February 2, 2026
S4 State Water Resources Control Board (Water Boards) Lori Schmitz January 9, 2026
L1 Manteca Unified School District (MUSD) Aaron Bowers February 1, 2026
L2 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Daniel Martinez January 28, 2026
P1 Martin Harris Martin Harris January 21, 2026
P2 Martin Harris Martin Harris January 21, 2026
P3 Martin Harris Martin Harris January 23, 2026
P4 Martin Harris Martin Harris February 2, 2026
P5 Brocchini Family Partnership Lori Brocchini Mackey January 28, 2026

1.5 Organization of the Final EIR

The Final EIR is organized as follows:

Chapter 1 — Introduction and List of Commenters: This chapter summarizes the project under
consideration and describes the contents of the Final EIR. This chapter also contains a summary of the
public participation and review process, and a list of the agencies who submitted comments on the Draft
EIR during the public review period, presented in order by agency and date received.

Chapter 2 — Revisions to the Draft EIR: This chapter describes changes and refinements made to the
proposed project since publication of the Draft EIR. These refinements, clarifications, amplifications, and
corrections, which are described as a narrative in the beginning of the chapter, would not change the
conclusions or findings presented in the Draft EIR for the reasons discussed in Chapter 2. This chapter
also summarizes text changes made to the Draft EIR in response to comments made on the Draft EIR and
staff-initiated text changes. Changes to the text of the Draft EIR are shown by either strikethreugh where
text has been deleted, or double underline where new text has been inserted.

Chapter 3 — Comments and Responses: This chapter contains the comment letters received on the Draft
EIR followed by responses to individual comments. Each comment letter is presented with brackets
indicating how the letter has been divided into individual comments. Each comment is given a binomial
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1. Introduction and List of Commenters

with the letter number appearing first, followed by the comment number. For example, comments in
Letter S1 are numbered S1-1, S1-2, and so on. Immediately following the letter are responses, each with
binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments. Attachments to comment letters are included in
Appendix A of this Final EIR.

If the subject matter of one letter overlaps that of another letter, the reader may be referred to more than
one response to review all information on a given subject. Where this occurs, cross-references to other
comments are provided.

Some comments that were submitted to the SJAFCA do not pertain to environmental issues or do not
address the adequacy of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR. Responses to such comments, though not
required, are included to provide additional information.

Chapter 4 — Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This chapter contains the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) to guide the SJAFCA in its implementation and monitoring
of measures adopted in the EIR, and to comply with the requirements of Public Resources Code Section
21081.6(a).
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CHAPTER 2
Revisions to the Draft EIR

2.1 Introduction

This chapter describes changes made to the proposed project since the publication of the Draft EIR as
well as text changes made to the Draft EIR either in response to a comment letter or initiated by SJAFCA
staff or in response to a modification to the proposed project.

Under CEQA, recirculation of all or part of an EIR may be required if significant new information is added
after public review and prior to certification. According to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(a), new
information is not considered significant “unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s
proponents have declined to implement.” More specifically, the CEQA Guidelines define significant new
information as including;:

e A new significant environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation measure;

e A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact that would not be reduced to
insignificance by adopted mitigation measures;

e A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from those analyzed in the
Draft EIR that would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project and which the project
proponents decline to adopt; and

e A Draft EIR that is so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory that meaningful public
review and comment were precluded.

The text changes described below are staff-initiated changes that update, refine, clarify, and amplify the
project information presented in the Draft EIR. No new significant impacts are identified, and no
information is provided that would involve a substantial increase in severity of a significant impact that
would not be mitigated by measures agreed to by SJAFCA. In addition, no new or considerably different
project alternatives or mitigation measures have been identified. Therefore, there are no edits or new
information that would reflect inadequacies in the Draft EIR and therefore, recirculation of any part of the
EIR therefore is not required.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

2.2 Text Changes to the Draft EIR

This section summarizes text changes made to the Draft EIR either in response to a comment letter,
initiated by City staff, or in response to a modification to the proposed project. New text is indicated in
double underline and text to be deleted is reflected by a strike-threugh. Text changes are presented in the
page order in which they appear in the Draft EIR.

The text revisions provide clarification, amplification, and corrections that have been identified by
SJAFCA since publication of the Draft EIR. These staff-initiated revisions do not result in a change in the
conclusions or findings of the Draft EIR.

Executive Summary

The following bullet under ES.4.1 on page ES-3 has been deleted because it is not part of the proposed
project described in Chapter 2, Project Description.

The following text starting on page ES-3 has been revised to be consistent with the proposed project
described in Chapter 2, Project Description.

Dryland Levee Extension and Seepage Berm — This improvement would extend the existing
dryland levee by approximately +to2-mies-to-the-east-asneeded-2.9 miles east to Tinnin Road to
prevent flanking during flood events. The proposed dryland levee extension would also include a
seepage berm on the dryland side, as well as an operation and maintenance (O&M) corridor on

both sides of the levee.

The third paragraph on page ES-4 has been deleted to be consistent with the proposed project described in
Chapter 2, Project Description.

3.4 Air Quality

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 is revised to clarify implementation of the measures under Item 1. Item 3 under
Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 is revised to clarify reporting responsibilities. These edits have also been made
to Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures in the Executive Summary.

1. Engine Requirements. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for
more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the
following requirements:

a. Pertable Electricity powered portable equipment, such as generators, shall be pewered-by

erid-eleetrieity used. If grid electricity is not available to power portable equipment,
propane or natural gas-powered generators shall be used.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

b. Electric engines shall be used for all equipment that is commercially available (i.e.,
inventory is available for the contractor team to rent or buy at the time needed based on
the construction schedule) as plug-in or battery-electric equipment during each
construction phase and activity.

c. Engines that cannot be electrically powered must meet or exceed either U.S. EPA or
CARB Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards.

d. Engines shall be fueled with alternative fuels as commercially available during each
construction phase and activity. This may include biodiesel, natural gas, propane,
hydrogen fuel cell, and electricity.

e. Any other control technology available in the future may be included in the Plan as
substitutions for the above items a—d, provided that it can be documented that (1) the
technology would result in comparable NOx emissions reductions and (2) it would not
increase other pollutant emissions or result in other additional impacts, such as noise.
This may include new alternative fuels or engine technology for off-road equipment
(such as electric or hydrogen fuel cell equipment) that is not available as of 2022.

Item 3 under Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 is revised to clarify reporting responsibilities. These edits have
also been made to Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures in the Executive Summary.

3. Reporting. After start of construction activities, the SJAECA contractor shall submit biannual
reports to the STAFCA documenting compliance with the Plan. The biannual reports shall
include a calculation of NOx emissions for all construction activities completed prior to the
biannual report for all phases of construction completed. Emissions shall be reported in tons
per year for each calendar year.

Within six months of the completion of construction activities, SFAECA the contractor shall
submit to the SJAFCA a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report
shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase (or Reach and
Activity). For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required above. The
report shall also include a final inventory of NOx emissions for all construction activities
completed. Emissions shall be reported in average daily pounds (for each construction period
during each calendar year) and total tons per calendar year.
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CHAPTER 3
Comments and Responses

3.1 Introduction

This section contains the comment letters that were received on the Draft EIR. Following each comment
letter is a response by SJAFCA intended to supplement, clarify, or amend information provided in the
Draft EIR or refer the reader to the appropriate place in the document where the requested information
can be found. Comments not directly related to environmental issues may be discussed or noted for the
record.

Occasionally, a response to a comment provides a cross-reference to a response to another comment. This
occurs when the same comment, or a very similar comment, was made or the same or a very similar
question was asked, and an appropriate response was included elsewhere.

3.2 Comments and Responses

Each comment letter is presented with brackets indicating how the letter has been divided into individual
comments. Each comment is given a binomial with the letter number appearing first, followed by the
comment number. For example, comments in Letter S1 are numbered S1-1, S1-2, and so on. Immediately
following the letter are responses, each with binomials that correspond to the bracketed comments.
Attachments to comment letters are included in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
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Letter S1

Docusign Envelope ID: F3F52731-3B39-4CA5-B7A4-BB048E4DAESC

Gavin Newsom, Governor

ﬁ Ca“fornia Jennifer Lucchesi, Director
Q § Department of Conservation ISP Street Mo 198
acramento, CA. 95814

Geologic Energy Management Division T: (916) 445-5986

02/02/2026

VIA EMAIL

San Joaquin Area Flood Confrol Agency

Ryan Curry

2800 March Lane, Suite 200, Stockton, CA 95219
Ryan.curry@sjafca.org

Assessor Parcel Number(s): Multiple APNs throughout San Joaquin County
Property Owner(s): N/A

Project Location Address: Cities of Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca —

San Joaquin County

PROJECT TITLE: Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction
Project

Public Resources Code (PRC) section 3208.1 establishes re-abandonment responsibility when
previously plugged and abandoned oil, gas or geothermal wells will be impacted by planned
property development or construction activities. Local permitting agencies, property owners,
and/or developers should be aware of, and fully understand, that significant and potentially
dangerous issues may be associated with development near previously abandoned oil, gas,
and geothermal wells.

The Cadlifornia Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) has received the above-
referenced project dated 12/19/2025. To assist local permitting agencies, property owners, and
developers in making safe and practical land use decisions regarding potential development
near oil, gas, or geothermal wells, CalGEM provides a table in the attached enclosure of the
wells within the parcel boundary or in its vicinity, based on CalGEM’s Well Finder database
(https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dogar/wellfinder/).

CalGEM categorically advises against building over, or in any way impeding access to, oil, gas,
or geothermal wells. Impeding access to a well could result in the need to remove any structure S1-1
or obstacle that prevents or impedes access including, but not limited to, buildings, housing,
fencing, landscaping, trees, pools, patios, sidewalks, roadways, and decking at the landowner's
expense if there is a need to access a well. Maintaining sufficient access is considered the ability
for a well servicing unit and associated necessary equipment (consisting of well servicing rig,
pumping equipment, pipe trailer) to reach a well from a public street or access way, solely over
the parcel on which the well is located. A well servicing unit, and any necessary equipment,
should be able to pass unimpeded along and over the route, and should be able to access the
well without disturbing the integrity of surrounding infrastructure. Impermeable barriers such as
asphalf, concrete, and plastic may trap hazardous gases and liquids underneath and could
create a safety hazard if built over a well that later develops a leak.
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Docusign Envelope ID: F3F52731-3B39-4CA5-B7A4-BB048E4DAESC

CalGEM recommends that any well for which access is impeded or built over, against CalGEM's
adyvice, should be evaluated by a qualified petroleum professional for compliance with the
statutory objectives of isolating all hydrocarbon-bearing strata; protecting underground and
surface waters; prevention of subsequent damage to life, health, property, and other resources;
and prevention of loss of oil, gas, or reservoir energy. CalGEM recommends that wells that do
not meet these standards are abandoned or re-abandoned prior to construction. The well
information can be accessed through CalGEM's Well Finder database mentioned above. PRC
section 3208, subdivision (a), provides the primary statutory authority for CalGEM to oversee
adequate abandonment of wells. Additionally, CalGEM has developed the regulatory
guidance for operators to be followed during well abandonment, which are listed within
California Code of Regulation, title 14 (CCR) section 1723 and associated sub-sections (for
onshore wells), and section 1745 and associated sub-sections (for offshore wells).

There is no guarantee that a well abandoned in compliance with current Division requirements
as prescribed by law will not start leaking in the future. Due to the inability to predict all
subsurface conditions or changes, it always remains a possibility that any well may start to leak
oil, gas, and/or water after abandonment, no matter how thoroughly the well was plugged and
abandoned. CalGEM acknowledges wells plugged and abandoned to the most current
Division requirements as prescribed by law have a lower probability of leaking in the future,
however there is no guarantee that such abandoned wells will not leak.

CalGEM advises that all wells identified on the development parcel prior to, or during,
development activities be tested for liquid and gas leakage. Surveyed locations in Latitude and
Longitude, NAD 83 decimal format, and leak testing results should be provided to CalGEM. S1-1
CalGEM expects any wells found leaking to be reported to CalGEM immediately. cont.

PRC section 3208.1 gives CalGEM the authority to order or permit the re-abandonment of any
well where it has reason to question the integrity of the previous abandonment. Responsibility
for re-abandonment costs may be affected by the choices made by the local permitting
agency, property owner, and/or developer in considering the general advice set forth in this
letter. The PRC continues to define the person or entity responsible for re-abandonment as:

1. The property owner - If the well was plugged and abandoned in conformance with
Division requirements at the time of abandonment, and in its current condition does not pose
an immediate danger to life, health, and property, but requires additional work solely
because the owner of the property on which the well is located proposes construction on
the property that would prevent or impede access to the well for purposes of remedying a
currently perceived future problem, then the owner of the property on which the well is
located shall obtain all rights necessary to re-abandon the well and be responsible for the
re-abandonment.

2. The person or entity causing construction over or near the well - If the well was plugged
and abandoned in conformance with Division requirements at the time of plugging and
abandonment, and the property owner, developer, or local agency permitting the
construction failed either to obtain an opinion from the supervisor or district deputy as to
whether the previously abandoned well is required to be re-abandoned, or to follow the
advice of the supervisor or district deputy not to undertake construction that impedes
access, then the person or entity causing the construction over or near the well shall obtain
all rights necessary to re-abandon the well and be responsible for the re-abandonment.

3. The party or parties responsible for disturbing the integrity of the abandonment - If the
well was plugged and abandoned in conformance with Division requirements at the time of
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Docusign Envelope ID: F3F52731-3B39-4CA5-B7A4-BB048E4DAESC

plugging and abandonment, and after that time someone other than the operator or an
affiliate of the operator disturbed the integrity of the abandonment in the course of
developing the property, then the party or parties responsible for disturbing the integrity of
the abandonment shall be responsible for the re-abandonment.

Should any wells require abandonment or re-albandonment, the responsible party must submit
a Notice of Intention (NOI) to CalGEM through WellSTAR. The NOI form can be accessed in the
‘Plugging and Abandonment’ section of the following link:
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/calgem/for operators.

No well work may be performed on any oil, gas, or geothermal well without written approval
from CalGEM. Well work requiring approval includes, but is not limited to, mitigating leaking gas
or other fluids from abandoned wells, modifications to well casings, and/or any other re-
abandonment work. CalGEM also regulates the top of a plugged and abandoned well's
minimum and maximum depth below final grade. CCR section1723.5 states well casings shall
be cut off at least 5 feet but no more than 10 feet below the surface of the ground. If any well
needs to be lowered or raised (i.e. casing cut down or casing riser added) to meet this
regulation, a permit from CalGEM is required before work can start.

CalGEM makes the following additional recommendations to the local permitting agency,
property owner, and developer: S1-1
cont.
1. To ensure that present and future property owners are aware of (a) the existence of all
wells located on the property, and (b) potentially significant issues associated with any
improvements near oil or gas wells, CalGEM recommends that information regarding the
below identified well(s), and any other pertinent information obtained after the issuance of
this letter, be communicated to the appropriate county recorder for inclusion in the ftitle
information of the subject real property.

2. CalGEM recommends that any soil containing hydrocarbons be disposed of in
accordance with local, state, and federal laws. Please notify the appropriate authorities if
soil containing significant amounts of hydrocarbons is discovered during development.

As indicated in PRC section 3106, CalGEM has statutory authority over the drilling, operation,
maintenance, and abandonment of oil, gas, and geothermal wells, and attendant facilities, to
prevent, as far as possible, damage to life, health, property, and natural resources; damage to
underground oil, gas, and geothermal deposits; and damage to underground and surface
waters suitable for irrigation or domestic purposes. In addition to CalGEM's authority to order
work on wells pursuant to PRC sections 3208.1 and 3224, it has authority to issue civil and criminal
penalties under PRC sections 3236, 3236.5, and 3359 for violations within CalGEM's jurisdictional
authority. CalGEM does not regulate grading, excavations, or other land use issues.

Should you have any questions, or if any wells are encountered that were not part of this
letter, contact CalGEM at 916-322-1110 or via email at
CalGEMNorthern@conservation.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
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Docusign Envelope ID: F3F52731-3B39-4CA5-B7A4-BB048E4DAESC

Mgw

May Soe
Supervising Oil and Gas Engineer — Northern District

Enclosure

cc: Ryan Curry — Senior Project Manager, ryan.curry@sjafca.org
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Docusign Envelope ID: F3F52731-3B39-4CA5-B7A4-BB048E4DAESC

Enclosure: The wells listed below are reported to be located within and nearby the parcel
boundary and may have future access impeded.

API No. Well Name

Multiple idle wells & abandoned wells

Page 5



3. Comments and Responses

Letter S1 May Soe, California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management
Response Division (CalGEM)
February 2, 2026

Response to Comment S1-1

SJAFCA reviewed CalGEM’s Well Finder database and identified the following two plugged wells that
are in the vicinity of the proposed dryland levee alignment. Well API 0407720318 is located approximately
300-500 feet from the proposed dryland levee alignment and Well API 0407700372 which is located
approximately 1,000 feet from the proposed dryland levee alignment. No other wells were identified that
would be located in or around proposed project components. Due to the distance from the proposed
footprint, neither well would be impacted by construction of the proposed new dryland levee alignment.
However, as final design of the alignment is confirmed and if either well could be affected, STAFCA will
reach out to CalGEM to discuss if further action is required.

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project 3-7 ESA /D201901301.02
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2026
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SO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE VALERIE TERMINI, Acting Director &

Qitid North Central Region
1701 Nimbus Road, Suite A
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-4599
916-358-2900

www.wildlife.ca.gov

January 29, 2026

Ryan Curry

Senior Project Manager

San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency
2800 West March Lane, Suite 200
Stockton, CA 95219
Ryan.Curry@sjafca.org

Subject: Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR)
SCH No. 2022040471

Dear Ryan Curry:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received and reviewed the Notice
of Availability of a DEIR from the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency for the Mossdale
Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project (Project) pursuant the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) statute and guidelines.’

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish, wildlife, native plants, and
their habitat. Likewise, CDFW appreciates the opportunity to provide comments regarding
those aspects of the Project that CDFW, by law, may need to exercise its own regulatory
authority under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7,
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a).)
CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species. (Fish & G. Code, § 1802.) Similarly for purposes
of CEQA, CDFW provides, as available, biological expertise during public agency
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA Guidelines”
are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000.
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Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project
January 29, 2026
Page 2 of 6

CDFW may also act as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, §
21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need to exercise regulatory
authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As proposed, for example, the Project
may be subject to CDFW’s lake and streambed alteration regulatory authority. (Fish & G.
Code, § 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the extent implementation of the Project as proposed
may result in “take” as defined by State law of any species protected under the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), the project proponent
may seek related take authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

The Project site covers 22,400 acres, and portions of the cities of Stockton, Lathrop,
Manteca, and unincorporated San Joaquin County. The Project includes flood risk
reduction actions through the construction and operation and maintenance of levees,
dryland levees, and ecosystem restoration features. The Project activities will include: fix-in
place improvements with habitat enhancement and revegetation, dryland levee extensions,
ecosystem restoration, and recreation features along the levee system. A dryland levee
extension is proposed for the Mossdale Tract area, and areas to the west of the Mossdale
Tract, along the San Joaquin River, have been identified for the potential development of
ecosystem restoration features.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the San Joaquin
County Area Flood Control Agency (Flood Control Agency) in adequately identifying and,
where appropriate, mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, direct and
indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.

COMMENT 1: California Endangered Species Act

Issue: CDFW is responsible for ensuring appropriate conservation of fish and wildlife
resources including threatened, endangered, and/or candidate plant and animal

species, pursuant to CESA. CDFW recommends that a CESA Incidental Take Permit
(ITP) be obtained if the Project has the potential to result in “take” (Fish & G. Code § 86
defines “take” as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch,
capture, or kill’) of State-listed CESA species, either through construction or over the life of
the Project.

S2-1
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Page 3 of 6
State-listed species with the potential to occur in the area include, but are not limited to:
Common Name Scientific Name Status
Crotch’s bumble bee Bombus croftchii SC
Actinemys marmorata
Northwestern pond turtle SSC
Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander ST
Acipenser medirostris
Green sturgeon SSC
Sylvilagus bachmani
Riparian brush rabbit riparius FE, SE
Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia SC
Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni ST
Tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor ST
Northern harrier Circus hudsonius SSC So-1
White-tailed kite Elanus leucrus SFP cont.
Pallid bat Antrozous pallidus SSC
Riparian brush rabbit Sylvilagus bachmani FE, SE
riparius
Spring-run Chinook Oncorhynchus FT, ST
tshawytscha
Central Valley steelhead Oncorhynchus mykiss FT, ST
Notes:
FE = federally endangered under ESA; SE = state endangered under CESA; ST = state
threatened under CESA; SSC = state species of special concern; SC = state candidate
for listing under CESA
Please note that mitigation measures that are adequate to reduce impacts to a less-than
significant level to meet CEQA requirements may not be enough for the issuance of an
ITP.
Recommendation: CDFW encourages early consultation with staff to
determine appropriate measures to facilitate future permitting processes and to engage
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to coordinate specific measures if both State and
federally listed species may be present within the Project vicinity. Please also note that
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CESA Candidate Species are afforded the same protections as fully listed species under S2-1
CESA. | cont.

COMMENT 2: Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement

Issue: Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code requires an entity to notify CDFW prior
to commencing any activity that may do one or more of the following:

1. Substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream or lake;

2. Substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel or bank of any river,
stream, or lake; or

3. Deposit debris, waste or other materials where it may pass into any river, stream or
lake.

Please note that "any river, stream or lake" includes those that are episodic (i.e., those that
are dry for periods of time) as well as those that are perennial (i.e., those that flow year-
round). This includes ephemeral streams and watercourses with a subsurface flow. It may
also apply to work undertaken within the flood plain of a body of water.

If upon review of an entity’s notification, CDFW determines that the Project activities

may substantially adversely affect an existing fish or wildlife resource, a Lake and S2-2
Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement will be issued which will include reasonable
measures necessary to protect the resource. CDFW'’s issuance of an LSA Agreement is a
“project” subject to CEQA (see Pub. Resources Code 21065). Early consultation

with CDFW is recommended, since modification of the Project may avoid or reduce
impacts to fish and wildlife resources. All LSA Notification types must be submitted online
through CDFW’s Environmental Permit Information Management System (EPIMS). For
more information about EPIMS, please visit https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/
Environmental-Review/EPIMS. More information about LSA Notifications, paper forms and
fees may be found at https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Environmental-
Review/LSA.

Please note that other agencies may use specific methods and definitions

to determine impacts to areas subject to their authorities. These methods and definitions
often do not include all needed information for CDFW to determine the extent of fish and
wildlife resources affected by activities subject to Notification under Fish and Game Code
section 1602. Therefore, CDFW does not recommend relying solely on methods
developed specifically for delineating areas subject to other agencies’ jurisdiction (such as
United States Army Corps of Engineers) when mapping lakes, streams, wetlands,
floodplains, riparian areas, etc. in preparation for submitting a Notification of an LSA.

CDFW relies on the lead agency environmental document analysis when acting as a
responsible agency issuing an LSA Agreement. CDFW recommends lead
agencies coordinate with CDFW as early as possible, since potential modification of the
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proposed Project may avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources
and expedite the Project approval process.

The following information will be required for the processing of an LSA Notification:

1. Mapping and quantification of lakes, streams, and associated fish and wildlife
habitat (e.g., riparian habitat, freshwater wetlands, etc.) that will be temporarily
and/or permanently impacted by the Project, including impacts from access and
staging areas. Please include an estimate of impact to each habitat type.

2. Discussion of specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to
reduce Project impacts to fish and wildlife resources to a less-than-significant level.
Please refer to section 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines. ggnf
Based on review of Project materials, aerial photography and observation of the site
from public roadways, the Project site supports the San Joaquin River, and French Camp
Slough and its associated riparian habitat.

Recommendation: CDFW recommends applying for an Agreement as early as possible.
To prevent potential Project delays, CDFW recommends early coordination with the North
Central Region (Region 2) Habitat Conservation Program, and the CDFW Conservation
Engineering Branch to provide review and analysis of any proposed structures or Project
elements with the potential to impact fish and wildlife resources. CDFW Conservation
Engineering Branch should be provided with engineered drawings and design specification
planning sheets during the initial design process, prior to design selection. The Lead
Agency should re-initiate design consultation at 30% design and throughout the permitting
and implementation process.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or
supplemental environmental determinations (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).) S2-3
Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural communities detected
during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB
field survey form can be found at the following link: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/
CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The completed form can be submitted online or mailed
electronically to CNDDB at the following email address: CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov.

FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of | go_4
filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the
Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW.

Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative,




3. Comments and Responses

Letter S2 Morgan Kilgour, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
Response January 29, 2026

Response to Comment S$2-1

Table 3.6-5 Special-Status Wildlife Evaluated in Section 3.6, Biological Resources-Terrestrial identifies
special-status animals that could occur in the proposed project area. Description of FESA and CESA
Listed and CESA Candidate Wildlife Species is presented on pages 3.6-19 through 3.6-23 of the Draft EIR.

Potential impacts are described under Impact 3.6-1. Mitigation Measures 3.6-1a through 3.6-1j and 3.6-2
were proposed to reduce identified significant effects to less than significant. These measures include
consultation with CDFW and USFWS to ensure compliance with CESA and FESA, as appropriate.

Similarly, Table 3.5-4, Special-Status Fish Species with the Potential to Occur in the Proposed Project Area
in Section 3.5, Biological Resources-Aquatic identifies special-status fish species that could occur in the
proposed project area. Description of special-status fish species is presented on pages 3.5-6 through 3.5-12.

Potential impacts are described under Impact 3.5-1(pages 3.5-16 through 3.5-20). Construction related
impacts were determined to be less than significant because the proposed project would comply with
mandatory water quality best management practices to minimize erosion and avoid hazardous materials
from entering waterways. Operation and Maintenance activities were determined to not result in
significant effects. No mitigation measures are required.

All of the special-status species identified in this comment were evaluated in the Draft EIR. For both
terrestrial and aquatic special-status species, SJAFCA will consult with CDFW as appropriate for any
required permits and will ensure adequate mitigation is implemented to meet the terms of such permits.

Response to Comment S2-2

SJAFCA will notify CDFW prior to commencing any activity that could require a Section 1602 Lake and
Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA) and will provide the required information for processing a LSA
Notification.

Response to Comment S2-3

No tracked special-status species elements (such as active Swainson’s hawk nests) in the California
Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) were observed during surveys. Any future special-status species
elements tracked by CNDDB that are observed during project surveys will be submitted to CNDDB.
Response to Comment S2-4

This comment is noted. STAFCA will file the appropriate fees at the time the Notice of Determination is
filed.

Response to Comment S2-5

This comment is noted. SJAFCA will provide CDFW written notification of proposed actions and
pending decisions regarding the proposed project.

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project 3-13 ESA / D201901301.02
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2026
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Jessica R. Pearson

San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency

Delivered via email: Ryan.Curry@sjafca.org

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project,
SCH#2022040471

Dear Ryan Curry:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction
Project (UFRR) proposed by the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency (SJAFCA).
The Delta Stewardship Council (Council) recognizes the objective of the UFRR is to
provide increased public safety benefits by rehabilitating and improving flood
management infrastructure for the 22,400-acre Mossdale Tract area, which
includes Reclamation District 17 and portions of the cities of Stockton, Lathrop,
Manteca and unincorporated San Joaquin County.

The Council is an independent state agency established by the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta Reform Act of 2009. (Wat. Code, § 85000 et seq.; Delta Reform Act)
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Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project
Ryan Curry Feb 2, 2026

The Delta Reform Act charges the Council with furthering California’s coequal goals
of providing a more reliable water supply and protecting, restoring, and enhancing
the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and Suisun Marsh (Delta) ecosystem. (Wat.
Code, § 85054.) The Delta Reform Act further states that the coequal goals are to be
achieved in a manner that protects and enhances the unique cultural, recreational,
natural resource, and agricultural values of the Delta as an evolving place. (Wat.
Code, § 85054.) The Council is charged with furthering California’s coequal goals for
the Delta through the adoption and implementation of the Delta Plan. (Wat. Code, §
85300.)

The Delta Plan contains regulatory policies, which are set forth in California Code of
Regulations, title 23, sections 5001 et seq. Through the Delta Reform Act, the
Council was granted specific regulatory and appellate authority over certain actions
of state or local public agencies that take place in whole or in part in the Delta.
(Wat. Code, 8 85210, 85225, 85225.10.) A state or local agency that proposes to
undertake a covered action is required to prepare a written certification of
consistency with detailed findings as to whether the covered action is consistent
with the Delta Plan and submit that certification to the Council prior to initiation of
the implementation of the action. (Wat. Code, § 85225.)

COVERED ACTION DETERMINATION AND CERTIFICATION OF CONSISTENCY |

WITH THE DELTA PLAN

Based on the UFRR location and scope described in the Draft EIR, the proposed
flood risk reduction project may meet the definition of a covered action. Water
Code section 85057.5, subdivision (a), states that a covered action is a plan,
program, or project, as defined pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.; CEQA) in Public Resources Code section
21065, that meets all of the following conditions:

(1) Will occur, in whole or in part, within the boundaries of the Delta
or Suisun Marsh.

(2) Will be carried out, approved, or funded by a state or a local
public agency.

(3) Is covered by one of the provisions of the Delta Plan.

(4) Will have a significant impact on achievement of one or both of
the coequal goals or the implementation of government-sponsored
flood control programs to reduce risks to people, property, and state
interests in the Delta.

S3-1
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For purposes of Water Code section 85057.5, subdivision (a)(4), “significant impact”
means “a substantial positive or negative impact on the achievement of one or both
of the coequal goals or the implementation of a government-sponsored flood
control program to reduce risks to people, property, and State interests in the
Delta, that is directly or indirectly caused by a project on its own or when the
project's incremental effect is considered together with the impacts of other closely
related past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects.” (Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 23, 8 5001, subd. (ss).)

As the agency approving, funding, or carrying out a proposed action, SJFACA must
determine if that proposed action is a covered action (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §
5001, subd. (0)(3).) and, if so, file a certification of consistency with the Council prior
to implementation. (Wat. Code, § 85225; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, 8§ 5001, subd. (0)(1).)

The Council's May 23, 2022, Notice of Preparation (NOP) comment letter identified
Delta Plan regulatory policies that cover the proposed action. Council staff do not
repeat those here. Rather, these comments are provided with the intent of
identifying remaining gaps relative to that NOP letter, and to outline practical
actions SJAFCA could take to address those gaps prior to, or in coordination with, a
future certification of consistency.

Overall, the Draft EIR and supporting technical documents reflect substantial effort
and technical rigor, and they respond to many of the issues raised by the Council
during scoping. The comments below focus on areas where additional clarification,
framing, or modest commitments—rather than new modeling or redesign—would
strengthen alignment with the Delta Plan.

1. Adaptive Management for Restoration and Long-Term Performance
Transparency (Delta Plan Policy G P1(b)(4); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, $ 5002,
subd. (b)(4).)

The Council's 2022 comments emphasized the importance of adaptive
management concepts consistent with Appendix 1B, (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, app.
1b.) particularly for ecosystem restoration components of covered actions.

The Draft EIR provides a project-level analysis for multi-benefit ecosystem
restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16 (Chapter 3, Section 3.1) and identifies a three-year
maintenance schedule and revegetation plan for restoration components (Table 2-
10). These elements demonstrate that early establishment and short-term
maintenance of restoration features have been considered.

S3-1
cont.

S3-2
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Remaining gap:

Consistent with historical Delta Plan interpretation, Council regulations do not
require an adaptive management plan for flood control projects (see SJAFCA Smith
Canal Gate Project Determination, p. 26). While the Draft EIR identifies near-term
maintenance activities, it does not include a comprehensive, long-term Adaptive
Management Plan (AMP) for restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16 that defines
performance standards beyond the initial three-year window or establishes clear
remedial action triggers if ecological objectives are not met over time.

Recommended action:

o Commit to developing a project-specific AMP for restoration Sites 13, 14, and
16 that includes quantitative performance standards (e.g., native plant
survival thresholds), monitoring protocols, and defined remedial actions
beyond the initial three-year maintenance period.

2. Avoid Introductions of and Habitat Improvement for Invasive Nonnative
Species (Delta Plan Policy ER P5; Cal Code Regs.,, tit 23, $5009.)

The Council's 2022 NOP comment letter emphasized the importance of fully
considering and avoiding or mitigating for the potential for new introductions of, or
improvement of habitat conditions for, nonnative invasive species. The Council's
NOP comment letter identified that “in the event that mitigation is warranted,
mitigation and minimization measures must include Delta Plan Mitigation Measure
4-1 or substitute equally or more effective measures.” The Draft EIR does not
present or require an avoidance or mitigation plan describing how the UFFR will
address these issues at restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16 (Draft EIR Ch. 3, Appendix C-
2).

Remaining gap:

The Draft EIR describes the ecological community as highly disturbed and identifies
nonnative invasive species in the area (Draft EIR Ch. 3). However, the UFFR does not
present or require plans to avoid the introduction of, or the improvement of habitat
conditions for, nonnative invasive species during construction, including, but not
limited to, improving habitat for emerging species of concern, such as nutria and
Golden Mussel.

Recommended action:

The Final EIR should describe how SJAFCA fully considered and will avoid conditions
that would lead to the introduction of or improvement of habitat for nonnative

S3-2
cont.

S3-3
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invasive species. Addressing these items in the Final EIR would support a future S3-3
certification of consistency with the Delta Plan. | cont.

3. System-Wide Flood Risk Redistribution (Delta Plan Policies RR P2, RR P3,
RR P4; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §§ 5013, 5014, 5015.)

The Council's 2022 comment letter framed UFRR as having implications for flood
risk management affecting people, property, and state interests in the Delta. This
framing reflects the Delta Plan’s objective to reduce flood risk across the Delta
system, rather than solely at individual project locations.

The Draft EIR's hydraulic modeling demonstrates that UFRR would eliminate 200-
year flood risk within the Mossdale Tract while redistributing floodwaters within the
Lower San Joaquin River system. Appendix G shows that the proposed dryland
levee extension prevents floodwaters from flanking into the Mossdale Tract during
the 200-year event, thereby eliminating approximately 3,650 acres of flooding
within the project area. Floodwaters that would have entered the Mossdale Tract
are instead redirected back into the Lower San Joaquin River system. This
redistribution of flow results in modest increases in in-channel water surface
elevations—approximately 0.1 feet in Old River and up to 0.2 feet in the San Joaquin | S3-4
River—and contributes to new overbank inundation west of the San Joaquin River.
Under UFRR conditions, approximately 2,970 acres of previously dry land would
experience new inundation. Flood depths in most of these areas are shallow,
generally less than three feet; however, localized low-lying areas experience deeper
ponding, with modeled flood depths reaching approximately six feet in isolated
locations west of the San Joaquin River.

Because floodwaters are redirected rather than eliminated, it is important to
ensure that adjacent levee systems—particularly those identified in the Draft EIR as
geotechnically fragile—are not incrementally stressed over time.

Remaining gap:

While the Draft EIR characterizes these impacts as minor because agricultural lands
are only temporarily affected by floodwaters, the discussion does not place flood
risk redistribution within a Delta-wide system context, nor does it clearly explain
how the redistribution aligns with Delta Plan objectives related to coordinated flood
risk management, best available science, and protection of state interests.

Recommended actions:
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« Explicitly acknowledge that preventing floodwaters from flanking into the
Mossdale Tract through the proposed dryland levee results in a quantified
redistribution of flood flows within the Lower San Joaquin River system, as
reflected by modest increases in in-channel water surface elevations and
new overbank inundation elsewhere.

« Clarify that SJAFCA will continue coordinating with neighboring Reclamation S3-4
Districts, the Central Valley Flood Protection Board, and other relevant public | cont.
agencies to ensure that a redistribution of floodwaters does not create
unintended risks to adjacent levee systems.

« Explain that evaluation of cumulative and system-wide flood risk
redistribution is addressed through regional and state planning efforts (e.g.,
Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) updates and Delta Plan
implementation), rather than through project-specific mitigation.

4, Cumulative Effects in a Delta Plan Context (Delta Plan Policies RR P3, RR
P4; Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 23, §9 5014, 5015.)

The cumulative impacts analysis in the Draft EIR satisfies CEQA requirements.
However, the Council's 2022 comments anticipated environmental documentation
that could support Delta Plan consistency determinations, which often require
consideration of system evolution over time.

Remaining gap:
The Draft EIR does not qualitatively address how UFRR, in combination with other S3.5
flood risk reduction efforts along the Lower San Joaquin River, may incrementally
alter flood pathways, floodplain connectivity, or residual risk across the Delta.

Recommended actions:

o Add a qualitative narrative acknowledging that multiple flood risk reduction
projects may collectively influence Delta hydraulics over time.

« Reference existing coordination and planning mechanisms, such as the
CVFPP and interagency flood management efforts, that are intended to

manage these cumulative system effects. L
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4. Climate Change Uncertainty and Future Conditions Regulatory Context:
(Delta Plan Policies G P1(b)(3); Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 23, § 5002, subd. (b)(3); RR
P3; Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 23, § 5014.)

The Draft EIR evaluates future conditions using 2022 CVFPP hydrology and
incorporates sea level rise assumptions at downstream boundaries, as documented
in Appendix G. These assumptions are consistent with current flood planning
guidance and represent best available science for project design.

Remaining gap:

The analysis relies primarily on a single median climate projection for the year
2072. The Delta Plan’s Best Available Science regulation (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, 8
5002, subd. (b)(3).) emphasizes consideration of uncertainty and encourages
transparent discussion of how projects may perform if future conditions exceed
median assumptions.

Recommended actions:

« Augment the Final EIR narrative to qualitatively describe how the UFRR’s 200-
year Urban Level of Protection safety margin would perform under higher-
end climate futures, without requiring additional modeling.

o Clarify whether hydraulic modeling assumptions, such as Manning'’s n values
(roughness coefficients), account for future conditions including mature
vegetation associated with the proposed 40+ acres of riparian restoration, as
vegetation roughness can influence final water surface elevations.

In summary, the Draft EIR substantially addresses many of the issues identified by
the Council during the NOP scoping phase. The remaining gaps identified above
relate primarily to clarity, framing, and scale rather than to deficiencies in technical
analysis. Addressing these items through targeted clarifications and coordination
commitments would strengthen alignment with the Delta Plan and support an
efficient and transparent covered action review.

If you have any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact Ashok
Bathula at Ashok.Bathula@deltacouncil.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

//// ys |

S3-6

S3-7
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter S3 Jeff Henderson, Delta Stewardship Council (DSC)
Response  February 2, 2026

Response to Comment S3-1

Comment is noted. SJAFCA has determined that the proposed project meets the definition of a covered
action and will be filing a certification of consistency with the Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) prior to
proposed project implementation.

See also responses to S3-2 through S3-6.

Response to Comment S3-2

Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.6 Operations and Maintenance, maintenance and
monitoring activities for establishment of vegetation at proposed restoration sites. Impacts associated
with operation and maintenance at ecosystem restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16 were evaluated in Section 3.6,
Biological Resources — Terrestrial and 3.5, Biological Resources — Aquatic. Operation and maintenance
activities were found to result in less than significant or less than significant with mitigation. As noted in
Response S3-1, SJAFCA has determined that the proposed project meets the definition of a covered
action and will file a certification of consistency with the DSC prior to proposed project implementation.
As part of support for Delta Plan Consistency certification, consistent with required components,
SJAFCA will prepare and submit a long-term monitoring and adaptive management plan (LMAMP) for
restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16. The LMAMP will cover the long-term period following the three-year
establishment period and will discuss how the restoration sites, once established, will be managed to meet
the goals and objectives of the restoration sites over the long-term. The LMAMP will also summarize the
legal protections of the site and the monitoring methods and schedule for detecting deviations from
sustaining habitat conditions and recreation elements.

Response to Comment S3-3

Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.6 Operations and Maintenance, maintenance and
monitoring activities for establishment of vegetation at proposed restoration sites. Impacts associated with
operation and maintenance at ecosystem restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16 were evaluated in Section 3.6,
Biological Resources — Terrestrial and 3.5, Biological Resources — Aquatic. Operation and maintenance
activities were found to result in less than significant or less than significant with mitigation. As noted in
Response S3-1, SJAFCA has determined that the proposed project meets the definition of a covered
action and will file a certification of consistency with the DSC prior to proposed project implementation.
As part of support for Delta Plan Consistency certification, consistent with required components,
SJAFCA will develop a Monitoring and Maintenance Plan (MMP) for restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16.
The MMP will provide detailed requirements for successful monitoring and maintenance during the
establishment phase of the restored habitats.

The MMP’s monitoring activities, management action thresholds, and management responses will address
conditions of plants (establishment, survival, cover, vigor), soil surface and erosion, noxious weeds,
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irrigation system condition, pest damage (beavers, vertebrates, insects, and disease organisms), and
condition of plant protection structures. Specifically, the MMP will include:

e descriptions of post planting establishment and maintenance actions including irrigation, invasive
species control, and plant replacement

e anticipated irrigation system and schedule

e performance standards for plant survival and thresholds that may trigger maintenance actions
e required minimum maintenance and monitoring schedules

e performance standards and monitoring protocol will be based on a 5-year maintenance period

e supplemental restoration treatments, remedial measures, and additional monitoring

Response to Comment S3-4

System-wide flood risk redistribution is evaluated and acknowledged in Section 3.12, Hydrology and
Water Quality under Impact 3.12-4. As described on page 3.12-42, while long-term operation of the
dryland levee extension would alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner which could impede or
redirect flood flows. However, these changes would not be considered significant. Affected areas would
experience in general 0.1 to 3 feet of inundation. The newly inundated areas are predominantly
agricultural lands subject to shallow, temporary flooding during a low-probability event. In addition, in
areas that would experience inundation, the water would be temporarily ponded and would reduce in
depth and area over a short period of time due to infiltration and evaporation (up to 5 days). As further
described there would be no change in flooded areas under more frequent, lower magnitude events

(2 year, 5-year, 10-year, 50-year, and 100-year flood events). As recommended by the commenter,
SJAFCA will continue to coordinate with neighboring Reclamation Districts, the Central Valley Flood
Protection Board, and other relevant public agencies to ensure that the redistribution of floodwaters does
not create unintended adverse impacts to adjacent levee systems.

SJAFCA acknowledges that evaluation of cumulative and system-wide flood risk redistribution is
appropriately addressed through regional and state planning efforts, including the Central Valley Flood
Protection Plan (CVFPP) updates, and Delta Plan implementation. Evaluation of cumulative impacts
associated with flood risk redistribution attributed to proposed project implementation is evaluated in
Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts under subsection 4.5.11 Hydrology and Water Quality. As described on
pages 4-15 and 4-16, The proposed dryland levee extension would introduce a new levee segment that
would redirect flood flows away from people and property in the proposed project area potentially
displacing the water elsewhere in the proposed project area and vicinity. However, the affected areas
would experience in general 0.1 to 3 feet of inundation that would be temporarily ponded and would
reduce in depth and area over a short period of time (up to 5 days). Therefore, the proposed project’s
contribution to long-term cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than
considerable.

Response to Comment S3-5

SJAFCA recognizes the value of additional qualitative discussion to support future Delta Plan consistency
review and acknowledges that multiple flood risk reduction projects along the Lower San Joaquin River
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may collectively influence Delta hydraulics over time. The UFRR Project is one of several flood risk
reduction efforts planned or underway along the Lower San Joaquin River and within the southern Delta,
including the Smith Canal Gate Project, USACE Lower San Joaquin River Project, Paradise Cut Bypass
Expansion, and RD17 levee improvements. Projects that modify levee alignments or alter overbank flow
paths can incrementally change how floodwaters are conveyed through and stored within the Delta
system. As individual projects reduce localized overbank flooding, floodwater that would otherwise have
been temporarily stored on adjacent floodplains may remain within the channel or be redirected,
potentially affecting in-channel water surface elevations, peak flow timing, and residual risk to
neighboring levee systems.

SJAFCA recognizes that these cumulative, system-wide effects cannot be fully evaluated at the individual
project level. Draft EIR Appendix G, Hydraulic Impact Technical Memorandum, captures the proposed
project’s redistribution effects under the 200-year design event. Comprehensive assessment of how
multiple overlapping projects interact across the broader Delta is more appropriately conducted through
regional and statewide planning frameworks. These include the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan,
which provides a system-wide framework for prioritizing flood investments and incorporates updated
hydrology and planned project actions; the Central Valley Flood Protection Board, which exercises
regulatory authority over encroachments within designated floodways; and the Delta Plan’s covered
action review process under Policies RR P2 through RR P4, which requires project proponents to
demonstrate consistency with system-level flood management objectives.

SJAFCA participates in and coordinates with these regional planning efforts and will continue to
contribute project-level data and analysis that supports system-wide evaluation of cumulative flood risk.

Response to Comment S3-6

The proposed project is designed to provide a 200-year Urban Level of Protection with additional
allowances for future climate change and sea level rise. The additional safety margins added to the
proposed project design water surface elevations are informed by the climate change projections
published in the 2022 CVFPP. These inputs represent best available science at the time of analysis, but
climate projections inherently carry uncertainty and change as new science becomes available. Higher-
end scenarios could produce larger peak flows due to increased precipitation intensity or more rapid
snowmelt, and sea level rise exceeding median projections could raise Delta tailwater conditions.

The proposed project design incorporates multiple layers of margin against these uncertainties. The 200-
year standard itself provides substantial capacity above the 100-year flood level. Levee freeboard on the
order of 6-feet or more above the 200-year WSEL is being considered in the design of the UFRR levee
heights. This added factor of safety is consistent with the intent of the State’ Urban Levee Design Criteria
(ULDC) standards.

If future projections of climate change materially exceed the proposed project’s current design
considerations, future system improvements may be warranted, consistent with the iterative approach to
flood risk management established by the CVFPP, Delta Plan, and SJAFCA’s climate change adaptation
policies. STAFCA will continue to monitor advances in climate science and participate in CVFPP update
cycles to ensure its flood risk reduction system is resilient over time.
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The comment requested clarification as to whether hydraulic modeling assumptions account for future
conditions, including mature vegetation. The proposed project hydraulic model uses Manning’s n values
that reflect existing land cover conditions set by the United States Geological Survey’s National Land
Cover Database and aerial/site survey imagery. The proposed project includes 40+ acres of riparian
restoration at proposed restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16. Site 13 restoration is located outside of the

San Joaquin River channel and adjacent to the segment of existing dryland levee proposed for
improvement under the proposed project. The modeled overland roughness values in these areas range
from 0.12 to 0.15 which is representative of a heavily vegetated, post-restoration condition. Sites 14 and
16 are located on elevated benches outside the main conveyance channel of the San Joaquin River, but
within the river’s levees. The in-channel roughness values range from 0.04 to 0.12 which is representative
of minor to heavy in-channel vegetation. The incremental roughness increases from maturing riparian
vegetation would have a negligible effect on peak water surface elevations during the 200-year design
event, and the proposed project’s design freeboard provides adequate margin to accommodate any minor
localized increases.

Response to Comment S3-7

Comment is noted. See responses to S3-2 through S3-6.
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Letter S4

2/3/26, 1:32 PM San Joaquin County Area Flood Control Agency, EIR, Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project, Information Needed...

& Outlook

San Joaquin County Area Flood Control Agency, EIR, Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk
Reduction Project, Information Needed

From Schmitz, Lori@Waterboards <Lori.Schmitz@waterboards.ca.gov>
Date Fri 1/9/2026 11:12 AM
To  Ryan Curry <Ryan.Curry@sjafca.org>

Ryan,
I help out the Division of Drinking Water with CEQA for water supply permits.
San Joaquin County Area Flood Control Agency is circulating a EIR for a Mossdale Tract Area

Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project here: https://ceqanet.lci.ca.gov/Project/2022040471 or by
going to the State Clearinghouse and searching for State Clearinghouse number 2022040471.

The EIR indicates that the proposed project would result in a need to relocate existing utilities
infrastructure that are within the proposed project footprint, that penetrate the existing levee, or
that cross the alignment for the proposed dryland levee extension (PDF page 474). And site
preparation could include the relocation of drinking water wells located within the proposed
project footprint (PDF page 474). Water wells proposed for replacement would be constructed
and updated within the same footprint as existing infrastructure (PDF page 474). The relocation
of utilities would occur along adjacent alignments to existing lines or would be otherwise located
within the proposed project footprint evaluated across the resource topics presented in the Draft
EIR (PDF page 474).

If the water wells are a part of a public water system, this action would require the public water
system to obtain a water supply permit amendment approval from the State Water Resource
Control Board’s Division of Drinking Water.

S4-1
A public water system, as defined in the California Health and Safety Code (Health & Saf.
Code) § 116275 subd. [h], is “a system for the provision of water for human consumption
through pipes or other constructed conveyances that has 15 or more service connections or
regularly serves at least 25 individuals daily at least 60 days out of the year.”

“‘Human consumption” means the use of water for drinking, bathing or showering, hand
washing, oral hygiene, or cooking, including, but not limited to, preparing food and washing
dishes.” Health & Saf. Code § 116275 subd. [e].

Can you let me know if the drinking water wells that will be relocated are private homeowner
wells or if they are part of a larger system that serves enough people to be qualified as a public
water system? (E.g. a drinking water- city well, county well, or business well (that serves up to
or over the threshold of people or connections needed to qualify as a public water system).

| am trying to determine if our Division of Drinking Water Stockton District office will have an
approval for this project. 1

Thanks!

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane9 1/2



Lori Schmitz

—~—

CALIFORNIA

Water Boards

Letter S4

2/3/26, 1:32 PM San Joaquin County Area Flood Control Agency, EIR, Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project, Information Needed...

Lori Schmitz
Environmental Scientist

DIVISION OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
Administration/Operator Certification Branch | Loans & Grants / Environmental /
Special Project Review

Email: Lori.Schmitz@waterboards.ca.gov
Phone: +1 (916) 449-5285

State Water Resources Control Boards
1001 | Street, Sacramento CA 95814
Website: www.waterboards.ca.gov

Follow: X | YouTube | Facebook | LinkedIn
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Letter S4 Lori Schmitz, State Water Resources Control Board (Water Boards)
Response January 9, 2026

Response to Comment S$4-1

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, in subsection 2.5.1, Site Preparation and Mobilization,
site preparation could include the relocation of drinking and agricultural water wells located within the
proposed project footprint. None of the drinking water wells that could be relocated are part of a public
water system. They are all private wells.
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Letter L1

MANTECA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Department of Facilities & Operations | Aaron Bowers, Director Il | abowers@musd.net

February 01, 2026

VIA E-MAIL (RYAN.CURRY@SJAFCA.ORG)
Ryan Curry

San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency
2800 March Lane, Suite 200

Stockton, CA 95219

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Mossdale Tract Area Urban
Flood Risk Reduction Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2022040471)

Dear Mr. Curry:

The Manteca Unified School District (“District”) hereby submits the following comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) for the Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk
Reduction Project (“Project”). Specifically, this letter provides the District’s comments on the
Project’s Draft EIR and identifies the need for further analysis and/or mitigation in the areas of
agricultural resources, air quality, greenhouse gases, noise, public services-schools, and
alternatives. As a result, the Draft EIR needs further revision and recirculation to disclose the
significant new information to the public and to allow comment on such new information.

These corrections are required before the EIR can be certified in compliance with the California

Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) (“CEQA”).
1. PROJECT.

The Project entails the fix-in-place levee improvements, up totwo miles of dryland levee extension,
ecosystem restoration, and recreational development along the 22,400-acre Mossdale Tract area
within the unincorporated San Joaquin County and portions of the cities of Stockton, Lathrop, and
Manteca. The Project will directly divide the District’s planned Rustic Elementary School Campus
(“Rustic ES”) and render the campus nearly infeasible for use as an effective school site and
significantly under California Department of Education (“CDE”) requirements under Title 5
California Code of Regulations section 14010(a).

Further, the Project will be located within 792 feet of Lathrop High School and 898 feet from
George Y. Komure Elementary School. (p. 3.11-2.) ]

2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES - IMPORTANT FARMLAND (IMPACT 3.3-1). T

The Draft EIR admits, the permanent conversion of Important Farmland where it overlaps with the
footprint of the flood risk reduction components would result in a significant impact. (p. 3.3-16.)
It identifies Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 to acquire agricultural conservation easements or by
contributing funds to a land trust other entity qualified to preserve Important Farmland at a ratio of
I:1. (p. 3.3-17.) Inonly a short paragraph does the Draft EIR say it would reduce impact of lost

Important Farmland but quickly concludes that fully offsetting the conversion of agricultural land

(209) 825-3200 | www.mantecausd.net
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Letter L1

MANTECA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT —

is not feasible because the supply of such land is “extremely limited” and the identification of such
offset property would not be feasible.

This simplistic analysis completely misses the mark and really does not amount to reasoned
analysis. There is no evidence shown that such mitigation land is extremely limited or the
identifying offset is not feasible. Further, there is no discussion on whether a land trust or other L1-3
entity qualified to preserve Important Farmland exists or not, what they are capable of providing, cont.
and whether it is sufficient or not. Instead of what is required under CEQA, the Draft EIR only
offers bare conclusions. A lead agency cannot simply jump to the conclusion that a significant
impact is not mitigable; it must show why with concrete facts.

A reasoned analysis of the mitigation measures effectiveness needs to be included in a revised and
recirculated Draft EIR. 1

3.  AIR QUALITY (IMPACTS 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3).

The Draft EIR findsthat the Project would cause a significant air quality impact due to construction
nitrogen oxides (“NOx”) emissions. (p. 3.4-17.) Although it provides a table of the maximum
allowable construction emissions in tons per year, as determined by the SIVAPCD, in Table 3.4-5,
the Draft EIR does not clearly identify how many NOx tons per year would be generated by the
Project. To mitigate that to less-than significant, the Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 3.4-
1 that requires a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (“CEMP”) that would reduce the | L1-4
construction fleet by 20 percent. (pp. 3.4-17-18.) This is simply making statements. The Draft
EIR is not providing its analytical route to show a significant NOx impact or that a 20% fleet
reduction would reduce that impact below the 10 tons per year significance threshold.

Moreover, the mitigation measure to provide EPA or CARB Tier 4 Final off-road emission vehicles
may not be feasible. The Draft EIR assumes full contractor availability of Tier 4 equipment and
electric alternatives without providing market evidence.

Thus, the Draft EIR requires it to be revised and recirculated to correct these shortcomings.

4. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.

The Draft EIR claims that construction emissions are purely informational and not used for the
evaluation of significant Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) emissions. (p. 3.10-15.) This claim rests on the
notion that SVAPCD does not provide a significance threshold for construction-related GHG
emissions. Yet, the Draft EIR fails to explain why the SJFCA does not have its own threshold of
significance. Iffeasible, the STFCA must develop a significance threshold considering that in Table | L1-5
3.10-3, the Draft EIR discloses that the Project for Sites 13, 14, and 16 will generate 24,622 metric
tons of greenhouse gas emissions over a 5-year period. Despite this large amount, the Draft EIR
fails to analyze whether these GHG emissions are significant or not.

The Draft EIR must include either a construction GHG emissions threshold and provide the impact
analysis and mitigation if required or provide its reasoning why such a threshold cannot be set.
Thus, the Draft EIR must be revised and recirculated.

Page 2 of 4

EEEEE_—— 27 W louise Avenue, Manteca, CA 95337 I ——SS
(209) 825-3200 | www.mantecausd.net



Letter L1

MANTECA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT —

S. NOISE.

The Draft EIR adopts a 90 dBA threshold of significance for construction noise. (p. 3.14-14.) In
the Air Quality Section, it also discloses that the Project is close to both Lathrop High School and
George Y. Komure Elementary School. (p. 3.11-2.) However, there is no analysis of the
construction noise impact on these two schools presented. Nor does the Draft EIR explain why a
90 dBA threshold is suitable for sensitive receptor schools.

SJFCA needs to model the Project’s noise impact on the schools, come up with a reasoned and
coherent threshold of significance for the schools, and evaluate feasible mitigation measures such
as (portable barriers, phasing, alternative equipment, etc.) if it finds that a significant noise impact
would occur. All of this must be included in a revised and recirculated Draft EIR.

6. PUBLIC SERVICES-SCHOOLS.

The Project would significantly impact the Rustic ES campus, by reducing the school site from
approximately 18.0 acres to 13.5 acres, a 25 percent reduction in campus area. Rustic ES is planned
to serve approximately 1,000 students. The CDE had determined that Rustic ES requires 23.6 acres
of usable land to adequately support instructional facilities, physical education, outdoor play areas,
circulation, parking, and safe daily operations per Title 5 California Code of Regulations section
14010(a). The existing 18.0 acre site is already below the CDE’s standards for school site size,
which already requires dense site planning and operational practices to accommodate the planned
enrollment. A further reduction to 13.5 acres as a result of the Project would significantly increase
this deficiency and represent a substantial departure from planning standards for MUSD schools.
This reduction would materially limit the school’s ability to accommodate the required educational
and operational functions within the remaining site area. In fact, when a site goes 70% below the
CDE acreage, a Physical Education Plan is required per Title 5 California Code or Regulation
14010(b) to show how studentswill receive an adequate educational program that includes physical
education in the District’s adopted course of study. As a result of the Project, the Rustic ES campus
would be below the 70% CDE size. 70% of 23.6 acres is 16.52 acres, and the Project would cut
down the acreage to 13.5 acres. The District doubts that it could come up with a feasible PE Plan
and that the campus would become unusable as a school site

The reduced campus would be unable to safely and effectively support current operational demands
without significant accommodations. The loss of site area would constrain outdoor instructional
and physical education space, intensify circulation and safety conflicts among buses, parent
vehicles, parking, and pedestrian routes, and reduce flexibility for safe utility and service access.
To operate within the reduced footprint, the school’s effective onsite capacity would likely need to
be substantially reduced, or the educational program altered, to align with the loss of approved
school site acreage. Thus, the Project would cause the campus to be infeasible at this school site.

Accordingly, the Project would cause a significant impact on a public school that could be avoided
by adopting an alternative alignment that borders along the campus boundary rather than bisecting
it.

The Draft EIR needs to include consideration of this significant school impact and an alternative
that avoids that significant impact. Accordingly, the revised Draft EIR needs to be recirculated.

Page 3 of 4
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7. CONCLUSION.

Given the deficiencies identified above, the Draft EIR does not currently comply with CEQA
requirements for substantial evidence, full disclosure, and adequate impact analysis. Therefore, the | |_1-8
District respectfully requests that SJAFCA revise the Draft EIR to correct the analytical
deficiencies, adopt an alternative that does not significantly impact the Rustic ES campus, and
recirculate the revised Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment openly on the Draft EIR.

Sincerely,

\ "
Aaron Bowers
Director II Facilities / Operations

Page 4 of 4
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Letter L1 Aaron Bowers, Manteca Unified School District (MUSD)
Response  February 1, 2026

Response to Comment L1-1

CEQA Section 15088.5 states that a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR prior to certification
when “significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of
the draft EIR for public review ...” Section 15088.5 further states that “New information added to an EIR
is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way
to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternatives) that the project’s proponents
have decline to implement.”

As further stated, “Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure
showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but
the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

Finally, Section 15088.5 states that “recirculation is not required where the new information added to the
EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”

The commenter asserts that the comments provided result in the Draft EIR needing revisions and
recirculation to disclose significant new information to the public and to allow comment on such
information. As presented below in responses L1-2 through L1-7, the analysis included in the Draft EIR
adequately identifies and evaluates impacts of the proposed project. No new or more severe impacts have
been identified (see responses to L1-2 through L1-5), and the alternative alignment proposed in L1-6 does
not clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed project. The information added in response
to comments clarifies and amplifies the analysis included in the publicly circulated Draft EIR and
consistent with CEQA Section 15088.5, recirculation is not required.

Response to Comment L1-2

This paragraph summarizes the project and alleges particular impacts to theoretical future developments.
See response L1-6 for further information regarding potential impacts related to public services, including
schools.
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Response to Comment L1-3

The Draft EIR identifies permanent conversion of Important Farmland (Farmland) as a significant impact
and includes feasible, enforceable mitigation (Mitigation Measure 3.31) that requires preservation of
Farmland of equal or greater value in perpetuity through acquisition of agricultural conservation
easements (ACEs), or through in lieu contributions to a qualified land trust or similar entity, at a 1:1 ratio
and in conformance with the San Joaquin County MultiSpecies Habitat Conservation and Open Space
Plan and applicable local ordinances. This approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(a)(1)—(2), which states that an EIR shall describe feasible measures that would avoid or
substantially lessen significant effects and to explain the basis for the selected mitigation.

Consistent with existing case law, the EIR acknowledges on page 3.3-17 that ACEs partially reduce, but
do not fully offset, the conversion of Farmland. The Fifth District’s decisions in King & Gardiner Farms v.
County of Kern (2020) and V Lions Farming, LLC v. County of Kern (2024) Collectively found that ACEs
are effective mitigation measures but questioned whether they can effectively mitigate impacts to a less-
than-significant level, depending on the applicable threshold of significance. Consistent with these
principles, the Draft EIR on page 3.3-17 describes the fact that implementation of Mitigation Measure
3.3-1 would reduce impacts related to permanent conversion of Farmland to a nonagricultural use by
preserving in perpetuity an equivalent amount of Farmland of equal or greater quality, but conservatively
finds that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable because the placement of agricultural
conservation easements preserves existing Farmland but does not create new Farmland.

The Draft EIR explains on page 3.3-17 that fully offsetting the conversion of agricultural land in

San Joaquin County is not feasible. SJAFCA, in coordination with its consulting team, evaluated the
supply of land in the region that is suitable for agricultural use (but not currently being used for
agriculture) and commercially available, and concluded that this land is extremely limited; therefore,
identification of property (or properties) available for acquisition in amounts necessary to accomplish the
required offset is not feasible. CEQA does not require SJAFCA, a local public agency, to demonstrate that
land is not available on a parcel-by-parcel basis nor conduct a speculative countywide search for
hypothetical agricultural offset lands or a detailed accounting of land trust capacity (Guidelines Sections
15126.4(a)(1)(B), 15145), particularly where such detail would not change (1) the feasibility of available
mitigation or (2) the impact conclusion (Guidelines Section 15151). Rather, CEQA’s standard of adequacy
requires a “good faith effort at full disclosure” evaluated in light of what is reasonably feasible.

The Draft EIR complies with CEQA by (1) identifying a potentially significant Farmland conversion
impact, (2) adopting feasible and enforceable compensatory mitigation through ACEs or in lieu funding to
qualified entities that reduces (but does not eliminate) the severity of the impact, and (3) transparently
concluding the impact remains significant and unavoidable (notwithstanding mitigation) consistent with
governing case law. No additional inventory or accounting is required to meet CEQA’s informational
standard (Guidelines Sections 15126.4(a), 15151, 15145, 15091, 15093).

See also Response L1-1. The information added in this response to comment clarifies and amplifies the
analysis included in the publicly circulated Draft EIR and consistent with CEQA Section 15088.5,
recirculation is not required.
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Response to Comment L1-4

The Draft EIR acknowledges that unmitigated construction NOx emissions would exceed the SIVAPCD
significance threshold of 10 tons per year on page 3.4-16 under Impact 3.4-1 (related to a conflict with the
implementation of the air quality plan adopted by the SJVAPCD) and again on page 3.4-19 under Impact
3.4-2 (related to an increase of criteria pollutants). Both discussions refer to Table 3.4-9 to see the
summary of total Project construction NOx emissions.

The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 outlined on page 3.4-17, which requires implementation
of a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (CEP) resulting in a 20 percent fleet emission reduction
in NOx over the statewide fleet average. Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 is effective because the Plan
implements the use of construction equipment meeting Tier 4 Final standards, which modeling shows
would reduce NOx emissions to below the STVAPCD threshold of significance. Mitigated NOx emissions
are presented on page 3.4-19 and page 3.4-20 in Table 3.4-7, Table 3.4-8, and Table 3.4-9, and supporting
calculations showing mitigated results are located in the Appendix B of the Draft EIR.

Regarding the feasibility of Tier 4 Final equipment, the mitigation measure does not assume universal
availability of such equipment. The measure requires a CEP that results in a 20 percent fleet emission
reduction in NOx over the statewide average, through a “combination of”” the measures listed in the EIR.
The 20% is an enforceable performance standard that must be achieved to comply with the MMRP.
However, the measure allows that reduction to be achieved via a variety of measures in combination,
including potential technologies that become available in the future. Therefore, if one of the listed
measures becomes infeasible, the measure allows SJAFCA to implement other measures, as long as it
achieves the required reduction, which will be disclosed in biannual reports also required by the measure.
Therefore, this measure complies with CEQA.

Response to Comment L1-5

CEQA affords agencies great deference to rely on thresholds of significance that have been approved by
the lead agency or another agency, or to develop thresholds of significance on a project-by-project basis.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 encourages, but does not mandate, public agencies to adopt thresholds
of significance. In the context of GHG emissions specifically, CEQA affords lead agencies substantial
discretion to select an appropriate methodology for evaluating significance. CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.4 provides that the determination of significance “calls for a careful judgment by the lead agency”
and may rely on a quantitative analysis, a qualitative analysis, performance standards, or a combination
thereof (Id., Section 15064.4(a)). The Guidelines further allow the lead agency to consider thresholds of
significance “previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts,”
but do not require the agency to create a numeric threshold where none has been adopted by the relevant
air district (Id., Sections 15064.4(b)(2), 15064.7(c)).

Consistent with this framework, the Draft EIR explains its analytical approach, which is aligned with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 and supported by substantial evidence, on page 3.10-14. The Draft
EIR states that the STVAPCD does not have a recommended quantitative significance threshold for the
analysis of the impact of a project’s GHG emissions on the environment. The analysis in the Draft EIR
instead relied upon methodologies in SIVAPCD’s Final Staff Report Addressing Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (SIVAPCD 2009); namely, a
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qualitative assessment of compliance with an approved GHG reduction plan including the climate action
plans adopted by the cities of Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca as well as the CARB 2022 Scoping Plan
for Achieving Carbon Neutrality, which addresses statewide GHG reduction goals.

The EIR estimated construction-related GHG emissions in Table 3.10-3 on page 3.10-15 are not measured
against a quantitative numeric threshold, as the EIR uses the qualitative threshold above. Therefore, these
numbers are provided for transparency and informational context only.

On page 3.10-16, the Draft EIR further explains that the state of California has identified that it can
achieve its 2030 targets for GHG reduction with very limited emissions reductions in the construction
sector, which is why GHG targets in state and local plans focus on operational sources, such as building
energy use and vehicle travel. The Draft EIR explains that the 2022 Scoping Plan does not include any
control measures addressing emissions from the construction sector applicable to the Project and that the
Project would not conflict with the state’s GHG reduction goals.

CEQA does not require the use of a numeric threshold for GHG emissions. Because the SIVAPCD has
not adopted a construction-related GHG significance threshold, it is appropriate and consistent with
CEQA for the Draft EIR to rely on the STVAPCD’s established guidance and to treat construction
emissions qualitatively rather than forcing the development of a separate SJAFCA-specific numeric
threshold without regional or regulatory support.

See also Response L1-1. The information added in this response to comment clarifies and amplifies the
analysis included in the publicly circulated Draft EIR and consistent with CEQA Section 15088.5,
recirculation is not required.

Response to Comment L1-6

Section 3.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials did identify the two schools as being located within

.25 miles of proposed project components: Lathrop High School located .15 miles (or 792 feet) east of a
proposed staging area; and George Y. Komure Elementary School located .17 miles (or 898 feet) to the
east of the proposed cut-off wall (fix in place levee components). As described in Section 3.14, Noise on
page 3.14-2, noise from point sources, including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles or on-
site construction equipment, attenuates at a rate of 6.0 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance from a source.
As further described, for the analysis, it is assumed that noise from line and point sources to a distance
greater than 200 feet attenuates at a rate of 4.5 to 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance, to account for the
absorption of noise waves due to ground surfaces such as soft dirt, grass, bushes, and intervening
structures.

As further described on pages 3.14-10 and 3.14-11, significance determinations assume that the
components implemented under the proposed project will comply with relevant federal, state, and local
ordinances and regulations described in subsection 3.14.3, Regulatory Setting. Thresholds of significance
used to evaluate impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Because most jurisdictions in
the proposed project area exempt daytime construction noise from their noise ordinance standards,
construction noise is also evaluated and compared to criteria established by the Federal Transportation
Administration (FTA). The FTA’s 90 dBA criterion is used for sensitive receptors (i.e., residential,
schools, learning centers, churches, hotels and motels). As described on page 3.14-11, the FTA noise
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impact criteria was used to assess construction noise impacts. The results of the analysis are presented
under Impact 3.14-1 on pages 3.14-12 through 3.14-22. As described, proposed project construction hours
would comply with the noise ordinances of the cities of Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca and San Joaquin
County. Depending on the allowable duration/schedule for proposed project and/or each phase, night
work could be necessary. However, schools are in session on weekdays during daytime hours (after 7 a.m.
and before 10 p.m.) and therefore would not be impacted by potential nighttime or weekend construction
activities. As further described and presented in Table 3.14-7, noise levels at the closest receptors would
be below the 90 dBA daytime criteria established by FTA. Furthermore, the schools identified in the
comment are 792, and 898 feet from proposed project components. Receptors identified between 700 and
900 feet in Table 3.14-7 (see page 3.14-16) were anticipated to experience temporary noise levels of 61.6
and 68.8 dBA, below the 90 dBA threshold. In addition, this noise level is what could be experienced on
the exterior, and interior noise levels would be further reduced by up to 15 dBA, resulting in a temporary
interior noise level of 46.6 to 53.8 dBA. Finally, construction activities would progress at an estimated
linear feet per day along the proposed fix in place levee and dryland levee alignments and would therefore
not be in one place for an extended period of time. As a result, exposure to construction noise would be
temporary. Therefore, the impact of the effects of daytime construction activities associated with flood
risk reduction components on the identified schools would be less than significant, which is consistent
with the less than significant finding of the Draft EIR.

See also Response L1-1. The information added in this response to comment clarifies and amplifies the
analysis included in the publicly circulated Draft EIR and consistent with CEQA Section 15088.5,
recirculation is not required.

Response to Comment L1-7

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1) states that generally, the lead agency should describe physical
environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published. At the time the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published, the Rustic ES campus school site was, and still is,
agricultural land, and no school campus has been built.

As described in Section 3.15, Public Services on page 3.15-4, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states
that an impact is considered significant if the proposed project would result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the public services. In other words, CEQA asks whether the project
would result in the need for new or expanded physical facilities, and if so, whether construction of those
facilities would result in significant impacts. As presented under Impact 3.15-1, implementation of
proposed project components would not involve any residential, commercial, or other uses which would
increase use or population of the area that could impact school capacity or facilities. As a result, there
would not be an increase in need for additional schools.

Therefore, because no school campus currently exists on the mentioned site and the proposed project
would not result in an increase in population that could impact school capacity or facilities, the impact is
less than significant as determined under Impact 3.15-1.
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It should be noted that STAFCA has been coordinating with the Manteca Unified School District
regarding their concerns over the Rustic ES campus school site.

See also Response L1-1. The information added in this response to comment clarifies and amplifies the
analysis included in the publicly circulated Draft EIR and consistent with CEQA Section 15088.5,
recirculation is not required.

Response to Comment L1-8

See Responses to L1-1 through L1-6. As described in L1-1, The information added in response to
comments clarifies and amplifies the analysis included in the publicly circulated Draft EIR and consistent
with CEQA Section 15088.5, recirculation is not required.
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January 28, 2026

Ryan Curry

San Joaquin Flood Control Agency
2800 March Lane, Suite 200
Stockton, CA 95219

Project: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood
Risk Reduction Project

District CEQA Reference No: 20251460
Dear Mr. Curry:

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) from the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency
(Agency) for the Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project. Per the
DEIR, the project consists of would include the construction and operation and
maintenance of flood risk reduction and multi-benefit components in and adjacent to the
proposed project area. Project components include fix-in place improvements with
habitat enhancement and revegetation, dryland levee extension, ecosystem restoration,
and recreational features along the levee system (Project). The Project area covers
22,400 acres including Reclamation District 17 ([RD 17], 16,110 acres) and portions of
the cities of Stockton, Lathrop, Manteca, and unincorporated San Joaquin County.

The District offers the following comments at this time regarding the Project:

1) Construction Emissions

The District recommends, to further reduce impacts from construction-related diesel L2-1
exhaust emissions, the Project should utilize the cleanest available off-road
construction equipment.

2) Health Risk Screening/Assessment

L2-2
The District reviewed the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for the Project and has the

following comments:

Samir Sheikh
Executive Director/Air Pollution Control Officer

Northern Region Central Region (Main Office) Southern Region
4800 Enterprise Way 1990 E. Gettysburg Avenue 34946 Flyover Court
Modesto, CA 95356-8718 Fresno, CA 93726-0244 Bakersfield, CA 93308-9725
Tel: (209) 557-6400 FAX: (209) 557-6475 Tel: (559) 230-6000 FAX: (559) 230-6061 Tel: (661) 392-5500 FAX: (661) 392-5585
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San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

Letter L2

District Reference No: 20251460
January 28, 2026

3)

e The District was unable to match the emissions from the provided CalEEMod
outputs to those used for HRA calculations. Please clearly identify the
CalEEMod outputs that are associated with each modeled source and source
group in AERMOD.

e Section 3.4.4 of the EIR (Air Quality - Impacts and Mitigation Measures),
indicates that all construction areas were modeled using a 5 meter release
height. Upon inspection of the provided AERMOD modeling runs, there are
multiple construction area sources that have been modeled using a zero
meter release height. Please confirm the release heights for all sources are
accurate and update the modeling results, if necessary.

e For multiple modeled sources, normalized emission rates (1 gram/sec) were
not used. In its review of the risk calculations, the District was unable to
determine if the risk calculations took this into account for sources using non
normalized emission rates. In the future, the District recommends that when
performing HRAs, normalized emission rates be used for all modeled
sources.

e The District does not recommend using flagpole receptor heights for HRAs.

The District performed its own analysis and determined that modifications to the
HRA are not expected to change the Project’s significance determination presented
in the EIR. Therefore, the HRA does not need to be re-evaluated. However, the
District does recommend that all future HRA/AAQA performed for the Project
address the comments listed above and follow District guidance.

District Rules and Regulations

The District issues permits for many types of air pollution sources, and regulates
some activities that do not require permits. A project subject to District rules and
regulations would reduce its impacts on air quality through compliance with the
District’s regulatory framework. In general, a regulation is a collection of individual
rules, each of which deals with a specific topic. As an example, Regulation |l
(Permits) includes District Rule 2010 (Permits Required), Rule 2201 (New and
Modified Stationary Source Review), Rule 2520 (Federally Mandated Operating
Permits), and several other rules pertaining to District permitting requirements and
processes.

The list of rules below is neither exhaustive nor exclusive. Current District rules can
be found online at: https://ww2.valleyair.org/rules-and-planning/current-district-rules-
and-reqgulations. To identify other District rules or regulations that apply to future
projects, or to obtain information about District permit requirements, the project
proponents are strongly encouraged to contact the District's Small Business
Assistance (SBA) Office at (209) 557-6446.

Page 2 of 5
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cont.
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San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Page 3 of 5
District Reference No: 20251460
January 28, 2026

District Rules 2010 and 2201 - Air Quality Permitting for Stationary
Sources

Stationary Source emissions include any building, structure, facility, or
installation which emits or may emit any affected pollutant directly or as a
fugitive emission. District Rule 2010 (Permits Required) requires operators of
emission sources to obtain an Authority to Construct (ATC) and Permit to
Operate (PTO) from the District. District Rule 2201 (New and Modified
Stationary Source Review) requires that new and modified stationary sources
of emissions mitigate their emissions using Best Available Control Technology
(BACT).

This Project may be subject to District Rule 2010 (Permits Required) and Rule
2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source Review) and may require District
permits. Prior to construction, the Project proponent should submit to the
District an application for an ATC. For further information or assistance, the
project proponent may contact the District’'s SBA Office at (209) 557-6446.

District Rule 9510 - Indirect Source Review (ISR)

The Project is subject to District Rule 9510 because it will receive a project-
level discretionary approval from a public agency and will equal or exceed
9,000 square feet of space.

The purpose of District Rule 9510 is to reduce the growth in both NOx and PM
emissions associated with development and transportation projects from mobile
and area sources; specifically, the emissions associated with the construction
and subsequent operation of development projects. The ISR Rule requires
developers to mitigate their NOx and PM emissions by incorporating clean air
design elements into their projects. Should the proposed development project
clean air design elements be insufficient to meet the required emission
reductions, developers must pay a fee that ultimately funds incentive projects to
achieve off-site emissions reductions.

Per Section 5.0 of the ISR Rule, an Air Impact Assessment (AlA) application is
required to be submitted no later than applying for project-level approval from a
public agency. As of the date of this letter, the District has not received an AIA
application for this Project. Please immediately submit an AlA application to
the District to comply with District Rule 9510 so that proper mitigation and clean
air design under ISR can be incorporated into the Project’s design. One AIA
application should be submitted for the entire Project.

Information about how to comply with District Rule 9510 can be found online at:
https://ww2.valleyair.org/permitting/indirect-source-review-rule-overview

L2-3
cont.
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The AlA application form can be found online at:
https://ww2.valleyair.org/permitting/indirect-source-review-rule-overview/forms-
and-applications/

District staff is available to provide assistance and can be reached by phone at
(559) 230-5900 or by email at ISR@valleyair.org.

District Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions)

The project proponent may be required to submit a Construction Notification
Form or submit and receive approval of a Dust Control Plan prior to
commencing any earthmoving activities as described in Regulation VIII,
specifically Rule 8021 — Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, and
Other Earthmoving Activities.

Should the project result in at least 1-acre in size, the project proponent shall
provide written notification to the District at least 48 hours prior to the project
proponents intent to commence any earthmoving activities pursuant to District
Rule 8021 (Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, and Other
Earthmoving Activities). Also, should the project result in the disturbance of 5-
acres or more, or will include moving, depositing, or relocating more than 2,500
cubic yards per day of bulk materials, the project proponent shall submit to the
District a Dust Control Plan pursuant to District Rule 8021 (Construction,
Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, and Other Earthmoving Activities). For
additional information regarding the written notification or Dust Control Plan
requirements, please contact District Compliance staff at (559) 230-5950.

The application for both the Construction Notification and Dust Control Plan can
be found online at: https://ww2.valleyair.org/media/fm3jrbsg/dcp-form.docx

Information about District Regulation VIII can be found online at:
https://ww2.valleyair.org/dustcontrol

Other District Rules and Regulations

The Project may also be subject to the following District rules: Rule 4102
(Nuisance) and Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt,
Paving and Maintenance Operations).

L2-3
cont.
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If you have any questions or require further information, please contact Michael Corder
by e-mail at Michael.Corder@yvalleyair.org or by phone at (559) 230-5818.

Sincerely,

Mark Montelongo
Director of Policy and Government Affairs

24

Daniel Martinez
Program Manager
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Letter L2 Daniel Martinez, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Response January 28, 2026

Response to Comment L2-1

The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 outlined on page 3.4-17, which requires implementation
of a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan that includes the use of construction equipment meeting
Tier 4 Final standards, which are the cleanest available off-road construction equipment, as recommended
by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District). Modeling shows the use of Tier 4
equipment would reduce NOx emissions to below the District’s threshold of significance. Mitigated NOx
emissions are presented on page 3.4-19 and page 3.4-20 in Table 3.4-7, Table 3.4-8, and Table 3.4-9, and
supporting calculations showing mitigated results are located in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment L2-2

Table 2-1, Proposed Project Flood Risk Reduction Components, in Chapter 2, Project Description, lists
the estimated length of work for each proposed project flood risk reduction component by component ID.
Table 2-2, Summary of Potential Ecosystem Restoration Sites and Approximate Grading Volumes, lists the
grading volume for each restoration site by site number.

Section 3.4.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, under the subheading Methods of Analysis, starting on
page 3.4-10 of the Draft EIR, discusses the construction activities and associated equipment that would
generate Project emissions. This discussion also points to Table 2-8, Construction Equipment List, in
Chapter 2, Project Description, which includes a list of the number of pieces of construction equipment
that are anticipated to be used for each proposed project construction activity. Criteria air pollutant and
TAC emissions were modeled construction activity using CalEEMod (version 2022.1.1.29) and then
summarized as total emissions for each year of construction (see Tables 3.4-7 and 3.4-8 in Section 3.4, Air
Quality, Subsection 3.4.4, Impacts and Mitigation Measures).

The CalEEMod outputs for diesel particulate matter (DPM) were then used to inform the modeled source
and source group emissions in the U.S.’s AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD) for the Health Risk
Assessment (HRA) calculations. Inputs for the AERMOD model are included in Appendix B-3,
AERMOD Inputs and Outputs. A summary table of emissions associated with each modeled source,
presented by project component ID/restoration site number, can be found on PDF page 1,367, and a
detailed table listing emissions by source group and associated project component ID/restoration site
number can be found on PDF page 1,368 (Appendix B-3). A description of the project components
associated with each flood risk reduction project component ID can be found in Table 2-1, Proposed
Project Flood Risk Reduction Components, in Chapter 2, Project Description. A description of restoration
activities associated with each ecosystem restoration site number can be found in Table 2-2, Summary of
Potential Ecosystem Restoration Sites and Approximate Grading Volumes.

SJAFCA acknowledges that four out of 25 construction area sources were modeled in AERMOD using a
zero-meter release height instead of a five-meter release height, as well as the District’s guidance around
normalized emission rates and flagpole receptor heights. SJAFCA also appreciates the District’s efforts in
performing their own analysis, and the finding that updating the current modeling with the above changes
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would not change the Project’s significance determination presented in the EIR and is therefore unnecessary.
SJAFCA will ensure that future HRA/AAQA performed will follow the District’s guidance as requested.

Response to Comment L2-3

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed project would be located within the jurisdiction of the
SJVAPCD on page 3.4-7, which regulates air pollutant emissions from all sources throughout the SJVAB
other than motor vehicles. The Draft EIR then lists SJVAPCD rules and regulations that could apply to the
proposed project, including Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), Rule 4101 (Visibility), Rule
4102 (Nuisance), and Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review). The project would comply with applicable
SJVAPCD regulations and would obtain any required permits from the SJVAPCD prior to construction
and operation, as necessary.
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Letter P1

2/3/26, 1:36 PM Email #1: Opening Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR - Rachael Carnes - Outlook

& Outlook

Email #1: Opening Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR

From Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>
Date Wed 1/21/2026 2:39 PM
To  Ryan Curry <Ryan.Curry@sjafca.org>

Cc nzarif@sjgov.org <nzarif@sjgov.org>; Rickman, Robert [BOS] <rrickman@sjgov.org>; styrrell@sjgov.org
<styrrell@sjgov.org>; Valenzuela, Maria [BOS] <mariavalenzuela@sjgov.org>; Dhaliwal, Sonny [BOS]
<sdhaliwal@sjgov.org>; Kelly, Beckett [BOS] <bkelly@sjgov.org>; Sanchis, Claudia [BOS]
<csanchis@sjgov.org>; Representative Josh Harder <ca09jh.districtservices@mail.house.gov>; Reyna, Joel
<joel.reyna@sen.ca.gov>; Marc Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; kjorgensen@manteca.gov
<kjorgensen@manteca.gov>; Buchman, Fritz [PW] <fbuchman@sjgov.org>; marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org
<marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org>; CNeudeck@ksninc.com <cneudeck@ksninc.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net
<ngmplcs@pacbell.net>; pamforbus@sbcglobal.net <pamforbus@sbcglobal.net>; Danielle Barney
<danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>; Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov <Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov>; DWR
CVFPBQuestions <questions@cvflood.ca.gov>; Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov
<Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov>

[ﬂJ 5 attachments (7 MB)

2014 access and drainage issues as complicated by developer interactions with City of Manteca.pdf; 2025 continuing access and
drainage issues.pdf; Boyce roadway easement abandoned and removed by SSJID-Boyce without notice.pdf; Confusion related to
inclusion or exclusion of 241-330-32 in SJAFCA-RFP-25-02..pdf; Property Identification List (2).pdf;

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project Environmental Impact Report - State Clearing
House #2022040471: Comment Submission #1

Dear Project Team Members,

Background information related to UFRR comments being submitted in three or more emails

After repeated actions by my William and Lucille Harris Trust Estate co-trustees, co-manager, and
business partners that has impeded my involvement, | contacted Josh Harder and Jerry McNerney's
offices to assist me in gaining my right to participation in the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk Reduction
Project Draft EIR public comment process and | am thankful for their assistance.

Limited Authority:

To set the frame work that | will be commenting within, it is important that | advise you that | am writing
in my limited authority position as a minority co-trustee for the William & Lucille Harris Irrevocable Trust
(HIRT) and co-manager of HIRT owned entities affected by the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk
Reduction Project. Please accept this email #1 as my first of 3 or more total emails that | plan on
submitting.

Comments to include a proposed alternative levee extension routing to address unconsidered projects
& effect on cumulative impacts.

Also please be advised that due to additional cumulative impacts for known projects that were not P1-1

considered in the circulated Draft UFRR (City of Ripon planned Urban Expansion), my total collective
group of email comments shall include an alternative levee extension routing & provisions to guard

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane 10 1/8
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2/3/26, 1:36 PM Email #1: Opening Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR - Rachael Carnes - Outlook
against uncontrolled urbanization to ensure full funding support from all project federal & state P1-1
sponsors. cont.

Background information related to Martin Harris
My name is Martin Harris. | am 73 years old, graduated from Cal Poly with an engineering degree and
had the pleasure of working side by side with my parents (William and Lucille Harris) for over 50 years.

My Father (William Harris) passed away in October 2012. Following his death, | became concerned
about a number of suspect issues affecting: (i) our family property boundaries, (ii) lack of notice to City
of Manteca meetings affecting our family properties, (iii) apparent lost 80,000# Truck Vehicle and EMS
response access rights to Terra Land Group owned parcels 241-330-32, 241-330-33 and 241-320-60. (see
attachment #1 for 3/24/2014 letter to Manteca Planning Commission detailing my efforts to both
understand and correct the growing list of suspect issues confronting me)

As a result, in 2014, Lucille Harris and | hired Lee Smith (Weintraub-Tobin) law firm to assist me in
dealing with the issues identified in my 3/24/2014 letter to the Manteca Planning Commission. (see
attachments for vehicle access and other water mitigation issues as presented to local authorities)

In 1997, both my home and business were flooded:
| have strong recollections and opinions, and engineering backed knowledge on 1955, 1997 and 2017
San Joaquin River high water channel flows that affected the Lathrop and South Manteca areas.

February 2017 Martin Harris Reclamation District 2075 Levee Watch Patrolling Experiences

In February 2017, | volunteered for late night mobile vehicle watch patrol to Reclamation District 2075
levees looking for boils in the area known as the Pocket (totaling 800 acres) which was in the area that
beached on January 7, 1997 and a few days after my watch that same general area of the levee
breached again on February 20, 2017. Please note that on the night of my watch, the San Joaquin River
was flowing at 40,600 CFS and well below the 52,000 CFS original design capacity set when upstream
reservoirs (Melones and Don Pedro) were reconstructed.

What | remember most, was how spongy the levee was to drive on which | suspect was what the UFRR
Draft Environmental Impact Report document describes as a point nearing liquidifaction. The spongy.
status of the levee experienced during my levee watch patrol resulted in my immediate resignation the
following day over safety concerns.

| reported this to RD 2075 Board Members Brian Mizuno and Ray Quaresma and followed that
statement by informing them that due to safety concerns, | was not interested in driving on that levee
again.

It appears that January 2023 high water flows and erosion (especially in the area that the Stanislaus
and San Joaquin Rivers converge) and resulting sedimentation have further reduced channel capacity
and created a higher potential for RD 2075 levee liquidifaction and levee failures.

With high water flows once again running down the San Joaquin River channel in January 2023, | suspect
that continuing erosion to the levees and resulting sedimentation has further reduced San Joaquin River
channel flow capacity and increased chances for levee breaches in areas protecting RD 2075 and other
affected properties.

In 2010, Lathrop Manteca Rural Fire Department Emergency Medical Responders rushed to my south
Manteca Rural home and provided critical care to my 2 year old granddaughter who had stopped
breathing after inhaling a significant amount of water in a swimming_pool accident at our home.
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As a result, | am supportive of our emergency medical care responders and have attended many local
and county authority public meetings as well as responded with detailed comments to environment
comment solicitations from local and State and Federal authorities.

Staffing the currently unstaffed Ripon North Ripon Fire Station?

| am also strongly in favor of staffing the Ripon (North Ripon Road) unstaffed fire station and ensuring
that all development provides for adequate medical emergency response services and proper storm
water retention and safe drainage. This station staffing is necessary to lessen and separate the City of
Ripon's dependency on requiring Fire and EMS responses by the City of Manteca.

Other Shared services involving Manteca and Ripon

Adding to my concerns that a more thorough cumulative impact analysis is necessary. Please be advised
that both Ripon and Manteca also: (i) share pubic school educational services by designating Urban
Areas of South Manteca be accepted and enrolled with the Ripon Unified School District; and (ii) share
drainage facilities operated by SSJID which drain into the multi-benefit component areas in or adjacent
to the UFRR project.

First time ever, | have been fired

In 2024, my 2 sons, Joshua & Jacob Harris along with myself were all fired from Tuff Boy (5151
Almondwood, Manteca) in what appears to be an effort to break up the trust(s) that my parents
(William & Lucille Harris) created. As the former Risk manager (including operations Flood Safety and
Storm Water NONA Permit management) for Tuff Boy Sales, my termination has resulted in various
employee workplace, vehicle safety & drainage safety compliance concerns being reported internally
and to state authorities.

Excerpts from a recent letter that deserves a fair and equitable level of attention

"Hello everyone,

Email communication in favor of performing a flood and stormwater drainage environmental review
investigation of Tuff Boy Sales Inc (TBS) and HIRT Trustees for prejudicial shared services actions
involving properties in low elevation areas prone to flooding that appears shall unequitably benefit
majority control stakeholders while disadvantaging other beneficial and minority interests affected by
those prejudicial shared services actions.

It appears Water Under the Bridge is a problem for Manteca: (and Tuff Boy)_
On Friday, November 21, 2021, the Manteca Bulletin published a front page News Article titled "Water
Under the Bridge is a Problem for Manteca."

French camp outlet study accepted by SSJID in 2021 is getting a city of Manteca relook at conclusions:

"The South San Joaquin Irrigation District — that owns and maintains the outlet canal that they have
allowed much of the city to drain into — more than six years ago noted a need to address outlet capacity
based on Manteca’s continued growth.

The city agreed and a hydrology study was done to determine what improvements were needed.

The study was completed in 2021. The SSJID accepted the study but the city wanted to relook
at the conclusions. That is as far as the outlet study apparently got in terms of devising a game plan
and then implementing it.
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It is important to remember the French Camp outlet was designed and built to address agricultural needs
only when Manteca had less than 2,000 residents.

That means it was designed only to handle any excessive flows from canals during the irrigation as well
as runoff in the wet season that makes its way into the canals when there are no irrigation water
deliveries.”

Martin Harris comment #1/No "Project Authorization" was requested or approved in an email sent
by W/L Harris Irrevocable Family Trust (HIRT) Majority control trustees on 2/21/2025, HIRT Majority
control trustees responded and stated:

“I've had some time to reflect on the comments you, Martin Harris (minority control trustee) made at
yesterday’s meeting. You expressed a belief that the 800+ letters that were generated as part of your
company-funded letter-writing campaigns had great value.

More than two years ago, after numerous opportunities to view your work products, and after

hearing the expert opinions of real estate attorneys and land use consultants, The HIRT majority control
interests clearly stated that we believe your past letters and “informational” campaigns were unhelpful
and, on balance, counterproductive.

That’s why the HIRT majority control interests voted in July 2021 to prohibit trustee spending and the use
of company names for your unauthorized campaigns, and why, in 2024, we formally restated the limits of
an individual co-manager’s power in our memorandum titled “Reminder: Terms of Operating
Agreements and Laws Governing California Corporations” (attachment upon request)

Martin Harris response

Due to what appears to be a defective Tuff Boy Sales/HIRT/WLHFT shared services agreement (OASSA)
executed only by HIRT majority control interests in 2023, and considering that those majority control
interests are paid employees of Tuff Boy Sales, | can't help but question: Where will the liability fall for
any breaches of fiduciary duty due to management actions and/or non-actions? By TBS? By HIRT? Or by
one or more of the HIRT owned LLCs?

The French Camp outlet is the lowest elevation of the three outlets the SSJID operates

“The French Camp outlet is one of three outlets the SSJID operates.

It is also the lowest elevation outlet and the one that essentially drains the most land in the district
including its biggest urbanized area — Manteca except for the southwest portion of the city.

The city is currently working on an effort to send runoff water from southwest Manteca to the San
Joaquin River at a point to the west of the Oakwood Shores gated community. That outlet project, when
it first surfaced more than eight years ago and before southwest Manteca development took off, carried
a $14 million price tag.

Until the outlet is in place, excessive water from the storm basins in southwest Manteca flows into a
temporary retention basin developers put in place.

Compounding the problem in southwest Manteca is the water table in various locations is as high as
three feet.”
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1. See 11/13/2023 email sent by Martin Harris detailing a July 1, 2021 meeting with HIRT attorney
Chris Engh and how the trustees are to avoid conflicts of interest. The email goes on to detail @
November 9, 2023 meeting (conducted by our consultant) and calls out certain majority control
trustees conflicts of interests and the need of those trustees to recuse herself on voting for any
issues that may serve to benefit those trustees personal property development interests.
(attachment available upon request)

800 letters and still no flood and drainage relief in sight

Clearly the drainage challenges facing the French Camp outlet canal (as addressed in many
of the 800 letters that Tuff Boy management under the watch of consultants and majority
control interests blocked my access and ability to utilize during the time that the SSJID
French Camp Outlet Study was performed in 2021) are in need of further investigation and
review, including those purported conflicts of interest detailed in the 11/13/23 email to
ensure that TLG property rights are properly defended and protected. Most important, |
believe that TLG's ability to protect its right to vehicle access, legally recorded boundaries,
surface water, ground water, and protection from flood impacts that clearly look to be
increased by San Joaquin River channel drainage flow impedances caused by increasing
amounts of storm water runoff from the developing areas both North and South of TLG
APN's #241-330-32, 241-330-33, + 241-320-60 (as well as Tuff Boy properties APN 226-060-
13, 14, 15,16,17,18) which appears to have been negatively affected by the majority control
interests July 2021 order blocking co-managers power and abilities to defend TLG and other
HIRT and WLHFT Trust property rights. (ie. WLHP, WLHR, MGR, SRH, WLHFT) | do not believe
that it was William and Lucille Harris' intention when they wrote the Operating Agreements
to block co-managers power to defend our family's property rights. (attachment upon
request)

2. As a TLG LLC manager, Section 5.4 of the Operating Agreement grants managers conditional
liability protections and specifically states:

5.4 Performance of Duties; Liability of Manager. A Manager shall not be liable to the Company or
to any Member for any loss or damage sustained by the Company or any Member, unless the loss
or damage shall have been the result of fraud, deceit, gross negligence, reckless or intentional
misconduct, or a knowing violation of law by the Manager. The Manager shall perform their
managerial duties in good faith, in a manner they reasonably believe to be in the best interests
of the Company and its Members, and with such care, including reasonable inquiry, as an
ordinarily prudent person in a like position would use under similar circumstances. A Manager
who so performs the duties of Manager shall not have any liability by reason of being or having
been a Manager of the Company.

In performing their duties, the Manager shall be entitled to rely on information, opinions, reports,
or statements, including financial statements and other financial data, of the following persons or
groups unless they have knowledge concerning the matter in question that would cause such
reliance to be unwarranted and provided that the Manager acts in good faith and after reasonable
inquiry when the need therefor is indicated by the circumstances:
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Section 5.4 also indirectly calls attention to managers/trustees duty to take protective action
in the event a conflicted officer/manager/trustee fails to recuse themselves

| believe that fiduciary duty to recuse themselves in the event of a conflict applies as is provided
for in all HIRT owned LLC Operating Agreements and justifies my managerial right and duty to take
corrective action.

5.10 B_Limitations on Powers of Manage Subject to Section 5.3B and any restrictions imposed

by the Manager, any officer, acting alone, is authorized to endorse checks, drafts, and other
evidences of indebtedness made payable to the order of the Company, but only for the purpose of
deposit into the Company’s accounts. All checks, drafts, and other instruments

obligating the Company to pay money in an amount less than TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($10,000)
may be signed by any one officer, acting alone. All checks, drafts, and other instruments

obligating the Company to pay money in an amount of TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($10,000) or
more must be signed on behalf of the Company by any two (2) officers acting together. Any two
(2) officers acting together, shall be authorized to sign contracts and obligations on behalf

of the Company

Other limitations on Power of manager

Section 5.3 B. Limitations on Power of Manager. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this
Agreement, the Manager shall not have authority hereunder to cause the Company to engage
in the following transactions without first obtaining the affirmative vote or written consent of a
Majority Interest (or such greater Percentage Interests set forth below) of the Members:

(i) The sale, exchange or other disposition of all, or substantially all, of the Company’s assets
occurring as part of a single transaction or plan, or in multiple transactions over a twelve (12)
month period, except in the orderly liquidation and winding up of the business of the Company
upon its duly authorized dissolution, shall require the affirmative vote or written consent of
Members holding at least seventy-five percent (75%) in Percentage Interests;

(ii) The merger of the Company with another limited liability company or limited partnership
shall require the unanimous affirmative vote or written consent of the Manager Member and a
majority affirmative vote or written consent of the Members; provided in no event shall a Member
be required to become a general partner in a merger with a limited partnership without his
express written consent or unless the agreement of merger provides each Member

with the dissenter’s rights described in the Act;

(iii) The merger of the Company with a corporation or a general partnership or other Person
shall require the affirmative vote or written consent of the Manager Members and a majority
affirmative vote or written consent of the Members;

(iv) The establishment of different classes of Members;
(v) An alteration of the primary purpose or business of the Company as set forth in Section 2.7;

(vi) Transactions between the Company and one or more of the Manager or Members or one or
more of any Manager’s or Member’s Affiliates, or transactions in which one or more Managers or
Members, or one or more of any Manager’s or Member’s Affiliates, has a material financial
interest;

(vii)  Without limiting subsection (vi), the lending of money by the Company to any Manager,
Member, or officer;
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(viii)  Any act which would make it impossible to carry on the ordinary business of the Company;

(ix) The confession of a judgment against the Company;
(x) To file a bankruptcy petition on behalf of the Company; and

(xi) Any other transaction described in this Agreement as requiring the vote, consent, or
approval of the Members.

Question: What liabilities are being created, and what insurance coverage protections are in place
to protect all beneficial interests that may be affected? What conflicts does TBS have when
considering its fiduciary duties to HIRT as required by its role under the TBS/HIRT/WLHFT/SRH
shared services agreements?

Lack of an adopted project for either the Oakwood Lake outlet or improving the French Camp outlet

"High tides can undermine ability of outlet to move water while the city has been able to make sure
developers put in place storm

retention basins in addition to storm drains on their dime, the lack of an adopted project for

either the proposed Oakwood Lake outlet or improving the French Camp Outlet means growth likely isn’t
covering the financial impact of infrastructure costs that will be needed to move storm runoff from
neighborhoods they build to the San Joaquin River.

There is also another limiting factor that comes with the city’s storm runoff basically joining the San
Joaquin River to a point northwest of the community of French Camp.

High tides can push up water levels in the Delta.
The is what happened when high tide occurred during a substantial period of rainfall in January of 2023.
Water lingered in some retention basins close to a week following the last rain drop.

Keep in mind, Manteca represents only a small sliver of the San Joaquin and Sacramento River basins
that drain into the Delta.

It also needs to account for its geographic location as being at the river’s lowest point of elevation when
it reaches the Delta after collecting runoff in the 1,195 square miles of the San Joaquin River basin"

https://www.mantecabulletin.com/news/local-news/water-under-the-bridge-is-problem-for-manteca/

To better understand the continuing issues affecting the Terra Land Group 230 acre property (ie. APN
#241-320-60, 241-330-32 and 241-330-33), please see attachments 1,2,3 and 4 for continuing issues
complicated by developers interactions with the City of Manteca and SSJID prior to

Martin Harris involvement in 2014 that continue to be unresolved today (2025)) (Also see attachment #5
for 27 each HIRT owned LLC entity property ownership list.) (Note: 18 of those properties situated in
flood prone areas along the South Delta and currently used for farming, residences and
commercial/industrial purposes)

| am happy to meet and discuss.
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Thank you,

Martin Harris
801 Bogarin Lane
Ripon, CA 95366

(former residence before 2017 levee breach and associated flood evacuation: 22911 Oleander, Manteca,
CA)
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter P1 Martin Harris, Manteca William & Lucille Harris Irrevocable Trust (HIRT)
Response  January 21, 2026

A total of 4 e-mails that included attachments were submitted by the commenter. See Responses to Letters
P1 through P4. Attachments to each e-mail are included in Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Response to Comment P1-1

The commenter asserts that there are additional cumulative impacts for known projects that were not
considered in the Draft EIR; therefore, the commenter proposes “an alternative levee extension routing
and provisions to guard against uncontrolled urbanization to ensure full funding support from all project
federal and state sponsors.”

The remainder of this e-mail discusses a variety of issues that are not related to any significant impacts of
the Project; therefore, no response is required. In addition, a total of five attachments were provided to
this e-mail. These attachments are included in Appendix A of the Final EIR and do not address the content
or conclusions of the Draft EIR therefore no responses are required.

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project 3-54 ESA / D201901301.02
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2026
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From: Marty Harris
To: Ryan Curry
Cc: nzarif@sjgov.org; Rickman, Robert [BOS]; styrrell@sjgov.org; Valenzuela, Maria [BOS]; Dhaliwal, Sonny [BOS];

Kelly, Beckett [BOS]; Sanchis, Claudia [BOS]; Representative Josh Harder; Reyna, Joel; Marc Nolan;
kjorgensen@manteca.gov; Buchman, Fritz [PW]; marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org; CNeudeck@ksninc.com;
ngmplcs@pacbell.net; pamforbus@sbcglobal.net; Danielle Barney; Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov; DWR
CVEPBQuestions; Michael.Wright@cvflood.ca.gov; Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov; Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov;
Jit.Dua@cvflood.ca.gov; Hightower, Jeffrey [LAFCO]; Josh Harris; Jacob Harris; Rob Harris; Marc Nolan

Subject: Email #2: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR
Date: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 12:58:22 PM
Attachments: Attachment #1a.pdf

Attachment #1b.pdf

Attachment #1c.pdf

Attachment #2 (7).pdf
Attachment #3 (7).pdf
Attachment #4 (7).pdf
Attachment #5 (7).pdf
Attachment #6 (7).pdf
Attachment #7 (7).pdf
Attachment #8 (7).pdf
Attachment #9 (7).pdf

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project Environmental Impact
Report - State Clearing House #2022040471: Comment Submission #2

Dear Project Team Members,

To begin, | would like to address the comments made to the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk
Reduction Project NOP (ie. Notice of Project).

Once again, | am writing in my limited authority position as co-trustee for Willliam
and Lucille Harris Irrevocable Trust (HIRT) and co-manager of HIRT owned entities

affected.

For reasons beyond my control, for some time now, | have had US Mail that was meant to be
directed to or shared with me diverted to others which has affected my ability to respond to the
NOP directly.

Notice of previously sent emails to SIAFCA to consider in determining total

cumulative impacts as previously presented

For this reason, | would like the Project Team Members to consider three letters that | sentin
2021 (as an authorized representative for Terra Land Group and copied to SJAFCA executive P21
director Chris Elias) as sufficient information for SJAFCA and associated Team Members to
understand the importance for total scope for the UFRR Project. (see emails included as
Attachment #1 (1a, 1b, and 1c) sent to Mark Niskanen; Reclamation District #17, SJAFCA and

others in 2021) (more email letters available upon request)

Section 4.3 of the UFRR covers cumulative projects (This Martin Harris comment is meant to \-[/ P2-2
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document for the record that projects and related impacts stated in the UFRR appear to be
understated) (Martin Harris recommends revisions to the cumulative impacts analysis to

include additional past, present, and foreseeable future projects within the UFRR that were not
fully considered).

1. Over the past 9 years, apparent movement of soil on or to developing UFRR properties

has already affected historic drainage and created back water drainage blockage effects

to non-developing properties proposed in the UFRR to be recharacterized as multi-

benefit components in and adjacent to the proposed project area.

2. Inclusion of all drainage impacts related to City of Ripon planned expansion as

documented in Ripon 2040 General Plan Update (see attachments #2)

3. What appears to be other Projects/Plans that would prove more beneficial when

considered along with the new Martin Harris proposed southerly levee extension

alternative directed South to Perrin Road.

I

Vi.

Vii.

viii.

Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) - Reference table 4-1 pages
4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

. San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin River, CA Project - Reference

table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

Lower San Joaquin River Urban Protection Project - Reference table 4-1
pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

San Joaquin River Restoration Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-
4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

Delta Conveyance Project - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR
Draft EIR document

Smith Canal Closure Structure - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of
UFRR Draft EIR document

Paradise Cut - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR
document

CALFED Levee Stability Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of
UFRR Draft EIR document

Oxbow Preserve - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR
document

Agreements to Support Healthy Rivers and Landscapes - Reference table 4-
1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

4. May 23, 2022 NOP comments made by Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board/Source: Appendix "A" of UPRR: Notice of possible regulatory issues with a high

pP2-2
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potential to adversely affect future regulatory compliance and unaffordable compliance
costs for adjacent multi-benefit properties outside the UFRR project area.
a. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Formation of Basin Plan
b. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Construction of Storm Water
discharge permit
c. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 404
permitting
d. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 401
permitting
e. Likely dewatering permitting shall be needed due to back water effects of UFRR
f. Possible NPDES permitting due to high water table and anticipated back water
effects of UPRR

The UFRR Draft EIR Section 4.4 of the document Cumulative Impact Approach to
Analysis compels Martin Harris to propose a Southern UFRR levee extension
alternative running South and parallel 2 mile West of Airport way along the border

of 1860's Federal and Non-Federal surveyed lands indicating areas considered to be
swamp and overflow. (ie. The Martin Harris proposed alternative appears to be more
beneficial and provide better use of sponsor funding) (see attachment #3)

Redetermine the significance of the proposed project's cumulative impacts, as

provided for in Section 4.4 of UFRR
With this new proposed South UFRR levee extension alternative in mind, | respectfully request

that the Project Team reevaluate its 3 step cumulative impact process and include the
adjacent multi-benefit components area and Ripon planned urban expansion areas into the
proposed project area.

¢ "Section 4.4 of the UFRR states: First, the extent of the cumulative impacts without the
proposed project was evaluated to determine whether a significant cumulative impacton a
resource would exist in the future. To do so, the combined effects of the past, present, and
probable future projects listed in Table 4-1 were evaluated to determine whether there would
be a significant cumulative impact.” (Martin Harris comment: Needs to include all Ripon and
adjacent multi-benefit component areas)

¢ "Second, a determination was made regarding whether the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to any significant cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable.
“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future
projects (CEQA Guidelines Section 21083)."

P2-2
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¢ "Third, a determination was made as to whether mitigation measures would be required to
reduce the proposed project’s contribution to the cumulative impact to a less-than-
considerable level, thus resulting in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. If not, then the
cumulative impact would remain significant and unavoidable." (Martin Harris comment: The
long promised expansion of Paradise Cut needs to be honored and fulfilled in associated with
the estimated 110,000 CFS (plus) high volume San Joaquin River flows estimates by Dante
Nomellini (Reclamation District #17) made to the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors
with Martin Harris, Ray Quaresma and Chris Neudeck in attendance on 11/7/2017)

Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts take on a much greater importance and is supported by Section 4.1 of the

UFRR which states:

"This chapter describes the CEQA requirements for the analysis of cumulative impacts, the
geographic scope and timeframe for cumulative analysis, existing conditions context for past
activities, related projects, and the potential cumulative impacts the proposed project. As
described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the proposed project would include the
construction; O&M of flood risk reduction and multi-benefit components in and adjacent to the
proposed project area, which are summarized below. Specifically, the following are the
primary components of the proposed project:

1. Fix-in-place improvements with habitat enhancement and revegetation
2. Dryland levee extension

3. Ecosystem restoration at multiple sites

4. Recreational features along the levee system

CEQA requires that an EIR assess the cumulative environmental impacts of a project when the
project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable.” An EIR must assess the
cumulative impacts of a project with respect to past, current, and probable future projects in
the region. Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines “cumulative effects” as “two or
more individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or which compound
or increase other environmental impacts.” According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b),
the purpose of the cumulative impacts discussion is to reflect “the severity of the impacts and
their likelihood of occurrence,” and the discussion shall “be guided by the standards of
practicality and reasonableness.”

The CEQA Guidelines further indicate that the discussion of cumulative impacts should
include all of the following information:

P2-4
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e "Either (a) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related cumulative
impacts or (b) a summary of projections in an adopted general plan or similar document, or an
adopted or certified environmental document, that described or evaluated conditions
contributing to a cumulative impact.

¢ A discussion of the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect.
e A summary of the environmental effects expected to be produced by these projects.

¢ Reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to any
significant cumulative effects."

Chapter 4 includes Section 4.5.11 which states:
"The proposed dryland levee extension would introduce a new levee segment that would

redirect flood flows away from people and property in the proposed project area potentially
displacing the water elsewhere in the proposed project area and vicinity. However, the
affected areas would experience in general 0.1 to 3 feet of inundation that would be
temporarily ponded and would reduce in depth and area over a short period of time (upto 5
days). Therefore, the proposed project's contribution to long-term cumulative impacts to
hydrology and water quality would be less than considerable."

Martin Harris back water effects comment: (Tuff Boy Sales 2014 and 2018 written
objections)

Tuff Boy Sales attorney Michael Babitzke Comments made in a 4/22/2014 Sustainable
Communities Strategies Public Comment letter to SICOG clearly state that objects placed in
floodways may result in backwater effects on upgradient properties.

In this way, Michael Babitzke in 2014 indirectly stated Tuff Boy Sales objections to taking on
any more water at the Tuff Boy 5151 Almondwood location. (see attachment #4 for January
2023 trailer parking photos at 5151 Almondwood location depicting the effects of rising storm
water on site as affected by heavy rains and impeded percolation issues on sandy soil adjacent
to SSJID Drain #11 as it runs along the North boundary of the Tuff Boy Almondwood property)

On 3/7/2018, Josh Harris (Tuff Boy Sales CEO) wrote a letter to SJAFCA stating concerns about

Manteca flood protection planned changes, including slurry walls, affecting the Tuff Boy Sales
5151 Almondwood Trailer manufacturing and parking facilities ability to avoid having its
operations either; (i) inundated by higher levels of flood waters during San Joaquin River (and
associated tributaries) high river channel flow events or (ii) impacted by higher levels of ground
water affecting the operation (and percolation) of its 2015 NONA permitted storm water ponds
due to slurry walls impeding subsurface ground water flows typical for sandy soil in the region
(see attachment #5)
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Page 4-16 of the UFRR states:
"The proposed project is consistent with the San Joaquin County General Plan, the cities of

Stockton, Lathrop, and Manteca General Plans and Zoning Codes, as well as regional planning
frameworks such as the Regional Blueprint, 2022 Regional Transportation Plan and
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (SJIMSCP), and the Land Use and Resources Management Plan (LURMP).
Compliance with these policies ensures that the proposed project would not conflict with
adopted plans, zoning, or land use policies. Therefore, although cumulative projects presented
in Table 4-1 in combination with the proposed project would result in a cumulatively significant
impact, the proposed project’s contribution to land use consistency would be less than
cumulatively considerable."

Question by Martin Harris: (private protective flood berm floodwater displacement effects
and changes to elevations of back water to unbermed multi-benefit properties)

Did the Project Team consider flood impacts represented to be .1 to 3 feet when considering
thatin 2017 many South Manteca properties were hiring excavator contractors to install
protective flood levee berms around their properties further impacting potential flood
elevations to other non-bermed properties? If so, where is that information included in the
UFRR EIR draft document? (see attachment #6) (Note: to avoid impacting and raising flood
water elevations on our neighbors, Tuff Boy made a decision not to place protective flood
protection berms around its 5151 Almondwood facility in 2017)

Martin Harris comment:

When considering that the City of Manteca’s urban growth is dependent on shared use of
Ripon Unified Public Schools and, Fire and EMS service (Ripon consolidated Fire District’s
North Ripon Road Fire station continues to remain unstaffed), and increased dependency on
traffic circulation utilizing West Ripon Road, | do not see how increased City of Ripon storm
water drainage anticipated to be drained by means of SSJID drainage facilities through the
multi-benefit component areas affected by this UFRR project can be ignored and not included
in the UFRR Cumulative Impacts analysis (see attachment #7 for 8/19/2024 email chain
detailing public comments to Ripon Planning Department in relation to the City of Ripon

6th Cycle Housing Element Draft update)

Martin Harris back water effects comment:

Over the past 9 years, local South County Property owners have observed that authorities have
allowed developers to raise the elevation of South City of Manteca Developing Properties in a
manner that already has created drainage blockages and backwater effects on upgradient so
called multi-benefit component UFRR properties as well as those in Reclamation District
#2096. (Weatherbee Lake) (see attachment #8 for levee height raises performed by

P2-5
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Reclamation District #17 to the section of existing Reclamation District #17 levee currently
situated along the boundaries of Terra Land Group owned APN 241-330-33 and 241-320-60
(see annotated map showing surveyors documented increases to elevations attached)

My request for a more expansive Cumulative Impact Approach to analysis is supported by
deficiencies in the UFRR Document which fail to address the Cumulative Impact Approach to
Analysis called for in section 4.4 of the UFRR and the Cumulative Impact Analysis called for in
section 4.5.

Martin Harris call for mitigation comment:
Since it appears that very significant land elevation increases have resulted from development

approvals over the past 9 years, | believe the UFRR is short sided and fails to consider the full
extent of probable future projects that were not included in the cumulative analysis.

| also believe that irreversible back water drainage impacts have already been created by City
of Manteca Urban Expansion (affecting a wide range of multi-benefit component properties
both identified and separated in the UFRR) and are in need of immediate mitigation to offset
even higher drainage and flood inundation impacts when considering the City of Ripon's
recently updated General Plan and planned urban expansion. (see attachment #2)

Forms of relief being considered by local authorities that appear to be most likely to
be implemented in association with the Martin Harris newly proposed UFRR Draft
EIR Southern levee extension alternative running South and parallel 2 mile West of
Airport way along the border of 1860's Federal and Non-Federal Surveyed lands
separating Federal Surveyed Areas from swamp and overflow and extending to the

San Joaquin River (USACE 404 permitted) levee in the area close to Perrin Road
1. 1000' weir proposed by KSN and discussed with Reclamation District 2075 (RD 2075)

on West side of the San Joaquin River (Left Bank) in the areas able to feed. (i) Banta
Carbona Irrigation District; and (ii) Paradise cut expanded volume canal.

2. Potentially re-routing Reclamation District 2075 and 2064 McMullin water rights delivery
channel to convey water to its districts with primary RD 2075 delivery running parallel to
Perrin Road and directed towards the proposed weir and a secondary delivery
conveyance system allowing sustainable water deliveries to Walthall Slough and District
farm properties receiving water from the water delivery canal running along and parallel
to Manteca Road.

3. Brocchini Cut: mitigating high water flows in the Stanislaus River by bypassing water
through the McMullin water rights delivery channel (RD 2075/ RD 2064) to and through
Reclamation District 2075 to an outlet that can both feed and align with San Joaquin
River discharges to the 1000' weir and to Banta Carbona and/or Paradise Cut. (see

P2-5
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attachment #9)

Omission of Turtle Beach Relief Cut: the UFRR appears to completely negate and omit
any future use of the Turtle Beach USACE Levee Flood Prevention Relief Cut in
Reclamation District 2096. Proposed changes to location and direction of the RD 2075
McMullin water delivery channel to the right bank of the San Joaquin River opposite the
1000' weir outlet area allowing drainage into the San Joaquin River opposite to the Banta
Carbona Irrigation District water intake location shall best allow to mitigate for the
omission of the Turtle Beach Levee Relief cut high River flow relief drainage option
previously utilized by Reclamation District #17 to mitigate flood water inundation
pressures to the so-called adjacent multi-benefit components area properties targeted
to be subjected to back-water effects of Lathrop and Manteca urban expansion.

Executive Summary and Environmental settling concerns: | will make Martin Harris
levee extension alternative placement comparisons to beneficial uses and reduced cumulative
impacts as compared to those offered in the UFRR in my next email which will focus on UFRR

sections titled_Executive Summary and Environmental Settings.

Thank you,

Martin Harris
801 Bogarin Lane
Ripon, CA 95366

(former residence before 2017 levee breach and associated flood evacuation: 22911
Oleander, Manteca, CA)

Other references:

1.

2.

2/7/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to LAFCO (James
Glaser) Re: February 8, 2018 Meeting San Joaquin Couty Local Agency Formation
Commission Agenda Items 4: Amendment to the City of Manteca Sphere of Influence
(LAFC 01-18); and item 5: Griffen Park Reorganization to the City of Manteca (LAFC 26-
15)

2/26/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan
Neira) Re: January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL
Integrated Interim Feasibility Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report: Public Review and Comment.

P2-7
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11.
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3/5/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan
Neira) Re: January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL
Integrated Interim Feasibility Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report: Public Review and Comment #2

3/8/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan
Neira) Re: January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL
Integrated Interim Feasibility Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report: Public Review and Comment #3

7/2/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin
River County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (John
Cain/Conservation Director) Re: July 11, 2018 Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise
Cut Bypass Expansion Project: Agenda ltems 2: Presentation and discussion on the
proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project; ltem 3: Presentation and discussion of draft
existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and discussion on the hydraulic model
analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and Questions.

6/18/2108 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to Tri-Dam Project
Board of Directors Re: June 21, 2018 Regular Board Meeting of the Tri-Dam Project of the
Oakdale Irrigation District and the South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Agenda Item 5:
Possible Spring Operations on the Stanislaus River

7/16/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin
River County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha
Massell/Associate Director) Re: Follow-Up to Request for Stakeholder Input Relating to
the Recently-Conducted July 11, 2018 Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut
Bypass Expansion Project: Agenda Items 2: Presentation and discussion on the
proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project; ltem 3: Presentation and discussion of draft
existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and discussion on the hydraulic model
analysis of the proposed project; and ltem 5: Discussions and Questions.

6/17/2019 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin
River County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha
Massell/Associate Director) Re: June 20, 2019 Public Meeting on the Proposed Paradise
Cut Bypass Expansion Project

3/30/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris
Elias) Re: Dryland Levee Project Meeting

5/19/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris
Elias) Re: May 20, 2021 San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency ("SJAFCA") Board
Meeting Agenda Item 4.2: Update- Manteca Dryland levee Extension Project

Various letters from Alex Hildebrand



3. Comments and Responses

Letter P2 Martin Harris, Manteca William & Lucille Harris Irrevocable Trust (HIRT)
Response  January 21, 2026

Please note that while the comment noted that mail meant to be direct to or shared with the commenter
had been diverted to others, it does not allege that SJAFCA failed to provided required CEQA
notifications. A total of 11 attachments were provided to this e-mail. These attachments are included in
Appendix A of the Final EIR and do not address the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR therefore no
responses are required. In addition, this e-mail also notes “other references” that are not related to any
significant impacts of the Project; therefore, no response is required.

Response to Comment P2-1

The comment is noted and will be included as part of the record for the proposed project.

As noted in response to P1-1, the commenter asserts that there are additional cumulative impacts for
known projects that were not considered in the Draft EIR; therefore, the commenter proposes “an
alternative levee extension routing and provisions to guard against uncontrolled urbanization to ensure
full funding support from all project federal and state sponsors.”

Response to Comment P2-2

As noted in response to P1-1, the commenter asserts that there are additional cumulative impacts for
known projects that were not considered in the Draft EIR; therefore, the commenter proposes “an
alternative levee extension routing and provisions to guard against uncontrolled urbanization to ensure
full funding support from all project federal and state sponsors.”

This comment does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. The comment presents
an alternative alignment and requests that the cumulative analysis be reconsidered based on this
alternative that takes into consideration the adjacent multi-benefit components area and the planned urban
expansion areas of the City of Ripon that are located in the proposed project area.

CEQA does not require that a cumulative impact analysis be conducted for an alternative to the proposed
project. CEQA also does not require an evaluation of projects/plans that would “prove more beneficial”
when considered along with an alternative to the project. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b),
the purpose of the cumulative impacts discussion is to reflect “the severity of the impacts and their
likelihood of occurrence,” and the discussion shall “be guided by the standards of practicality and
reasonableness.” The cumulative impact analysis presented in Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, evaluates
the cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project for which the project’s incremental effect is
“cumulatively considerable.” In accordance with CEQA, the analysis assessed the cumulative impacts of
the proposed project with respect to past, current, and probable future projects in the region (presented in
Table 4-1, Projects Included in the Cumulative Impact Analysis.

In addition, as described in Section 4.2, Cumulative Context and Approach, subsection 4.2.1, Geographic
Scope, the geographic scope of analysis varies depending on the type of environmental issue being
considered, but in general the geographic scope is defined by the proposed project area described in
Chapter 2, Project Description and as shown in Figure 2-1. As described in Chapter 2, Section 2.2, Project
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Location, the proposed project area covers portions of the cities of Stockton, Lathrop, Manteca, and
unincorporated San Joaquin County. It includes RD 17, the proposed project area, and areas to the west
along the San Joaquin River identified for the potential development of ecosystem restoration features.
The City of Ripon, including its planned expansion, is not in the proposed project area and therefore,
development associated with the planned expansion is not included in the proposed project cumulative
impact analysis. Impacts of development associated with the City of Ripon’s expansion area would be
addressed in the appropriate environmental clearance document for the 2040 General Plan Update.

Response to Comment P2-3

This comment does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. This comment presents
an alternative alignment proposed by the commenter, “a southern UFRR levee extension alternative
running south and parallel %2 mile west of Airport Way along the border of 1860’s federal and non-federal
surveyed lands indicating areas considered to be swamp and overflow”. This alignment would not meet
the overall objective of the proposed project.

As described in Chapter 2, Project Description subsection 2.3 Project Objectives, the overall objective of
the proposed project is to provide increased public safety benefits by rehabilitating, improving, and
constructing flood risk reduction infrastructure to achieve a 200-year urban level of flood protection
(ULOP) for the Mossdale Tract area (proposed project area). The proposed project achieves this objective
because project components, including the proposed dryland levee extension, prevent floodwaters from
entering the area during the project design flood event.

Hydraulic analyses completed for the proposed project indicate that during the design flood event,
significant overbank flows would occur upstream of a north—south alignment along the right bank of the
Stanislaus River and on the San Joaquin River near the confluence of the San Joaquin and Stanislaus
Rivers. Therefore, overbank flows would occur upstream of the alignment proposed by the commentor
(which is a north-south alignment), and floodwaters would flank around a levee following this alignment
and would continue flowing north inundating the proposed project area. In addition, portions of Lathrop
and Manteca would also be inundated. As a result, the alignment proposed by the commenter would not
prevent flooding within the proposed project area and would therefore not achieve the overall objective of
the proposed project. It would not provide increased public safety benefits by rehabilitating, improving,
and constructing flood risk reduction infrastructure to achieve a 200-year ULOP.

Response to Comment P2-4

This comment does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. See response P2-2.

As described in response P2-2, CEQA does not require that a cumulative impact analysis be conducted for
an alternative to the proposed project. The cumulative impact analysis presented in Chapter 4, Cumulative
Impacts, adequately evaluates the cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project for which
the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable.” In accordance with CEQA, the analysis
assessed the cumulative impacts of the proposed project with respect to past, current, and probable future
projects in the region (presented in Table 4-1, Projects Included in the Cumulative Impact Analysis. This
list presents an adequate list of projects to assess potential cumulative impacts within the geographic scope
of each resource topic presented in subsections 4.5.1 through 4.5.19. For all resource topics, cumulative
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impacts for which the proposed project’s contribution was assessed were determined to be significant.
Adding additional projects would not result in a different conclusion for any of the resource topics.
Response to Comment P2-5

This comment does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. The additional
information provided does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. See also responses
P2-1 through P2-3.

Response to Comment P2-6

This comment does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. Impacts associated with
development by the City of Manteca or the City of Ripon would be the subject of separate CEQA analysis
prepared by these jurisdictions. Any mitigation would be recommended in those CEQA documents.

Response to Comment P2-7

This comment does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. The additional
information provided does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. See also responses
P2-1 through P2-3 and P2-6.

Response to Comment P2-8

Comment noted. See responses to Letter P3.
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2/3/26, 1:42 PM Re: Email #3: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR - Rachael Carnes - Outlook

& Outlook

Re: Email #3: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR

From Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>
Date Fri 1/23/2026 4:12 PM
To  Ryan Curry <Ryan.Curry@sjafca.org>

Cc nzarif@sjgov.org <nzarif@sjgov.org>; Rickman, Robert [BOS] <rrickman@sjgov.org>; styrrell@sjgov.org
<styrrell@sjgov.org>; Valenzuela, Maria [BOS] <mariavalenzuela@sjgov.org>; Dhaliwal, Sonny [BOS]
<sdhaliwal@sjgov.org>; Kelly, Beckett [BOS] <bkelly@sjgov.org>; Sanchis, Claudia [BOS]
<csanchis@sjgov.org>; Representative Josh Harder <ca09jh.districtservices@mail.house.gov>; Reyna, Joel
<joel.reyna@sen.ca.gov>; Marc Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; kjorgensen@manteca.gov
<kjorgensen@manteca.gov>; Buchman, Fritz [PW] <fbuchman@sjgov.org>; marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org
<marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org>; CNeudeck@ksninc.com <cneudeck@ksninc.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net
<ngmplcs@pacbell.net>; pamforbus@sbcglobal.net <pamforbus@sbcglobal.net>; Danielle Barney
<danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>; Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov <Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov>; DWR
CVFPBQuestions <questions@cvflood.ca.gov>; Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov
<Michael. Wright@cvflood.ca.gov>

mJ 8 attachments (11 MB)
Attachment #1 (8).pdf; Attachment #2 (8).pdf; Attachment #3 (8).pdf; Attachment #4 10-16-18 Phelan Lathrop Gateway specific
Plan Amendment and Site Plan Review.pdf; Attachment #5 10-22-18 Permitting and expansion of three storm water drainage

outfall structures along San Joaquin River.pdf; Attachment #6 12-18-18 Phelan Lathrop Gateway specific Plan Amendment and
site Plan Review.pdf; Attachment #7 (8).pdf; Attachment #8 (8).pdf;

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project Environmental Impact Report - State Clearing
House #2022040471: Comment Submission #3

Dear Project Team Members,

Once again, | am writing in my limited authority position as co-trustee for Willliam and Lucille Harris
Irrevocable Trust (HIRT) and co-manager of HIRT owned entities affected

Due to the UFRR's complete disregard for considering the total range of cumulative impacts and
associated foreseeable projects that need to be considered, on 1/21/2026, Martin Harris submitted a
second Public Comment email for the UFRR Draft EIR and stated:

"The UFRR Draft EIR Section 4.4 of the document Cumulative Impact Approach to Analysis compels
Martin Harris to propose a Southern UFRR levee extension alternative running South and parallel %
mile West of Airport way along the border of 1860's Federal and Non-Federal surveyed lands
indicating areas considered to be swamp and overflow." (see attachment #1) (The Martin Harris
proposed levee extension alternative appears to be more beneficial and provide better use of sponsor
funding than the eastern levee extension alternative proposed in the UFRR Document.)"

P3-1

The purpose of this third Public Comment email for the UFRR Draft EIR is to expand on the cumulative
impact concerns stated in the two previous Martin Harris UFRR public comment emails while offering a
comparative impact analysis (assuming Paradise Cut sufficient expansion) detailing what appears to be
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Letter P3

Re: Email #3: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR - Rachael Carnes - Outlook

lower impacts on the proposed Martin Harris Southerly levee extension alternative placement versus
the higher back water inundation area impacts described in the UFRR Draft EIR document.

Impacts and Mitigating Assumptions:

Forms of relief being considered by local authorities that appear to be most likely to be implemented

and eligible for government assistance funding in association with the Martin Harris newly proposed

UFRR Draft EIR Southern levee extension alternative running South and parallel % mile West of Airport
way along the border of 1860's Federal and Non-Federal Surveyed lands boundary separating Federal
Surveyed Areas from swamp and overflow lands and extending to the San Joaquin River (USACE 404

permitted) levee in the area close to Perrin Road

1.

1000' weir proposed by KSN and discussed with Reclamation District 2075 (RD 2075) on West side
of the San Joaquin River (Left Bank) in the areas able to feed. (i) Banta Carbona Irrigation District;
and (ii) Paradise cut expanded volume canal. (see 2011 annotated OES map included as
attachment #2)

. Potentially re-routing Reclamation District 2075 and 2064 McMullin water rights delivery

channel to convey water to its districts with primary RD 2075 delivery running parallel to Perrin
Road and directed towards the proposed weir and a secondary delivery conveyance system
allowing sustainable water deliveries to Walthall Slough and District farm properties receiving
water from the water delivery canal running along and parallel to Manteca Road.(see 2011
annotated OES map included as attachment #2)

. Brocchini Cut: mitigating high water flows in the Stanislaus River by bypassing water through the

McMullin water rights delivery channels (RD 2075/ RD 2064) to and through Reclamation District
2075 to an outlet that can both feed and align with San Joaquin River discharges to the 1000' weir
and to Banta Carbona and/or Paradise Cut. (see 2011 annotated OES map included as attachment
#2)

. Omission of Turtle Beach Relief Cut: the UFRR appears to completely negate and omit any future

use of the Turtle Beach USACE Levee Flood Prevention Relief Cut in Reclamation District 2096.
Proposed changes to location and direction of the RD 2075 McMullin water delivery channel to
the right bank of the San Joaquin River opposite the 1000' weir outlet area allowing drainage into
the San Joaquin River opposite to the Banta Carbona Irrigation District water intake location shall
best allow to mitigate for the omission of the Turtle Beach Levee Relief cut high River flow relief
drainage option previously utilized by Reclamation District #17 to mitigate flood water inundation
pressures to the so-called adjacent multi-benefit components area properties targeted to be
subjected to back-water effects of Lathrop and Manteca urban expansion. (Martin Harris
comment: The long promised expansion of Paradise Cut needs to be honored and fulfilled in
associated with the estimated 110,000 CFS (plus) high volume San Joaquin River flows estimated
by Dante Nomellini (Reclamation District #17) made to the San Joaquin County Board of
Supervisors with Martin Harris, Ray Quaresma and Chris Neudeck in attendance on 11/7/2017)
(see 2011 annotated OES map included as attachment #2)

Other likely areas for government assistance funding needed for properties with operations affected

by the UFRR:

1.

2.

Over the past 9 years, apparent movement of soil on or to developing UFRR properties has already
affected historic drainage and created back water drainage blockage effects to non-developing
properties proposed in the UFRR to be recharacterized as multi-benefit components in and
adjacent to the proposed project area.

Inclusion of all drainage impacts related to City of Ripon planned expansion as documented in
Ripon 2040 General Plan Update (see attachments #3)

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane13
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3. What appears to be other Projects/Plans that would prove more beneficial when considered along
with the new Martin Harris proposed southerly levee extension alternative directed South along
the 1860's Federal Government designated swamps and overflow boundary to Perrin Road. USACE
Levee (see attachment #1)

i. Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of
UFRR Draft EIR document

ii. San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin River, CA Project - Reference table 4-1
pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

iii. Lower San Joaquin River Urban Protection Project - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-
4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

iv. San Joaquin River Restoration Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR
Draft EIR document

v. Delta Conveyance Project - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR

document
vi. Smith Canal Closure Structure - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR
document P3-1
vii. Paradise Cut - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document cont.

viii. CALFED Levee Stability Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft
EIR document
ix. Oxbow Preserve - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document
X. Agreements to Support Healthy Rivers and Landscapes - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3
& 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

4. May 23, 2022 NOP comments made by Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board/Source: Appendix "A" of UPRR: Notice of possible regulatory issues with a high potential to
adversely affect future regulatory compliance and unaffordable compliance costs for adjacent
multi-benefit properties outside the UFRR project area.

a. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Formation of Basin Plan

b. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Construction of Storm Water discharge
permit

c. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting

d. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 401 permitting

e. Likely dewatering permitting shall be needed due to back water effects of UFRR

f. Possible NPDES permitting due to high water table and anticipated back water effects of
UPRR is

Environmental setting, Impacts (including City of Ripon Planned Urban Expansion), and Mitigation
Measures

3.2 Aesthetics
3.2.2 Environmental setting_

Martin Harris Comment: Forcing the levee east in a manner to avoid homes and other infrastructure P3-2
already in place seems non-sensical and out of place with the surroundings as compared to directing the
levee South as per the Martin Harris proposed levee placement alternative which both respects and
aligns with 1860's flood drainage history by recognizing areas designated by Federal Surveyors as swamp
and overflow.

3.9 Geology
3.9.2 Environmental setting
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Section 3.9.2 of the UFRR states: "Alluvium deposits located East of the San Joaquin river originate from
eroded silica-based volcanic and granitic materials (sand)"

Fire and EMS response to sandy soil regions on or about 2017: A grass fire was set on the southern
portion of the Cerri developing property (241-320-20) located south of the RD 17 dryland levee and in
the City of Manteca. Manteca Fire District firefighters responded and had their fire suppression engine
vehicle get stuck in what was characterized as beach sand common to that area. | spoke with trusted
representatives directly from both the Manteca Fire Department and the Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire
Department (LMFD) following the incident and learned that the Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire District
(LMFD) who historically were the primary responders to that area had invested in heavier drive train
running gear on a portion of their fire engines designated for LMFD Station #32 (Union/Nile Garden
School Fire Station) to allow those fire response vehicles to better navigate through sandy areas (typical
for swap and flow areas) in the region. Those same Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire District representatives
further indicated that the Manteca Fire Department's Fire response equipment was not equipped to
travel through beach sand areas common to that area.

Martin Harris Comment: it appears that directing the levee South as per Martin Harris proposed levee
placement alternative along with expanding Paradise Cut is a safer long term solution and supports
critical infrastructure already in place.

3.12 Hydrology and water quality_

Page 3.12-16 of the UFRR states: "DWR analysis predict that climate change impacts on the San Joaquin
River system will be extreme in the next 50 years, which will only further exacerbate existing problems,
including degradation of ecosystem habitat.

P3-2

i cont.
San Joaquin County General Plan

Page 3.12-16 of the UFRR states:

"San Joaquin County General Plan

The San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan (San Joaquin County 2016) include goals and policies related
to hydrology and water quality that are relevant to the proposed project. Goals and policies are found in
the Public Health and Safety Element and the Natural and Cultural Resources Element. The goals
emphasize protection of people and property from flood hazards, and protection of the quality of water
for municipal and industrial uses, agriculture, recreation, and fish and wildlife. Other goals aim to
protect Delta water supplies for agricultural uses and ecosystems enhancement and improve overall
Delta water quality, and maintain Delta levees and infrastructure to provide safety and security to
residents, visitors, and agricultural resources."

Martin Harris comment:

Undersized Lathrop warehouse storage ponds

In 2018, | personally attended both Central Valley Flood Protection Board and Lathrop Planning
Commission meetings and commented to the authorities governing those respective meetings that
storm water drainage collection pond deficiencies in South Lathrop exist and may result in very
significant flood and other hydrology -related impacts being created to Lathrop, Ripon, and South
Manteca properties located outside of the areas to be protected by the 200 year flood protections plan.
(see attachments #4. #5, and #6 for emails sent on 10/16/2018, 10/22/2018 and 12/18/2018)

Slurry cutoff walls

Page 3.12-35 of the UFRR states:

"As another example, slurry cutoff walls? would be constructed at the levee centerline to depths that
would tie into existing lower permeability soil layers below the permeable material. The dryland levee
extension also includes a deep cutoff wall, approximately 17,800 feet in length. Cutoff walls are designed
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to reduce levee through-seepage and under seepage by providing a barrier of low-permeability material
within the higher permeability materials in the levee and levee foundation. The slurry cutoff walls could
create barriers to groundwater inflow and outflow potentially affecting groundwater levels. Similarly,
seepage berms that address shallow foundation and/or levee embankment through-seepage would alter
the permeability and potentially affect groundwater levels."

opposition to the natural direction of groundwater flows:

As illustrated in the Martin Harris email #2 comment letter submitted on 1/21/2026 (see attachment #7
for Tuff Boy 5151 AImondwood stormwater primary and secondary stormwater retention ponding areas
clearly impacted by impeded percolation during high saturation water events last experienced in January
2023), it appears that placing slurry walls into the subsurface areas beneath a levee directly placed in
direct 90° opposition to the natural direction of ground water flows will lead to slower rates of
percolation and increased potential for greater back-water and flooding to the multi-benefit component
areas of the UFRR adjacent flood water inundation areas to be affected.

Martin Harris Comment:

It appears that the Martin Harris proposed southerly extension of the existing levee along the swamp
and overflow boundary line would better align with the courses of both the San Joaquin and Stanislaus
Rivers and deflect rather than obstruct natural ground water flows while offering equitable flood
protection for all

3.13 Land Use Planning_
3.13.2 Environmental setting
Protecting long term Property uses

P3-2
cont.

Martin Harris Comment: By utilizing the Martin Harris proposed UFRR levee extension alternative, it
appears that habitat, recreation and farming uses can best be implemented and protected while
protecting rights and continued access to water resources supporting our area.

3.15 Public Services

3.15.2 Environmental setting

Page 3.15-1 of the UFRR states: The Lathrop- Manteca Fire District has several fire stations located close
to the southwestern portion of the proposed project components.

Martin Harris Comment: What about Lathrop-Manteca Fire Station #32 (Union Road just South of Nile
Garden School) which responded to my granddaughter's pool accident on August 3, 2010 and was key to
saving her life.

3.17 Transportation and Circulation
3.17.2 Environmental Setting_

City of Manteca
Page 3.17-2 of the UFRR states: "Airport Way is a North/South arterial ... two-lane local road"

Martin Harris Comment:

Page 3.17-2 of the UFRR understates the importance of Airport Way which is the only means of crossing
the San Joaquin River from South Manteca which makes Airport way a major escape and emergency
services route. Directing the UFRR levee extension South and parallel 74 mile West of Airport Way as
proposed by Martin Harris alternative levee extension routing would protect this important arterial
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roadway and ensure safe public and Emergency Services Response during flood events and other
emergencies.

3.19 Utilities and Service Systems

3.19.2 Environmental Setting (Stormwater)

Page 3.19-3 of the UFRR states:

"The City of Manteca operates and maintains a storm drain system to control stormwater and protect
residents and business from flooding and stormwater damage. The City of Manteca’s system includes
approximately 150 miles of pipelines, 52 pump stations, and 54 detention basins. SSJID owns a complex
network of irrigation laterals and drains that run within the City of Manteca where the city pumps
stormwater, which is conveyed to the San Joaquin River either directly or via the French Camp Outlet
Canal. An agreement between the City of Manteca and SSJID requires that the city monitor stormwater
discharge to SSJID facilities to make sure that facility capacities are not exceeded. The City of Manteca is
also required to control stormwater quality to meet applicable regulations (City of Manteca 2022).”

Martin Harris Comment:

It appears that the French Camp Outlet Canal is at capacity and it also appears that SSJID Drains #10 and
#11 may no longer be able to drain into Walthall Slough as currently doing upon implementation of the
UFRR. The cumulative impacts of this become even more important when considering the City of Ripon’s
planned expansion.

Martin Harris proposed SSJID Storm Water drainage alternative

Considering Martin Harris southernly proposed UFRR levee alternative extension to Perrin Road, Martin
Harris proposes that SSJID redirect SSJID Drain #11 to extend from its current route as it runs along the
north boundary of the Tuff Boy 5151 AlImondwood facility and continue on that course straight through P3-2
the Martin Harris proposed UFRR levee alternative extension and continue straight to the San Joaquin cont.
River right bank opposite the proposed 1000' weir (assuming that Paradise Cut shall be expanded
according to Dante Nomellini November 7, 2017 statements to San Joaquin County Board of
Supervisors) (see attachment #8)

Cumulative impacts
In this way, SSJID facilities can be expanded to handle greater amount of storm water anticipated to be
generated by City of Ripon in combination with continued City of Manteca urban expansion.

3.20 Wildfires

3.20.2 Environmental Setting

Page 3.20-1 of the UFRR states:

"Emergency Evacuation Plans

San Joaquin is exposed to many hazards, all of which have the potential to disrupt the community,
causing damage, and casualties. Please natural hazards include floods, extreme weather, and fires."

Martin Harris Comment:

Fire and EMS response to sandy soil regions: On or about 2017, a grass fire was set on the southern
portion of the Cerri developing property (241-320-20) located south of the RD 17 dryland levee and in
the City of Manteca. Manteca Fire District firefighters responded and had their fire suppression engine
vehicle get stuck in what was characterized as beach sand common to that area. | spoke with trusted
representatives directly from both the Manteca Fire Department and the Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire
Department (LMFD) following the incident and learned that the Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire District
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(LMFD) who historically were the primary responders to that area had invested in heavier drive train
running gear on a portion of their fire engines designated for LMFD Station #32 (Union/Nile Garden
School Fire Station) to allow those fire response vehicles to better navigate through sandy areas (typical P3-2
for swap and flow areas) in the region. Those same Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire District representatives cont.
further indicated that the Manteca Fire Department's Fire response equipment was not equipped to
travel through beach sand areas common to that area.

Executive Summary

Page ES-1 of the UFRR EIR Document states:

" ES.1 Introduction

The San Joaquin Flood Control Agency (SJAFCA) proposed to implement the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood
Risk Reduction Project (UFRR or proposed project) to provide increased public safety benefits by
rehabilitating and improving flood management infrastructure for the 22,400-acre Mossdale Tract area
(proposed project area), which includes Reclamation District 17 (RD 17) and portions of the cities of
Stockton, Lathrop, Manteca, and unincorporated San Joaquin County. Pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), SJAFCA is the lead agency and has prepared this draft environmental
impact report (EIR) to analyze potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed project and
other actions associated with construction and operation of the proposed project.

ES.2 Objectives of the Proposed Project

The general objective of the proposed project is to provide increased public safety benefits by
rehabilitating, improving, and construction flood risk reduction infrastructure to achieve a 200-year
urban level of flood protection (ULOP) for the Mossdale Tract area. The objectives include the following:

¢ Improve long-term operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement over time.

¢ Modernize the flood risk reduction infrastructure to accommodate future performance and
climate change resiliency goals identified in the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan and in
SJAFCA’s Climate Change Adaptation Policy.

¢ Implement a multi-benefit flood risk reduction project that: (1) improves ecological function
and habitat in the flood system, and (2) contributes additional societal benefits such as
recreation where feasible.

ES.3 Project Areas
The proposed project area covers 22,400 acres, RD 17 (16,110 acres), and portions of the cities of
Stockton, Lathrop, Manteca, and unincorporated San Joaquin County (see Figure ES-1)."

Page ES-4 of the UFRR Document describes multi-benefit component of the inundation area and further
states:

"ES 4.2 Multi-Benefit Components

Ecosystem Restoration - The proposed project would locate undeveloped land on the water side of the
levee system to create ecosystem restoration sites. Parcels of land are currently under investigation for
meeting restoration criteria based on existing land habitats, elevations, and other opportunities for
gaining natural ecosystem functions appropriate for the lower San Joaquin River. Because the locations
and designs of these ecosystem restoration sites are still under development, analysis of these proposed
project components will be done at a programmatic level in the EIR.
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Recreational Features Along the Levee System - This component would develop recreational features,
including recreational paths, along the top of levee and landslide toe. Because the locations and design
of this component are still under development, analysis of these proposed project components will be
done at a programmatic level in the EIR.

In addition to the proposed project, the EIR will evaluate up to two variants to the proposed project that
will include the same general types of flood risk reduction and multi-benefit components as those
proposed under the proposed project."

Finally, page ES-8 of the UFRR document provides and summary of impacts and mitigation measures for
the proposed project.

"ES.8 Summary of Impacts

Table ES-1 presents a summary of the impacts and mitigation measures identified for the proposed
project evaluated in the DRAFT EIR. The complete impact statements and mitigation measures are
presented in the resource sections in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures. The level of significance for each impact was determined using thresholds of significance
presented in each resource section of Chapter 3. Significant impacts are those adverse environmental
impacts that meet or exceed the standards of significance; less-than-significant impacts would not
exceed the standards of significance. For each impact identified, Table ES-1 presents the following
information:

¢ The environmental impact statement.

¢ The level of significance before mitigation for each proposed project component: S — Significant;
LS — Less than Significant; NI — No Impact.

¢ For significant impacts, recommended mitigation measures. Each mitigation measure identifies
which proposed project component that it applies to using the following abbreviations:

— Flood Risk Reduction Components — FRR.
— Ecosystem Restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16 — RS.
— Other Multi-Benefit Components — MB.

¢ For significant impacts, the level of significance after mitigation for the applicable proposed
project component (LSM — Less than Significant after Mitigation; SU — Significant and
Unavoidable)."

Martin Harris Comment:

The UFRR document included a summary of impacts and mitigation measures as included in TABLE ES-
1

1. 3.4 Air Quality
3.4-2,3.4-3, and 3.4-5 potential increase in criteria pollutants

P3-3
Martin Harris Comment: by use of Martin Harris proposed South levee extension alternative,
chronic/prolonged exposure to dust and mold pollutants is expected to be significantly decreased.

2. 3.12 Hydrology and Water Quality
3.12-1,3.12-2,3.12-3,3.12-4,3.12-5, and 3.12-6
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Martin Harris Comment: by use of (i) Martin Harris proposed south levee extension alternative,
known water quality and drainage flaws in the area can be corrected to best meet Sustainable
Water Plan directives of SGMA (ii) Risks associated with the proposed South levee extension
alternative project are significantly less risky to release pollutants as compared to the UFRR east
levee alternative extension (and flood water inundation) plan (see attachment #7).

3. 3.13 Land Use and Planning

Martin Harris comment: it appears that any obstacles or impacts related to Land Use Planning
Environmental Setting Impacts 3.13-1 & 3.13-2 will be better served & significantly reduced by
following the Martin Harris proposed southern levee extension alternative levee placement
alternative.

4. 3.15 Public Services:

Martin Harris Comment: Fire and EMS response services meeting impacts called for in 3.15-1 and
providing timely response to fires, medical emergencies, and violent crimes shall be best served
by protecting key road infrastructure like Airport way which is best served by following the
proposed Martin Harris southern levee extension route to Perrin Road. (with Paradise Cut
expansion)

5. 3.17 Transportation and Circulation use of major roadways and arterials

Martin Harris Comment: for impact 3.17-1 and 3.17-4 same comment as 3.15 Public Services

P3-3

6. 3.19 Utilities and Service Systems SSJID water delivery and drainage services as included in the cont

UFRR in ES 3.19-1 & 3.19-2

Martin Harris Comment: Corrective changes to SSJID delivery and drainage infrastructure
locations in association with following the Martin Harris southern levee extension alternative to
Perrin Road will finally correct long overdue changes to SSJID water delivery and drainage
infrastructure to the South Manteca areas.
However, those SSJID infrastructure changes shall only prove to be more effective and result in
less overall impacts if made in conjunction with the Martin Harris proposed southern levee
alternative placement in association with the long promised expansion of the Paradise Cut bypass
canal as estimated to the San Joaquin Board of Supervisors by Dante Nomellini on November 7,
2017 to need 110,000 (plus) CFS of San Joaquin River Flow Volume by passing the primary flow of
the San Joaquin River.

3.20 Wildfire

Significant risks to downstream flooding

The UFRR Environmental Setting Impacts 3.20-4 states Implementation of the proposed project may

expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or

landslide, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.

Martin Harris Comment:

| personally have interviewed many people in South Manteca over the past 9 years and | can declare
with certainly that no one in the South Manteca region wants to be targeted with being subjected to
increased levels of storm water and flood water affecting their quality of life and ability to make a living.
With that in mind, | believe that it is time for the long-promised expansion (110,000 plus CFS) of
Paradise Cut to be constructed as part of any proposed UFRR project to be considered. That will require
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the approval of all affected property owners on the west side of the San Joaquin River and along the
expanded Paradise Cut Bypass channel footprint. | trust that this has already been completed.

Martin Harris Final Comment: | am opposed to the UFRR eastern levee extension.

Thank you,

Martin Harris
801 Bogarin Lane
Ripon, CA 95366

(former residence before 2017 levee breach and associated flood evacuation: 22911 Oleander, Manteca,

CA)

Other references:

. 2/7/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to LAFCO (James Glaser) Re:

February 8, 2018 Meeting San Joaquin Couty Local Agency Formation Commission Agenda ltems
4: Amendment to the City of Manteca Sphere of Influence (LAFC 01-18); and item 5: Griffen Park
Reorganization to the City of Manteca (LAFC 26-15)

. 2/26/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:

January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment.

. 3/5/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:

January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #2

. 3/8/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SIAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:

January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #3

. 7/2/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River

County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (John Cain/Conservation
Director) Re: July 11, 2018 Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project:
Agenda Items 2: Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project;
Item 3: Presentation and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and
discussion on the hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and
Questions.

.6/18/2108 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to Tri-Dam Project Board of

Directors Re: June 21, 2018 Regular Board Meeting of the Tri-Dam Project of the Oakdale Irrigation
District and the South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Agenda Item 5: Possible Spring Operations on
the Stanislaus River

. 7/16/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River

County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate Director)
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Re: Follow-Up to Request for Stakeholder Input Relating to the Recently-Conducted July 11, 2018
Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project: Agenda ltems 2:
Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project; Item 3: Presentation
and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and discussion on the
hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and Questions.
8.6/17/2019 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate Director)
Re: June 20, 2019 Public Meeting on the Proposed Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project
9. 3/30/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias)
Re: Dryland Levee Project Meeting
10. 5/19/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias) Re:
May 20, 2021 San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency ("SIAFCA") Board Meeting Agenda Item 4.2:
Update- Manteca Dryland levee Extension Project
11. Various letters from Alex Hildebrand

From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 12:57 PM

To: Ryan Curry <ryan.curry@sjafca.org>

Cc: nzarif@sjgov.org <nzarif@sjgov.org>; Rickman, Robert [BOS] <rrickman@sjgov.org>; styrrell@sjgov.org
<styrrell@sjgov.org>; Valenzuela, Maria [BOS] <mariavalenzuela@sjgov.org>; Dhaliwal, Sonny [BOS]
<sdhaliwal@sjgov.org>; Kelly, Beckett [BOS] <bkelly@sjgov.org>; Sanchis, Claudia [BOS] <csanchis@sjgov.org>;
Representative Josh Harder <ca09jh.districtservices@mail.house.gov>; Reyna, Joel <joel.reyna@sen.ca.gov>;
Marc Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; kjorgensen@manteca.gov <kjorgensen@manteca.gov>; Buchman, Fritz
[PW] <fbuchman@sjgov.org>; marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org <marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org>;
CNeudeck@ksninc.com <cneudeck@ksninc.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net <ngmplcs@pacbell.net>;
pamforbus@sbcglobal.net <pamforbus@sbcglobal.net>; Danielle Barney <danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>;
Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov <Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov>; DWR CVFPBQuestions <questions@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Michael.Wright@cvflood.ca.gov <Michael. Wright@cvflood.ca.gov>; Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov
<Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov>; Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov <Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Jit.Dua@cvflood.ca.gov <jit.dua@cvflood.ca.gov>; Hightower, Jeffrey [LAFCO] <jhightower@sjgov.org>; Josh Harris
<jman4595@yahoo.com>; Jacob Harris <jakeh2198 @yahoo.com>; Rob Harris <robertjharris@outlook.com>; Marc
Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>

Subject: Email #2: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project Environmental Impact Report - State Clearing P35
House #2022040471: Comment Submission #2 )

Dear Project Team Members,

To begin, | would like to address the comments made to the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk Reduction
Project NOP (ie. Notice of Project).

Once again, | am writing in my limited authority position as co-trustee for Willliam and Lucille Harris
Irrevocable Trust (HIRT) and co-manager of HIRT owned entities affected.

For reasons beyond my control, for some time now, | have had US Mail that was meant to be directed to
or shared with me diverted to others which has affected my ability to respond to the NOP directly.
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Notice of previously sent emails to SIAFCA to consider in determining total cumulative impacts as
previously presented

For this reason, | would like the Project Team Members to consider three letters that | sent in 2021 (as
an authorized representative for Terra Land Group and copied to SJIAFCA executive director Chris Elias) as
sufficient information for SJAFCA and associated Team Members to understand the importance for total
scope for the UFRR Project. (see emails included as Attachment #1 (1a, 1b, and 1c) sent to Mark
Niskanen; Reclamation District #17, SIAFCA and others in 2021) (more email letters available upon
request)

Section 4.3 of the UFRR covers cumulative projects (This Martin Harris comment is meant to document
for the record that projects and related impacts stated in the UFRR appear to be understated)_(Martin
Harris recommends revisions to the cumulative impacts analysis to include additional past, present, and
foreseeable future projects within the UFRR that were not fully considered).

1. Over the past 9 years, apparent movement of soil on or to developing UFRR properties has already
affected historic drainage and created back water drainage blockage effects to non-developing
properties proposed in the UFRR to be recharacterized as multi-benefit components in and
adjacent to the proposed project area.

2. Inclusion of all drainage impacts related to City of Ripon planned expansion as documented in
Ripon 2040 General Plan Update (see attachments #2)

3. What appears to be other Projects/Plans that would prove more beneficial when considered along
with the new Martin Harris proposed southerly levee extension alternative directed South to
Perrin Road.

i. Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of
UFRR Draft EIR document

ii. San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin River, CA Project - Reference table 4-1
pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

iii. Lower San Joaquin River Urban Protection Project - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-
4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

iv. San Joaquin River Restoration Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR
Draft EIR document

v. Delta Conveyance Project - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR

document

. Smith Canal Closure Structure - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR

document

vii. Paradise Cut - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

viii. CALFED Levee Stability Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft

EIR document

ix. Oxbow Preserve - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

X. Agreements to Support Healthy Rivers and Landscapes - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3
& 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

Vv

4. May 23, 2022 NOP comments made by Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board/Source: Appendix "A" of UPRR: Notice of possible regulatory issues with a high potential to
adversely affect future regulatory compliance and unaffordable compliance costs for adjacent
multi-benefit properties outside the UFRR project area.

a. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Formation of Basin Plan
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b. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Construction of Storm Water discharge
permit

c. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting

d. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 401 permitting

e. Likely dewatering permitting shall be needed due to back water effects of UFRR

f. Possible NPDES permitting due to high water table and anticipated back water effects of
UPRR

The UFRR Draft EIR Section 4.4 of the document Cumulative Impact Approach to Analysis compels
Martin Harris to propose a Southern UFRR levee extension alternative running South and parallel %
mile West of Airport way along the border of 1860's Federal and Non-Federal surveyed lands
indicating areas considered to be swamp and overflow. (ie. The Martin Harris proposed alternative
appears to be more beneficial and provide better use of sponsor funding) (see attachment #3)

Redetermine the significance of the proposed project's cumulative impacts, as provided for in Section
4.4 of UFRR

With this new proposed South UFRR levee extension alternative in mind, | respectfully request that the
Project Team reevaluate its 3 step cumulative impact process and include the adjacent multi-benefit
components area and Ripon planned urban expansion areas into the proposed project area.

¢ "Section 4.4 of the UFRR states: First, the extent of the cumulative impacts without the proposed
project was evaluated to determine whether a significant cumulative impact on a resource would exist in
the future. To do so, the combined effects of the past, present, and probable future projects listed in
Table 4-1 were evaluated to determine whether there would be a significant cumulative impact.”
(Martin Harris comment: Needs to include all Ripon and adjacent multi-benefit component areas)

¢ "Second, a determination was made regarding whether the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to any significant cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines Section
21083)."

¢ "Third, a determination was made as to whether mitigation measures would be required to reduce the
proposed project’s contribution to the cumulative impact to a less-than-considerable level, thus
resulting in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. If not, then the cumulative impact would remain
significant and unavoidable." (Martin Harris comment: The long promised expansion of Paradise Cut
needs to be honored and fulfilled in associated with the estimated 110,000 CFS (plus) high volume San
Joaquin River flows estimates by Dante Nomellini (Reclamation District #17) made to the San Joaquin
County Board of Supervisors with Martin Harris, Ray Quaresma and Chris Neudeck in attendance on
11/7/2017)

Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts take on a much greater importance and is supported by Section 4.1 of the UFRR
which states:

"This chapter describes the CEQA requirements for the analysis of cumulative impacts, the geographic
scope and timeframe for cumulative analysis, existing conditions context for past activities, related
projects, and the potential cumulative impacts the proposed project. As described in Chapter 2, Project
Description, the proposed project would include the construction; O&M of flood risk reduction and
multi-benefit components in and adjacent to the proposed project area, which are summarized below.
Specifically, the following are the primary components of the proposed project:
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1. Fix-in-place improvements with habitat enhancement and revegetation
2. Dryland levee extension

3. Ecosystem restoration at multiple sites

4. Recreational features along the levee system

CEQA requires that an EIR assess the cumulative environmental impacts of a project when the project’s
incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable.” An EIR must assess the cumulative impacts of a project
with respect to past, current, and probable future projects in the region. Section 15355 of the CEQA
Guidelines defines “cumulative effects” as “two or more individual effects that, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), the purpose of the cumulative impacts discussion is to reflect “the
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence,” and the discussion shall “be guided by the
standards of practicality and reasonableness.”

The CEQA Guidelines further indicate that the discussion of cumulative impacts should include all of the
following information:

 "Either (a) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related cumulative impacts or
(b) a summary of projections in an adopted general plan or similar document, or an adopted or certified
environmental document, that described or evaluated conditions contributing to a cumulative impact.

¢ A discussion of the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect.
¢ A summary of the environmental effects expected to be produced by these projects.

* Reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to any significant
cumulative effects."

Chapter 4 includes Section 4.5.11 which states:

"The proposed dryland levee extension would introduce a new levee segment that would redirect flood
flows away from people and property in the proposed project area potentially displacing the water
elsewhere in the proposed project area and vicinity. However, the affected areas would experience in
general 0.1 to 3 feet of inundation that would be temporarily ponded and would reduce in depth and
area over a short period of time (up to 5 days). Therefore, the proposed project's contribution to long-
term cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than considerable."

Martin Harris back water effects comment: (Tuff Boy Sales 2014 and 2018 written objections)

Tuff Boy Sales attorney Michael Babitzke Comments made in a 4/22/2014 Sustainable Communities
Strategies Public Comment letter to SJCOG clearly state that objects placed in floodways may result in
backwater effects on upgradient properties.

In this way, Michael Babitzke in 2014 indirectly stated Tuff Boy Sales objections to taking on any more
water at the Tuff Boy 5151 AImondwood location. (see attachment #4 for January 2023 trailer parking
photos at 5151 AlImondwood location depicting the effects of rising storm water on site as affected by
heavy rains and impeded percolation issues on sandy soil adjacent to SSJID Drain #11 as it runs along the
North boundary of the Tuff Boy Alimondwood property)

On 3/7/2018, Josh Harris (Tuff Boy Sales CEQ)_wrote a letter to SJAFCA stating concerns about Manteca
flood protection planned changes, including slurry walls, affecting the Tuff Boy Sales 5151 Almondwood
Trailer manufacturing and parking facilities ability to avoid having its operations either; (i) inundated by
higher levels of flood waters during San Joaquin River (and associated tributaries) high river channel flow
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events or (ii) impacted by higher levels of ground water affecting the operation (and percolation) of its
2015 NONA permitted storm water ponds due to slurry walls impeding subsurface ground water flows
typical for sandy soil in the region (see attachment #5)

Page 4-16 of the UFRR states:

"The proposed project is consistent with the San Joaquin County General Plan, the cities of Stockton,
Lathrop, and Manteca General Plans and Zoning Codes, as well as regional planning frameworks such as
the Regional Blueprint, 2022 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS), San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (SJMSCP), and the Land Use and
Resources Management Plan (LURMP). Compliance with these policies ensures that the proposed
project would not conflict with adopted plans, zoning, or land use policies. Therefore, although
cumulative projects presented in Table 4-1 in combination with the proposed project would result in a
cumulatively significant impact, the proposed project’s contribution to land use consistency would be
less than cumulatively considerable."

Question by Martin Harris: (private protective flood berm floodwater displacement effects and changes
to elevations of back water to unbermed multi-benefit properties)_

Did the Project Team consider flood impacts represented to be .1 to 3 feet when considering that in
2017 many South Manteca properties were hiring excavator contractors to install protective flood levee
berms around their properties further impacting potential flood elevations to other non-bermed
properties? If so, where is that information included in the UFRR EIR draft document? (see attachment
#6) (Note: to avoid impacting and raising flood water elevations on our neighbors, Tuff Boy made a
decision not to place protective flood protection berms around its 5151 AlImondwood facility in 2017)

Martin Harris comment:

When considering that the City of Manteca’s urban growth is dependent on shared use of Ripon Unified
Public Schools and, Fire and EMS service (Ripon consolidated Fire District’s North Ripon Road Fire station
continues to remain unstaffed), and increased dependency on traffic circulation utilizing West Ripon
Road, | do not see how increased City of Ripon storm water drainage anticipated to be drained by means
of SSJID drainage facilities through the multi-benefit component areas affected by this UFRR project can
be ignored and not included in the UFRR Cumulative Impacts analysis (see attachment #7 for 8/19/2024
email chain detailing public comments to Ripon Planning Department in relation to the City of Ripon

6th Cycle Housing Element Draft update)

Martin Harris back water effects comment:

Over the past 9 years, local South County Property owners have observed that authorities have allowed
developers to raise the elevation of South City of Manteca Developing Properties in a manner that
already has created drainage blockages and backwater effects on upgradient so called multi-benefit
component UFRR properties as well as those in Reclamation District #2096. (Weatherbee Lake) (see
attachment #8 for levee height raises performed by Reclamation District #17 to the section of existing
Reclamation District #17 levee currently situated along the boundaries of Terra Land Group owned APN
241-330-33 and 241-320-60 (see annotated map showing surveyors documented increases to
elevations attached)

My request for a more expansive Cumulative Impact Approach to analysis is supported by deficiencies in
the UFRR Document which fail to address the Cumulative Impact Approach to Analysis called for in
section 4.4 of the UFRR and the Cumulative Impact Analysis called for in section 4.5.

Martin Harris call for mitigation comment:
Since it appears that very significant land elevation increases have resulted from development approvals
over the past 9 years, | believe the UFRR is short sided and fails to consider the full extent of probable
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future projects that were not included in the cumulative analysis.

| also believe that irreversible back water drainage impacts have already been created by City of
Manteca Urban Expansion (affecting a wide range of multi-benefit component properties both identified
and separated in the UFRR) and are in need of immediate mitigation to offset even higher drainage and
flood inundation impacts when considering the City of Ripon's recently updated General Plan and
planned urban expansion. (see attachment #2)

Forms of relief being considered by local authorities that appear to be most likely to be implemented
in association with the Martin Harris newly proposed UFRR Draft EIR Southern levee extension
alternative running South and parallel % mile West of Airport way along the border of 1860's Federal
and Non-Federal Surveyed lands separating Federal Surveyed Areas from swamp and overflow and
extending to the San Joaquin River (USACE 404 permitted) levee in the area close to Perrin Road

1. 1000' weir proposed by KSN and discussed with Reclamation District 2075 (RD 2075) on West side
of the San Joaquin River (Left Bank) in the areas able to feed. (i) Banta Carbona Irrigation District;
and (ii) Paradise cut expanded volume canal.

2. Potentially re-routing Reclamation District 2075 and 2064 McMullin water rights delivery
channel to convey water to its districts with primary RD 2075 delivery running parallel to Perrin
Road and directed towards the proposed weir and a secondary delivery conveyance system
allowing sustainable water deliveries to Walthall Slough and District farm properties receiving
water from the water delivery canal running along and parallel to Manteca Road.

3. Brocchini Cut: mitigating high water flows in the Stanislaus River by bypassing water through the
McMullin water rights delivery channel (RD 2075/ RD 2064) to and through Reclamation District
2075 to an outlet that can both feed and align with San Joaquin River discharges to the 1000' weir
and to Banta Carbona and/or Paradise Cut. (see attachment #9)

4. Omission of Turtle Beach Relief Cut: the UFRR appears to completely negate and omit any future
use of the Turtle Beach USACE Levee Flood Prevention Relief Cut in Reclamation District 2096.
Proposed changes to location and direction of the RD 2075 McMullin water delivery channel to
the right bank of the San Joaquin River opposite the 1000' weir outlet area allowing drainage into
the San Joaquin River opposite to the Banta Carbona Irrigation District water intake location shall
best allow to mitigate for the omission of the Turtle Beach Levee Relief cut high River flow relief
drainage option previously utilized by Reclamation District #17 to mitigate flood water inundation
pressures to the so-called adjacent multi-benefit components area properties targeted to be
subjected to back-water effects of Lathrop and Manteca urban expansion.

Executive Summary and Environmental settling concerns: | will make Martin Harris levee extension
alternative placement comparisons to beneficial uses and reduced cumulative impacts as compared to
those offered in the UFRR in my next email which will focus on UFRR sections titled_Executive Summary,
and Environmental Settings.

Thank you,

Martin Harris
801 Bogarin Lane
Ripon, CA 95366

(former residence before 2017 levee breach and associated flood evacuation: 22911 Oleander, Manteca,
CA)
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Other references:

1. 2/7/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to LAFCO (James Glaser) Re:
February 8, 2018 Meeting San Joaquin Couty Local Agency Formation Commission Agenda Items
4: Amendment to the City of Manteca Sphere of Influence (LAFC 01-18); and item 5: Griffen Park
Reorganization to the City of Manteca (LAFC 26-15)

2.2/26/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment.

3. 3/5/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SIAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #2

4.3/8/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #3

5. 7/2/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (John Cain/Conservation
Director) Re: July 11, 2018 Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project:
Agenda Items 2: Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project;
Item 3: Presentation and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and
discussion on the hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and
Questions.

6. 6/18/2108 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to Tri-Dam Project Board of
Directors Re: June 21, 2018 Regular Board Meeting of the Tri-Dam Project of the Oakdale Irrigation
District and the South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Agenda Item 5: Possible Spring Operations on
the Stanislaus River

7.7/16/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate Director)
Re: Follow-Up to Request for Stakeholder Input Relating to the Recently-Conducted July 11, 2018
Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project: Agenda ltems 2:
Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project; Item 3: Presentation
and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and discussion on the
hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and Questions.

8.6/17/2019 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate Director)
Re: June 20, 2019 Public Meeting on the Proposed Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project

9. 3/30/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias)

Re: Dryland Levee Project Meeting

10. 5/19/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias) Re:
May 20, 2021 San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency ("SIAFCA") Board Meeting Agenda Item 4.2:
Update- Manteca Dryland levee Extension Project

11. Various letters from Alex Hildebrand
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From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 12:50 PM

To: Ryan Curry <ryan.curry@sjafca.org>

Cc: nzarif@sjgov.org <nzarif@sjgov.org>; Rickman, Robert [BOS] <rrickman@sjgov.org>; styrrell@sjgov.org
<styrrell@sjgov.org>; Valenzuela, Maria [BOS] <mariavalenzuela@sjgov.org>; Dhaliwal, Sonny [BOS]
<sdhaliwal@sjgov.org>; Kelly, Beckett [BOS] <bkelly@sjgov.org>; Sanchis, Claudia [BOS] <csanchis@sjgov.org>;
Representative Josh Harder <ca09jh.districtservices@mail.house.gov>; Reyna, Joel <joel.reyna@sen.ca.gov>;
Marc Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; kjorgensen@manteca.gov <kjorgensen@manteca.gov>; Buchman, Fritz
[PW] <fbuchman@sjgov.org>; marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org <marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org>;
CNeudeck@ksninc.com <cneudeck@ksninc.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net <ngmplcs@pacbell.net>;
pamforbus@sbcglobal.net <pamforbus@sbcglobal.net>; Danielle Barney <danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>;
Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov <Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov>; DWR CVFPBQuestions <questions@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Michael. Wright@cvflood.ca.gov <Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov>; Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov
<Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov>; Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov <Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Jit.Dua@cvflood.ca.gov <jit.dua@cvflood.ca.gov>; Hightower, Jeffrey [LAFCO] <jhightower@sjgov.org>; Josh Harris
<jman4595@yahoo.com>; Jacob Harris <jakeh2198 @yahoo.com>; Rob Harris <robertjharris@outlook.com>; Marc
Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>

Subject: Email #1: Opening Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project Environmental Impact Report - State Clearing IP3_6
House #2022040471: Comment Submission #1

Dear Project Team Members,

Background information related to UFRR comments being submitted in three or more emails

After repeated actions by my William and Lucille Harris Trust Estate co-trustees, co-manager, and
business partners that has impeded my involvement, | contacted Josh Harder and Jerry McNerney's
offices to assist me in gaining my right to participation in the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk Reduction
Project Draft EIR public comment process and | am thankful for their assistance.

Limited Authority:

To set the frame work that | will be commenting within, it is important that | advise you that | am writing
in my limited authority position as a minority co-trustee for the William & Lucille Harris Irrevocable Trust
(HIRT) and co-manager of HIRT owned entities affected by the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk
Reduction Project. Please accept this email #1 as my first of 3 or more total emails that | plan on
submitting.

Comments to include a proposed alternative levee extension routing to address unconsidered projects
& effect on cumulative impacts.

Also please be advised that due to additional cumulative impacts for known projects that were not
considered in the circulated Draft UFRR (City of Ripon planned Urban Expansion), my total collective
group of email comments shall include an alternative levee extension routing & provisions to guard
against uncontrolled urbanization to ensure full funding support from all project federal & state
sponsors.

Background information related to Martin Harris
My name is Martin Harris. | am 73 years old, graduated from Cal Poly with an engineering degree and
had the pleasure of working side by side with my parents (William and Lucille Harris) for over 50 years.
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My Father (William Harris) passed away in October 2012. Following his death, | became concerned
about a number of suspect issues affecting: (i) our family property boundaries, (ii) lack of notice to City
of Manteca meetings affecting our family properties, (iii) apparent lost 80,000# Truck Vehicle and EMS
response access rights to Terra Land Group owned parcels 241-330-32, 241-330-33 and 241-320-60. (see
attachment #1 for 3/24/2014 letter to Manteca Planning Commission detailing my efforts to both
understand and correct the growing list of suspect issues confronting me)

As a result, in 2014, Lucille Harris and | hired Lee Smith (Weintraub-Tobin) law firm to assist me in
dealing with the issues identified in my 3/24/2014 letter to the Manteca Planning Commission. (see
attachments for vehicle access and other water mitigation issues as presented to local authorities)

In 1997, both my home and business were flooded:
| have strong recollections and opinions, and engineering backed knowledge on 1955, 1997 and 2017
San Joaquin River high water channel flows that affected the Lathrop and South Manteca areas.

February 2017 Martin Harris Reclamation District 2075 Levee Watch Patrolling Experiences

In February 2017, | volunteered for late night mobile vehicle watch patrol to Reclamation District 2075
levees looking for boils in the area known as the Pocket (totaling 800 acres) which was in the area that
beached on January 7, 1997 and a few days after my watch that same general area of the levee
breached again on February 20, 2017. Please note that on the night of my watch, the San Joaquin River
was flowing at 40,600 CFS and well below the 52,000 CFS original design capacity set when upstream
reservoirs (Melones and Don Pedro) were reconstructed.

What | remember most, was how spongy the levee was to drive on which | suspect was what the UFRR
Draft Environmental Impact Report document describes as a point nearing liquidifaction. The spongy
status of the levee experienced during my levee watch patrol resulted in my immediate resignation the
following day over safety concerns.

| reported this to RD 2075 Board Members Brian Mizuno and Ray Quaresma and followed that
statement by informing them that due to safety concerns, | was not interested in driving on that levee
again.

It appears that January 2023 high water flows and erosion (especially in the area that the Stanislaus
and San Joaquin Rivers converge) and resulting sedimentation have further reduced channel capacity
and created a higher potential for RD 2075 levee liquidifaction and levee failures.

With high water flows once again running down the San Joaquin River channel in January 2023, | suspect
that continuing erosion to the levees and resulting sedimentation has further reduced San Joaquin River
channel flow capacity and increased chances for levee breaches in areas protecting RD 2075 and other
affected properties.

In 2010, Lathrop Manteca Rural Fire Department Emergency Medical Responders rushed to my south
Manteca Rural home and provided critical care to my 2 year old granddaughter who had stopped
breathing after inhaling a significant amount of water in a swimming pool accident at our home.

As a result, | am supportive of our emergency medical care responders and have attended many local
and county authority public meetings as well as responded with detailed comments to environment
comment solicitations from local and State and Federal authorities.

Staffing the currently unstaffed Ripon North Ripon Fire Station?
| am also strongly in favor of staffing the Ripon (North Ripon Road) unstaffed fire station and ensuring
that all development provides for adequate medical emergency response services and proper storm
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water retention and safe drainage. This station staffing is necessary to lessen and separate the City of
Ripon's dependency on requiring Fire and EMS responses by the City of Manteca.

Other Shared services involving Manteca and Ripon

Adding to my concerns that a more thorough cumulative impact analysis is necessary. Please be advised
that both Ripon and Manteca also: (i) share pubic school educational services by designating Urban
Areas of South Manteca be accepted and enrolled with the Ripon Unified School District; and (ii) share
drainage facilities operated by SSJID which drain into the multi-benefit component areas in or adjacent
to the UFRR project.

First time ever, | have been fired

In 2024, my 2 sons, Joshua & Jacob Harris along with myself were all fired from Tuff Boy (5151
Almondwood, Manteca) in what appears to be an effort to break up the trust(s) that my parents
(William & Lucille Harris) created. As the former Risk manager (including operations Flood Safety and
Storm Water NONA Permit management) for Tuff Boy Sales, my termination has resulted in various
employee workplace, vehicle safety & drainage safety compliance concerns being reported internally
and to state authorities.

Excerpts from a recent letter that deserves a fair and equitable level of attention

"Hello everyone,

Email communication in favor of performing a flood and stormwater drainage environmental review
investigation of Tuff Boy Sales Inc (TBS) and HIRT Trustees for prejudicial shared services actions
involving properties in low elevation areas prone to flooding that appears shall unequitably benefit
majority control stakeholders while disadvantaging other beneficial and minority interests affected by
those prejudicial shared services actions.

It appears Water Under the Bridge is a problem for Manteca: (and Tuff Boy)_
On Friday, November 21, 2021, the Manteca Bulletin published a front page News Article titled "Water
Under the Bridge is a Problem for Manteca."

French camp outlet study accepted by SSJID in 2021 is getting a city of Manteca relook at conclusions:

"The South San Joaquin Irrigation District — that owns and maintains the outlet canal that they have
allowed much of the city to drain into — more than six years ago noted a need to address outlet capacity
based on Manteca’s continued growth.

The city agreed and a hydrology study was done to determine what improvements were needed.

The study was completed in 2021. The SSJID accepted the study but the city wanted to relook
at the conclusions. That is as far as the outlet study apparently got in terms of devising a game plan
and then implementing it.

It is important to remember the French Camp outlet was designed and built to address agricultural needs
only when Manteca had less than 2,000 residents.

That means it was designed only to handle any excessive flows from canals during the irrigation as well
as runoff in the wet season that makes its way into the canals when there are no irrigation water
deliveries.”
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Martin Harris comment #1/No "Project Authorization" was requested or approved in an email sent
by W/L Harris Irrevocable Family Trust (HIRT)_Majority control trustees on 2/21/2025, HIRT Majority
control trustees responded and stated:

“I've had some time to reflect on the comments you, Martin Harris (minority control trustee) made at
yesterday’s meeting. You expressed a belief that the 800+ letters that were generated as part of your
company-funded letter-writing campaigns had great value.

More than two years ago, after numerous opportunities to view your work products, and after

hearing the expert opinions of real estate attorneys and land use consultants, The HIRT majority control
interests clearly stated that we believe your past letters and “informational” campaigns were unhelpful
and, on balance, counterproductive.

That’s why the HIRT majority control interests voted in July 2021 to prohibit trustee spending and the use
of company names for your unauthorized campaigns, and why, in 2024, we formally restated the limits of
an individual co-manager’s power in our memorandum titled “Reminder: Terms of Operating
Agreements and Laws Governing California Corporations” (attachment upon request)

Martin Harris response

Due to what appears to be a defective Tuff Boy Sales/HIRT/WLHFT shared services agreement (OASSA)
executed only by HIRT majority control interests in 2023, and considering that those majority control
interests are paid employees of Tuff Boy Sales, | can't help but question: Where will the liability fall for
any breaches of fiduciary duty due to management actions and/or non-actions? By TBS? By HIRT? Or by
one or more of the HIRT owned LLCs?

The French Camp outlet is the lowest elevation of the three outlets the SSJID operates

“The French Camp outlet is one of three outlets the SSJID operates.

It is also the lowest elevation outlet and the one that essentially drains the most land in the district
including its biggest urbanized area — Manteca except for the southwest portion of the city.

The city is currently working on an effort to send runoff water from southwest Manteca to the San
Joaquin River at a point to the west of the Oakwood Shores gated community. That outlet project, when
it first surfaced more than eight years ago and before southwest Manteca development took off, carried
a 514 million price tag.

Until the outlet is in place, excessive water from the storm basins in southwest Manteca flows into a
temporary retention basin developers put in place.

Compounding the problem in southwest Manteca is the water table in various locations is as high as
three feet.”

Martin Harris comment #2/Two key points that need to be considered in relation to the majority
control interests decision to prohibit letter writing campaigns which ultimately resulted in

restating the limits on managers powers (and apparent increases to liabilities affecting both Tuff Boy
and the Trust(s))_
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See 11/13/2023 email sent by Martin Harris detailing a July 1, 2021 meeting with HIRT attorney
Chris Engh and how the trustees are to avoid conflicts of interest. The email goes on to detail @
November 9, 2023 meeting (conducted by our consultant) and calls out certain majority control
trustees conflicts of interests and the need of those trustees to recuse herself on voting for any
issues that may serve to benefit those trustees personal property development interests.
(attachment available upon request)

800 letters and still no flood and drainage relief in sight

Clearly the drainage challenges facing the French Camp outlet canal (as addressed in many
of the 800 letters that Tuff Boy management under the watch of consultants and majority
control interests blocked my access and ability to utilize during the time that the SSJID
French Camp Outlet Study was performed in 2021) are in need of further investigation and
review, including those purported conflicts of interest detailed in the 11/13/23 email to
ensure that TLG property rights are properly defended and protected. Most important, |
believe that TLG's ability to protect its right to vehicle access, legally recorded boundaries,
surface water, ground water, and protection from flood impacts that clearly look to be
increased by San Joaquin River channel drainage flow impedances caused by increasing
amounts of storm water runoff from the developing areas both North and South of TLG
APN's #241-330-32, 241-330-33, + 241-320-60 (as well as Tuff Boy properties APN 226-060-
13, 14, 15,16,17,18) which appears to have been negatively affected by the majority control
interests July 2021 order blocking co-managers power and abilities to defend TLG and other
HIRT and WLHFT Trust property rights. (ie. WLHP, WLHR, MGR, SRH, WLHFT) | do not believe
that it was William and Lucille Harris' intention when they wrote the Operating Agreements
to block co-managers power to defend our family's property rights. (attachment upon
request)

As a TLG LLC manager, Section 5.4 of the Operating Agreement grants managers conditional
liability protections and specifically states:

5.4 Performance of Duties;_Liability of Manager. A Manager shall not be liable to the Company or
to any Member for any loss or damage sustained by the Company or any Member, unless the loss
or damage shall have been the result of fraud, deceit, gross negligence, reckless or intentional
misconduct, or a knowing violation of law by the Manager. The Manager shall perform their
managerial duties in good faith, in a manner they reasonably believe to be in the best interests
of the Company and its Members, and with such care, including reasonable inquiry, as an
ordinarily prudent person in a like position would use under similar circumstances. A Manager
who so performs the duties of Manager shall not have any liability by reason of being or having
been a Manager of the Company.

In performing their duties, the Manager shall be entitled to rely on information, opinions, reports,
or statements, including financial statements and other financial data, of the following persons or
groups unless they have knowledge concerning the matter in question that would cause such
reliance to be unwarranted and provided that the Manager acts in good faith and after reasonable
inquiry when the need therefor is indicated by the circumstances:

Section 5.4 also indirectly calls attention to managers/trustees duty to take protective action
in the event a conflicted officer/manager/trustee fails to recuse themselves

| believe that fiduciary duty to recuse themselves in the event of a conflict applies as is provided
for in all HIRT owned LLC Operating Agreements and justifies my managerial right and duty to take
corrective action.
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5.10 B_Limitations on Powers of Manage Subject to Section 5.3B and any restrictions imposed

by the Manager, any officer, acting alone, is authorized to endorse checks, drafts, and other
evidences of indebtedness made payable to the order of the Company, but only for the purpose of
deposit into the Company’s accounts. All checks, drafts, and other instruments

obligating the Company to pay money in an amount less than TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($10,000)
may be signed by any one officer, acting alone. All checks, drafts, and other instruments

obligating the Company to pay money in an amount of TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($10,000) or
more must be signed on behalf of the Company by any two (2) officers acting together. Any two
(2) officers acting together, shall be authorized to sign contracts and obligations on behalf

of the Company

Other limitations on Power of manager

Section 5.3 B. Limitations on Power of Manager. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this
Agreement, the Manager shall not have authority hereunder to cause the Company to engage
in the following transactions without first obtaining the affirmative vote or written consent of a
Majority Interest (or such greater Percentage Interests set forth below) of the Members:

(i) The sale, exchange or other disposition of all, or substantially all, of the Company’s assets
occurring as part of a single transaction or plan, or in multiple transactions over a twelve (12)
month period, except in the orderly liquidation and winding up of the business of the Company
upon its duly authorized dissolution, shall require the affirmative vote or written consent of
Members holding at least seventy-five percent (75%) in Percentage Interests;

(ii) The merger of the Company with another limited liability company or limited partnership
shall require the unanimous affirmative vote or written consent of the Manager Member and a
majority affirmative vote or written consent of the Members; provided in no event shall a Member
be required to become a general partner in a merger with a limited partnership without his
express written consent or unless the agreement of merger provides each Member

with the dissenter’s rights described in the Act;

(iii) The merger of the Company with a corporation or a general partnership or other Person
shall require the affirmative vote or written consent of the Manager Members and a majority
affirmative vote or written consent of the Members;

(iv) The establishment of different classes of Members;
(v) An alteration of the primary purpose or business of the Company as set forth in Section 2.7;

(vi) Transactions between the Company and one or more of the Manager or Members or one or
more of any Manager’s or Member’s Affiliates, or transactions in which one or more Managers or
Members, or one or more of any Manager’s or Member’s Affiliates, has a material financial
interest;

(vii)  Without limiting subsection (vi), the lending of money by the Company to any Manager,
Member, or officer;

(viii)  Any act which would make it impossible to carry on the ordinary business of the Company;
(ix) The confession of a judgment against the Company;

(x) To file a bankruptcy petition on behalf of the Company; and
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(xi) Any other transaction described in this Agreement as requiring the vote, consent, or
approval of the Members.

Question: What liabilities are being created, and what insurance coverage protections are in place
to protect all beneficial interests that may be affected? What conflicts does TBS have when
considering its fiduciary duties to HIRT as required by its role under the TBS/HIRT/WLHFT/SRH
shared services agreements?

Lack of an adopted project for either the Oakwood Lake outlet or improving the French Camp outlet

"High tides can undermine ability of outlet to move water while the city has been able to make sure
developers put in place storm

retention basins in addition to storm drains on their dime, the lack of an adopted project for

either the proposed Oakwood Lake outlet or improving the French Camp Outlet means growth likely isn’t
covering the financial impact of infrastructure costs that will be needed to move storm runoff from
neighborhoods they build to the San Joaquin River.

There is also another limiting factor that comes with the city’s storm runoff basically joining the San
Joaquin River to a point northwest of the community of French Camp.

High tides can push up water levels in the Delta.
The is what happened when high tide occurred during a substantial period of rainfall in January of 2023.
Water lingered in some retention basins close to a week following the last rain drop.

Keep in mind, Manteca represents only a small sliver of the San Joaquin and Sacramento River basins
that drain into the Delta.

It also needs to account for its geographic location as being at the river’s lowest point of elevation when
it reaches the Delta after collecting runoff in the 1,195 square miles of the San Joaquin River basin"

https://www.mantecabulletin.com/news/local-news/water-under-the-bridge-is-problem-for-manteca/

To better understand the continuing issues affecting the Terra Land Group 230 acre property (ie. APN
#241-320-60, 241-330-32 and 241-330-33), please see attachments 1,2,3 and 4 for continuing issues
complicated by developers interactions with the City of Manteca and SSJID prior to

Martin Harris involvement in 2014 that continue to be unresolved today (2025)) (Also see attachment #5
for 27 each HIRT owned LLC entity property ownership list.) (Note: 18 of those properties situated in
flood prone areas along the South Delta and currently used for farming, residences and
commercial/industrial purposes)

| am happy to meet and discuss.

Thank you,

Martin Harris
801 Bogarin Lane
Ripon, CA 95366
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(former residence before 2017 levee breach and associated flood evacuation: 22911 Olean er, Manteca,
CA)
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter P3 Martin Harris, Manteca William & Lucille Harris Irrevocable Trust (HIRT)
Response January 23, 2026

A total of eight attachments were provided to this e-mail. These attachments are included in Appendix A
of the Final EIR and do not address the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR therefore no responses are
required. In addition, this e-mail also notes “other references” that are not related to any significant
impacts of the Project; therefore, no response is required.

Response to Comment P3-1

This comment does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. The comment presents an
alternative alignment. See response to P2-3. As described in response to P2-3, the alignment proposed by
the commenter would not prevent flooding within the proposed project area and would therefore not achieve
the overall objective of the proposed project. It would not provide increased public safety benefits by
rehabilitating, improving, and constructing flood risk reduction infrastructure to achieve a 200-year ULOP.

Response to Comment P3-2

This comment does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. The comment addresses
analysis of potential impacts associated with the commenter’s proposed alternative alignment. See
response to P3-1.

See also responses to P2-2, P2-3, P2-4 and P2-6.

Response to Comment P3-3

This comment does not address the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. The comment addresses
analysis of potential impacts associated with the commenter’s proposed alternative alignment. See
response to P3-1. See also response to P2-3.

Response to Comment P3-4

The comment addresses the merits of the proposed project and does not address the adequacy or content
of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. It will be included as part of the record for the
proposed project.

Response to Comment P3-5

See responses to Letter P2.

Response to Comment P3-6

See Responses to Letter P1.

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project 3-92 ESA / D201901301.02
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2026
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& Outlook

Re: Email #4: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR

From Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>
Date Mon 2/2/2026 10:21 AM
To  Ryan Curry <Ryan.Curry@sjafca.org>

Cc nzarif@sjgov.org <nzarif@sjgov.org>; Rickman, Robert [BOS] <rrickman@sjgov.org>; styrrell@sjgov.org
<styrrell@sjgov.org>; Valenzuela, Maria [BOS] <mariavalenzuela@sjgov.org>; Dhaliwal, Sonny [BOS]
<sdhaliwal@sjgov.org>; Kelly, Beckett [BOS] <bkelly@sjgov.org>; Sanchis, Claudia [BOS]
<csanchis@sjgov.org>; Representative Josh Harder <ca09jh.districtservices@mail.house.gov>; Reyna, Joel
<joel.reyna@sen.ca.gov>; Marc Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; kjorgensen@manteca.gov
<kjorgensen@manteca.gov>; Buchman, Fritz [PW] <fbuchman@sjgov.org>; marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org
<marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org>; CNeudeck@ksninc.com <cneudeck@ksninc.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net
<ngmplcs@pacbell.net>; pamforbus@sbcglobal.net <pamforbus@sbcglobal.net>; Danielle Barney
<danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>; Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov <Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov>; DWR
CVFPBQuestions <questions@cvflood.ca.gov>; Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov
<Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov>

[ﬂJ 6 attachments (7 MB)

Attachment #1 SSJID 2014 approved drain 10 piped undercrossing.pdf; Attachment #2 4-28-80 Deeed Buyer - Boyce Seller -
Harris-Bonzi.pdf; Attachment #3 2025 WL Harris Family Irrevocable HIRT trust property 241-330-32, 241-330-33, 241-330-34,
241-320-60 access issues.pdf; Attachment #4 2014 WL Harris Family Irrevocable HIRT trust 241-330-22,241-330-33,241-330-
34,241-320-60 acecss issues.pdf; Attachment #6 APN 241-330-32 water pumping plant infrastructure.pdf; Attachment #7
Meeting Request With SSJID (2).pdf;

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project Environmental Impact Report - State Clearing
House #2022040471: Comment Submission #4

Dear Project Team Members,

Once again, | am writing in my limited authority position as co-trustee for Willliam and Lucille Harris
Irrevocable Trust (HIRT).and co-manager of HIRT owned entities affected
To ensure proper oversight by SJAFCA as well as full consideration of any and all increases to cumulative

impacts to be created, | have included this SSJID meeting request email to be included (see attachment P4-1
#7) as part of my four (4) total public comment letters presented in response to the UFRR Draft EIR pubic
circulation document. 1

| continue to oppose the Eastern RD17 Levee Alternative Extension. ]: P4-2

Thank you,

Martin Harris
801 Bogarin Lane
Ripon, CA 95366

(former residence before 2017 levee breach and associated floor evacuation: 22911 Oleander, Manteca,
CA)
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Other references:

1.2/7/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to LAFCO (James Glaser) Re:
February 8, 2018 Meeting San Joaquin County Local Agency Formation Commission Agenda
Items 4: Amendment to the City of Manteca Sphere of Influence (LAFC 01-18); and item 5:
Griffen Park Reorganization to the City of Manteca (LAFC 26-15)

2.2/26/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment.

3.3/5/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #2

4.3/8/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #3

5.7/2/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (John Cain/Conservation
Director) Re: July 11, 2018 Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project:
Agenda Items 2: Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project;
Item 3: Presentation and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and
discussion on the hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and
Questions.

6.6/18/2108 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to Tri-Dam Project Board
of Directors Re: June 21, 2018 Regular Board Meeting of the Tri-Dam Project of the Oakdale
Irrigation District and the South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Agenda Item 5: Possible Spring
Operations on the Stanislaus River

7.7/16/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate
Director) Re: Follow-up to Request for Stakeholder Input Relating to the Recently-Conducted
July 11, 2018 Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project: Agenda
Items 2: Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project; Item 3:
Presentation and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and
discussion on the hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and
Questions.

8.6/17/2019 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate
Director) Re: June 20, 2019 Public Meeting on the Proposed Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion
Project

9. 3/30/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias) Re:
Dryland Levee Project Meeting
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10. 5/19/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias) Re:
May 20, 2021 San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency ("SJAFCA") Board Meeting Agenda ltem
4.2: Update - Manteca Dryland Levee Extension Project

11. Various letters from Alex Hildebrand

From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, January 23, 2026 2:34 PM

To: Ryan Curry <ryan.curry@sjafca.org>

Cc: nzarif@sjgov.org <nzarif@sjgov.org>; Rickman, Robert [BOS] <rrickman@sjgov.org>; styrrell@sjgov.org
<styrrell@sjgov.org>; Valenzuela, Maria [BOS] <mariavalenzuela@sjgov.org>; Dhaliwal, Sonny [BOS]
<sdhaliwal@sjgov.org>; Kelly, Beckett [BOS] <bkelly@sjgov.org>; Sanchis, Claudia [BOS] <csanchis@sjgov.org>;
Representative Josh Harder <ca09jh.districtservices@mail.house.gov>; Reyna, Joel <joel.reyna@sen.ca.gov>;
Marc Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; kjorgensen@manteca.gov <kjorgensen@manteca.gov>; Buchman, Fritz
[PW] <fbuchman@sjgov.org>; marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org <marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org>;
CNeudeck@ksninc.com <cneudeck@ksninc.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net <ngmplcs@pacbell.net>;
pamforbus@sbcglobal.net <pamforbus@sbcglobal.net>; Danielle Barney <danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>;
Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov <Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov>; DWR CVFPBQuestions <questions@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov <Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov>; Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov
<Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov>; Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov <Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Jit.Dua@cvflood.ca.gov <jit.dua@cvflood.ca.gov>; Hightower, Jeffrey [LAFCO] <jhightower@sjgov.org>; Josh Harris
<jman4595@yahoo.com>; Jacob Harris <jakeh2198@yahoo.com>; Rob Harris <robertjharris@outlook.com>; Marc
Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; hsalazar@Imfire.org <hsalazar@Imfire.org>; sislas@mantecafire.org
<sislas@mantecafire.org>; edehart@riponfire.com <edehart@riponfire.com>; ksikma@riponfire.com
<ksikma@riponfire.com>; kzuidervaart@cityofripon.org <kzuidervaart@cityofripon.org>; anderson@sjcog.org
<anderson@sjcog.org>; jkilgore@cityofripon.org <jkilgore @cityofripon.org>

Subject: Re: Email #3: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project Environmental Impact Report - State Clearing P43
House #2022040471: Comment Submission #3 }

Dear Project Team Members,

Once again, | am writing in my limited authority position as co-trustee for Willliam and Lucille Harris
Irrevocable Trust (HIRT).and co-manager of HIRT owned entities affected

Due to the UFRR's complete disregard for considering the total range of cumulative impacts and
associated foreseeable projects that need to be considered, on 1/21/2026, Martin Harris submitted a
second Public Comment email for the UFRR Draft EIR and stated:

"The UFRR Draft EIR Section 4.4 of the document Cumulative Impact Approach to Analysis compels
mile West of Airport way along the border of 1860's Federal and Non-Federal surveyed lands
indicating areas considered to be swamp and overflow." (see attachment #1) (The Martin Harris
proposed levee extension alternative appears to be more beneficial and provide better use of sponsor
funding than the eastern levee extension alternative proposed in the UFRR Document.)"
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The purpose of this third Public Comment email for the UFRR Draft EIR is to expand on the cumulative
impact concerns stated in the two previous Martin Harris UFRR public comment emails while offering a
comparative impact analysis (assuming Paradise Cut sufficient expansion) detailing what appears to be
lower impacts on the proposed Martin Harris Southerly levee extension alternative placement versus
the higher back water inundation area impacts described in the UFRR Draft EIR document.

Impacts and Mitigating Assumptions:

Forms of relief being considered by local authorities that appear to be most likely to be implemented
and eligible for government assistance funding in association with the Martin Harris newly proposed
UFRR Draft EIR Southern levee extension alternative running South and parallel % mile West of Airport
way along the border of 1860's Federal and Non-Federal Surveyed lands boundary separating Federal
Surveyed Areas from swamp and overflow lands and extending to the San Joaquin River (USACE 404
permitted) levee in the area close to Perrin Road

1. 1000' weir proposed by KSN and discussed with Reclamation District 2075 (RD 2075) on West side
of the San Joaquin River (Left Bank) in the areas able to feed. (i) Banta Carbona Irrigation District;
and (ii) Paradise cut expanded volume canal. (see 2011 annotated OES map included as
attachment #2)

2. Potentially re-routing Reclamation District 2075 and 2064 McMullin water rights delivery
channel to convey water to its districts with primary RD 2075 delivery running parallel to Perrin
Road and directed towards the proposed weir and a secondary delivery conveyance system
allowing sustainable water deliveries to Walthall Slough and District farm properties receiving
water from the water delivery canal running along and parallel to Manteca Road.(see 2011
annotated OES map included as attachment #2)

3. Brocchini Cut: mitigating high water flows in the Stanislaus River by bypassing water through the
McMullin water rights delivery channels (RD 2075/ RD 2064) to and through Reclamation District
2075 to an outlet that can both feed and align with San Joaquin River discharges to the 1000' weir
and to Banta Carbona and/or Paradise Cut. (see 2011 annotated OES map included as attachment
#2)

4. Omission of Turtle Beach Relief Cut: the UFRR appears to completely negate and omit any future
use of the Turtle Beach USACE Levee Flood Prevention Relief Cut in Reclamation District 2096.
Proposed changes to location and direction of the RD 2075 McMullin water delivery channel to
the right bank of the San Joaquin River opposite the 1000' weir outlet area allowing drainage into
the San Joaquin River opposite to the Banta Carbona Irrigation District water intake location shall
best allow to mitigate for the omission of the Turtle Beach Levee Relief cut high River flow relief
drainage option previously utilized by Reclamation District #17 to mitigate flood water inundation
pressures to the so-called adjacent multi-benefit components area properties targeted to be
subjected to back-water effects of Lathrop and Manteca urban expansion. (Martin Harris
comment: The long promised expansion of Paradise Cut needs to be honored and fulfilled in
associated with the estimated 110,000 CFS (plus) high volume San Joaquin River flows estimated
by Dante Nomellini (Reclamation District #17) made to the San Joaquin County Board of
Supervisors with Martin Harris, Ray Quaresma and Chris Neudeck in attendance on 11/7/2017)
(see 2011 annotated OES map included as attachment #2)

Other likely areas for government assistance funding needed for properties with operations affected
by the UFRR:

1. Over the past 9 years, apparent movement of soil on or to developing UFRR properties has already
affected historic drainage and created back water drainage blockage effects to non-developing
properties proposed in the UFRR to be recharacterized as multi-benefit components in and
adjacent to the proposed project area.

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane 14 4/27



Letter P4

2/3/26, 1:49 PM Re: Email #4: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR - Rachael Carnes - Outlook

2. Inclusion of all drainage impacts related to City of Ripon planned expansion as documented in
Ripon 2040 General Plan Update (see attachments #3)

3. What appears to be other Projects/Plans that would prove more beneficial when considered along
with the new Martin Harris proposed southerly levee extension alternative directed South along
the 1860's Federal Government designated swamps and overflow boundary to Perrin Road. USACE
Levee (see attachment #1)

i. Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of
UFRR Draft EIR document
ii. San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin River, CA Project - Reference table 4-1
pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document
iii. Lower San Joaquin River Urban Protection Project - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-
4 of UFRR Draft EIR document
iv. San Joaquin River Restoration Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR
Draft EIR document
v. Delta Conveyance Project - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR
document
vi. Smith Canal Closure Structure - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR
document
vii. Paradise Cut - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document
viii. CALFED Levee Stability Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft
EIR document
ix. Oxbow Preserve - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document
x. Agreements to Support Healthy Rivers and Landscapes - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3
& 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

4. May 23, 2022 NOP comments made by Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board/Source: Appendix "A" of UPRR: Notice of possible regulatory issues with a high potential to
adversely affect future regulatory compliance and unaffordable compliance costs for adjacent
multi-benefit properties outside the UFRR project area.

a. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Formation of Basin Plan

b. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Construction of Storm Water discharge
permit

c. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting

d. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 401 permitting

e. Likely dewatering permitting shall be needed due to back water effects of UFRR

f. Possible NPDES permitting due to high water table and anticipated back water effects of
UPRR

Environmental setting, Impacts (including City of Ripon Planned Urban Expansion), and Mitigation
Measures

3.2 Aesthetics
3.2.2 Environmental setting_

Martin Harris Comment: Forcing the levee east in a manner to avoid homes and other infrastructure
already in place seems non-sensical and out of place with the surroundings as compared to directing the
levee South as per the Martin Harris proposed levee placement alternative which both respects and
aligns with 1860's flood drainage history by recognizing areas designated by Federal Surveyors as swamp
and overflow.
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3.9 Geology

3.9.2 Environmental setting

Section 3.9.2 of the UFRR states: "Alluvium deposits located East of the San Joaquin river originate from
eroded silica-based volcanic and granitic materials (sand)"

Fire and EMS response to sandy soil regions on or about 2017: A grass fire was set on the southern
portion of the Cerri developing property (241-320-20) located south of the RD 17 dryland levee and in
the City of Manteca. Manteca Fire District firefighters responded and had their fire suppression engine
vehicle get stuck in what was characterized as beach sand common to that area. | spoke with trusted
representatives directly from both the Manteca Fire Department and the Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire
Department (LMFD) following the incident and learned that the Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire District
(LMFD) who historically were the primary responders to that area had invested in heavier drive train
running gear on a portion of their fire engines designated for LMFD Station #32 (Union/Nile Garden
School Fire Station) to allow those fire response vehicles to better navigate through sandy areas (typical
for swap and flow areas) in the region. Those same Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire District representatives
further indicated that the Manteca Fire Department's Fire response equipment was not equipped to
travel through beach sand areas common to that area.

Martin Harris Comment: it appears that directing the levee South as per Martin Harris proposed levee
placement alternative along with expanding Paradise Cut is a safer long term solution and supports
critical infrastructure already in place.

3.12 Hydrology and water quality
Page 3.12-16 of the UFRR states: "DWR analysis predict that climate change impacts on the San Joaquin
River system will be extreme in the next 50 years, which will only further exacerbate existing problems,

including degradation of ecosystem habitat.

San Joaquin County General Plan

Page 3.12-16 of the UFRR states:

"San Joaquin County General Plan

The San Joaquin County 2035 General Plan (San Joaquin County 2016) include goals and policies related
to hydrology and water quality that are relevant to the proposed project. Goals and policies are found in
the Public Health and Safety Element and the Natural and Cultural Resources Element. The goals
emphasize protection of people and property from flood hazards, and protection of the quality of water
for municipal and industrial uses, agriculture, recreation, and fish and wildlife. Other goals aim to
protect Delta water supplies for agricultural uses and ecosystems enhancement and improve overall
Delta water quality, and maintain Delta levees and infrastructure to provide safety and security to
residents, visitors, and agricultural resources."

Martin Harris comment:

Undersized Lathrop warehouse storage ponds

In 2018, | personally attended both Central Valley Flood Protection Board and Lathrop Planning
Commission meetings and commented to the authorities governing those respective meetings that
storm water drainage collection pond deficiencies in South Lathrop exist and may result in very
significant flood and other hydrology -related impacts being created to Lathrop, Ripon, and South
Manteca properties located outside of the areas to be protected by the 200 year flood protections plan.
(see attachments #4. #5, and #6 for emails sent on 10/16/2018, 10/22/2018 and 12/18/2018)

Slurry cutoff walls
Page 3.12-35 of the UFRR states:

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane 14 6/27



Letter P4

2/3/26, 1:49 PM Re: Email #4: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR - Rachael Carnes - Outlook

"As another example, slurry cutoff walls? would be constructed at the levee centerline to depths that
would tie into existing lower permeability soil layers below the permeable material. The dryland levee
extension also includes a deep cutoff wall, approximately 17,800 feet in length. Cutoff walls are designed
to reduce levee through-seepage and under seepage by providing a barrier of low-permeability material
within the higher permeability materials in the levee and levee foundation. The slurry cutoff walls could
create barriers to groundwater inflow and outflow potentially affecting groundwater levels. Similarly,
seepage berms that address shallow foundation and/or levee embankment through-seepage would alter
the permeability and potentially affect groundwater levels."

Guarding against levee placement along beach sand areas directly blocking and in direct 90°
opposition to the natural direction of groundwater flows:

As illustrated in the Martin Harris email #2 comment letter submitted on 1/21/2026 (see attachment #7
for Tuff Boy 5151 Almondwood stormwater primary and secondary stormwater retention ponding areas
clearly impacted by impeded percolation during high saturation water events last experienced in January
2023), it appears that placing slurry walls into the subsurface areas beneath a levee directly placed in
direct 90° opposition to the natural direction of ground water flows will lead to slower rates of
percolation and increased potential for greater back-water and flooding to the multi-benefit component
areas of the UFRR adjacent flood water inundation areas to be affected.

Martin Harris Comment:

It appears that the Martin Harris proposed southerly extension of the existing levee along the swamp
and overflow boundary line would better align with the courses of both the San Joaquin and Stanislaus
Rivers and deflect rather than obstruct natural ground water flows while offering equitable flood
protection for all

3.13 Land Use Planning_
3.13.2 Environmental setting
Protecting long term Property uses

Martin Harris Comment: By utilizing the Martin Harris proposed UFRR levee extension alternative, it
appears that habitat, recreation and farming uses can best be implemented and protected while
protecting rights and continued access to water resources supporting our area.

3.15 Public Services

3.15.2 Environmental setting

Page 3.15-1 of the UFRR states: The Lathrop- Manteca Fire District has several fire stations located close
to the southwestern portion of the proposed project components.

Martin Harris Comment: What about Lathrop-Manteca Fire Station #32 (Union Road just South of Nile
Garden School) which responded to my granddaughter's pool accident on August 3, 2010 and was key to
saving her life.

3.17 Transportation and Circulation
3.17.2 Environmental Setting_

City of Manteca
Page 3.17-2 of the UFRR states: "Airport Way is a North/South arterial ... two-lane local road"

Martin Harris Comment:
Page 3.17-2 of the UFRR understates the importance of Airport Way which is the only means of crossing
the San Joaquin River from South Manteca which makes Airport way a major escape and emergency
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services route. Directing the UFRR levee extension South and parallel %2 mile West of Airport Way as
proposed by Martin Harris alternative levee extension routing would protect this important arterial
roadway and ensure safe public and Emergency Services Response during flood events and other
emergencies.

3.19 Utilities and Service Systems

3.19.2 Environmental Setting (Stormwater)

Page 3.19-3 of the UFRR states:

"The City of Manteca operates and maintains a storm drain system to control stormwater and protect
residents and business from flooding and stormwater damage. The City of Manteca’s system includes
approximately 150 miles of pipelines, 52 pump stations, and 54 detention basins. SSJID owns a complex
network of irrigation laterals and drains that run within the City of Manteca where the city pumps
stormwater, which is conveyed to the San Joaquin River either directly or via the French Camp Outlet
Canal. An agreement between the City of Manteca and SSJID requires that the city monitor stormwater
discharge to SSJID facilities to make sure that facility capacities are not exceeded. The City of Manteca is
also required to control stormwater quality to meet applicable regulations (City of Manteca 2022).”

Martin Harris Comment:

It appears that the French Camp Outlet Canal is at capacity and it also appears that SSJID Drains #10 and
#11 may no longer be able to drain into Walthall Slough as currently doing upon implementation of the
UFRR. The cumulative impacts of this become even more important when considering the City of Ripon’s
planned expansion.

Martin Harris proposed SSJID Storm Water drainage alternative

Considering Martin Harris southernly proposed UFRR levee alternative extension to Perrin Road, Martin
Harris proposes that SSJID redirect SSJID Drain #11 to extend from its current route as it runs along the
north boundary of the Tuff Boy 5151 Almondwood facility and continue on that course straight through
the Martin Harris proposed UFRR levee alternative extension and continue straight to the San Joaquin
River right bank opposite the proposed 1000' weir (assuming that Paradise Cut shall be expanded
according to Dante Nomellini November 7, 2017 statements to San Joaquin County Board of
Supervisors) (see attachment #8)

Cumulative impacts
In this way, SSJID facilities can be expanded to handle greater amount of storm water anticipated to be
generated by City of Ripon in combination with continued City of Manteca urban expansion.

3.20 Wildfires

3.20.2 Environmental Setting

Page 3.20-1 of the UFRR states:

"Emergency Evacuation Plans

San Joaquin is exposed to many hazards, all of which have the potential to disrupt the community,
causing damage, and casualties. Please natural hazards include floods, extreme weather, and fires."

Martin Harris Comment:

Fire and EMS response to sandy soil regions: On or about 2017, a grass fire was set on the southern
portion of the Cerri developing property (241-320-20) located south of the RD 17 dryland levee and in
the City of Manteca. Manteca Fire District firefighters responded and had their fire suppression engine
vehicle get stuck in what was characterized as beach sand common to that area. | spoke with trusted
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representatives directly from both the Manteca Fire Department and the Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire
Department (LMFD) following the incident and learned that the Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire District
(LMFD) who historically were the primary responders to that area had invested in heavier drive train
running gear on a portion of their fire engines designated for LMFD Station #32 (Union/Nile Garden
School Fire Station) to allow those fire response vehicles to better navigate through sandy areas (typical
for swap and flow areas) in the region. Those same Lathrop-Manteca Rural Fire District representatives
further indicated that the Manteca Fire Department's Fire response equipment was not equipped to
travel through beach sand areas common to that area.

Executive Summary

Page ES-1 of the UFRR EIR Document states:

" ES.1 Introduction

The San Joaquin Flood Control Agency (SJIAFCA) proposed to implement the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood
Risk Reduction Project (UFRR or proposed project) to provide increased public safety benefits by
rehabilitating and improving flood management infrastructure for the 22,400-acre Mossdale Tract area
(proposed project area), which includes Reclamation District 17 (RD 17) and portions of the cities of
Stockton, Lathrop, Manteca, and unincorporated San Joaquin County. Pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), SJAFCA is the lead agency and has prepared this draft environmental
impact report (EIR) to analyze potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed project and
other actions associated with construction and operation of the proposed project.

ES.2 Objectives of the Proposed Project

The general objective of the proposed project is to provide increased public safety benefits by
rehabilitating, improving, and construction flood risk reduction infrastructure to achieve a 200-year
urban level of flood protection (ULOP) for the Mossdale Tract area. The objectives include the following:

¢ Improve long-term operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement over time.

¢ Modernize the flood risk reduction infrastructure to accommodate future performance and
climate change resiliency goals identified in the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan and in
SJAFCA’s Climate Change Adaptation Policy.

¢ Implement a multi-benefit flood risk reduction project that: (1) improves ecological function
and habitat in the flood system, and (2) contributes additional societal benefits such as
recreation where feasible.

ES.3 Project Areas
The proposed project area covers 22,400 acres, RD 17 (16,110 acres), and portions of the cities of
Stockton, Lathrop, Manteca, and unincorporated San Joaquin County (see Figure ES-1)."

Page ES-4 of the UFRR Document describes multi-benefit component of the inundation area and further
states:

"ES 4.2 Multi-Benefit Components

Ecosystem Restoration - The proposed project would locate undeveloped land on the water side of the
levee system to create ecosystem restoration sites. Parcels of land are currently under investigation for
meeting restoration criteria based on existing land habitats, elevations, and other opportunities for
gaining natural ecosystem functions appropriate for the lower San Joaquin River. Because the locations
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and designs of these ecosystem restoration sites are still under development, analysis of these proposed
project components will be done at a programmatic level in the EIR.

Recreational Features Along the Levee System - This component would develop recreational features,
including recreational paths, along the top of levee and landslide toe. Because the locations and design
of this component are still under development, analysis of these proposed project components will be
done at a programmatic level in the EIR.

In addition to the proposed project, the EIR will evaluate up to two variants to the proposed project that
will include the same general types of flood risk reduction and multi-benefit components as those
proposed under the proposed project."

Finally, page ES-8 of the UFRR document provides and summary of impacts and mitigation measures for
the proposed project.

"ES.8 Summary of Impacts

Table ES-1 presents a summary of the impacts and mitigation measures identified for the proposed
project evaluated in the DRAFT EIR. The complete impact statements and mitigation measures are
presented in the resource sections in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures. The level of significance for each impact was determined using thresholds of significance
presented in each resource section of Chapter 3. Significant impacts are those adverse environmental
impacts that meet or exceed the standards of significance; less-than-significant impacts would not
exceed the standards of significance. For each impact identified, Table ES-1 presents the following
information:

e The environmental impact statement.

* The level of significance before mitigation for each proposed project component: S — Significant;
LS — Less than Significant; NI — No Impact.

¢ For significant impacts, recommended mitigation measures. Each mitigation measure identifies
which proposed project component that it applies to using the following abbreviations:

— Flood Risk Reduction Components — FRR.
— Ecosystem Restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16 — RS.
— Other Multi-Benefit Components — MB.

¢ For significant impacts, the level of significance after mitigation for the applicable proposed
project component (LSM — Less than Significant after Mitigation; SU — Significant and
Unavoidable)."

Martin Harris Comment:

The UFRR document included a summary of impacts and mitigation measures as included in TABLE ES-
1

1. 3.4 Air Quality
3.4-2, 3.4-3, and 3.4-5 potential increase in criteria pollutants

Martin Harris Comment: by use of Martin Harris proposed South levee extension alternative,
chronic/prolonged exposure to dust and mold pollutants is expected to be significantly decreased.
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2. 3.12 Hydrology and Water Quality
3.12-1,3.12-2,3.12-3,3.12-4,3.12-5, and 3.12-6

Martin Harris Comment: by use of (i) Martin Harris proposed south levee extension alternative,
known water quality and drainage flaws in the area can be corrected to best meet Sustainable
Water Plan directives of SGMA (ii) Risks associated with the proposed South levee extension
alternative project are significantly less risky to release pollutants as compared to the UFRR east
levee alternative extension (and flood water inundation) plan (see attachment #7).

3. 3.13 Land Use and Planning

Martin Harris comment: it appears that any obstacles or impacts related to Land Use Planning
Environmental Setting Impacts 3.13-1 & 3.13-2 will be better served & significantly reduced by
following the Martin Harris proposed southern levee extension alternative levee placement
alternative.

4. 3.15 Public Services:

Martin Harris Comment: Fire and EMS response services meeting impacts called for in 3.15-1 and
providing timely response to fires, medical emergencies, and violent crimes shall be best served
by protecting key road infrastructure like Airport way which is best served by following the
proposed Martin Harris southern levee extension route to Perrin Road. (with Paradise Cut
expansion)

5. 3.17 Transportation and Circulation use of major roadways and arterials

Martin Harris Comment: for impact 3.17-1 and 3.17-4 same comment as 3.15 Public Services

6. 3.19 Utilities and Service Systems SSJID water delivery and drainage services as included in the
UFRR in ES 3.19-1 & 3.19-2

Martin Harris Comment: Corrective changes to SSJID delivery and drainage infrastructure
locations in association with following the Martin Harris southern levee extension alternative to
Perrin Road will finally correct long overdue changes to SSJID water delivery and drainage
infrastructure to the South Manteca areas.
However, those SSJID infrastructure changes shall only prove to be more effective and result in
less overall impacts if made in conjunction with the Martin Harris proposed southern levee
alternative placement in association with the long promised expansion of the Paradise Cut bypass
canal as estimated to the San Joaquin Board of Supervisors by Dante Nomellini on November 7,
2017 to need 110,000 (plus) CFS of San Joaquin River Flow Volume by passing the primary flow of
the San Joaquin River.

3.20 Wildfire

Significant risks to downstream flooding

The UFRR Environmental Setting Impacts 3.20-4 states Implementation of the proposed project may

expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or

landslide, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.

Martin Harris Comment:

| personally have interviewed many people in South Manteca over the past 9 years and | can declare
with certainly that no one in the South Manteca region wants to be targeted with being subjected to
increased levels of storm water and flood water affecting their quality of life and ability to make a living.

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane 14 11/27



Letter P4

2/3/26, 1:49 PM Re: Email #4: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR - Rachael Carnes - Outlook
With that in mind, | believe that it is time for the long-promised expansion (110,000 plus CFS) of
Paradise Cut to be constructed as part of any proposed UFRR project to be considered. That will require
the approval of all affected property owners on the west side of the San Joaquin River and along the
expanded Paradise Cut Bypass channel footprint. | trust that this has already been completed.

Martin Harris Final Comment: | am opposed to the UFRR eastern levee extension.

Thank you,

Martin Harris
801 Bogarin Lane
Ripon, CA 95366

(former residence before 2017 levee breach and associated flood evacuation: 22911 Oleander, Manteca,
CA)

Other references:

1.2/7/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to LAFCO (James Glaser) Re:
February 8, 2018 Meeting San Joaquin Couty Local Agency Formation Commission Agenda Items
4: Amendment to the City of Manteca Sphere of Influence (LAFC 01-18); and item 5: Griffen Park
Reorganization to the City of Manteca (LAFC 26-15)

2.2/26/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment.

3. 3/5/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #2

4.3/8/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #3

5. 7/2/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (John Cain/Conservation
Director) Re: July 11, 2018 Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project:
Agenda Items 2: Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project;
Item 3: Presentation and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and
discussion on the hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and
Questions.

6.6/18/2108 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to Tri-Dam Project Board of
Directors Re: June 21, 2018 Regular Board Meeting of the Tri-Dam Project of the Oakdale Irrigation
District and the South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Agenda Item 5: Possible Spring Operations on
the Stanislaus River
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7.7/16/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate Director)
Re: Follow-Up to Request for Stakeholder Input Relating to the Recently-Conducted July 11, 2018
Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project: Agenda Items 2:
Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project; Iltem 3: Presentation
and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Iltem 4: Presentation and discussion on the
hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and Questions.
8.6/17/2019 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate Director)
Re: June 20, 2019 Public Meeting on the Proposed Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project
9.3/30/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias)
Re: Dryland Levee Project Meeting
10. 5/19/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias) Re:
May 20, 2021 San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency ("SJAFCA") Board Meeting Agenda Item 4.2:
Update- Manteca Dryland levee Extension Project
11. Various letters from Alex Hildebrand

From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 12:57 PM

To: Ryan Curry <ryan.curry@sjafca.org>

Cc: nzarif @sjgov.org <nzarif @sjgov.org>; Rickman, Robert [BOS] <rrickman@sjgov.org>; styrrell@sjgov.org
<styrrell@sjgov.org>; Valenzuela, Maria [BOS] <mariavalenzuela@sjgov.org>; Dhaliwal, Sonny [BOS]
<sdhaliwal@sjgov.org>; Kelly, Beckett [BOS] <bkelly@sjgov.org>; Sanchis, Claudia [BOS] <csanchis@sjgov.org>;
Representative Josh Harder <ca09jh.districtservices@mail.house.gov>; Reyna, Joel <joel.reyna@sen.ca.gov>;
Marc Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; kjorgensen@manteca.gov <kjorgensen@manteca.gov>; Buchman, Fritz
[PW] <fbuchman@sjgov.org>; marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org <marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org>;
CNeudeck@ksninc.com <cneudeck@ksninc.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net <ngmplcs@pacbell.net>;
pamforbus@sbcglobal.net <pamforbus@sbcglobal.net>; Danielle Barney <danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>;
Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov <Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov>; DWR CVFPBQuestions <questions@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Michael. Wright@cvflood.ca.gov <Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov>; Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov
<Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov>; Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov <Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Jit.Dua@cvflood.ca.gov <jit.dua@cvflood.ca.gov>; Hightower, Jeffrey [LAFCO] <jhightower@sjgov.org>; Josh Harris
<jman4595@yahoo.com>; Jacob Harris <jakeh2198@yahoo.com>; Rob Harris <robertjharris@outlook.com>; Marc
Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>

Subject: Email #2: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project Environmental Impact Report - State Clearing P44
House #2022040471: Comment Submission #2 )

Dear Project Team Members,

To begin, | would like to address the comments made to the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk Reduction
Project NOP (ie. Notice of Project).

Once again, | am writing in my limited authority position as co-trustee for Willliam and Lucille Harris
Irrevocable Trust (HIRT).and co-manager of HIRT owned entities affected.
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For reasons beyond my control, for some time now, | have had US Mail that was meant to be directed to
or shared with me diverted to others which has affected my ability to respond to the NOP directly.

Notice of previously sent emails to SIAFCA to consider in determining total cumulative impacts as
previously presented

For this reason, | would like the Project Team Members to consider three letters that | sent in 2021 (as
an authorized representative for Terra Land Group and copied to SJAFCA executive director Chris Elias) as
sufficient information for SJAFCA and associated Team Members to understand the importance for total
scope for the UFRR Project. (see emails included as Attachment #1 (1a, 1b, and 1c) sent to Mark
Niskanen; Reclamation District #17, SIAFCA and others in 2021) (more email letters available upon
request)

Section 4.3 of the UFRR covers cumulative projects (This Martin Harris comment is meant to document
for the record that projects and related impacts stated in the UFRR appear to be understated)_(Martin
Harris recommends revisions to the cumulative impacts analysis to include additional past, present, and
foreseeable future projects within the UFRR that were not fully considered).

1. Over the past 9 years, apparent movement of soil on or to developing UFRR properties has already
affected historic drainage and created back water drainage blockage effects to non-developing
properties proposed in the UFRR to be recharacterized as multi-benefit components in and
adjacent to the proposed project area.

2. Inclusion of all drainage impacts related to City of Ripon planned expansion as documented in
Ripon 2040 General Plan Update (see attachments #2)

3. What appears to be other Projects/Plans that would prove more beneficial when considered along
with the new Martin Harris proposed southerly levee extension alternative directed South to
Perrin Road.

i. Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP) - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of
UFRR Draft EIR document
ii. San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin River, CA Project - Reference table 4-1
pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document
iii. Lower San Joaquin River Urban Protection Project - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-
4 of UFRR Draft EIR document
iv. San Joaquin River Restoration Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR
Draft EIR document
v. Delta Conveyance Project - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR
document
vi. Smith Canal Closure Structure - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR
document
vii. Paradise Cut - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document
viii. CALFED Levee Stability Program - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft
EIR document
ix. Oxbow Preserve - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3 & 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document
x. Agreements to Support Healthy Rivers and Landscapes - Reference table 4-1 pages 4-3
& 4-4 of UFRR Draft EIR document

4. May 23, 2022 NOP comments made by Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board/Source: Appendix "A" of UPRR: Notice of possible regulatory issues with a high potential to
adversely affect future regulatory compliance and unaffordable compliance costs for adjacent

multi-benefit properties outside the UFRR project area.
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a. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Formation of Basin Plan

b. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Construction of Storm Water discharge
permit

c. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 404 permitting

d. Likely regulatory assistance and funding needed for Clean Water Act Section 401 permitting

e. Likely dewatering permitting shall be needed due to back water effects of UFRR

f. Possible NPDES permitting due to high water table and anticipated back water effects of
UPRR

The UFRR Draft EIR Section 4.4 of the document Cumulative Impact Approach to Analysis compels
Martin Harris to propose a Southern UFRR levee extension alternative running South and parallel %
mile West of Airport way along the border of 1860's Federal and Non-Federal surveyed lands
indicating areas considered to be swamp and overflow. (ie. The Martin Harris proposed alternative
appears to be more beneficial and provide better use of sponsor funding) (see attachment #3)

Redetermine the significance of the proposed project's cumulative impacts, as provided for in Section
4.4 of UFRR

With this new proposed South UFRR levee extension alternative in mind, | respectfully request that the
Project Team reevaluate its 3 step cumulative impact process and include the adjacent multi-benefit
components area and Ripon planned urban expansion areas into the proposed project area.

» "Section 4.4 of the UFRR states: First, the extent of the cumulative impacts without the proposed
project was evaluated to determine whether a significant cumulative impact on a resource would exist in
the future. To do so, the combined effects of the past, present, and probable future projects listed in
Table 4-1 were evaluated to determine whether there would be a significant cumulative impact."
(Martin Harris comment: Needs to include all Ripon and adjacent multi-benefit component areas)

¢ "Second, a determination was made regarding whether the proposed project’s incremental
contribution to any significant cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past, current, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines Section
21083)."

¢ "Third, a determination was made as to whether mitigation measures would be required to reduce the
proposed project’s contribution to the cumulative impact to a less-than-considerable level, thus
resulting in a less-than-significant cumulative impact. If not, then the cumulative impact would remain
significant and unavoidable." (Martin Harris comment: The long promised expansion of Paradise Cut
needs to be honored and fulfilled in associated with the estimated 110,000 CFS (plus) high volume San
Joaquin River flows estimates by Dante Nomellini (Reclamation District #17) made to the San Joaquin
County Board of Supervisors with Martin Harris, Ray Quaresma and Chris Neudeck in attendance on
11/7/2017)

Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts take on a much greater importance and is supported by Section 4.1 of the UFRR
which states:

"This chapter describes the CEQA requirements for the analysis of cumulative impacts, the geographic
scope and timeframe for cumulative analysis, existing conditions context for past activities, related
projects, and the potential cumulative impacts the proposed project. As described in Chapter 2, Project
Description, the proposed project would include the construction; O&M of flood risk reduction and
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multi-benefit components in and adjacent to the proposed project area, which are summarized below.
Specifically, the following are the primary components of the proposed project:

1. Fix-in-place improvements with habitat enhancement and revegetation
2. Dryland levee extension

3. Ecosystem restoration at multiple sites

4. Recreational features along the levee system

CEQA requires that an EIR assess the cumulative environmental impacts of a project when the project’s
incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable.” An EIR must assess the cumulative impacts of a project
with respect to past, current, and probable future projects in the region. Section 15355 of the CEQA
Guidelines defines “cumulative effects” as “two or more individual effects that, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” According to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), the purpose of the cumulative impacts discussion is to reflect “the
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence,” and the discussion shall “be guided by the
standards of practicality and reasonableness.”

The CEQA Guidelines further indicate that the discussion of cumulative impacts should include all of the
following information:

¢ "Either (a) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related cumulative impacts or
(b) a summary of projections in an adopted general plan or similar document, or an adopted or certified
environmental document, that described or evaluated conditions contributing to a cumulative impact.

» A discussion of the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect.
¢ A summary of the environmental effects expected to be produced by these projects.

¢ Reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to any significant
cumulative effects."

Chapter 4 includes Section 4.5.11 which states:

"The proposed dryland levee extension would introduce a new levee segment that would redirect flood
flows away from people and property in the proposed project area potentially displacing the water
elsewhere in the proposed project area and vicinity. However, the affected areas would experience in
general 0.1 to 3 feet of inundation that would be temporarily ponded and would reduce in depth and
area over a short period of time (up to 5 days). Therefore, the proposed project's contribution to long-
term cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than considerable."

Martin Harris back water effects comment: (Tuff Boy Sales 2014 and 2018 written objections)

Tuff Boy Sales attorney Michael Babitzke Comments made in a 4/22/2014 Sustainable Communities
Strategies Public Comment letter to SICOG clearly state that objects placed in floodways may result in
backwater effects on upgradient properties.

In this way, Michael Babitzke in 2014 indirectly stated Tuff Boy Sales objections to taking on any more
water at the Tuff Boy 5151 AImondwood location. (see attachment #4 for January 2023 trailer parking
photos at 5151 Almondwood location depicting the effects of rising storm water on site as affected by
heavy rains and impeded percolation issues on sandy soil adjacent to SSJID Drain #11 as it runs along the
North boundary of the Tuff Boy Aimondwood property)
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On 3/7/2018, Josh Harris (Tuff Boy Sales CEQO) wrote a letter to SJAFCA stating concerns about Manteca
flood protection planned changes, including slurry walls, affecting the Tuff Boy Sales 5151 Almondwood
Trailer manufacturing and parking facilities ability to avoid having its operations either; (i) inundated by
higher levels of flood waters during San Joaquin River (and associated tributaries) high river channel flow
events or (ii) impacted by higher levels of ground water affecting the operation (and percolation) of its
2015 NONA permitted storm water ponds due to slurry walls impeding subsurface ground water flows
typical for sandy soil in the region (see attachment #5)

Page 4-16 of the UFRR states:

"The proposed project is consistent with the San Joaquin County General Plan, the cities of Stockton,
Lathrop, and Manteca General Plans and Zoning Codes, as well as regional planning frameworks such as
the Regional Blueprint, 2022 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS), San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (SIMSCP), and the Land Use and
Resources Management Plan (LURMP). Compliance with these policies ensures that the proposed
project would not conflict with adopted plans, zoning, or land use policies. Therefore, although
cumulative projects presented in Table 4-1 in combination with the proposed project would result in a
cumulatively significant impact, the proposed project’s contribution to land use consistency would be
less than cumulatively considerable."

to elevations of back water to unbermed multi-benefit properties).

Did the Project Team consider flood impacts represented to be .1 to 3 feet when considering that in
2017 many South Manteca properties were hiring excavator contractors to install protective flood levee
berms around their properties further impacting potential flood elevations to other non-bermed
properties? If so, where is that information included in the UFRR EIR draft document? (see attachment
#6) (Note: to avoid impacting and raising flood water elevations on our neighbors, Tuff Boy made a
decision not to place protective flood protection berms around its 5151 Almondwood facility in 2017)

Martin Harris comment:

When considering that the City of Manteca’s urban growth is dependent on shared use of Ripon Unified
Public Schools and, Fire and EMS service (Ripon consolidated Fire District’s North Ripon Road Fire station
continues to remain unstaffed), and increased dependency on traffic circulation utilizing West Ripon
Road, | do not see how increased City of Ripon storm water drainage anticipated to be drained by means
of SSJID drainage facilities through the multi-benefit component areas affected by this UFRR project can
be ignored and not included in the UFRR Cumulative Impacts analysis (see attachment #7 for 8/19/2024

email chain detailing public comments to Ripon Planning Department in relation to the City of Ripon
6th

Cycle Housing Element Draft update)

Martin Harris back water effects comment:

Over the past 9 years, local South County Property owners have observed that authorities have allowed
developers to raise the elevation of South City of Manteca Developing Properties in a manner that
already has created drainage blockages and backwater effects on upgradient so called multi-benefit
component UFRR properties as well as those in Reclamation District #2096. (Weatherbee Lake) (see
attachment #8 for levee height raises performed by Reclamation District #17 to the section of existing
Reclamation District #17 levee currently situated along the boundaries of Terra Land Group owned APN
241-330-33 and 241-320-60 (see annotated map showing surveyors documented increases to
elevations attached)

My request for a more expansive Cumulative Impact Approach to analysis is supported by deficiencies in
the UFRR Document which fail to address the Cumulative Impact Approach to Analysis called for in
section 4.4 of the UFRR and the Cumulative Impact Analysis called for in section 4.5.
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Martin Harris call for mitigation comment:

Since it appears that very significant land elevation increases have resulted from development approvals
over the past 9 years, | believe the UFRR is short sided and fails to consider the full extent of probable
future projects that were not included in the cumulative analysis.

| also believe that irreversible back water drainage impacts have already been created by City of
Manteca Urban Expansion (affecting a wide range of multi-benefit component properties both identified
and separated in the UFRR) and are in need of immediate mitigation to offset even higher drainage and
flood inundation impacts when considering the City of Ripon's recently updated General Plan and
planned urban expansion. (see attachment #2)

Forms of relief being considered by local authorities that appear to be most likely to be implemented
in association with the Martin Harris newly proposed UFRR Draft EIR Southern levee extension
alternative running South and parallel % mile West of Airport way along the border of 1860's Federal
and Non-Federal Surveyed lands separating Federal Surveyed Areas from swamp and overflow and
extending to the San Joaquin River (USACE 404 permitted) levee in the area close to Perrin Road

1. 1000' weir proposed by KSN and discussed with Reclamation District 2075 (RD 2075) on West side
of the San Joaquin River (Left Bank) in the areas able to feed. (i) Banta Carbona Irrigation District;
and (ii) Paradise cut expanded volume canal.

2. Potentially re-routing Reclamation District 2075 and 2064 McMullin water rights delivery
channel to convey water to its districts with primary RD 2075 delivery running parallel to Perrin
Road and directed towards the proposed weir and a secondary delivery conveyance system
allowing sustainable water deliveries to Walthall Slough and District farm properties receiving
water from the water delivery canal running along and parallel to Manteca Road.

3. Brocchini Cut: mitigating high water flows in the Stanislaus River by bypassing water through the
McMullin water rights delivery channel (RD 2075/ RD 2064) to and through Reclamation District
2075 to an outlet that can both feed and align with San Joaquin River discharges to the 1000' weir
and to Banta Carbona and/or Paradise Cut. (see attachment #9)

4. Omission of Turtle Beach Relief Cut: the UFRR appears to completely negate and omit any future
use of the Turtle Beach USACE Levee Flood Prevention Relief Cut in Reclamation District 2096.
Proposed changes to location and direction of the RD 2075 McMullin water delivery channel to
the right bank of the San Joaquin River opposite the 1000' weir outlet area allowing drainage into
the San Joaquin River opposite to the Banta Carbona Irrigation District water intake location shall
best allow to mitigate for the omission of the Turtle Beach Levee Relief cut high River flow relief
drainage option previously utilized by Reclamation District #17 to mitigate flood water inundation
pressures to the so-called adjacent multi-benefit components area properties targeted to be
subjected to back-water effects of Lathrop and Manteca urban expansion.

Executive Summary and Environmental settling concerns: | will make Martin Harris levee extension
alternative placement comparisons to beneficial uses and reduced cumulative impacts as compared to
those offered in the UFRR in my next email which will focus on UFRR sections titled_Executive Summary
and Environmental Settings.

Thank you,

Martin Harris
801 Bogarin Lane
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Ripon, CA 95366

(former residence before 2017 levee breach and associated flood evacuation: 22911 Oleander, Manteca,
CA)

Other references:

1. 2/7/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to LAFCO (James Glaser) Re:
February 8, 2018 Meeting San Joaquin Couty Local Agency Formation Commission Agenda Items
4: Amendment to the City of Manteca Sphere of Influence (LAFC 01-18); and item 5: Griffen Park
Reorganization to the City of Manteca (LAFC 26-15)

2.2/26/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment.

3. 3/5/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #2

4.3/8/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SIAFCA (Juan Neira) Re:
January 2018 San Joaquin River Basin Lower San Joaquin, CA FINAL Integrated Interim Feasibility
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report: Public Review and
Comment #3

5. 7/2/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (John Cain/Conservation
Director) Re: July 11, 2018 Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project:
Agenda Items 2: Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project;
Item 3: Presentation and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Item 4: Presentation and
discussion on the hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and
Questions.

6.6/18/2108 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to Tri-Dam Project Board of
Directors Re: June 21, 2018 Regular Board Meeting of the Tri-Dam Project of the Oakdale Irrigation
District and the South San Joaquin Irrigation District, Agenda Item 5: Possible Spring Operations on
the Stanislaus River

7.7/16/2018 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate Director)
Re: Follow-Up to Request for Stakeholder Input Relating to the Recently-Conducted July 11, 2018
Public Meeting Regarding the Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project: Agenda Items 2:
Presentation and discussion on the proposed Paradise Cut Expansion Project; Item 3: Presentation
and discussion of draft existing conditions report; Iltem 4: Presentation and discussion on the
hydraulic model analysis of the proposed project; and Item 5: Discussions and Questions.

8.6/17/2019 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to: (i) San Joaquin River
County Resource Conservation District and (ii) American Rivers (Aysha Massell/Associate Director)
Re: June 20, 2019 Public Meeting on the Proposed Paradise Cut Bypass Expansion Project

9. 3/30/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias)

Re: Dryland Levee Project Meeting

10. 5/19/2021 letter from Terra Land Group representative Martin Harris to SJAFCA (Chris Elias) Re:
May 20, 2021 San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency ("SJAFCA") Board Meeting Agenda Item 4.2:
Update- Manteca Dryland levee Extension Project
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11. Various letters from Alex Hildebrand

From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2026 12:50 PM

To: Ryan Curry <ryan.curry@sjafca.org>

Cc: nzarif @sjgov.org <nzarif @sjgov.org>; Rickman, Robert [BOS] <rrickman@sjgov.org>; styrrell@sjgov.org
<styrrell@sjgov.org>; Valenzuela, Maria [BOS] <mariavalenzuela@sjgov.org>; Dhaliwal, Sonny [BOS]
<sdhaliwal@sjgov.org>; Kelly, Beckett [BOS] <bkelly@sjgov.org>; Sanchis, Claudia [BOS] <csanchis@sjgov.org>;
Representative Josh Harder <ca09jh.districtservices@mail.house.gov>; Reyna, Joel <joel.reyna@sen.ca.gov>;
Marc Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; kjorgensen@manteca.gov <kjorgensen@manteca.gov>; Buchman, Fritz
[PW] <fbuchman@sjgov.org>; marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org <marlinda.martinez@sjgov.org>;
CNeudeck@ksninc.com <cneudeck@ksninc.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net <ngmplcs@pacbell.net>;
pamforbus@sbcglobal.net <pamforbus@sbcglobal.net>; Danielle Barney <danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>;
Karim.Kentfield@doj.ca.gov <Karim.Kentfield @doj.ca.gov>; DWR CVFPBQuestions <questions@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Michael. Wright@cvflood.ca.gov <Michael Wright@cvflood.ca.gov>; Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov
<Andrea.Buckley@cvflood.ca.gov>; Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov <Yiguo.Liang@cvflood.ca.gov>;
Jit.Dua@cvflood.ca.gov <jit.dua@cvflood.ca.gov>; Hightower, Jeffrey [LAFCO] <jhightower@sjgov.org>; Josh Harris
<jman4595@yahoo.com>; Jacob Harris <jakeh2198 @yahoo.com>; Rob Harris <robertjharris@outlook.com>; Marc
Nolan <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>

Subject: Email #1: Opening Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project Environmental Impact Report - State Clearing
House #2022040471: Comment Submission #1 P4-5

Dear Project Team Members,

Background information related to UFRR comments being submitted in three or more emails

After repeated actions by my William and Lucille Harris Trust Estate co-trustees, co-manager, and
business partners that has impeded my involvement, | contacted Josh Harder and Jerry McNerney's
offices to assist me in gaining my right to participation in the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk Reduction
Project Draft EIR public comment process and | am thankful for their assistance.

Limited Authority:

To set the frame work that | will be commenting within, it is important that | advise you that | am writing
in my limited authority position as a minority co-trustee for the William & Lucille Harris Irrevocable Trust
(HIRT) and co-manager of HIRT owned entities affected by the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk
Reduction Project. Please accept this email #1 as my first of 3 or more total emails that | plan on
submitting.

Comments to include a proposed alternative levee extension routing to address unconsidered projects
& effect on cumulative impacts.

Also please be advised that due to additional cumulative impacts for known projects that were not
considered in the circulated Draft UFRR (City of Ripon planned Urban Expansion), my total collective
group of email comments shall include an alternative levee extension routing & provisions to guard
against uncontrolled urbanization to ensure full funding support from all project federal & state
sponsors.
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Background information related to Martin Harris
My name is Martin Harris. | am 73 years old, graduated from Cal Poly with an engineering degree and
had the pleasure of working side by side with my parents (William and Lucille Harris) for over 50 years.

My Father (William Harris) passed away in October 2012. Following his death, | became concerned
about a number of suspect issues affecting: (i) our family property boundaries, (ii) lack of notice to City
of Manteca meetings affecting our family properties, (iii) apparent lost 80,000# Truck Vehicle and EMS
response access rights to Terra Land Group owned parcels 241-330-32, 241-330-33 and 241-320-60. (see
attachment #1 for 3/24/2014 letter to Manteca Planning Commission detailing my efforts to both
understand and correct the growing list of suspect issues confronting me)

As a result, in 2014, Lucille Harris and | hired Lee Smith (Weintraub-Tobin) law firm to assist me in
dealing with the issues identified in my 3/24/2014 letter to the Manteca Planning Commission. (see
attachments for vehicle access and other water mitigation issues as presented to local authorities)

In 1997, both my home and business were flooded:
| have strong recollections and opinions, and engineering backed knowledge on 1955, 1997 and 2017
San Joaquin River high water channel flows that affected the Lathrop and South Manteca areas.

February 2017 Martin Harris Reclamation District 2075 Levee Watch Patrolling Experiences

In February 2017, | volunteered for late night mobile vehicle watch patrol to Reclamation District 2075
levees looking for boils in the area known as the Pocket (totaling 800 acres) which was in the area that
beached on January 7, 1997 and a few days after my watch that same general area of the levee
breached again on February 20, 2017. Please note that on the night of my watch, the San Joaquin River
was flowing at 40,600 CFS and well below the 52,000 CFS original design capacity set when upstream
reservoirs (Melones and Don Pedro) were reconstructed.

What | remember most, was how spongy the levee was to drive on which | suspect was what the UFRR
Draft Environmental Impact Report document describes as a point nearing liquidifaction. The spongy.
status of the levee experienced during_ my levee watch patrol resulted in my immediate resignation the
following day over safety concerns.

| reported this to RD 2075 Board Members Brian Mizuno and Ray Quaresma and followed that
statement by informing them that due to safety concerns, | was not interested in driving on that levee
again.

It appears that January 2023 high water flows and erosion (especially in the area that the Stanislaus
and San Joaquin Rivers converge) and resulting sedimentation have further reduced channel capacity
and created a higher potential for RD 2075 levee liquidifaction and levee failures.

With high water flows once again running down the San Joaquin River channel in January 2023, | suspect
that continuing erosion to the levees and resulting sedimentation has further reduced San Joaquin River
channel flow capacity and increased chances for levee breaches in areas protecting RD 2075 and other
affected properties.

In 2010, Lathrop Manteca Rural Fire Department Emergency Medical Responders rushed to my south
Manteca Rural home and provided critical care to my 2 year old granddaughter who had stopped

As a result, | am supportive of our emergency medical care responders and have attended many local
and county authority public meetings as well as responded with detailed comments to environment
comment solicitations from local and State and Federal authorities.
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Staffing the currently unstaffed Ripon North Ripon Fire Station?

| am also strongly in favor of staffing the Ripon (North Ripon Road) unstaffed fire station and ensuring
that all development provides for adequate medical emergency response services and proper storm
water retention and safe drainage. This station staffing is necessary to lessen and separate the City of
Ripon's dependency on requiring Fire and EMS responses by the City of Manteca.

Other Shared services involving Manteca and Ripon

Adding to my concerns that a more thorough cumulative impact analysis is necessary. Please be advised
that both Ripon and Manteca also: (i) share pubic school educational services by designating Urban
Areas of South Manteca be accepted and enrolled with the Ripon Unified School District; and (ii) share
drainage facilities operated by SSJID which drain into the multi-benefit component areas in or adjacent
to the UFRR project.

First time ever, | have been fired

In 2024, my 2 sons, Joshua & Jacob Harris along with myself were all fired from Tuff Boy (5151
Almondwood, Manteca) in what appears to be an effort to break up the trust(s) that my parents
(William & Lucille Harris) created. As the former Risk manager (including operations Flood Safety and
Storm Water NONA Permit management) for Tuff Boy Sales, my termination has resulted in various
employee workplace, vehicle safety & drainage safety compliance concerns being reported internally
and to state authorities.

Excerpts from a recent letter that deserves a fair and equitable level of attention

"Hello everyone,

Email communication in favor of performing a flood and stormwater drainage environmental review
investigation of Tuff Boy Sales Inc (TBS) and HIRT Trustees for prejudicial shared services actions
involving properties in low elevation areas prone to flooding that appears shall unequitably benefit
majority control stakeholders while disadvantaging other beneficial and minority interests affected by
those prejudicial shared services actions.

It appears Water Under the Bridge is a problem for Manteca: (and Tuff Boy)_
On Friday, November 21, 2021, the Manteca Bulletin published a front page News Article titled "Water
Under the Bridge is a Problem for Manteca."

French camp outlet study accepted by SSJID in 2021 is getting a city of Manteca relook at conclusions:

"The South San Joaquin Irrigation District — that owns and maintains the outlet canal that they have
allowed much of the city to drain into — more than six years ago noted a need to address outlet capacity
based on Manteca’s continued growth.

The city agreed and a hydrology study was done to determine what improvements were needed.

The study was completed in 2021. The SSJID accepted the study but the city wanted to relook
at the conclusions. That is as far as the outlet study apparently got in terms of devising a game plan
and then implementing it.

It is important to remember the French Camp outlet was designed and built to address agricultural needs
only when Manteca had less than 2,000 residents.
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That means it was designed only to handle any excessive flows from canals during the irrigation as well
as runoff in the wet season that makes its way into the canals when there are no irrigation water
deliveries.”

Martin Harris comment #1/No "Project Authorization" was requested or approved in an email sent

by W/L Harris Irrevocable Family Trust (HIRT)_Majority control trustees on 2/21/2025, HIRT Majority

control trustees responded and stated:

“I’'ve had some time to reflect on the comments you, Martin Harris (minority control trustee) made at
yesterday’s meeting. You expressed a belief that the 800+ letters that were generated as part of your

company-funded letter-writing campaigns had great value.

More than two years ago, after numerous opportunities to view your work products, and after

hearing the expert opinions of real estate attorneys and land use consultants, The HIRT majority control
interests clearly stated that we believe your past letters and “informational” campaigns were unhelpful
and, on balance, counterproductive.

That’s why the HIRT majority control interests voted in July 2021 to prohibit trustee spending and the use
of company names for your unauthorized campaigns, and why, in 2024, we formally restated the limits of
an individual co-manager’s power in our memorandum titled “Reminder: Terms of Operating
Agreements and Laws Governing California Corporations” (attachment upon request)

Martin Harris response

Due to what appears to be a defective Tuff Boy Sales/HIRT/WLHFT shared services agreement (OASSA)
executed only by HIRT majority control interests in 2023, and considering that those majority control
interests are paid employees of Tuff Boy Sales, | can't help but question: Where will the liability fall for
any breaches of fiduciary duty due to management actions and/or non-actions? By TBS? By HIRT? Or by
one or more of the HIRT owned LLCs?

The French Camp outlet is the lowest elevation of the three outlets the SSJID operates

“The French Camp outlet is one of three outlets the SSJID operates.

It is also the lowest elevation outlet and the one that essentially drains the most land in the district
including its biggest urbanized area — Manteca except for the southwest portion of the city.

The city is currently working on an effort to send runoff water from southwest Manteca to the San
Joaquin River at a point to the west of the Oakwood Shores gated community. That outlet project, when
it first surfaced more than eight years ago and before southwest Manteca development took off, carried
a 514 million price tag.

Until the outlet is in place, excessive water from the storm basins in southwest Manteca flows into a
temporary retention basin developers put in place.

Compounding the problem in southwest Manteca is the water table in various locations is as high as
three feet.”

Martin Harris comment #2/Two key points that need to be considered in relation to the majority
control interests decision to prohibit letter writing campaigns which ultimately resulted in
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restating the limits on managers powers (and apparent increases to liabilities affecting both Tuff Boy
and the Trust(s)).

1. See 11/13/2023 email sent by Martin Harris detailing a July 1, 2021 meeting with HIRT attorney
Chris Engh and how the trustees are to avoid conflicts of interest. The email goes on to detail @
November 9, 2023 meeting (conducted by our consultant) and calls out certain majority control
trustees conflicts of interests and the need of those trustees to recuse herself on voting for any
issues that may serve to benefit those trustees personal property development interests.
(attachment available upon request)

800 letters and still no flood and drainage relief in sight

Clearly the drainage challenges facing the French Camp outlet canal (as addressed in many
of the 800 letters that Tuff Boy management under the watch of consultants and majority
control interests blocked my access and ability to utilize during the time that the SSJID
French Camp Outlet Study was performed in 2021) are in need of further investigation and
review, including those purported conflicts of interest detailed in the 11/13/23 email to
ensure that TLG property rights are properly defended and protected. Most important, |
believe that TLG's ability to protect its right to vehicle access, legally recorded boundaries,
surface water, ground water, and protection from flood impacts that clearly look to be
increased by San Joaquin River channel drainage flow impedances caused by increasing
amounts of storm water runoff from the developing areas both North and South of TLG
APN's #241-330-32, 241-330-33, + 241-320-60 (as well as Tuff Boy properties APN 226-060-
13, 14, 15,16,17,18) which appears to have been negatively affected by the majority control
interests July 2021 order blocking co-managers power and abilities to defend TLG and other
HIRT and WLHFT Trust property rights. (ie. WLHP, WLHR, MGR, SRH, WLHFT) | do not believe
that it was William and Lucille Harris' intention when they wrote the Operating Agreements
to block co-managers power to defend our family's property rights. (attachment upon
request)

2. As a TLG LLC manager, Section 5.4 of the Operating Agreement grants managers conditional
liability protections and specifically states:

5.4 Performance of Duties; Liability of Manager. A Manager shall not be liable to the Company or
to any Member for any loss or damage sustained by the Company or any Member, unless the loss
or damage shall have been the result of fraud, deceit, gross negligence, reckless or intentional
misconduct, or a knowing violation of law by the Manager. The Manager shall perform their
managerial duties in good faith, in a manner they reasonably believe to be in the best interests
of the Company and its Members, and with such care, including reasonable inquiry, as an
ordinarily prudent person in a like position would use under similar circumstances. A Manager
who so performs the duties of Manager shall not have any liability by reason of being or having
been a Manager of the Company.

In performing their duties, the Manager shall be entitled to rely on information, opinions, reports,
or statements, including financial statements and other financial data, of the following persons or
groups unless they have knowledge concerning the matter in question that would cause such
reliance to be unwarranted and provided that the Manager acts in good faith and after reasonable
inquiry when the need therefor is indicated by the circumstances:

Section 5.4 also indirectly calls attention to managers/trustees duty to take protective action
in the event a conflicted officer/manager/trustee fails to recuse themselves

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane 14 2427



Letter P4

2/3/26, 1:49 PM Re: Email #4: Public Comment - UFRR Draft EIR - Rachael Carnes - Outlook

| believe that fiduciary duty to recuse themselves in the event of a conflict applies as is provided
for in all HIRT owned LLC Operating Agreements and justifies my managerial right and duty to take
corrective action.

5.10 B_Limitations on Powers of Manage Subject to Section 5.3B and any restrictions imposed

by the Manager, any officer, acting alone, is authorized to endorse checks, drafts, and other
evidences of indebtedness made payable to the order of the Company, but only for the purpose of
deposit into the Company’s accounts. All checks, drafts, and other instruments

obligating the Company to pay money in an amount less than TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($10,000)
may be signed by any one officer, acting alone. All checks, drafts, and other instruments

obligating the Company to pay money in an amount of TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($10,000) or
more must be signed on behalf of the Company by any two (2) officers acting together. Any two
(2) officers acting together, shall be authorized to sign contracts and obligations on behalf

of the Company

Other limitations on Power of manager

Section 5.3 B. Limitations on Power of Manager. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this
Agreement, the Manager shall not have authority hereunder to cause the Company to engage
in the following transactions without first obtaining the affirmative vote or written consent of a
Majority Interest (or such greater Percentage Interests set forth below) of the Members:

(i) The sale, exchange or other disposition of all, or substantially all, of the Company’s assets
occurring as part of a single transaction or plan, or in multiple transactions over a twelve (12)
month period, except in the orderly liquidation and winding up of the business of the Company
upon its duly authorized dissolution, shall require the affirmative vote or written consent of
Members holding at least seventy-five percent (75%) in Percentage Interests;

(ii) The merger of the Company with another limited liability company or limited partnership
shall require the unanimous affirmative vote or written consent of the Manager Member and a
majority affirmative vote or written consent of the Members; provided in no event shall a Member
be required to become a general partner in a merger with a limited partnership without his
express written consent or unless the agreement of merger provides each Member

with the dissenter’s rights described in the Act;

(iii) The merger of the Company with a corporation or a general partnership or other Person
shall require the affirmative vote or written consent of the Manager Members and a majority
affirmative vote or written consent of the Members;

(iv) The establishment of different classes of Members;
(v) An alteration of the primary purpose or business of the Company as set forth in Section 2.7;

(vi) Transactions between the Company and one or more of the Manager or Members or one or
more of any Manager’s or Member’s Affiliates, or transactions in which one or more Managers or
Members, or one or more of any Manager’s or Member’s Affiliates, has a material financial
interest;

(vii)  Without limiting subsection (vi), the lending of money by the Company to any Manager,
Member, or officer;

(viii)  Any act which would make it impossible to carry on the ordinary business of the Company;
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(ix) The confession of a judgment against the Company;

(x) To file a bankruptcy petition on behalf of the Company; and

(xi) Any other transaction described in this Agreement as requiring the vote, consent, or
approval of the Members.

Question: What liabilities are being created, and what insurance coverage protections are in place
to protect all beneficial interests that may be affected? What conflicts does TBS have when
considering its fiduciary duties to HIRT as required by its role under the TBS/HIRT/WLHFT/SRH
shared services agreements?

Lack of an adopted project for either the Oakwood Lake outlet or improving the French Camp outlet

"High tides can undermine ability of outlet to move water while the city has been able to make sure
developers put in place storm

retention basins in addition to storm drains on their dime, the lack of an adopted project for

either the proposed Oakwood Lake outlet or improving the French Camp Outlet means growth likely isn’t
covering the financial impact of infrastructure costs that will be needed to move storm runoff from
neighborhoods they build to the San Joaquin River.

There is also another limiting factor that comes with the city’s storm runoff basically joining the San
Joaquin River to a point northwest of the community of French Camp.

High tides can push up water levels in the Delta.
The is what happened when high tide occurred during a substantial period of rainfall in January of 2023.
Water lingered in some retention basins close to a week following the last rain drop.

Keep in mind, Manteca represents only a small sliver of the San Joaquin and Sacramento River basins
that drain into the Delta.

It also needs to account for its geographic location as being at the river’s lowest point of elevation when
it reaches the Delta after collecting runoff in the 1,195 square miles of the San Joaquin River basin"

https://www.mantecabulletin.com/news/local-news/water-under-the-bridge-is-problem-for-manteca/

To better understand the continuing issues affecting the Terra Land Group 230 acre property (ie. APN
#241-320-60, 241-330-32 and 241-330-33), please see attachments 1,2,3 and 4 for continuing issues
complicated by developers interactions with the City of Manteca and SSJID prior to

Martin Harris involvement in 2014 that continue to be unresolved today (2025)) (Also see attachment #5
for 27 each HIRT owned LLC entity property ownership list.) (Note: 18 of those properties situated in
flood prone areas along the South Delta and currently used for farming, residences and
commercial/industrial purposes)

| am happy to meet and discuss.

Thank you,
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Martin Harris
801 Bogarin Lane
Ripon, CA 95366

(former residence before 2017 levee breach and associated flood evacuation: 22911 Oleander, Manteca,
CA)

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane 14 27127



3. Comments and Responses

Letter P4 Martin Harris, Manteca William & Lucille Harris Irrevocable Trust (HIRT)
Response  February 2, 2026

A total of six attachments were provided to this e-mail. These attachments are included in Appendix A of
the Final EIR and do not address the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR therefore no responses are
required. In addition, this e-mail also notes “other references” that are not related to any significant
impacts of the Project; therefore, no response is required.

Response to Comment P4-1

The comment addresses the merits of the proposed project and does not address the adequacy or content
of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. It will be included as part of the record for the
proposed project.

Response to Comment P4-2

The comment addresses the merits of the proposed project and does not address the adequacy or content
of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. It will be included as part of the record for the
proposed project.

Response to Comment P4-3

See responses to Letter P3.

Response to Comment P4-4

See responses to Letter P2.

Response to Comment P4-5

See Responses to Letter P1.
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Letter P5

From: Lori Mackey <lorimackey@me.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 28, 2026 4:06 PM

To: Ryan Curry <Ryan.Curry@sijafca.org>; Lloyd Mackey <lloydmackey@gmail.com>; Lori Mackey
<lorimackey@me.com>

Subject: OBJECTION of levee alignment: 5451 E. Fig Avenue

San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency

2800 W March Ln Suite 200

Stockton, CA 95219

Dear Mr. Curry and SJAFCA Representatives,

On behalf of Brocchini Family Partnership, - ourselves, Lori and Lloyd Mackey - we
are writing to formally express that we do NOT agree with the proposed levee
alignment as currently depicted in your materials.

The attached image illustrates our parcels (outlined in yellow), with the proposed levee
footprint shown as the black line with shaded blue area. As shown, the proposed
levee alignment runs directly behind our residence, creating a significant and
unnecessary impact on our home, our privacy, use of property, and long-term
enjoyment of the land.

We respectfully request that SUAFCA reconsider the alignment and evaluate an
alternative route that places the levee along the northern boundary (rear) of our
property, as indicated by the yellow line to the north. This alternative alignment would
still achieve flood protection objectives while substantially reducing adverse impacts to
an existing residence and minimizing disruption to our family’s property.

Our family has been long-term landowners and stewards of this property, and we are
committed to working collaboratively with SUAFCA toward a solution that balances flood
protection needs with reasonable property impacts. However, the current proposed
alignment is not acceptable to us in its present form.

We appreciate your consideration of this request and welcome the opportunity to meet
on-site or discuss potential alternatives in more detail.

Sincerely,

Lori Brocchini Mackey
Brocchini Family Partnership
5451 E. Fig Avenue
Manteca, CA 95337
209-601-8236
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3. Comments and Responses

Letter P5 Lori Brocchini Mackey, Brocchini Family Partnership
Response January 28, 2026

Response to Comment P5-1

The comment addresses the merits of the proposed project and does not address the adequacy or content
of the Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. It will be included as part of the record for the

proposed project.
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CHAPTER 4
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

4.1 Introduction

Public Resources Code section 21081.6 and section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines require public
agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency
whenever approval involves the adoption of either a mitigated negative declaration or specified
environmental findings related to environmental impact reports.

The following is the MMRP for the Mossdale Tract Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project (proposed
project). The intent of the MMRP is to track and successfully implement the mitigation measures
identified within the EIR for the proposed project. The EIR includes the Draft EIR, as revised in the
Final EIR.

4.2 Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures are taken from the proposed project EIR and are assigned the same number as in
the EIR. The MMRP describes the actions that must take place to implement each mitigation measure, the
timing of those actions, and the entities responsible for implementing and monitoring the actions.

4.3 MMRP Table

The components of the attached table, which contains applicable mitigation measures, are addressed briefly,
below.

Mitigation Measure: All mitigation measures that were identified in the proposed project EIR are
presented, and numbered accordingly.

Component: This column identifies the relevant component of the proposed project to which the
mitigation measure applies, using the following abbreviations:

e Flood Risk Reduction Components — FRR

e Ecosystem Restoration Sites 13, 14, and 16 — RS
e  Other Multi-Benefit Components — MB

e All Project Components - ALL

Action(s): For every mitigation measure, one or more actions are described. The actions delineate the
means by which the mitigation measures will be implemented, and, in some instances, the criteria for
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

determining whether a measure has been successfully implemented. Where mitigation measures are
particularly detailed, the action may refer back to the measure.

Implementing Party: This item identifies the entity that will undertake the required action; this may be
SJAFCA or some other responsible party.

Timing: Implementation of the action must occur prior to or during some part of project approval, project
design or construction or on an ongoing basis. The timing for each measure is identified.

Monitoring and Reporting Party: The SJAFCA is primarily responsible for ensuring that mitigation
measures are successfully implemented and monitored.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

MossSDALE TRACT URBAN FLOOD RISk REDUCTION PROJECT MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM

TABLE 4-1

Monitoring and

Mitigation Measure Component(s) Action(s) Implementing Party Timing Reporting Party
3.2 Aesthetics

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3 (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Ensure that all temporary lighting used for security of the Contractor During construction activities. SJAFCA
SJAFCA shall require its construction contractors to ensure that all temporary lighting used for security of the staging areas is shielded or directed away from nearby

staging areas is shielded or directed away from nearby residences to avoid or minimize any direct residences.

illumination onto light-sensitive receptors located outside of the proposed project area.

3.3 Agriculture Resources

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Adhering Adhere to the requirements of the San Joaquin County Multi- SJAFCA Prior to any proposed project SJAFCA
Permanent conversion of Important Farmland shall be mitigated by adhering to the requirements of the San Species Habitat C_onservatlon and Oper) Space Plan, as V\{ell activity that wogld result in the

Joaguin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan, as well as other local as othgr Ioc.:al ordinances, related to agricultural conservation loss or conversion of Important

ordinances, related to agricultural conservation and mitigation. Specifically, any loss or conversion of and mitigation. Farmland.

Important Farmland due to implementation of the proposed project shall be mitigated by preserving other Acquire agricultural conservation easements or contribute

Important Farmland of equal or greater value in perpetuity by acquiring an agricultural conservation funds to a land trust or other entity qualified to preserve

easement, or by contributing funds to a land trust or other entity qualified to preserve Important Farmland in Important Farmland in perpetuity at a ratio of 1:1.

perpetuity at a ratio of 1:1.

3.4 Air Quality

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Develop and submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Contractor Prior to, during and following SJAFCA

Before starting onsite construction activities, construction contractors shall be required to submit a
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the SJAFCA for review and approval. The Plan shall
state, in reasonable detail, how the contractor will achieve fleet reduction of 20 percent in NOx emissions
over the statewide fleet average. The Plan shall rely on any combination of the following measures to meet
this requirement:

1. Engine Requirements. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for more than
20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:

a. Electric powered portable equipment, such as generators, shall be used. If electricity is not available to
power portable equipment, propane or natural gas-powered generators shall be used.

b. Electric engines shall be used for all equipment that is commercially available (i.e., inventory is
available for the contractor team to rent or buy at the time needed based on the construction schedule)
as plug-in or battery-electric equipment during each construction phase and activity.

c. Engines that cannot be electrically powered must meet or exceed either U.S. EPA or CARB Tier 4
Final off-road emission standards.

d. Engines shall be fueled with alternative fuels as commercially available during each construction
phase and activity. This may include biodiesel, natural gas, propane, hydrogen fuel cell, and electricity.

e. Any other control technology available in the future may be included in the Plan as substitutions for the
above items a—d, provided that it can be documented that (1) the technology would result in
comparable NOX emissions reductions and (2) it would not increase other pollutant emissions or result
in other additional impacts, such as noise. This may include new alternative fuels or engine technology
for off-road equipment (such as electric or hydrogen fuel cell equipment) that is not available as of
2022.

2. Emissions Estimates. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a
description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. The description
may include, but is not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number,
expected fuel type (e.g., diesel, gasoline, electric, propane, natural gas), and hours of operation.

The Plan shall also include an updated calculation of expected annual construction NOX emissions. The
Plan shall document the project’s performance in relation to the threshold of 10 tons of NOX per year.

3. Reporting. After start of construction activities, the contractor shall submit biannual reports to the

SJAFCA documenting compliance with the Plan. The biannual reports shall include a calculation of NOX

emissions for all construction activities completed prior to the biannual report for all phases of
construction completed. Emissions shall be reported in tons per year for each calendar year.

Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the contractor shall submit to the SUIAFCA
a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates
and duration of each construction phase (or Reach and Activity). For each phase, the report shall
include detailed information required above. The report shall also include a final inventory of NOX
emissions for all construction activities completed. Emissions shall be reported in average daily pounds
(for each construction period during each calendar year) and total tons per calendar year.

Plan to the SJAFCA for review and approval. Incorporate
requirements into construction contract specifications and
certify compliance.

Submit biannual reports that document compliance with the
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Submit final report
summarizing activities at construction completion.

completion of construction.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure

Component(s)

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring and
Reporting Party

4. Certification Statement and Onsite Requirements. Prior to commencing construction activities, SUAFCA
shall certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been
incorporated into contract specifications.

3.6 Biological Resources - Terrestrial

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1a (FRR/RS/MB):

Before SJAFCA initiates any work in the proposed project area, including grading, a qualified biologist would
conduct mandatory contractor/worker awareness training for all construction (FRR/RS/MB) and operations
(MB) personnel. It would be provided to brief them on the need to avoid effects on sensitive biological
resources (e.g., riparian habitat, special-status species, wetlands and other sensitive biological communities)
and the penalties for not complying with permit requirements. The biologist would inform all construction
personnel about the life history of special-status species, including but not limited to VELB, Swainson’s
hawk, riparian brush rabbit, northwestern pond turtle, burrowing owl, MBTA species, bats, and special-status
plants with potential for occurrence on the site, the importance of maintaining habitat and the terms and any
applicable regulatory permit conditions.

The training would also cover the restrictions and guidelines that must be followed by all personnel to reduce
or avoid effects on sensitive biological communities and special-status species during project construction.
The crew leader would be responsible for ensuring that crew members adhere to the guidelines and
restrictions. Educational training would be conducted for new personnel as they are brought on the job.
General restrictions and guidelines for vegetation and wildlife that must be followed by personnel include the
life history and status and of special-status species and their habitat, how to identify these species and their
habitats (e.g., nesting, roosting and foraging habitat, elderberry shrubs, and riparian habitat), what to do if
these species are encountered during proposed project construction activities and explain the state and
federal laws pertaining to them and the possible penalties for non-compliance.

FRR/RS/MB

Conduct mandatory biological resource awareness training for
all construction and operations personnel.

Ensure that all construction personnel adhere to guidelines and
restrictions.

Contractor
Qualified Biologist.

Contractor

Prior to and during construction
activities.

SJAFCA

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1b (FRR/MB):

SJAFCA shall implement the following measures to avoid and minimize effects on Crotch’s bumble bee for
construction (FRR/MB) and O&M (MB) activities as long as Crotch’s bumble bee is considered a CESA
candidate species or is listed under CESA:

a. Pre-Activity Nest Survey. If ground-disturbing activities will occur during the nesting season (February 1
through October 31) in an area with burrows, a pre-activity nest survey shall be conducted within
30 days of initiation of activities to evaluate whether an active nest is present within work areas. Bee
identification shall be documented using photos of bees taken from multiple angles. Only approved
biologists are allowed to handle, capture, or net bees if needed for identification, as described in the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 2023 Survey Considerations for California Endangered
Species Act Candidate Bumble Bee Species, or most recent version.

b. Nest Avoidance. If an active Crotch’s bumble bee nest is detected within a work area, an avoidance
buffer of 100 feet (30.5 meters) shall be established. The buffer may be reduced if determined by a
qualified biologist that, based on bee behavior, a reduced buffer will not affect nesting individuals.
Ground-disturbing activities shall avoid active nests during the Crotch’s bumble bee nesting period
(February 1 through October 31), to the maximum extent feasible, or until the nest is determined to no
longer be active by a qualified biologist.

c. Consultation. If impacts cannot be feasibly avoided and construction could result in potential direct or
indirect impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee and/or occupied habitats, SJAFCA shall consult with CDFW to
ensure compliance with the California Endangered Species Act, which may include obtaining a “take”
permit (e.g., CESA Section 2081 Incidental take Permit from CDFW).

FRR/MB (construction
activities) and MB
(operation and
maintenance activities)

Conduct preconstruction nest surveys for the presence of
Crotch’s bumble bee.

Establish buffer of 100 feet (30.5 meters) if active nest is
identified. Avoid identified nest during nesting period (February
1 through October 31) to the maximum extent feasible or until
nest is determined to no longer be active.

Consult with CDFW to ensure compliance with CESA if
impacts cannot be feasibly avoided.

SJAFCA
Qualified Biologist

Contractor
Qualified Biologist

SJAFCA

30 days before initiation of
ground disturbing activities that
occur February 1 through
October 31.

If nest is identified in work area
when conducting ground
disturbing activities February 1
through October 31.

Prior to indirect or direct
impacts that cannot be feasibly
avoided.

SJAFCA

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1c (FRR/RS/MB):

During construction (FRR/RS/MB) and operational (MB) activities SJAFCA shall implement the measures
included in the Framework for Assessing Impacts to the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS 2017;
see Appendix E to the Draft EIR) to reduce effects on valley elderberry longhorn beetle. The framework
includes avoidance and minimization measures for shrubs that would not be transplanted within 50 meters of
the proposed project, methodologies for transplanting of shrubs, and methodologies for compensatory
mitigation guidance for removed habitat.

FRR/RS/MB

Implement measures included in the Framework for Assessing
Impacts to the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS
2017).

Contractor

During construction
(FRR/RS/MB) and operational
(MB) activities.

SJAFCA
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Mitigation Measure Component(s)

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring and
Reporting Party

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1d (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB (construction

SJAFCA shall implement the following measures to reduce effects on nesting Swainson’s hawks during activities) and MB
construction (FRR/RS/MB) and O&M (MB) activities. (operation and

) . ) . maintenance activities)
a. Breeding Season Survey. If work occurs during the Swainson’s hawk breeding season, SJAFCA would

conduct a breeding season survey for nesting birds that would be conducted for all trees and shrubs that
would be removed or disturbed that are located within 0.5 mile of construction activities, including
grading. Swainson’s hawk surveys would be completed during at least two of the following survey
periods: January 1 to March 20; March 20 to April 5; April 5 to April 20; and June 10 to July 30, with no
fewer than three surveys completed in at least two survey periods and with at least one of these surveys
conducted no more than 48 hours from the initiation the proposed project activities to confirm the
absence of nesting. If the biologist determines that the area surveyed does not contain any active nests,
construction activities, including removal or pruning of trees and shrubs, could commence without any
further mitigation.

b. Active Nest Buffer. If active nests are found, a buffer of 0.25 mile shall be established until the nest is no
longer active. A qualified biologist may propose a smaller distance from the nest subject to SUAFCA
approval in coordination with CDFW. The purpose of the buffer shall be to avoid any take of nesting
birds until the nest is no longer active (i.e., the young have fledged or the nest otherwise becomes
inactive). The extent of an alternative buffer will depend on the level of noise or construction disturbance
compared to ambient noise or other disturbances, line of sight, barriers, or development between the
next and activities, and other site-specific circumstances. A qualified biologist shall be present on-site
daily during construction activities within .025 mile of an active nest to ensure the buffer distance is
adequate and the birds are not showing any signs of stress. If signs of stress that could cause nest
abandonment are noted (such as defensive flights at intruders, getting up from a brooding position, or
flying off the nest), construction activities shall cease until they can be resumed without signs of stress.

Conduct breeding season survey for the presence of
Swainson’s hawk active nests.

Establish buffer of 0.25 mile if active nest is identified and
maintain buffer until nest is determined to no longer be active.

SJAFCA
Qualified Biologist

Contractor
Qualified Biologist

During at least two survey
periods, no more than 48 hours
from the initiation of project
activities.

If active nest is identified in
work area.

SJAFCA

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1e (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB

SJAFCA shall implement the following for construction (FRR/RS/MB) and O&M (MB) activities to reduce
effects on riparian brush rabbit per USFWS guidance (USFWS, 2019):

a. Pre-construction Surveys. Prior to the initiation of any ground-disturbing construction activities, an
approved biologist shall conduct a reconnaissance-level survey to determine if any riparian brush rabbits
occur within the proposed work areas. If any riparian brush rabbits are observed within the construction
areas, construction shall only be allowed to commence when the observed riparian brush rabbit has
exited the work area and at the discretion of the qualified biologist.

b. Silt Fencing. Prior to initiation of any ground-disturbing construction activities, silt fencing shall be
installed at the top of the waterside of the levee to prevent encroachment of construction personnel and
equipment as well as minimize the potential for sedimentation to avoided riparian habitat and Oxbow
Preserve.

c. Exclusion Fencing. The boundary of the proposed project footprint shall be delineated with
exclusionary fencing (silt fence with bottom buried) to prevent riparian brush rabbits from entering the
site during construction. Only tightly woven netting or similar material shall be used for erosion control
materials, such as coir rolls and geo-textiles, within or adjacent to suitable habitat of sensitive species.
No plastic monofilament matting shall be used.

Conduct preconstruction nest surveys for the presence of
riparian brush rabbit.

Install silt fencing at the top of the waterside of the levee.

Delineate exclusion fencing around the boundary of the
proposed project footprint.

SJAFCA
Qualified Biologist

Contractor
Qualified Biologist

Contractor
Qualified Biologist

Prior to the initiation of any
ground-disturbing construction
activities.

Prior to the initiation of any
ground-disturbing construction
activities.

Prior to construction activities.

SJAFCA

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1f (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB

SJAFCA shall implement the following measures to avoid and minimize effects on northwestern pond turtle
for construction (FRR/RS/MB) and O&M (MB) activities:

a. A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey within 7 days before the start of project
activities. If no northwestern pond turtles are observed, SJAFCA shall document that information for the
file, and no additional measures would be required, except as described below for dewatering activities.

b. Should any northwestern pond turtles be detected on land during the pre-construction survey, the
qualified biologist shall identify the location using GPS coordinates. With prior CDFW approval, a
qualified biologist may relocate any northwestern pond turtles found on land or in aquatic habitat within the
construction footprint to suitable aquatic habitat at least 200 feet away from the construction footprint.

c. If northwestern pond turtles are observed on land within the construction footprint during proposed
project activities, work shall be stopped within approximately 200 feet of the turtle, and a qualified
biologist shall be notified immediately. If possible, the turtle will be allowed to leave on its own and the
qualified biologist will remain in the area until the biologist deems his or her presence no longer
necessary to ensure that the turtle is not harmed. Alternatively, with prior CDFW approval, the qualified
biologist may capture and relocate the turtle unharmed to suitable habitat at least 200 feet outside the
construction footprint. If a northwestern pond turtle nest is unintentionally uncovered during project
activities, work shall be stopped within 200 feet of the nest and SJAFCA shall contact CDFW to
determine the appropriate next steps.

Conduct preconstruction surveys for the presence of
northwestern pond turtles.

Identify the location of any northwestern pond turtles that are
discovered and may relocate the species at least 200 feet
away from the construction footprint.

Stop work within approximately 200 feet of any northwestern
pond turtles observed within the construction footprint and
notify a qualified biologist.

SJAFCA
Qualified Biologists.

Qualified Biologists

Contractor
Qualified Biologists

Within 7 days before start of
construction activities.

During preconstruction survey.

During construction activities

SJAFCA
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Monitoring and

Mitigation Measure Component(s) Action(s) Implementing Party Timing Reporting Party
Mitigation Measure 3.6-1g (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Conduct preconstruction surveys for the presence of burrowing | SJAFCA Prior to initiation of any SJAFCA
SJAFCA shall implement the following measures to avoid and minimize effects on burrowing owl for owl. Qualified Biologist excavation activities at borrow
construction (FRR/RS/MB) and O&M (MB) activities: sites.

a. Prior to initiation of any excavation activities at borrow sites, SJAFCA shall conduct a pre-construction Conduct coordination to determine the proper measures that SJAFCA During construction activities if
survey for burrowing owls in accordance with CDFW guidelines described in the Staff Report on would need to be implemented to avoid impacts to burrowing burrowing owls are located on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation. If no burrowing owls are located during these surveys, then effects to owl. or immediately adjacent to the
burrowing owls would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. site.

b. getig:;sivr:[en?h(ewgfo?)z lr%git::rgg t%;m/”;‘:%ar::g dat?)j%(;eﬁ ;t)(l)etrrr:(;:ti;% :22223?;%”;?&%&% (z)c\:/\(/;lire:(r)e Conduct surveys at and around material source sites to Contractor No more than 1 week prior to
not impacted by the proposed project. Potential mitigation measures that could be implemented include: determine the presence/absence of burrowing owls. Qualified Biologists ;h;i\(l)i?;et of any construction
i. A qualified biologist shall conduct appropriate surveys at and around material source sites, to o ) . . o

determine the presence/absence of burrowing owls. At least one survey shall be conducted no more Maintain a 250-foot buffer between the proposed project Contractor During construction activities,
than 1 week prior to the onset of any construction activity. activities and nesting burrowing owls. Qualified Biologists until August 31 or at the
i. A 250-foot buffer, within which no new activity would be permissible, shall be maintained between discretion of a qualified
. S - - : T biologist.
the proposed project activities and nesting burrowing owls. This protected area shall remain in effect
until August 31 or at the discretion of a qualified biologist, until the young owls are foraging
independently.
iii. No burrowing owls shall be evicted from burrows during the nesting season (February 1 through
August 31). Eviction outside the nesting season could be permitted pending evaluation of eviction
plans and receipt of formal written approval from CDFW authorizing the eviction.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1h (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Conduct preconstruction surveys for the presence of nests. SJAFCA Prior to construction activities. SJAFCA

SJAFCA shall implement the following measures to avoid and minimize effects on breeding and migratory Qualified Biologists

birds for construction (FRR/RS/MB) and O&M (MB) activities: . . . o . . L

. . . . Establish avoidance buffers (distance based on species) if Contractor During construction activities.

a. Clearing and Grubbing. Tree and shrub removal and work in other areas scheduled for vegetation : f ) P . : o . .

. . ; o A . nesting birds have been identified within or adjacent to Qualified Biologists
clearing, grading, or other construction or O&M activities shall not be conducted during the nesting construction footprint 9
season (generally February 15 through September 30, depending on the species and environmental '
conditions for any given year), when feasible.

b. Pre-construction Surveys. Conduct surveys to locate any nest sites within proposed construction and
O&M areas in the spring. Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist using approved methods. If
nests or young of these species are not located, construction may proceed. If nests or young are
located, nest buffer requirements shall be implemented as described below.

c. Active Nest Buffer. If nesting birds have been identified within or adjacent to the construction footprint,
avoidance buffers shall be established of 500 feet for white-tailed kite, northern harrier, and loggerhead
shrike; 300 feet for common raptors; 200 feet for heron or egret rookeries, and 100 feet for common
passerines. Reduced buffers may be implemented if recommended by the monitoring biologist. Buffers
shall be marked in the field by a qualified biologist using temporary fencing, high-visibility flagging, or
other means that are equally effective in clearly delineating the buffers. No construction activities shall
occur within the buffer zone, which would be maintained until the young have fledged (as determined by
a qualified biologist).

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1i (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Conduct preconstruction surveys for the presence of bats. SJAFCA Prior to construction activities. SJAFCA

In advance of tree and structure removal, a pre-construction survey for bats shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist to characterize potential bat habitat and identify active roost sites within the proposed project area.
Should potential roosting habitat or active bat roosts be found in trees and/or structures to be removed, the
following measures shall be implemented:

a.

Removal of trees and structures shall occur when bats are active, approximately between the periods of
March 1 to April 15 and August 15 to October 15, and outside of bat maternity roosting season
(approximately April 15 — August 31) and outside of months of winter torpor (approximately October 15 —
February 28), to the extent feasible.

If removal of trees and structures during the periods when bats are active is not feasible and active bat
roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes are found on or in the immediate vicinity of the
proposed project area where tree and structure removal is planned, a no-disturbance buffer of 100 feet
shall be established around these roost sites until they are determined to be no longer active by the
qualified biologist.

The qualified biologist shall be present during tree and structure removal if active bat roosts, which are
not being used for maternity or hibernation purposes, are present. Trees and structures with active
roosts shall be removed only when no rain is occurring or is forecast to occur for three days and when
daytime temperatures are at least 50°F.

Removal of trees with active or potentially active roost sites shall follow a two-step removal process:

i.  On the first day of tree removal and under supervision of the qualified biologist, branches and limbs
not containing cavities or fissures in which bats could roost, shall be cut only using chainsaws.

Remove trees and structures when bats are active (March 1 to
April 15 and August 15 to October 15), and outside of bat
maternity roosting season (April 15 — August 31) and outside of
months of winter torpor (October 15 — February 28).

Establish a no-disturbance buffer of 100 feet around active
roost sites.

Remove trees and structures with active roosts when no rain is
occurring or is forecasted to occur for three days when daytime
temperatures are at least 50°F.

Follow two step process for removal of tress with active or
potentially active roost sites.

Qualified Biologists

Contractor
Qualified Biologists

Contractor
Qualified Biologists

Contractor
Qualified Biologists

Contractor
Qualified Biologists

During tree and structure
removal activities.

During tree and structure
removal activities.

During tree and structure
removal activities.

During tree and structure
removal activities.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Monitoring and

Mitigation Measure Component(s) Action(s) Implementing Party Timing Reporting Party
ii.  On the following day and under the supervision of the qualified biologist, the remainder of the tree Remove structures containing or suspected to contain active Contractor During tree and structure
may be removed, either using chainsaws or other equipment (e.g., excavator or backhoe). bat roosts, which are not being used for maternity or Qualified Biologists removal activities.
e. Removal of structures containing or suspected to contain active bat roosts, which are not being used for hibernation purposes, in the evening and after bats have
maternity or hibernation purposes, shall be dismantled under the supervision of the qualified biologist in emerged from the roost to forage.

the evening and after bats have emerged from the roost to forage. Structures shall be partially
dismantled to significantly change the roost conditions, causing bats to abandon and not return to the
roost. If deemed necessary by a qualified biologist, bat exclusion devises may be installed to prevent the
re-entry of bats to a roost.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1j (RS/MB): RS/MB Conduct preconstruction surveys for the presence of special- SJAFCA Prior to construction activities. SJAFCA

SJAFCA shall implement the following measures to avoid and minimize effects on special-status plants status plants and conduct a floristic survey. Qualified Botanists

during restoration activities:

a. Pre-construction Surveys. Qualified botanists shall survey the proposed project area to document the
presence of special-status plants before project implementation and would conduct a floristic survey that
follows the CDFW botanical survey guidelines (CDFW, 2018). All plant species observed would be
identified to the level necessary to determine whether they qualify as special-status plants or are plant Compensate for the effects on special-status plants through SJAFCA Following construction
species with unusual or significant range extensions. The guidelines also require that field surveys be off-site preservation at a one-to-one ratio or as negotiated with activities.
conducted when special-status plants that could occur in the area are evident and identifiable, generally the resource agencies.
during the reported blooming period. To account for different special-status plant identification periods,
one or more series of field surveys may be required in spring and summer. If any special-status plants
are identified during the surveys, the botanist would photograph and map locations of the plants,
document the location and extent of the special-status plant population on a CNDDB Survey Form and
submit the completed Survey Form to the CNDDB. The amount of compensatory mitigation required
would be based on the results of these surveys.

Redesign or modify the proposed project components to avoid SJAFCA Following preconstruction
indirect or direct effects on special-status plants wherever surveys.
feasible.

b. Avoidance. If one or more special-status plants is identified in the proposed project area during pre-
construction surveys, SJAFCA shall redesign or modify the proposed project components to avoid
indirect or direct effects on special-status plants wherever feasible. If special-status plants cannot be
avoided by redesigning proposed project components, implementation of mitigation would avoid
significant effects on special-status plants.

c. Preservation. If complete avoidance of special-status plants is not feasible, the effects of the proposed
project on special-status plants would be compensated through off-site preservation at a one-to-one
ratio or as negotiated with the resource agencies. Suitable habitat for affected special-status plant
species would be purchased in a conservation area or established onsite and preserved and managed
in perpetuity. Detailed information would be provided to the agencies on the location and quality of the
preservation area, the feasibility of protecting and managing the area in perpetuity and the responsible
parties. Other pertinent information also would be provided, to be determined through future
coordination with the resource agencies.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2 (FRR/RS): FRR/RS Conduct aquatic resources delineation to identify potential SJAFCA Prior to final design and before SJAFCA

SJAFCA shall conduct an aquatic resources delineation to identify potential wetlands and other waters that wetlands and other waters that fall under state and federal Qualified Biologist construction.
fall under state and federal jurisdiction within proposed project areas. jurisdiction within proposed project areas.

During construction and O&M activities, design and or refinement of proposed project activities would be Compensate for identified unavoidable impacts to riparian SJAFCA Following construction
implemented to reduce impacts on sensitive habitat to the extent practicable. Refinements implemented to habitat and wetlands/waters to ensure no net loss, where activities.

reduce the loss of riparian and wetland/waters habitat would include reducing the impact footprint, impacts cannot be avoided, minimized, or remediated.

constructing on the landside of the levee to avoid impacts to riparian and wetland/waters habitat, and . ) ) . .
constructing within the existing disturbed areas of the existing levee. Where practicable, trees on the Prepare a revegetation plan and submit for review and SJAFCA Following construction
waterside slopes that are not dead and/or downed would be avoided and not impacted by rock slope approval by the appropriate agencies. activities.

protection efforts.

Temporary and permanent impacts to riparian habitat and wetland/waters, that cannot be mitigated through
avoidance, minimization, or remediation shall be mitigated to ensure no net loss through compensation, by
restoring riparian and wetlands/waters habitat at one of the proposed ecosystem restoration sites or an
approved offsite location, mitigation bank, or in-lieu fee program. Riparian and wetlands/waters habitat will
not be restored where it would be removed by future maintenance activities. A revegetation plan would be
prepared by a qualified biologist or landscape architect and reviewed by the appropriate agencies. The
revegetation plan would specify the use of beneficial native plants appropriate for each area that provide a
diverse variety of grasses and forbs that support native wildlife species.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure

Component(s)

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring and
Reporting Party

Mitigation Measure 3.6-5 (FRR/RS/MB):

In the City of Stockton, SJAFCA shall submit an application for a heritage tree removal permit for any oaks
that will be removed that meet Stockton Municipal Code size requirements. SJAFCA shall replace heritage
trees removed per the requirements of the municipal code on a 3:1 basis with each replacement tree being
of at least 15-gallon container size. SUAFCA shall comply with any other applicable local code regarding tree
removal.

FRR/RS/MB

Submit an application for a heritage tree removal permit for any
heritage trees meeting the Stockton Municipal Code size
requirements that will be removed to accommodate proposed
project construction.

Replace heritage trees removed per the requirements of the
Municipal Code on a 3:1 basis with each replacement tree
being of at least 15-gallon container size.

SJAFCA

Prior to removing any heritage
trees that meet the Stockton
Municipal Code size
requirements.

Following heritage tree removal
consistent with applicable
Stockton Municipal Code tree
replacement requirements.

SJAFCA

3.7 Cultural Resources

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 (FRR/MB):

Before implementation of the proposed project, SUAFCA shall, in consultation with a qualified archaeologist
and architectural historian, defined as those meeting the U.S. Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Qualifications Standards for Archeology and Architectural History, and California Native American Tribes
culturally and geographically affiliated with the proposed project area, develop and implement a Cultural
Resources Management Plan (CRMP) for the proposed project. The CRMP shall be submitted to the CHRIS
upon SJAFCA approval, and shall require the following:

e A cultural resources survey and associated documentation for those portions of the proposed project area
not covered by the pedestrian survey conducted to date.

¢ An evaluation of any cultural resources identified in the proposed project area during the supplemental
survey for California Register-eligibility (i.e., as qualifying as historical resources, as defined in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5) as well as whether they qualify as archaeological resources, pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. Such evaluation may require archaeological testing (excavation),
potentially including laboratory analysis, consultation with relevant California Native American Tribes (for
indigenous resources), or archival research. The evaluation should also include any cultural resources
previously recorded in the proposed project area that have not been previously evaluated for California
Register-eligibility (e.g., P-39-005084).

e An assessment of potential proposed project impacts on any cultural resources identified in the proposed
project area that qualify as historical resources (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5) and/or
archaeological resources (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5). This shall include an analysis of
whether the proposed project’s potential impacts would materially alter a resource’s physical
characteristics that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion (or eligibility for inclusion)
in the California Register or a qualified local register.

¢ A technical report documenting the cultural resources survey, evaluations of California Register-eligibility,
and assessment of potential proposed project impacts on cultural resources meeting U.S. Secretary of
the Interior's Standards for cultural resources technical reporting. This report shall be submitted to the
CHRIS upon SJAFCA approval.

The CRMP shall also include and require implementation of the following:

¢ Methods and procedures associated with protective measures to avoid impacts on archaeological
resources P-39-000006 and P-39-000014/000141 during proposed project construction required under
Mitigation Measure 3.7-2(b).

* Methods and procedures associated with the cultural resources awareness and sensitivity training
required under Mitigation Measure 3.7-2(c).

e The protocol for the monitoring and reporting of unanticipated discoveries shall follow the methods and
procedures described in the Archaeological and Tribal Monitoring Plan portion of the CRMP required in
Mitigation Measures 3.7-2(d), Mitigation Measures 3.7-2(e) and 3.7-2(f).

FRR/MB

Develop and implement a Cultural Resources Management
Plan (CRMP). To identify and evaluate cultural resources
potentially impacted by implementation of the proposed
project.

Document methods and procedures to protect identified
cultural and tribal cultural resources, along with protocol for
monitoring and reporting unanticipated discoveries in the
CRMP. Submit the CRMP to the CHRIS.

SJAFCA

Qualified Archaeologists and
Architectural Historian that
meet the U.S. Secretary of
the Interior's Professional
Qualifications Standards for
Archeology and Architectural
History

California Native American
Tribes culturally and
geographically affiliated with
the proposed project area

Before conducting any ground
disturbing activities.

SJAFCA

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2b (FRR):

Prior to construction activities, a membrane shall be placed over the recorded site boundaries of P-39-
000006 and -39-000014/000141 with a 50-foot buffer. A thin (3 to 6-inch-thick) layer of imported gravel
and/or sediment shall then be placed over the membrane to cover the entire site boundary and buffer. The
sediment and membrane shall be maintained throughout proposed project construction to ensure that the
resource boundaries are not impacted by the proposed project. At the conclusion of proposed project
construction, the imported gravel and/or sediment and membrane shall be carefully removed to avoid
disturbance to the original ground surface at the resources’ boundaries. The placement, maintenance, and
removal of the membrane and imported gravel and/or sediment shall be subject to the cultural resources
monitoring required under Mitigation Measure 3.7-2(d).

FRR

Place a membrane over the recorded site boundaries of P-39-
000006 and -39-000014/000141; add a3 to 6-inch-thick layer of
imported gravel and/or sediment over the membrane to cover
the entire site boundary and a 50-foot buffer.

Maintain the sediment and membrane.

Remove imported gravel and/or sediment and membrane shall
be carefully removed to avoid disturbance to the original
ground surface at the resources’ boundaries.

Monitor activities consistent with Mitigation Measure 3.7-2(d).

Contractor

Contractor

Contractor

See Mitigation Measure
3.7-2(d).

Prior construction activities.

During construction activities.

Following completion of
construction activities.

See Mitigation Measure
3.7-2(d).

SJAFCA
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Monitoring and

Mitigation Measure Component(s) Action(s) Implementing Party Timing Reporting Party
Mitigation Measure 3.7-2c (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Develop a Cultural Resources Awareness and Sensitivity SJAFCA Prior to construction activities. SJAFCA
Before implementation of the proposed project, SIAFCA shall, in consultation with a qualified archaeologist, Training Program for all construction and field workers involved | qajified Archaeologist

defined as those meeting the U.S. Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for in proposed project ground-disturbing activities. California Native American

Archeology, and California Native American Tribes culturally and geographically affiliated with the proposed Tribe culturally and

project area, develop a Cultural Resources Awareness and Sensitivity Training Program for all construction geographically affiliated with

and field yvorkers involved in prqppsed project ground-disturbing activities. The program shall include a the proposed project area

presentation that covers, at a minimum, the types of cultural resources common to the area, regulatory

protections for cultural resources, and the protocol for unanticipated discovery of archaeological resources,

submerged cultural resources, and human remains required under Mitigation Measures 3.7-2(e) to 3.7-2(f).

Personnel working in areas of proposed project ground-disturbing activities shall receive the training prior to

working in these areas. Written materials associated with the program shall be provided to proposed project

personnel as appropriate. Documentation of the training attendance shall be maintained by SJAFCA.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2d (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Invite an archaeologist and a representative from a California SJAFCA During construction activities. SJAFCA
An archaeologist meeting, or supervised by an archaeologist meeting, the Secretary of the Interior’s Native American Tribe to conduct construction monitoring for Archaeologist

Professional Qualifications Standards for Archeology, in addition a representative from a California Native all proposed project ground-disturbing construction activities in California Native American

American Tribe culturally and geographically affiliated with the proposed project area, shall be invited to culturally designated areas. Tribe culturally and

conduct construction monitoring for all proposed project ground-disturbing construction activities in culturally geographically affiliated with

designated areas. The conduct and work of any Tribal Monitor shall be consistent with the NAHC Guidelines the proposed project area

for Native American Monitors/Consultants (NAHC 2005). The methods and procedures for the monitoring

shall follow those presented in the ATMP portion of the CRMP, including unanticipated discovery and

reporting protocol. Monitoring may be concluded upon mutual agreement between SJAFCA, the

archaeologist, and the California Native American Tribe.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2e (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Halt construction activities within 100 feet if an archaeological Contractor During construction activities. SJAFCA
If archaeological resources are encountered during proposed project construction, all construction activities resource is encountered. Qualified Archaeologists

within 100 feet shall halt, and a qualified archaeologist, defined as an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of . . . ) . L .

the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for Archeology, shall inspect the find within 24 hours of A qualified archaeologist shall inspect the find and notify SJAFCA Within 24 hours of discovery.
discovery and notify SJIAFCA of their initial assessment. Indigenous archaeological materials might include: SJAFCA of their initial assessment. Qualified Archaeologists

obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, scrapers) or toolmaking debris; culturally California Native American

darkened soil (midden) containing heat-affected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; stone milling equipment Tribes that are traditionally

(e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones); and battered stone tools, such as hammerstones and pitted stones. and culturally affiliated with

Historic-era materials might include: building or structure footings and walls; and deposits of metal, glass, proposed project area

and/or ceramic refuse.

If SIAFCA, based on recommendations from the qualified archaeologist and California Native American Avoid potentially significant archaeological and/or tribal cultural | SJAFCA During construction activities.
Tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with proposed project area (if the resource is indigenous), resources whenever feasible. Contractor

determines that the resource may qualify as a historical resource or unique archaeological resource o .

(pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5), or a tribal cultural resource (as defined in PRC Section Qualified Archaeologists

21074), the resource shall be avoided, if feasible. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), If avoidance is not feasible, consult with California Native SJAFCA During construction activities.
this may be accomplished through: planning construction to avoid the resource; incorporating the resource American Tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated

within open space; capping and covering the resource; or deeding the site into a permanent conservation with the proposed project area. Develop technical report

easement. If avoidance of the resource is not feasible, SUAFCA shall continue to consult with California documenting mitigation and submit to CHRIS or to the NAHC,

Native American Tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the proposed project area (if the as appropriate.

resource is indigenous) and other appropriate interested parties to determine treatment measures to avoid,

minimize, or mitigate any potential impacts to the resource pursuant to PRC Section 21083.2 and CEQA

Guidelines Section 15126.4. This shall include documentation of the resource and may include data recovery

(according to PRC Section 21083.2), if deemed appropriate, or other actions such as treating the resource

with culturally appropriate dignity and protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource

(according to PRC Section 21084.3). Any technical report developed to document the implementation

mitigation shall be submitted to the CHRIS upon SJAFCA approval, unless the document contains

information that California Native American Tribes involved in the development of the mitigation deem should

not be filed with the CHRIS, in which case, the report shall be submitted to the NAHC.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2f (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB If a shipwreck, and associated artifacts, or other cultural SJAFCA During construction and O&M SJAFCA

If a shipwreck, and associated artifacts, or other cultural resource on or in the tide and submerged lands of
California is encountered during proposed project construction or operation, Mitigation Measure 3.7-2(e)
shall be implemented, in addition to the following measures:

e SJAFCA shall initiate consultation with CSLC staff within two business days of the discovery.

e Per PRC Section 6313(c), any submerged cultural resource remaining in state waters for more than
50 years shall be presumed to be archaeologically or historically significant.

o If the find is a maritime archaeological resource, the qualified archaeologist assessing the find shall have
expertise in maritime archaeology.

e SJAFCA shall consult with the CSLC regarding assessment of the find and development of any treatment
measures to minimize or mitigate potential impacts on the resource, pursuant to PRC Section 21083.2
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. Treatment measures would typically consist of (but would not

resource on or in the tide and submerged lands of California is
encountered, initiate consultation with CSLC.

Consult with the CSLC regarding assessment of the find and
development of any treatment measures to minimize or
mitigate potential impacts on the resource.

Prepare a treatment plan to document the treatment measures
and their implementation methods.

Submit to the CSLC any report prepared for the resource.

activities, within two business
days of the discovery.

During construction and O&M
activities.

During construction and O&M
activities.

During construction and O&M
activities.
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure

Component(s)

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring and
Reporting Party

necessarily be limited to) sample excavation, artifact collection, site documentation, and historical
research, with the aim to target the recovery of important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the
significant resource to be affected by the proposed project. SUAFCA shall prepare a treatment plan to
document the treatment measures and their implementation methods. The treatment plan shall include
provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a timely manner, curation of
artifacts and data at an approved facility, and dissemination of reports to local and state repositories,
libraries, and interested professionals. Any treatment measures implemented shall be documented in a
professional-level technical report (e.g., archaeological testing results report, archaeological data
recovery report, ethnographic report) authored by a qualified archaeologist, to be filed with the CHRIS.
Proposed project construction work at the location of the find may commence upon completion of the
approved treatment and authorization by SUAFCA. Work may proceed in other parts of the proposed
project area while the mitigation is being carried out.

e SJAFCA shall submit to the CSLC any report prepared for the resource as part of the assessment of the
find and implementation of treatment measures to minimize or mitigate potential impacts.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-3b (FRR/RS/MB):

In the event of discovery of any human remains during proposed project-related construction activities, such
activities within 100 feet of the find shall cease until the San Joaquin County Coroner has been contacted to
determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required. If the Coroner determines that the remains
are not modern and are Native American in origin, the NAHC shall be contacted within 24 hours of the
Coroner’s determination. The NAHC shall then identify the person or persons it believes to be the most likely
descendant (MLD) from the deceased Native American; the MLD shall then make recommendations to
SJAFCA for the appropriate means of treating the human remains and any grave goods. Per PRC Section
5097.98, SJAFCA shall ensure that the immediate vicinity of the location of the human remains is not
damaged or disturbed by further development activity until SUAFCA has discussed and conferred with the
MLD regarding their recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple human
remains. Any technical report developed to document the implementation mitigation shall be submitted to the
CHRIS and NAHC upon SJAFCA approval, unless the document contains information that California Native
American Tribes involved in the development of the mitigation deem should not be filed with the CHRIS, in
which case, the report shall be submitted only to the NAHC.

FRR/RS/MB

Halt construction activities within 100 feet of the discovery of
any human remains and contact San Joaquin County Coroner.

If the Coroner determines that the remains are not modern and
are Native American in origin, contact the NAHC.

Any technical report developed to document the
implementation mitigation shall be submitted to the CHRIS and

NAHC, as appropriate.

Contractor

SJAFCA

SJAFCA
Qualified Archeologist

Most Likely Descendant from
deceased Native American

During construction activities.

Within 24 hours of Coroner’s
determination.

During or following construction
activities.

SJAFCA

3.9 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1a (FRR/RS/MB):

Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activities, a Qualified Paleontologist shall conduct pre-construction
worker paleontological resources sensitivity training. The training shall include information on what types of
paleontological resources could be encountered during excavations, what to do in case an unanticipated
discovery is made by a worker, and laws protecting paleontological resources. All construction personnel
shall be informed of the possibility of encountering fossils and instructed to immediately inform the
construction foreperson or supervisor if any bones or other potential fossils are unexpectedly unearthed in an
area where a paleontological monitor is not present.

FRR/RS/MB

Conduct pre-construction worker paleontological resources

sensitivity training.

Contractor
Qualified Paleontologist

Prior to the start of any ground-
disturbing activities.

SJAFCA

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1b (FRR/RS/MB):

If a paleontological resource is discovered during construction, a Qualified Paleontologist or paleontological
monitor shall be contacted and empowered to temporarily divert or redirect grading and excavation activities
in the area of the exposed resource to facilitate evaluation of the discovery. An appropriate buffer area shall
be established by the Qualified Paleontologist around the find where construction activities shall not be
allowed to continue. Work shall be allowed to continue outside of the buffer area. All significant fossils shall
be collected by the paleontological monitor and/or the Qualified Paleontologist. Collected fossils shall be
prepared to the point of identification and catalogued before they are submitted to their final repository. Any
fossils collected shall be curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research interest in the materials,
such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology at Berkeley, if such an institution agrees to
accept the fossils. If no institution accepts fossil collection, they shall be donated to a local school in the area
for educational purposes. Accompanying notes, maps, photographs, and a technical report shall also be filed
at the repository and/or school.

FRR/RS/MB

Contact Qualified Paleontologist or paleontological monitor
who will establish a buffer and temporarily divert or redirect
grading and excavation activities to facilitate evaluation of the

discovery.

Prepare collected fossils to a point of identification and
catalogued and submitted to a final repository.

Contractor
SJAFCA

Qualified Paleontologist or
Paleontological Monitor

SJAFCA
Qualified Paleontologist

During construction activities.

During or following construction
activities.

SJAFCA

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1c (FRR/RS/MB):

A Qualified Paleontologist shall select paleontological monitors meeting the Society for Vertebrate
Paleontology standards (SVP 2010) who shall be present during all excavations in the Modesto Formation or in
areas with high potential to encounter paleontological resources (e.g., excavation depths over five feet in
previously undisturbed deposits). Depending on the conditions encountered, full-time monitoring can be
reduced to part-time inspections or ceased entirely if determined adequate by the Qualified Paleontologist. The
Qualified Paleontologist may spot check the excavation on an intermittent basis and recommend whether the
depth of required monitoring should be revised based on his/her observations. Monitoring activities shall be
documented in a Paleontological Resources Monitoring Report to be prepared by the Qualified
Paleontologist at the completion of construction.

FRR/RS/MB

Select paleontological monitors to be present during all
excavations in the Modesto Formation or in areas with high
potential to encounter paleontological resources.

SJAFCA

Qualified Paleontologist
Paleontological Monitor

During construction activities
located in the Modesto
Formation or in areas with high
potential to encounter
paleontological resources.

SJAFCA
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4. Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Mitigation Measure

Component(s)

Action(s)

Implementing Party

Timing

Monitoring and
Reporting Party

3.10 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Mitigation Measure (FRR/RS/MB): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

FRR/RS/MB

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

See Mitigation Measure
3.4-1.

3.11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Mitigation Measure (FRR/RS/MB): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.17-1.

FRR/RS/MB

See Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

See Mitigation Measure
3.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure 3.17-1.

See Mitigation Measure
3.17-1.

3.12 Hydrology and Water Quality

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 (FRR):

Prior to the start of construction and before activities that involve the use of bentonite materials, the
contractor in coordination with SJAFCA shall develop and implement a Bentonite Slurry Spill Contingency
Plan (BSSCP), or frac-out plan, to minimize the potential for a frac-out associated with excavation and
tunneling activities, provide for timely detection of frac-outs, and ensure a “minimum-effect” response in the
event of a frac-out and release of excavation fluid. The BSSCP shall identify sensitive areas such as
wetlands and streams, map bore paths to avoid sensitive areas, and evaluate soil and weather conditions
that could increase spill risks. The BSSCP shall also describe protocols for continuous visual checks and
pressure monitoring systems to identify a loss of circulation. The BSSCP shall describe response actions
such as stopping drilling, deploying containment measures like sandbags or silt fences, and recovering slurry
using pumps or vacuum trucks to avoid any impacts to sensitive areas if a spill occurs.

FRR

Develop and implement a Bentonite Slurry Spill Contingency
Plan (BSSCP), or frac-out plan.

SJAFCA
Contractor

Prior to construction activities
that involve use of bentonite
materials.

SJAFCA

3.14 Noise and Vibration

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 (FRR/RS/MB): SJAFCA shall require its contractors to implement the measures
below, as a condition of contract, to avoid and minimize temporary and short-term construction noise effects
on sensitive receptors. These measures shall be implemented during construction, particularly when
construction occurs during the nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) and is within 90 feet of a sensitive receptor
in unincorporated San Joaquin County or city of Lathrop, to avoid and minimize temporary and short-term
construction noise effects on sensitive receptors:

a. All construction equipment shall be equipped with noise-reduction devices, such as mufflers, to minimize
construction noise, and all internal combustion engines shall be equipped with exhaust and intake
silencers, in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications.

c. The use of bells, whistles, alarms, and horns shall be restricted to safety warning purposes only.

d. Noise-reducing enclosures shall be used around stationary noise-generating equipment
(e.g., compressors and generators at slurry pond locations).

e. Mobile and fixed construction equipment (e.g., compressors and generators), construction staging and
stockpiling areas, and construction vehicle routes will be located at the most distant point feasible from
noise-sensitive receptors.

f.  When noise-sensitive uses are located within 450 feet of and subject to prolonged construction noise,
noise attenuating buffers, such as structures, truck trailers, or soil piles, shall be located between noise
generation sources and sensitive receptors.

g. Contractors shall properly maintain all heavy trucks and will equip them with noise-control devices (e.g.,
mufflers), in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications, at each work site during project construction
to minimize construction traffic noise effects on sensitive receptors.

h.  Before haul truck trips are initiated during a construction season on roads within 500 feet of residences
located along haul routes, written notification will be provided to the potentially affected residents
identifying the hours and frequency of haul truck trips. Notification materials will include contact
information for a designated noise disturbance coordinator and also will identify a mechanism for
residents to register complaints with the appropriate jurisdiction if haul truck noise levels are overly
intrusive or occur outside the exempt daytime hours for the applicable jurisdiction.

i.  Queuing locations for haul trucks shall be designated at locations at least 500 feet from noise-sensitive
receptors.

FRR/RS/MB

Equip construction equipment with noise-reduction devices;
restrict the use of bells, whistles, alarms, and horns to safety
purposes; use noise-reducing enclosures around stationary
equipment; locate equipment, staging areas, and haul routes
as far as feasible from noise-sensitive receptors; install
temporary noise attenuation buffers where construction occurs
near sensitive receptors; properly maintain trucks and equip
them with noise-control devices; provide advance notification
to nearby residents of haul truck activity and a complaint
mechanism; and designate haul truck queuing areas away
from sensitive receptors.

SJAFCA
Contractor

During construction activities
and particularly when
construction occurs during the
nighttime (10:00 p.m. to

7:00 a.m.) and is within 90 feet
of a sensitive receptor in
unincorporated San Joaquin
County or city of Lathrop.

SJAFCA

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2 (FRR/MB): Contractors shall implement the following measures at work sites
within 90 feet of sensitive receptors during project construction to avoid and minimize the effects of
temporary and short-term construction-related groundborne vibration on sensitive receptors.

o Equipment shall be operated as far away as practical from vibration-sensitive receptors.

e Contractors, as a condition of contract, shall limit compaction activities to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m. when work is within 90 feet of a sensitive land use.

* Where practicable, contractors shall use smaller vibratory rollers to minimize vibration levels during
compaction activities where needed to meet vibration standards.

FRR/MB

Operate equipment as far away as practical from vibration -
sensitive receptors.

For work that is within 90 feet of a sensitive receptor, limit
compaction activities to the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.

Use smaller vibratory rollers, where practical.

Contractor

During construction activities.

SJAFCA

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project
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4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Monitoring and

Mitigation Measure Component(s) Action(s) Implementing Party Timing Reporting Party
3.17 Transportation and Circulation
Mitigation Measure 3.17-1 (FRR/RS/MB): FRR/RS/MB Prepare and implement a construction traffic management Contractor Prior to and during construction | SJAFCA
SJAFCA shall require that contractors prepare and implement a construction traffic management plan to plan. activities.
manage traffic flow during construction, reduce potential interference with local emergency response plans,
reduce potential traffic safety hazards, and ensure adequate access for emergency responders.
Development and implementation of this plan shall be coordinated with local agencies with jurisdiction over
affected roadways, and/or the construction contractor(s) shall ensure that the plan is implemented during
construction. The plan may include but not be limited to the following measures:
¢ Identify construction truck haul routes and timing to limit conflicts between truck and automobile traffic on
nearby roads. The identified routes will be designed to minimize impacts on vehicular, bicycle, and
pedestrian traffic, circulation, and safety.
¢ Implement comprehensive traffic control measures, including scheduling of major truck trips and
deliveries to avoid peak traffic hours, warning and detour signs, lane closure procedures, and traffic
cones for drivers indicating potential road hazards or detours.
¢ Coordinate construction activities to ensure that one lane of traffic in each direction remains open at all
times, unless flaggers or temporary traffic controls are in place, to provide emergency access.
o Evaluate the need to provide flaggers or temporary traffic control at project driveways and entries to
staging areas.
o Notify affected adjacent property owners and public safety personnel regarding the timing of major
deliveries, detours, and lane closures.
o Develop a process for responding to and tracking issues pertaining to construction activity impacts on
traffic, including identification of an on-site traffic manager. Post 24-hour contact information for the traffic
manager on all construction sites.
e Document road pavement conditions for all routes that would be used by construction vehicles before and
after proposed project construction. Make provisions to monitor the condition of roads used for haul
routes so that any damage or debris attributable to haul trucks can be identified and corrected. Roads
damaged by construction vehicles shall be repaired to their pre-construction condition.
3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources
Mitigation Measures (FRR/RS/MB): Implement Mitigation Measures 3.7-1, 3.7-2(b) through (f), and FRR/RS/MB See Mitigation Measures 3.7-1, 3.7-2(b) through (f), and See Mitigation Measures See Mitigation Measures 3.7-1, | See Mitigation Measures
3.7-3(b). 3.7-3(b). 3.7-1, 3.7-2(b) through (f), 3.7-2(b) through (f), and 3.7-1, 3.7-2(b) through
and 3.7-3(b). 3.7-3(b). (f), and 3.7-3(b).
3.20 Wildfire
Mitigation Measure (FRR/RS/MB): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.17-1. FRR/RS/MB See Mitigation Measure 3.17-1. See Mitigation Measure See Mitigation Measure 3.17-1. | See Mitigation Measure

3.17-1.

3.17-1.

NOTES:

1. This BMP for idling specifically applies to diesel-powered equipment. Non-diesel vehicles are not required to limit idling time.

2. This BMP specifically applies to diesel-powered equipment.

Mossdale Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Terra Land Group, LLC
5151 E. Alimondwood Drive
Manteca, CA 95337
Phone: (209) 239-1361 » Fax: (209) 239-7086

March 24, 2014 US MAIL & HAND DELIVERED

City of Manteca Planning Commission

1001 W. Center St.
Manteca, CA 95337

Re: Terra Ranch Final Map/Tract #3493/Request for a Public hearing

Dear Commission Members,

| am the authorized representative for Terra Land Group, LLC, (“TLG") with respect to current
land use issues.’

This letter is in follow up to my prior correspondence to Mark Meissner, Planning Manager for
the City of Manteca, on March 5, 2014.

TLG wants to make it clear that TLG does not oppose the Terra Ranch Development Project
(“Project”), however, TLG does have a number of issues that it believes were not adequately
addressed for the reasons indicated in this letter; and, TLG was not given an opportunity to
raise these issues because it was not given prior notice; consequently, | am concerned that if
the City approves. the Final Map based on misinformation and without proper notice, it could be

subject to challenge.

In summary, TLG'is requesting that the Planning Commission or the City Council provide
a public hearing with respect to the map referenced above. This hearing is necessary
because: 1) TLG was not provided with notice concerning the hearing on the tentative Map.
2) There are outstanding issues that do not appear to have been addressed. 3) Errors were
determined to be included in the survey that was used in part for this project. 4) There are
conditions that TLG believes violate the City’s current procedures; and, there appear to be
significant environmental impacts that were not considered properly. 5) Errors exist on the July
14, 2011, Study Map represented by Ron Cheek as the official working document for the
Project. 6) Finally, and of most significance, TLG was told by the City that additional
hearings would take place, at which, TLG could voice their comments.

This project has been confusing from the outset because the adjacent property owners used a
name for this development that was similar to ours; and, confusion has followed including the
City’s failure to properly notify us on important issues. For clarification, Terra Land Group
formerly known as Terra Ranch, LLC, owns three contiguous parcels south of the project area,
which are further described as:

APN #241-330-32

APN #241-330-33

APN #241-320-60

1 TLG (History) | graduated from Cal Poly in 1975 with a Bachelor's Degree in Mechanical

Engineering. ’
In addition, | am currently licensed and in good standing with the State of California as a
licensed general contractor
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Before requesting this hearing, TLG has attempted to address our concerns informally with
various related parties.

January 7, 2014: Bill Filios/Manteca Development Group, LLC

On January 7, 2014, | met with Bill Filios at subject property site to discuss my concerns relating
to the current property line boundary issues affecting each party’s representative property.

Bill Filios (“Filios”) is the authorized representative for Manteca Development Group, LLC,
(“Filios Group™) which holds the right to purchase parcel APN #241-320-20, currently owned by
the Rosi Cerri Foundation (“Cerri”)

Also present at the meeting were Mike Atherton and Joshua Harris.

As part of the meeting, we presented a list detailing nine (9) specific concerns that directly affect
the continuing farming operations of the 230 acres presently owned by TLG and located south
and east of the Cerri property.

TLG concerns discussed:

1. Continued road access to farming property.
1 a. Both parties, TLG and Filios, acknowledged that by extending the soon-to-be
constructed McKinley Avenue Express Way to the south, various options are available to
reconnect with the existing roadway which currently serves the Terra 230 acre property.

2. All costs associated with land survey, permitting and construction of new access
roadway to be paid by others.
2 a. Filios suggested that the Filios Group might assume all costs to construct the
roadway extension provided that an agreement favorable to both parties is
reached.

3. TerraLand Group land ownership of property south of the levee to continue in
accordance with the property description in place at the time Harris’ purchased
the property in 1968.

3 a. Both parties agreed that TLG will instruct Stantec Consulting Company to
perform additional survey work to more closely identify:2

i The total acreage and specific areas in question.

i, The property boundary location in relation to the TLG owned 36" concrete
irrigation water main delivery line serving the ranch.

ii. - The boundary proximity relating to the main roadway situated between
two (2) PVC irrigation lines supporting farming activities on the TLG
property.

4. PG&E power poles and gate located on the disputed boundary west of the access
roadway should remain in place until the property line dispute is settled.

2 This survey was completed and proved to TLG’s satisfaction that the current surveys in the
City’s possession in the area of the Terra Ranch Development Project are incorrect. It seems
odd to me that the developer’s survey was incorrect in a manner that benefits the developer’s
objectives. Any project that is approved based upon the faulty survey could be construed as an

arbitrary and capricious act by the City.
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4a. | suggested not disturbing the PG&E poles as well as the post with attached gate
now in place that various parties recognize to be the legal boundary line as stated
on the 1968 Title Report.

Filios’ response sets forth that Filios cannot control PG&E’s actions relating to the
poles. Filios suggests that the Harris’ take photos and rely on drawings to support
the Harris' claim. Harris, in fact, has taken these photographs.

. Continued right to utilize levee roadway to accommodate farming access around
property.

5a. Filos proposed but has not delivered upon an agreement between the Filios Group
and TLG that will set forth that TLG may access the levee roadway.

. To alleviate future concerns, Harris’ propose that TLG purchase Cerri owned

property south of the levee (= 5§ acres).

6 a. Filios’ intent remains to acquire the Cerri five acre portion south of the levee for the
purpose of securing a storm water pond collection site. In TLG’s view the location of
a storm water pond adjacent to a levee is nonsensical.

An exception to the latter would occur only if the Filios Group decided upon another
location for the pond, at which time, Filios would agree to offer for purchase the five
acre portion of the Cerri property to TLG.

. TLG’s continued right to utilize and maintain the concrete irrigation pipeline
servicing the entire TLG farming property. (Note: portions of the pipeline are
located in close proximity to the RD #17 levee).

7a. Stantec survey work has now been completed

. Future claims by Anderson or Bank.
8a. Filios’ position, at the time, was that item #8 should be acceptable to all parties

involved.

. New McKinley Crossing Buyer’s cooperation in accommodating TLG road access

to the TLG farming property.
9a. Filios position was that item #9 should also be acceptable to all parties involved.

As an additional point, Filios suggested that TLG could refrain from planting almonds in the
disputed area estimated to be approximately one acre in total size.

| responded that due to the terms of a twenty-five year almond lease currently in effect between
TLG and our tenant, WMD Farms, the forced elimination of any tree plantings could be
considered a violation of the lease.

Further, prior to the Harris/Filios January 07, 2014, meeting, WMD Farms had put forth a
significant investment into the property in preparation for the orchard planting.

That investment includes the costs associated with:

Land leveling.
Deep ripping of top soil.
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iii. Fumigating.
iv. Purchasing irrigation pipe and drip line.
v. Purchasing trees.

With the above in mind, | informed Filios that the small additional cost of planting the trees is but
a fraction of the total costs already incurred.

January 07, 2014: Local Title Company

| received a complete Chain of Title, from the same Title Company (“Title Company”) the
developer uses, as per my request from the local title company on January 07, 2014.

The Title Company was made fully aware that the purpose of the request was to support the
TLG's property legal description and the related Title Insurance involved for 74.37 acres (APN
#241-320-59) sold to Anderson Homes in 2006.

Title documents were received by TLG by e-mail and hand delivery on that same date.

Per TLG staff's inspection, both the e-mail and the hand delivered copies were identical in
content.

The chain of title was represented as being complete and dated back to August 31, 1905.
In fact, the chain of title was incomplete.

A most important fact is that three (3) additional key document title recordings appeared to be
missed in the title company’s January 07, 2014, chain of title submission to TLG. It was only
due to TLG’s diligence in pursuing further independent explorations through the San Joaquin
County Recorder's office that those vital records were discovered.

January 08, 2014: WMD Farms;

| met with Bob Williams (Williams), representing the lessee, WMD Farms, farm operator for the
230 acre TLG property.

| presented to Williams certain details covered in the Harris/Filios January 07, 2014, meeting
relating to property boundaries, future road access and Filios’ intent to construct a five (5) acre
storm water pond adjacent to the TLG almond plantings.

Williams responded that a storm water pond would allow water to permeate into the subsoil and
adversely affect the health of the orchard.

Williams further stated that his tree layout design for the almond plantings did not allow for any
deviation of the current farm access roadway south of the levee.

Williams also expressed concern as to whether an adjusted Woodward south-to-the-levee road
placement would allow unauthorized persons easier access to trespass or vandalize portions of

the TLG farming property.

January 09, 2014: Frederick Clark, City of Manteca Community Development
Director
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I met with Frederick Clark (“Clark”), community development director for the City of Manteca to
discuss my concerns relating to the property.

Also present at the meeting was Bryce Perkins, a Harris family member.

I introduced a copy of the originally proposed Terra Ranch tentative subdivision map dated
October 20, 2009.

The map clearly shows a future McKinley Avenue land dedication extending south of Woodward
avenue that directly overlays the existing access road that TLG has relied upon as their only
property access since the Harris’ purchased the entire 382 acre Woodward property in 1968.

Also introduced at the meeting was a subsequent Terra Ranch Tentative Subdivision Study Map
dated July 14, 2011. (“Study Map”) (see Exhibit “A,” attached”).

The subsequent Study Map shows a different McKinley Road property dedication that follows a
different route from Woodward Avenue south to the levee.

| stated that TLG was working with Bill Filios, who represents development interests in the area,
to identify an alternate Woodward Avenue south-to-levee access route that will reconnect with
the current TLG existing farming property roadway. Pertinent to the Harris-Filios discussions is
the fact that the present TLG roadway extends south of the levee with a location critical to
irrigation pipeline facilities currently in place.

Clark stated that he could see no problems with relocating the farm access road for this
purpose.

Clark further stated that Filios could make a formal application to extend McKinley Avenue south
beyond the “G” Street Road termination point shown on the tentative Study Map dated July 14,

2011.

Clark also stated that the roadway could be designed for farm use only and would not need to
be designed to McKinley roadway extension construction standards which will be mandated at
the future time that McKinley Avenue is further developed.

| expressed critical concerns pertaining to securing the TLG property from trespass, theft,
intrusion, and vandalism by way of gate installation.

Clark indicated that one or two gates could be installed to limit access along the extended
portion of the McKinley extension access road.

| commented that a number of bike riders and walkers are currently utilizing the TLG property
for recreation on a regular basis.

Clark stated that it was his understanding that the levee roadways are being promoted by
developers for resident recreational use.

| questioned as to whether development of the Terra Ranch subdivision would include any
fencing separating the TLG farm property from the subdivision.

Clark responded that the Terra Ranch Subdivision Study Map only called for landscape; and no
fencing was anticipated at this time.

| inquired as to whether another formal public comment meeting would be held to address the
Harris’ concerns relating to the project.

Page 5 of 21



Clark responded that there would be another public meeting held; and, TLG would be given an
opportunity to address those concerns.

January 10, 2014: Stantec Consulting Services Company:

| met with a Stantec Surveying Company representative, (“Stantec”) at the TLG property site to
post markers indicating the location of the McKinley Road dedication footprint in relation to the

disputed property boundary lines.

Discussions continued between Stantec and myself covering a detailed analysis of a prior
survey by North Star Engineering Company (“North Star”) for the benefit of the Cerri property
interests. Of particular interest, Stantec informed me that within the total Cerri land holdings, an
existing boundary corner marker was disregarded by North Star representative, Keith Spencer

(“Spencer”).

Stantec further stated that Spencer installed a new boundary corner marker approximately 100’
east of the historical boundary corner marker previously recognized to established property
boundaries in the area.

Stantec also stated that the placement and utilization of the new boundary corner marker as
‘part of the recently completed North Star survey strongly benefited the Cerri interest's claim of
ownership to the section of property that includes the current TLG access roadway.

Stantec then stated that his associates at Stantec thought it was unusual to totally disregard the
historical Cerri boundary corner marker still in place while pursuing the placement and utilization
of a new marker so far away.

| inquired if it was possible that the Cerri interests had determined where the Terra/Cerri
property line needed to be and conducted the survey in reverse order to determine where a new
corner boundary marker would better serve the Cerri interests claim to the section of property
that includes the TLG roadway.

Stantec responded that they had no way of knowing North Star’s intent but further stated that
North Star’s actions appeared to be highly unusual and it was not a method that Stantec
recognizes as a normal business practice.

January 17, 2014: Letter to Erika Durrer, Senior Planner for the City of Manteca
On January 17, 2014, | wrote a letter to Erika Durrer, Senior Planner for the City of Manteca.

The letter was meant to memorialize the January 9, 2014, meeting that Bryce Perkins and
myself had with Frederick Clark, Community Development Director for the City of Manteca.

In that letter, | further asked for Agricultural Farmland protections in accordance with Manteca
Development codes.

Specifically, | asked that the Terra Ranch Development Project require mandatory fencing as
well as a possible hold harmless agreement regarding trespass violations and potential injuries
to persons intruding onto our property.

As an example of a recent trespass incident, | cited the following:
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On January 15, 2014, | visited the TLG farm property to perform site work relating to a recently
completed road access survey.

At that time, Doug Vandine (“Vandine”). a local resident, and previously unknown to me, was
riding his bicycle on the levee with a dog held by a leash running close to the bike.

Shortly after my first observation of Vandine riding along the levee, Vandine, with dog, exited
the levee and preceeded south onto the TLG private roadway which runs through the 230 acre
TLG farming property.

Upon reaching me, Vandine stopped the bike to inquire as to TLG’s farming intentions on the
property.

As the conversation ended, the dog bit me above the right knee causing significant injury.
Vandine did not acknowledge the bite incident and continued his ride through the TLG farming
property.

The latter incident enhances, but is not meant to limit TLG’s concerns regarding trespass and
potential liability issues for all parties.

Those concerns expand to include new rules involving food safety and best management
practices relating to the control of pathogens and Homeland Security because of the potential
for (e-coli) or other contaminants coming into contact with food product in the field.

In conclusion: The Harris’ affirm that Harris parties do not intend to impede either the
development project or the McKinley Road extension.

Harris parties’ intent is only to seek reasonable trespass-violation protection under the law in
relation to the increased probability of incidents due to urban development.

| closed the letter. by informing Ms. Durrer that TLG intends to pursue these concerns at a future
public comment meeting.

January 28, 2014: RLC Consulting Company:
I met with RLC Consulting Company owner Ron Cheek (“Cheek”) at his office in Manteca.

The purpose of the meeting was to identify the exact location of the proposed McKinley Avenue
Roadway dedication (“Road Dedication”) footprint as detailed on the Study Map. (see prior
Terra Ranch Study Map Exhibit “A” attached)

| presented to Cheek an 11x17 copy of the proposed Study Map with print dimensions too small
to rely upon in determining replacement road access to the TLG 230 acre farming property.

Cheek responded by offering two (2) ea. full size Study Maps with site descriptions and
dimensions that were much easier to identify.

Cheek then described to me the location and size of the anticipated Road Dedication in relation
to the Terra Ranch development west property line.

Cheek pointed out that the Road Dedication would be 104’ wide with APN #241-320-59
contributing 74’ from the Terra Ranch development site’s west boundary.

In addition, Cheek indicated that the Cerri property development interests would contribute to
the Road Dedication for future development use, a 30’ strip of land as measured heading east
from the Terra Ranch development sites’ western boundary.
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A. (Note: The 32’ west portion of the McKinley Road Land Dedication area shown on the
drawing was in error and actually should be 30’ to add up properly to a total 104’ road
dedication.)

Cheek went on to explain that the 74’ strip of land contribution by the Terra Ranch Development
Group would only be partially completed to a point just south of “G” Street as detailed on the
Study Map.

Further, Cheek explained that it was his opinion, that the undeveloped 30’ west portion of the
Road Dedication could be utilized in the final road placement of a hew access roadway to the

TLG 230 acre farming property.

| questioned Cheek as to whether the Final Terra Ranch Development Subdivision Map could
include a southern boundary metal rod iron fence line that would protect the TLG's farming
property from trespass due to Terra Ranch Development’s resident’s recreation use intent.

Cheek indicated that in his opinion, the public comment period for a fence line protecting the
TLG property was completed.

| responded that TLG had only recently been advised that certain developers along Woodward
Avenue had been promoting the use of TLG’s farm properties for local housing development
resident recreational use as a benefit to purchasing a home in the area.

| changed the topic and asked Cheek if he was aware that Filios was considering construction of
a five acre residential storm water pond south of the levy and located immediately adjacent to
the TLG almond plantings.

| further questioned Cheek as to whether the design of such a pond would typically involve a
protective liner to prevent percolation into the soil subsurface.

Cheek responded that storm water ponds typically were not lined with any materials to prevent
water from permeating into the soil subsurface.

February 11, 2014: Reclamation District #17 Meeting

On February 11, 2014, | attended a Reclamation District Board Meeting at the designated
District Meeting Office in Stockton.

At that meeting, | was informed by Chris Neudeck, the consulting engineer for the District, that
the District has recently become aware of new 200 year flood plane regulations that will require
for the levee set back distance to be changed from 10’ to 20' from the toe of the levee to a point

where any farming can take place.

This was further explained to me to result in the Reclamation District contacting TLG and other
property owners in the area to secure an additional ten (10) feet of levee easement beyond the

ten (10) feet of current easement that the district currently controls.

Mr. Neudeck indicated that he would meet me at the property to locate where the District's
existing easement ends to determine the impact on the TLG almond orchard now in place.

February 27, 2014, James DeJong, City of Manteca Planning Senior Engineering
Technician

On February 27, 2014, | met with James DeJong (“Planner”), a planner for the City of Manteca
Planning Department. At that time, | inquired as to whether the City of Manteca Planning
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- Commission had scheduled (as | was previously assured they would) a meeting to approve the
recently completed map for the Terra Ranch subdivision project Tract #3493 (“Final Map”). ‘(see

prior Terra Ranch Study Map Exhibit “A” attached)

The Planner responded that it was the Planning Department's understanding that the Final Map
had already been approved at a prior meeting over a year ago. It should be noted that it is
TLG's belief that, despite being an owner of adjacent properties that could be severely impacted
by the plan, TLG did not receive notice of the meetings. TLG did not receive proper notice to
allow for their participation in any meeting concerning the approval of any map held at any time
prior to the date of our prior letter.

I responded to the Planner that Fredrick Clark (“Clark”), Community Development Director for
the City of Manteca, had stated to us (including family associate, Bryce Perkins) at a previously
scheduled January 09, 2014, meeting, that the City of Manteca would hold a future public
meeting to approve the Final Map. Clark went on to state that TLG would be given an

opportunity to address concerns relating to trespass, fencing, easements and continued

roadway access at that time.

Despite informing the Planner of these facts, the Planner remained firm that it was the Manteca
Planning Department’s belief that the Final Map was complete and no further public meetings
would be held.

| then questioned the Planner as to whether the January 09, 2014 in-house meeting involving
Clark, myself and Perkins had resulted in securing a southern boundary fence line to be added
as a further condition for final approval of the Terra Ranch subdivision Project (Project’). The
Planner proceeded to look through the entire set of Final Map drawings for any specifications
calling for a protective fence line to be installed along the southern boundary of the Project.After
a quick review of all drawings in his possession, the Planner stated that no fence offering
trespass protections to the TLG property appeared to be shown on the drawings.The Planner
added that he would check with his supervisor to confirm. This is despite the City’'s current
policy concerning fencing as a condition to a Project Approval, #s RC-P-24 and RC--30, calling

for a fence..

We then discussed our proposed layout for an alternate TLG farm access roadway route to be
located within the McKinley Avenue Road Dedication Area (“MRDA”), adjacent to the
subsequent property. This roadway is planned for an area subject to an easement for the
benefit of TLG's -access to its property. However, the Planner identified a particular drawing
included in the Final Map bundle of drawings for my inspection, where the Drawing clearly
showed the MRDA currently had no details offered concerning any roadway extension beyond
the planned McKinley Avenue termination point shown to end approximately 50' south of the “G”
Street roadway connection accessing the Project in order to satisfy TLG's access needs.

| commented that it was important that the replacement Roadway incorporate a gradual
sweeping s-curve transitioning west to allow for the safe operation of various types of 80,000#
Gross vehicle truck-trailer combinations needed to serve the TLG Ranch property.

Further, | commented that TLG was looking for trespass protections to be put in place that
would provide protections against the uninvited public access or intrusions to the TLG farm
replacement roadway. The Planner acknowledged our concerns.

| also directed the Planners’ attention to TLG's existing 36" concrete water transmission lines
and the associated two (2) each concrete junction boxes located on both the south-east and
south-west corners of the Terra Ranch housing development property. | further noted that the
junction box located on the south-west corner of the project property was also included in the
MRDA. (see Exhibits “B” & “C” attached)

Page 9 of 21



| further stated that TLG was looking for protections that would allow for the continued operation
of the concrete junction boxes and the nearly 4300 feet of associated water transmission lines

currently in place.

Further, | demonstrated on the map that the access roadway should extend the proposed
McKinley Avenue south toward the levee to a point before transitioning west to realign with the
existing roadway as detailed on the attached drawings. (see Exhibit “A” attached)

It is TLG’s desire that the existing farm access roadway remain in place at all locations south of
the levee approach ramp to accommodate transmission water and irrigation pipelines currently

in place.

The Planner indicated that the alternate roadway design project would take over a week to
complete and suggested that | contact Planning Staff the week of March 10, 2014 for an update.

March 5, 2014, Letter to Mark Meissner, Planning Manager for the City of Manteca
On March 5, 2014, | wrote a letter to Mark Meissner, Planning Manager for the City of Manteca.

In that letter, | detailed the February 27, 2014 meeting with a City of Manteca Planning Staff
Member at the office of the Manteca Planning Department.

Following my detailed description of the discussions held with the Planning Staff Member at the
February 27, 2014 meeting, | provided a list of fifteen (15) key points that | requested the City of
Manteca Planning Department to consider.

TLG requests that the City consider the following:

1. The existing dirt road access from Woodward Avenue to the TLG 230 acre farming
properties has been utilized by TLG or their predecessors since the 1960’s and perhaps
as far back as the 1920’s on a continuing basis. For this reason, TLG believes that they
are legally entitled to a reasonable accommodation for that use.

2. Certain existing pipelines, junction boxes and trees (“Existing Agriculture
Improvements”) are located in direct alignment with the MRDA, and based on a
questionable survey, are indicated to be on the Project’s property.

3. TLG has been paying all property taxes on properties APN #241-320-60, APN #241-
330-32 and APN #241-330-33 since my family purchased the properties in 1968..

TLG believes that reasonable accommodations can be made for the aforementioned
Existing Agricultural Improvements by incorporating the suggested alternate TLG farm
access roadway alignment as shown in the attached drawing previously referred to as
(see Exhibit “A”.attached)

4. The Terra Ranch Study Map dated, July 14, 2011, is in conflict with the zoning code and
does not comply with the City of Manteca protective fencing requirements for developing
properties.bordering farming operations contiguous to the development property despite
our requests to do so, for public protection, to prevent trespassing, and to conform to
City of Manteca condition #s RC-I-30 and RC-P-24 to the Plan.

Despite the City’s denial, the Terra Ranch Study Map drawing indicates that a southern
border fence line might easily be incorporated into the final set of conditions required for
the Project, in accordance with City Policy.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

A series of lot line adjustments agreed to in 2006 for the subject area were not
completed in a timely manner resulting in confusion as to each parties’ resulting interest
and the associated infrastructure in place. Notice of the adjacent locations related to said
infrastructure were not provided to TLG until after the hearing on the tentative property.

A total of two lot line adjustments ultimately were performed on the property further
delaying the process.

At the time of the property sale to Anderson Homes (“Terra Ranch Properties”) in 20086,
the real property purchase contract dated September 15, 2003, called for a certain
portion of APN #241-320-19 to be meant only to include that portion of property north of

the levee and specifically stated that the portion of property to be included in the sale
was limited to the “Developable” portion of the 84.65 acre parcel. Project properties have

claimed more than the area suitable for residences.

In January 2010, TLG contacted a Terra Ranch Properties' representative to notify him
that the lot line adjustment had not been completed and property taxes were past due for
the Anderson Homes undivided portion of APN #241-320-19, further identified as

APN #241-320-55. TLG's portion of property taxes for the undivided portion identified as
APN #241-320-56 was paid promptly and on time.

TLG was notified in 2011 that Terra Ranch Properties (“Anderson”), in association with
Anderson’s bank, were looking to sell the property for an amount considerably less than

the original purchase price.

In spring 2011, | visited the City of Manteca Planning office and met at the counter with
Erika Durrer to express concern that Terra Ranch, LLC, was not receiving notices
concerning the property.

Ms. Durrer stated that it was her understanding that the 230 acres south of the levee
(and owned by TLG) was part of the total property holdings of Terra Ranch Properties,
LLC, a company controlled by Anderson Homes.

For this reason, on June 27, 2011, Terra Ranch, LLC (“Harris”), changed their name to
Terra Land Group, LLC, to avoid any other confusion at the City relating to the proper
ownership interests on the Harris' 230 acre property.

In May, 2011, TLG was informed that Albert Boyce, Mike Atherton and Bill Filios were
attempting to purchase the property then owned by Anderson Homes.

In January 2012, | was informed that McKinley Crossing, LLC, a company that | was
informed includes Albert Boyce, Mike Atherton and Bill Filios, purchased a smaller
portion of the 74.52 acre property originally sold to Anderson Homes in 2006.

In October 2013, TLG was notified of a survey indicating a potential error in the property
line description to the southwest of this Project. This leads me to further question the
accuracy of the Final Map in relation to certain existing farm infrastructure and roadway
easements and their associated alignments to land Dedication areas that significantly
effect the TLG property adjacent to the Project. This leads me to believe that the Final
Map is inaccurate relating to those future land development dedications and directly
impacts the adjacent TLG farming properties located both south and south-west of the
Project. TLG requests that the finalization of this map be postponed until the
questionable survey issue is resolved including recent lot line adjustments related to and
dating back to the 2006 sale of parcel 241-320-19.
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15. TLG is informed and believes that the survey conducted by North Star Engineering on
behalf of Applicant may not be accurate, which, in turn, places doubt on the Final Map
the survey is based upon. TLG is informed and believes that the North Star Engineering
Survey Report is not accurate and impacts:

a. The ownership of certain TLG property that our family has paid taxes on and
farmed since 1968.

b. Current critical agricultural water line junction boxes (2) each and farm road access
easements that TLG relies upon for the cultural operations on its 230 acre farm

property.

c. Future Development Land Dedications based on the survey affecting the
continuing farm operations of the TLG property.

For this reason, TLG believes that the City of Manteca should not take any action depending on
the results of the North Star Engineering Survey until the current survey dispute has been fully
investigated and resolved to the satisfaction of all parties involved.

| then presented a short list of compromises as a means of creating a potential solution to the
critical issues that would support development while providing for TLG's ability to continue to
farm their 230 acre property.

Compromises/Critical Issues to Resolve:

It is important to note again that the TLG/Harris’ are not opposed to this development.

However, we are respectfully requesting a public hearing to address each of the issues
discussed herein. One major issue TLG would like to discuss is the compromise it is willing to
make with the goal of seeing that the development proceeds. The proper property boundaries
must be agreed upon in a reasonable, equitable manner.

1. TLG is willing to abandon the current farm access roadway for the benefit of all other
parties if the suggested roadway routing submitted as part of this letter is accepted or a
reasonable alternative suggested. (See Exhibit “A” attached) TLG may request that it
be guaranteed the access it has enjoyed for over forty-five (45) years be continued.

2. All costs associated with the design, permitting and construction for the new access
roadway should be borne by the project proponent. those changing the 40-50 year
status quo. TLG will not be made responsible for costs associated with the new farm
access roadway.

3. TLG to be granted exclusive easements or recorded rights of use, granting said use of
access to the RD 17 levee roadways running along the perimeter and bordering the TLG
properties.

4. TLG to be granted easements or recorded rights of use, granting for those portions of
the 30" concrete water transmission lines and the associated two (2) each junction
boxes that are believed to be located on both the south-east and south-west corners of
the Terra Ranch housing development properties. (see Exhibit “B” and “C” attached).

Pagel12of 21



5. Additional conditions to be put in place relating to the Final Map requiring sufficient
fencing and gates to be installed along the entire southern border of the Terra Ranch

Development site for the purpose of providing protections against uninvited public
access to the TLG Ranch property as conditioned by Manteca Community Plan

#RC-1-30 and RC-P-24.

6. TLG ownership of the property south of the levee to continue in accordance with the
property description in place at the time that the southern portion of APN #241-320-19
was originally acquired by the Harris family as part of a larger property purchase in 1968.
(Note: the current parcel # for the aforementioned southern portion is APN #241-320-

60).
7. TLG will consider other reasonable alternatives.

| closed the letter by calling Mr. Meissner’s attention to my effort last year in addressing the
2013 updated General Plan and any affects the General Plan might have on future zoning
issues as well as TLG’s continuing right to farm the 230 acre property.

March 12, 2014: Letter sent as invitation to meet with Bill Filios

On March 12, 2014, | sent a fax to Bill Filios and Albert Boyce in an effort to meet.

No response has been received by Bill Filios as of the date of this letter/Albert Boyce declined..
March 17, 2014: Phil Govea, City of Manteca Public works

On March 17, 2014, | met with Phil Govea (“Govea”), Deputy Director of Public Works for the
City of Manteca (“Manteca”).

Also present at the meeting was Bryce Perkins (“Perkins”), a Harris family member.

The meeting was initiated by me due to the City of Manteca’s inability to supply certain March
18, 2014, City Council meeting support documents describing capital improvement projects
listed as Consent Calendar Items AO8 and A11. (see Exhibit “D” and “E” attached)

.1 opened the meeting by stating that TLG had spent considerable time and effort in trying to
determine Manteca’s intentions relating to the Harris families’ 230 acre Almond Ranch located

south of Woodward Avenue and west of Airport Way.

| added that TLG was particularly concerned that Manteca’s potential plan could lead to the
placement qf treated sewer water on the TLG farming property.

| referenced a 1993 Sewer System Master Plan that is currently available on Manteca's web
site.

| further stated that the 1993 Master Plan included a map that clearly showed the potential for
sewer water placement on portions of TLG property (see Exhibit “F” attached).

Govea inquired as to the current,zoning of the property.

| responded that a 2013 General Plan update was still under review, but that TLG had been
assured by City of Manteca Planning Staff (“Planning Staff”), that once completed, the updated
2013 General Plan would result in re-designating the future zoning for the TLG property into two
land use classifications: VLDR and Open Space.
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| added that discussions with Planning Staff further' included the potential for the future
construction of a McKinley Road extension to the south and continuing through the TLG

property.

| stated that Planning Staff further commented that due to the TLG's property location within the
100/200 year flood plane, any development occurring on the TLG’s property could be 20 to 30
years away.

| offered that it was the 20 to 30 year development prediction by Planning Staff that led to the
TLG decision to invest in a twenty-five year Almond Crop on the TLG farm property.

Govea stated that currently, Manteca is discharging treated sewer water at a number of
locations.

Govea added that these locations currently include city parks as well as leases with private
property owners.

Govea further added that it was his belief that treated sewer water had many uses including
compatibility with active farming irrigation.

| responded that | had attended a 2012 South San Joaquin County Farm Bureau meeting.

| added that the SSJID Director, Jeff Shields (“Shields”) was also at the meeting and made a
presentation to the Farm Bureau members in attendance on water delivery which was followed

with questions.

| then stated that | asked Shields “Why Manteca and SSJID did not partner together in the
blending and distribution of Manteca treated sewer waste water with SSJID fresh water for
ultimate distribution to SSJID dairy feed farmers south of Manteca.

| further stated to Govea that neither Shields or any other farmers in attendance supported my
idea. In fact, several farmers were amused.

I assure you, irrigating with treated sewer water is no laughing matter to almond growers.
In fact, it is prohibited by Federal food safety requlations.

| stated to Govea that continuing conversations with local farmers indicated a general belief that
treated sewer water would lead to elevated levels of PH, nitrites, and salts affecting the plant,
soil and ground water that would eventually affect crop health and production.

Govea responded that Manteca sewer waste water was in fact determined to include
concentration levels that were low in both PH and nitrates while demonstrating non-detectable
ammonia levels due to a specialized process that included the utilization of a water distribution
plan that blends Manteca well ground water with fresh SSJID water with the benefit of lowering
certain contaminant levels and PH.

Govea further stated that Manteca was permitted to discharge 100% of their current and future
treated sewer effluent discharge water into the San Joaquin River, but were opting instead to

create beneficial alternative uses for future treated sewer water to demonstrate good
stewardship in relation to current water conservation measures and best management

practices.

Govea further stated that for several years now, Manteca has required developers to
incorporate sewer pressurized lift pumps to move untreated sewage from new developments
south of Hwy 120, north, to the Manteca Sewer Treatment Plant.

Page 14 of 21



Govea explained that the current untreated sewer pipeline conveyance system contains various
pressurized lift pumps strategically located along Woodward Avenue.

Govea presented a Zone 25 detailed drawing showing current existing untreated sewage
conveyance pipelines as well as future not-yet-existing untreated sewage conveyance lines for
the area south of the Manteca Sewer Treatment Plant.

No conveyance pipelines for moving treated effluent sewer waste water were included on the
drawing.

Govea carefully identified the location of the pressurized sewage lift pumps and their purpose in
relation to the existing and future untreated sewage conveyance pipelines shown on the

drawing.

Govea added that the March 18, 2014, City Council Consent Calendar Agenda ltem #A08 will
provide funding to complete the untreated sewer gravity feed pipeline conveyance system from

Dutra Estates north to the Manteca sewer plant.

Further, Govea added that once complete, Manteca can abandon the entire Woodward Avenue
lift pump pressurized untreated sewer treatment pipeline system to be eventually utilized for a
different future use.

Govea then stated that the future use would allow for the raw sewage lift pumps to be reutilized
for the purpose of moving treated effluent sewage water to areas south of Hwy 120 and
extending to areas along the future McKinley expressway, the Zone 25 sewer shed properties,
as well as approximately 400 acres of land located on Hays Road that is expected to receive

waste water from the Eckert Cold Storage Facility.

Perkins asked if the pressurized treated sewer water pipeline distribution system design had
been completed?

Govea responded that the design'was currently in progress but had not been completed.

| responded that TLG was not opposed to development. However, | added that TLG is actively
gathering information to fully understand Manteca’'s current and future plans for growth to
determine how that growth may impact the future uses of the TLG farming property.

| then demonstrated on a map that it was TLG’s belief that Manteca plans to install a treated
effluent sewer water distribution pipeline that may impact portions of the TLG farming

properties.

Most important, | stated that it may be in the best interests of everyone involved if Manteca
purchased a small portion of TLG farming property to support Manteca’s needs relating to
development.

Govea supported the idea and suggested that TLG meet with the City of Manteca Economic
Development Director, Don Smail.

| then brought Govea'’s attention to the March 18, 2014, City Council Consent Calendar Agenda
Items A08, AO9 and A11. | asked specifically if any of the three agenda items will affect the
TLG 230 acre properties.

Govea identified himself as the most qualified staff member in the City of Manteca’s Public
Works Department relating to the South Area Public Facilities Sewer Plan.
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Govea assured both myself and Perkins that Agenda item'A08, pertaining to the South Area
Public Facilities Plan, would have NO impact on the TLG properties.

Further, Govea assured both myself and Perkins that Agenda items A09 and A11 also would
have NQ direct impact on the TLG farming property.

Perkins inquired -as to whether the funding mechanism involved with Agenda items A08, AQ9
and A11 involved the proper use of RDA Bond Funding.

Govea responded that he believed that the City had met all RDA compliance requirements.

March 19, 2014: Letter to the City of Manteca Planning Department/Request
Documents

On March 19, 2014, Bryce Perkins delivered a letter addressed to Mark Meissner, Planning
Manager for the City of Manteca. (see Exhibit “G”)

The letter was written for the purpose of requesting documents in relation to the Terra Ranch
Development Tract #3493.

The documents requested are listed as follows;
1. Development agreement relating to Terra Ranch Development Tract #3493.
2. Tentative and final maps relating to Terra Ranch Development Tract#3493.
3. Any amendment actually adopted relating to final map connected to Terra Ranch
Development Tract #3493.

That very same day, | was pleased to receive a call indicating that the documents were ready to
be picked up and that there would be no charge for the documents. | immediately headed to the
City of Manteca planning office to pick up the documents.

On arrival, Ms. Schimmelfennig, a City of Manteca Planning Staff Member, presented the

following documents:
1. A one page document identified as the Revised Terra Ranch Tentative Subdivision Map

Tract #3493 for APN #241-320-55 totaling 74.5 acres (see Exhibit “H* attached)
The map was dated: August 2, 2010
Revised: February 18, 2011
Revised: June 8, 2011
2. An unrelated set of documents totaling 14 pages for the Dutra Estates Projects No. 1
and No. 2 dated January 2005 and further identified as Tract #3536 and Tract #3537.

(see Exhibit “I” attached)

Further, Ms. Schimmelfennig commented that:
a. No development agreement relating to the Terra Ranch Development Tract #3493

existed.

b. Only 1 map consisting of 1 page existed for the Tract #3493 Terra Ranch project.

c. No evidence of any amendments actually adopted relating to any final map
connected to Terra Ranch Development Tract #3493 could be found.

| quickly realized. that no documents involving the current Terra Ranch Development Project
were related to my request. In addition, no portion of the set of drawings represented as the
Final Map during the February 27, 2014, meeting with James DeJong, Senior Engineering
Technician for the City of Manteca, were included as part of the documents received. It is my
belief that the City has failed to comply with the requirements of California law with respect to
public documents, and that | am entitled to the additional documents | requested.

| left with the documents provided and began drafting this letter.
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March 20, 2014: Stantec/Completed Survey

On March 20, 2014, Stantec Consulting Services Company completed a survey that strongly
supports TLG's historical claim to the farming property and rights of use to the farm access
roadway that TLG/Harris’ have utilized and paid taxes on for over forty-five years.

| have included a copy of the survey for your review and analysis. (see Exhibits “J” and “K”)
March 21, 2014: Planning Commission Agenda item #7.2

On March 21, 2014, | downloaded the upcoming Agenda for the March 25, 2014, Planning
Commission meeting.

Of particular interest was Agenda item #7.2, which offered a detailed listing of development
projects that the Planning Commission could anticipate reviewing throughout the year.

The documents’ included specific information covering 2 each Terra Ranch projects (see
Exhibit “L”) '

Terra Ranch Project #1
200 each finished apartment units
Application date: March 11, 2009
Approval date: June 21, 2011
Expiration date: June 21, 2013
Terra Ranch Project #2
212 each entitled lots (approved Tentative Map/Pending Final Map)
Application date: March 11, 2009
Approval date (Tentative Map): June 21, 2011
Expiration date: June 21, 2017

Terra Ranch Project #1 (200 apartments) appears to have been approved but is shown as
expired as of June 21, 2013, according to the Agenda documents.

In my opinion, any action taken by Manteca Planning Staff to reinstate or approve the 200 unit
Terra Ranch apartment site for any future improved use without an updated environmental
review could result in a significant impact to neighboring sites and should allow for public review

and comments at a future hearing.

Terra Ranch Project #2 (212 housing lots) clearly demonstrated that the Project was still
pending Final Map approval. The documents clearly indicate that NO Final Map has been

‘approved!

Additional facts gathered for this letter by means of information obtained from the Terra
Ranch Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and associated STAFF Reports.

1. Right To Farm Policy Code Protection/Fencing

Manteca’'s General Plan calls for conditions to be put in place to discourage the premature
conversion of agricultural farms lands.

This goal is clearly meant to offer protections by means of policy code requirements currently in
place. Those requirements are specifically set forth as detailed below:
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a. Policy LU-P-41: The City shall encourage the continuation of agricultural uses on lands
within the Primary and Secondary Urban Services Boundary lines pending their
development:as urban uses consistent with the General Plan.

b. Policy RC-P-19: The City shall support the continuation of agricultural uses on lands
designated for urban use, until urban development is imminent.

c. Policy RC-P-20: The City shall provide an orderly and phased development pattern so
that farmland is not subjected to premature development pressure.

d. Policy RC-P-21: In approving urban development near existing agricultural lands, the
City shall take actions so that such development will not unnecessarily constrain
agricultural practices or adversely affect the viability of nearby agricultural operations.

e. Policy RC-P-23: Protect designated agricultural lands, without placing an undue burden
on agricultural landowners.

f. Policy RC-P-24: Provide buffers at the interface of urban development and farmland; in
order to minimize conflicts between these uses.

g. Policy RC-P-25: The City shall ensure, in approving urban development near existing
agricultural lands, that such development will not unnecessarily constrain agricultural
practices or adversely affect the economic viability of nearby agricultural operations.

h. Policy RC-P-28: The City shall not extend water and sewer lines to premature urban
development that would adversely affect agricultural operations.

The City under general planning law can only approve projects that are in conformance with the
General Plan; failure to do so is contrary to the government code and requires review under
CEQA. Continuing, the City of Manteca has adopted a right to farm ordinance identified in
Chapter 8.24 of the Manteca Municipal code.

Chapter 8.24 Right to Farm Ordinance

Chapter 8.24 of the Manteca Municipal Code (see EIR page 4.2-7) is a right-to farm ordinance
intended to protect agricultural productivity in the city. The ordinance includes the following

statement:

e ‘It is the policy of this City to preserve, protect and encourage the use of viable
agricultural lands for the production of food and other agricultural products. When
nonagricultural land-uses extend into or approach agricultural areas, conflicts often arise
between such land-uses and agricultural operations. Such conflicts often result in the
involuntary curtailment or cessation of agricultural operations, and discourage
investment in such operations. This chapter is intended to reduce the occurrence of
conflicts between nonagricultural and agricultural land uses within the city.”

Further, the EIR specifically notes impacts to farmland detailed on pg 4.2-10 of the EIR and
further includes language that specifically states that “the right to farm, requires adequate and

secure fencing and a buffer at the interface and urban agricultural use”,

Chapter 4.2-4: Impacts related to changes in the existing environment, which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion ¢f Farmland, to non-agricultural use. (see EIR

page 4.2-10)

“Development of the Project would result in the construction of single-family, multi-family and
open space adjacent to agricultural uses. Manteca GP Policies RC-P-19 and RC-P-28

Page 18 of 21



encourage the continuation of agricultural uses on lands designated for urban use, until urban
development is imminent. The Manteca GP land use designations for the properties to the west
and south of the site are Business Industrial Park (BIP), and Urban Reserve Very Low Density
Residential (UR-VLDR), respectively. In order to protect agriculture uses until development,
Policies RC-P-24 and RC-I-30 of the Manteca GP require notification or urban property deed of
the right to farm, requires adequate and secure fencing and a buffer at the interface and urban
agricultural use, and phasing of new residential subdivisions.”

Black’s Law Dictionary defines fence as “an enclosing structure of wood, iron or other
materials, intended to prevent intrusion from without or straying from within”.

In addition, the EIR appears to demonstrate the intention of the City of Manteca and/or
Reclamation District 17 to modify the levees to meet 200 year flood requirement guidelines that
may very well have been in place or anticipated but were not disclosed at the time that the

project was initiated.

Please note my inclusion of a drawing representing the Reclamation District No. 17 Mossdale
Tract levee setback standard that was included on page 3-32 of the Final EIR. (see Exhibit
“M” attached).

Further, improving levees south of the Project area may result in a levee design that serves as a
conduit and promotes neighboring farm land intrusion rather than serving as a barrier to
trespass.

Exhibit “I" further demonstrates that the ultimate grading slope of the levee could easily allow
intrusion onto the TLG farming property.

Finally, it is my firm belief that both the Developer and the City of Manteca were well aware that
the omission of the City of Manteca Ag Farmlands Protective Fencing code requirement would
adversely affect the adjacent farming properties by promoting the recreational resident access
and use of the TLG farming property south of the project.

2. Storm Water Drainage

Page 4. 8-11 of the EIR states that the Public Facilities Implementation Plan “identifies a series
of specific improvements required to accommodate drainage of the existing urban areas of the
City of Manteca.”

In addition, the Public Facilities Implementation Plan requires the following:
a. “Whenever possible, the land ultimately required for each improvement (included in
the Drainage Master Plan) will be preserved before development occurs in an area.”
b. “Storm drainage and flood protection facilities should be constructed when each new
development begins”

Further, page 4.8-12 and 13 of the EIR describes “storm drain detention pipes that would detain
storm water collected from the entire project site for eventual conveyance to the 66 inch storm
drain trunk in Woodward Avenue. However, because the design of the required storm water
facilities on-site has not been determined at a subdivision-level basis, runoff from the project
potentially could contribute to an amount exceeding the capacity of the City’s storm
water facilities or to the on-site flood potential. Therefore, the impact is considered potentially
significant.

Certain mitigation measures are discussed on page 4.8-13 including:

“Prior to recording of the Final Map, the applicant shall develop and implement a master
drainage plan, subject to review and approval of the City engineer.”

Page 19 of 21



In my opinion, thé development and implementation of a master drainage plan could result
in a significant impact to the overall project and should allow for Public review and comment

at a future hearing.

3. Zone 25 Sewer Shed

Chapter 4.12-2 of the EIR describes wastewater from the proposed project being conveyed via
a system of 6” to 8" pipelines, which would serve the project alone. The project sewer system
would connect to the 30"inch sewer trunk in Woodward Avenue.

In addition, the EIR for the Project contains no information relating to the installation of any
infrastructure involving the conveyance of treated sewer water once processing is completed at
the treatment plant.

Further, continuing project construction delays totaling several years, may have allowed for
changes in the current or future planned City of Manteca infrastructure design and conveyance
routing of treated sewer water that could lead to potential impacts to neighboring properties
situated in the Zone 25 sewer shed.

4. Flood Control and Impacts

Chapter 4.8.4 of the EIR describes impacts and mitigation measures relating to flooding
potential.

In addition, the mitigation measures are specifically directed to 100 year flood risk requirements.

It is my understanding that FEMA has increased the flood hazard prevention requirements to a
200 year event criteria.

It is my opinion that this change in Flood hazard prevention requirements results in significant
impacts that have not been properly addressed to the public.

6. Assessing The Continuing Reliability of The 2010 EIR

In reviewing the scheduled March 25, 2014, City of Manteca Planning Commission Agenda item
#7.2, there appears to be over 14000 residential units and lots that the City of Manteca plans to
review through the end of this year. That number is significant.

With that in mind, | would like to suggest; that due to a number of delays involved with this
Project, | believe that the 2010 EIR may be dated and no longer serves as a reliable impact
model for the Project.

In Summary:

As | stated previously, TLG does not oppose the Terra Ranch Development Project, however, |
am troubled by a development process that leads to more confusion than clarity.

With that in mind, TLG is requesting that the Planning Commission or the City Council
provide a public hearing with respect to the Map referenced at the beginning of this
letter. This hearing is necessary because: 1) TLG was not provided with notice concerning the
hearing on the tentative map. 2) There are outstanding issues that do not appear to have been
addressed. 3) Errors were determined to be included in the survey that was used in part for this
project. 4) There are conditions TLG believes violate the City's current procedures; and, there
appear to be significant environmental impacts that were not considered properly. 5) Errors exist
on the July 14, 2011, Study Map represented by Ron Cheek as the official working document for
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the Project. 6) Finally, and of most significance, TLG was told by the City that additional
hearings would take place, at which, TLG could voice their comments.

Prior to the scheduling of the public meeting, TLG suggests that the City of Manteca
Planning Commission and TLG agree to an informal 2X2 meeting for the purposes of
openly discussing the key issues that could lead to a reasonable solution to the critical

issues involved as set forth herein.

Finally, | submit a letter for the purposes of requesting certain documents as detailed on
Exhibit “N” (Planning Commission oversight requested).

Looking forward to a fair and equitable resolution.

Yours truly,

i

Martin !'-Tarris
for Terra Land Group, LLC

MH:yw
Enclosures

cc: Shane Hart at Hart Properties
Bill Filios at Manteca Development Group
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a Outlook

——— —————— 2 T

Re: Proposed gated and key locked access from Woodward Avenue

From Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Date Tue 11/4/2025 3:59 PM

To  Michael Selling <mselling@manteca.gov>

Cc Lauren Silva <Isilva@manteca.gov>; Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>; Marcia Perkins-HIRT
<mperkinshirt@ outlook.com>; Meredith Hogan <meredithhogan91@gmail.com>; ‘Bob Williams'
<bob@wfarmsllc.com>; ‘Jennifer Cozart' <jcozart@deldonco.com>; Terry Souza
<terry@travaillephippen.com>; jhightower@sjgov.org <jhightower@sjgov.org>; Danielle Barney
<danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>; BoardOperations <boardoperations@cob.sccgov.org>; Michael Fonseca
<fonsecafarmsinc@aol.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net <ngmplcs@pacbell.net>; james.sanders@valleyair.org
<james.sanders@valleyair.org>; sylviarazniak@sjafca.org <sylviarazniak@sjafca.org>; marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov
<marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; David Rudat <drudat@manteca.gov>; DOSHMAILLIST@dir.ca.gov
<DOSHMAILLIST@dir.ca.gov>; Kevin Jorgensen <kjorgensen@manteca.gov>; planning@ci.manteca.ca.us
<planning@ci.manteca.ca.us>; mayorcityclerk@mantecagov.com <mayorcityclerk@mantecagov.com>

@ 2 attachments (32 MB)
Scan_20251104 (2).pdf; Pictures RD17.zip;

Thanks, Michael, for your response but because of our tenant farmer and other parties and beneficial
interests involved, this letter is meant to clarify my concerns

In my previous 10/23/25 email, | devoted paragraphs to expressing Terra Land Group's (TLG's) concerns
with recent modifications to the access roadway that crosses over the RD17 cross levee and stated:

" iti d alttoa comblnatlon DIRT crushed rock surface ideal for emergenc

dical response bu M
ﬁup.(lLﬁLuLp_emgs_(M41-3zo-solz41-3so-3z1241-330-33)
It is at the location of this proposed gated and key locked access that the emergency medical response
roadway transitions from a standard asphalt roadway built to city of Manteca public roadway code
specifications to a dirt/crushed rock surface roadway heading south to a challenged severely angled and
steep RD17 levee crossing (recently modified) that is preventing the safe and unimpeded use of the
McKinley Avenue extended dirt roadway by 80000# GVWR class 8 trucks in combination with semi/pull

hopper or fertilizer bulk hauling trailers or equipment hauling trailers typical of those commonly used by
almond farm properties.

i i truck ac ir
Protecting TLG's current access off Airport Way by utilizing a HIRT Trust owned LLC (W/L Harris Ranches
(WLHR) LLC) property's SSJID Drain #10 (APN 241-330-34) following a joint 2014 decision by SSJID and
Pete Boyce to remove the Drain #11 crossover pipe roadway bridge former recorded access on the south
boundary of the TLG property is TLG's primary goal moving forward.

Why is this important
In September 2025, at the time that the 30000 trees on the property were harvested, 57 truckloads of

almonds (80000# each) were shipped by WMD Farms (TLG tenant farmer) to Travaille and Phippen
(WMD + TLG shared almond processor). Please be advised that a 2016 TLG court case vs RD17, Manteca



Development Group, TR Land and Cerri involved testimony and court records that highly suggest the
. primary access to the TLG property was best served and could be depended upon by means of accessing
the property along SSJID Drain #10 off Airport way. (case #STK-CV-URP-2014-4238)"

I would like to add that the levee and cross over road access modifications were performed under the
watchful eye of KSN Inc who were represented and were an active participant and gave testimony in
2016 at the time that the TLG access roadway (TLG vs RD17, Manteca Development Group, TR Land and
Cerri) was litigated in San Joaquin County Court (Case #STK-CV-URP-2014-4238). There is no doubt in my
mind that Chris Nevdeck and RD17 and KSN fully understand the importance of TLG being able to

maintain safe and reliable truck access to its property.

Truck access that the Harris Family utilized for 50 years from Woodward Avenue is NO LONGER SAFE.

Please be advised that due to continuing phased changes to what once was straight (and safe) access to
and over the RD17 cross levee to what is now a challenged severely angled, steep and unsafe RD17
levee crossing from Woodward Avenue (recently modified as per photos attached) is No Longer Safe and
needsto be collectively mitigated and protected along with the access off Airport Way to ensure

continued access to the TLG property. (see attachment)

rri i t r Rights t r ir (APN 241-330-34)
Protecting TLG access from Airport way along both the North and South sides of SSJID Drain #10 is the
key to mitigating TLG's need for access as the city works toward achieving 200 year flood protection
certification. (Note: that is the reason the W/L Harris Irrevocable Trust approved buying the 21611

Airport property in 2013)

TLG trusts that it's continuing effort to protect TLG's right to access will be honoreti, respected and
accommodated by all parties and agencies involved and believes it is the right and appropriate thing to

do.
Thank you,

Martin Harris

From: Michael Selling <mselling@manteca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2025 5:22 PM

To: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>
Cc: Lauren Silva <Isilva@manteca.gov>; Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>; Marcia Perkins-HIRT

<mperkinshirt@outlook.com>; Meredith Hogan <meredithhogan91@gmail.com>; ‘Bob Williams'
<bob@wfarmslic.com>; 'Jennifer Cozart' <jcozart@deldonco.com>; Terry Souza <terry@travaillephippen.com>;
jhightower@sjgov.org <jhightower@sjgov.org>; Danielle Barney <danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>; BoardOperations
<boardoperations@cob.sccgov.org>; Michael Fonseca <fonsecafarmsinc@aol.com>; ngmplcs@pacbell.net
<ngmplcs@pacbell.net>; james.sanders@valleyair.org <james.sanders@valleyair.org>; sylvia.razniak@sjafca.org
<sylvia.razniak@sjafca.org>; marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov <marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov>; cnevdeck@ksninc.com
<cnevdeck@ksninc.com>; David Rudat <drudat@manteca.gov>; DOSHMAILLIST @dir.ca.gov
<DOSHMAILLIST@dir.ca.gov>; Kevin Jorgensen <kjorgensen@manteca.gov>

Subject: RE: Proposed gated and key locked access from Woodward Avenue

Hi Marty,

Thanks for your email. As we discussed and you articulated in your email, the City understands
the primary access for your agriculture related activities is to/from Airport Way and the best
emergency response access would be from McKinley. As you noted in our discussion; there



AN

has been a significant increase in illegal dumping in the vicinity of the existing gate at the south
end of McKinley, which the City has maintenance and cleanup responsibility for. Consequently,
the City has determined the need to lock the gate at this time as part of the response to curb the
illegal dumping and reduce the impact to City resources, As such, the City is willing to provide
keys to yourself or another HIRT representative as well as the respective entities included here.
Per your indication below, you/HIRT are electing not to take a key at this time. Should you/HIRT
or any other entities identified here have need for a key in the future, please contact the

Engineering Department (209-456-8460 or mantecaeng@manteca.gov) at such time as you
determine so.

Thanks,

Michael Selling, PE, Deputy Director
City of Manteca | Engineering Department

Office: 209.456.8437 | mselling@ manteca.gov

From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2025 10:43 AM

To: Michael Selling <mselling@manteca.gov>

Cc: Lauren Silva <Isilva@manteca.gov>; Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>; Marcia Perkins-HIRT
<mperkinshirt@outlook.com>; Meredith Hogan <meredithhogan91@gmail.com>; 'Bob Williams'
<bob@wfarmslic.com>; ‘Jennifer Cozart' <jcozart@deldonco.com>; Terry Souza <terry@travaillephippen.com>;
jhightower @sjgov.org; Danielle Barney <danielle.barney@ssjid.gov>; BoardOperations
<boardoperations@cob.sccgov.org>; Michael Fonseca <fonsecafarmsinc@aol.com>; ngmplcs@ pacbell.net;
james.sanders@valleyair.org; sylvia.razniak@sjafca.org; marc.nolan@doj.ca.gov; cnevdeck@ksninc.com; David
Rudat <drudat@manteca.gov>; DOSHMAILLIST @dir.ca.gov

Subject: Proposed gated and key locked access from Woodward Avenue

Hi Michael,

Thank you meeting with me on Monday 10/20/2025 at your office.

(Note: | also spoke by phone with Lauren Silva on 10/21/2025 and discussed reason for not
accepting a gate key at this time)

My visit was in response to a call that city of Manteca representative Lauren Silva made to me

‘offering me a key to the gate securing and preventing unauthorized traffic beyond the paved

termination point of McKinley Avenue and further situated .375 miles approximately south of
Woodward Avenue.

Transition of Roadway from Asphalt to a combination DIRT/crushed rock surface ideal

for emergency medical response but clearly i ‘ i
Transport needs for Terra Land Group (TLG) pro j =320- =330-

32/241-330-33) _
It is at the location of this proposed gated and key locked access that the emergency medical

response roadway transitions from a standard asphalt roadway built to city of Manteca public
roadway code specifications to a dirt/crushed rock surface roadway heading south to a
challenged severely angled and steep RD17 levee crossing (recently modified) that is
preventing the safe and unimpeded use of the McKinley Avenue extended dirt roadway by




~ ... 80000# GVWR class 8 trucks in combination with semi/pull hopper or fertilizer bulk hauling
"~ trailers or equipment hauling trailers typical of those commonly used by almond farm

properties.

Protecting TLG's 12 year use of 80000# truck access off Airport Way

Protecting TLG's current access off Airport Way by utilizing a HIRT Trust owned LLC (W/L
Harris Ranches (WLHR) LLC) property’s SSJID Drain #10 (APN 241-330-34) following a joint
2014 decision by SSJID and Pete Boyce to remove the Drain #11 crossover pipe roadway
bridge former recorded access on the south boundary of the TLG property is TLG's primary goal

moving forward.

is this important
In September 2025, at the time that the 30000 trees on the property were harvested, 57 truck
loads of almonds (80000# each) were shipped by WMD Farms (TLG tenant farmer) to Travaille
and Phippen (WMD + TLG shared almond processor). Please be advised thata 2016 TLG court
case vs RD17, Manteca Development Group, TR Land and Cerri involved testimony and court
records that highly suggest the primary access to the TLG property was best served and could
be depended upon by means of accessing the property along SSJID Drain #10 off Airport way.

(case #STK-CV-URP-2014-4238)
No key accepted at this time

Due to my limited and individual rights as a W/L Harris Family Irrevocable Trust (HIRT) Trustee
and a HIRT owned entity manager; and identical roles as HIRT trustees and LLC managers
served by my sisters Marcia Perkins and Melissa King; LLC Manager roles served by Marcia
Perkins daughter Meredith Perkins Hogan; a large number of subcontractors serving the needs
of the TLG tenant (WMD Farms); various regulators and government inspectors of medical
emergency responders that need to access the property; | am forwarding this email to other
decision makers and those affected to gain the best and safest workplace safety approach for
everyone to be affected.

| trust that hard fought prior effort as part of this continuing effort to protect TLG's access will be
both honored and respected and accommodated by all agencies involved.

Thank you,
Marty Harris
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Sent

a Outlook

Re: CORRECTION: Motions & Action Items from 4Ms Meeting held 8/16/25

" From Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>
Date Fri 9/26/2025 2:41 PM
To Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>; Marcia Perkins <mperkinshirt@outlook.com>

Cc  Meredith Hogan <meredithhogan91@gmail.com>

@] 3 attachments (17 MB)

San Joaquin Area Flood Control Agency Consulting Services for Construction Management of the Mossdale Urban Flood Risk
Reduction Project.pdf; Map Proposed Boundary of Mossdale Tract Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District.pdf; Map Mossdale

Tract Area Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project.pdf;

Good afternoon,

Making a Final Determination of Inclusion or Exclusion in SIAFCA-RFP-25-02/San Joaquin Area Flood
Control Agency Construction and Management of the Mossdale Urban Flood Risk Reduction Project.

It seems something very odd is going on.

I just checked the SIAFCA website and found a document labeled SJAFCA-RFP-25-02 and titled San
Joaquin Area Flood control Agency construction and management of the Mossdale Urban Flood Risk

Reduction Project. (see attachment #1)

The document includes a map on page 3 that ignores the TLG 230 acres previous inclusion and
completely omits TLG APN's 241-320-60, 241-330-32, and 241-330-33 (total 230 acres) prior inclusion in
the project area (see attachment #2 for map showing TLG (230 acre) exclusion as compared to

attachment #3 detailing TLG (230 acre) inclusion)

Most important, what does this mean for W/L Harris family owned property interests being able to
move forward and seek more beneficial uses for W/L Harris family owned properties situated along the

South Delta/San Joaquin River system.

Question: How did the 2 maps come to differ? Which map can the HIRT Trustees and HIRT owned LLC
managers support and rely on to attain more beneficial uses on its properties? Which
agencies/authorities control the process?

Please advise,
Thank you,

Marty Harris




From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 18, 2025 9:25 AM

To: Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>; Marcia Perkins <mperkinshirt@outlook.com>
Subject: Fw: CORRECTION: Motions & Action Items from 4Ms Meeting held 8/16/25

Good morning,

Correcti t il submitted for 9/18/25 3M/4AM meetin

strategies/conflicts and key issues to consider

Please see corrections to the email below in red, in regards to the Drainage zone categories and
assumptions (unconfirmed): 6 key W/L Harris Estate Property drainage zones with properties (includes
McKinley) separated into categories allowing for proper engineering calculations to determine drainage
amounts necessary to mitigaté for and meet any and all development pump station requirements called

for in making improvements to the properties.

I have also added another photo attachment that shows the conflicting placement of RD17 levee vs
SSJID concrete pipe delivery line along shared Cambra/Machado (Lumina) boundary.

Thank you for your consideration of this important information.

Marty Harris

From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 15, 2025 12:54 PM

To: Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>; Marcia Perkins <mperkinshirt@outlook.com>
Subject: Fw: CORRECTION: Motions & Action Items from 4Ms Meeting held 8/16/25

MH Priority Agenda item #1 for 9[18[25 3M/4M meeting:
Land use strategies/conflicts and key issues to consider:

Good morning,

Following three recent meetings, | feel-like | need to expand my thoughts and provide important details
of the information received in the email below.

Response to Melissa's 8/16/25 Action item 3C:_

In response to Melissa's 8/16/25 Action item 3C to request a BOV for 21611 Airport (241-330-34), | have

been advised that our two sequenced/adjacent neighboring property owners (ie. Bill Cambra and
Michael Fonseca) are working jointly together with developers to create a combined residential

development strategy for both their properties.

Since both WLHR (241-330-34) and TLG (241-330-32) depend on access rights by means of utilizing
WLHR parcel 241-330-34 as well as the Fonseca parcel, | believe any development by Fonseca/Cambra
would need to also include extending Fig Avenue in a Westernly direction (from its current termination
point at Airport Way). This means extending a new portion of Fig Avenue across Airport Way and



through the center of the 241-330-34 (21611 Airport) property and would likely result in relocating the
SSJID Drainage Canal to the underground center of the new extension of Fig Avenue. There is no doubt
this necessary action will affect BOV's for the WLHR (241-330-34) and TLG (241-330-32) parcels.

Response to Marcia Perkins 8/16/25 TLG motion 3D:

TLG motion 3D (Woodward): The Board of Managers for Terra Land Group, LLC hereby authorizes CEO
Marcia Perkins to (1) approach Michael Fonseca and Fonseca Farms about asking Trevor Smith to help
outline a combined residential development strategy for the TLG-Woodward and the Fonseca-Airport
parcels, and (2) to work together with the Fonseca owners and Trevor Smith to approach City of

Manteca.
APPROVED — MP Yes, MK Yes, MPH Yes, MH No.

MH Comment: | remain concerned about how that strategy can properly include my participation when
you consider that | have been blocked from accessing my important business and trustee management
records assorted in Vans #4, #7, #8 and #9.

Possible mitigated outcome allowing for corrective uses through Voluntary Agreements:

Discussions need to both allow for and resolve ways to mitigate access, drainage and other effects by
following a similar strategy to the one utilized by River Islands. (see photos attached) (attachment #1)

Please be advised that on or about 9/3/25 while | was assisting in verifying the total 57 Almond
shipment counts being generated by the WMD harvest crew at the TLG 230 acre property (ie: APN 241-
330-32,241-330-33, 241-320-60). | also performed an inspection of the entire perimeter of the property.

Unexpected encounter with Machado S ina) he irt ing construction crew:_

On or about the early afternoon on 9/3/25, two Machado Estate (Lumina) Construction Crew Workers
approached me at the top of the RD17 flood protection levee that separated the Machado Estates
(Lumina) home construction project from the adjacent TLG and Bill Cambra properties situated south of

the current RD 17 levee alignment .

A brief co tion followed/Unsupported n

The unexpected encounter resulted in a short conversation about recent levee improvements on the
southern end of the Cerri Development that left more questions than answers as to what SJIAFCA's final
route for the RD 17 levee would be shaped and directed to look like. (see photos attached) (attachment

#2)

. w i ith city of Manteca engineering staff:
On 9/8/25, | visited the city of Manteca engineering department and spoke with Kevin Jorgensen.

Take aways from that meeting:
1. Kevin Jorgensen informed me that current Cerri RD 17 project (APN 241-320-20) South boundary

improvements to RD 17 levee are a development project condition of approval and a temporary
flood protection requirement pending the final outcome of SIAFCA's 200 year flood protection
levee improvement/realignment plan (environmental review in process)

2. Kevin Jorgensen to call Trevor Smith (HIRT property engineering consultant) to discuss TLG's 230-
acre total city infrastructure and services volume needs and pipe stub sizing requirements as well
as obtain information on type of development being planned

3. Only briefly discussed was TLG's need for vehicle access to and from TLG APN #241-330-32 by
means of utilizing and traveling along portions of roadways existing on both the North and South
sides of SSJID Drain #10 as allowed by WLHR (HIRT owned entity) parcel APN #241-330-34.



9/4/25 informal Meeting with Joe Cambra

On or about the early afternoon on 9/4/25, | visited the Tuff Boy trailer facility at 3870 Yosemite Avenue
and had a short unplanned conversation with Joe Cambra (current manager for Tuff Boy facilities/ie

Almondwood and Yosemite)

Take aways from that meeting:

Joe Cambra shared with me that he believed that the current size of the Tuff Boy Almondwood yard (ie.
5151 Almondwood, 4955 Almondwood, 5047 Aimondwood, 22999 Oleander) was not big enough in size
to park all the Tuff Boy lease trailers in the lease fleet. Joe suggested that expanding Tuff Boy trailer
parking onto another W/L Harris family owned neighboring property might be worth considering.

| rtant mitigation and other factor. consider:

1. Corrective action is necessary to provide a buffer that eliminates current erosion to the levee at
the point that the SSJ ID irrigation water delivery line comes into contact and lays against the
base of the RD17 levee at the South Machado Estates (Lumina) development property line
(against Bill Cambra Property) (see photos) (attachment #3)

2. It appears that the SSJID utilized French Camp Slough outlet canal has been cut off from future
SSJID drainage use

3. It appears that Oakdale Irrigation District and SSJID are in the final phase of approving
construction of a Tuolumne to Stanislaus Rivers cross conveyance water transfer tunnel. To better
serve the water demands and safety concerns of the communities those districts serve.

4. Conditions of sale for Mossdale properties:

It looks like the sale of the Mossdale properties (i.e., 3870 Yosemite, 3938 Yosemite, 3756
Yosemite, and 3600 Yosemite) has finally opened meaningful discussions for how Lathrop city
water, sewer, and stormwater will be conditioned and mitigated.

On 7/17/25 City of Lathrop assistant engineer Bellal Nabizadah wrote:

"For development, the site will be required to connect to city sewer, water, and storm systems.
There is a sewer pump station located next to 3600 Yosemite avenue, which may facilitate an
easier connection to the sewer system. Water is available along Yosemite. Storm drainage will be
more complex, as the site will be conditioned to construct a regional storm drain pump station
that will benefit the entire Gateway development area. Because this pump station provides a
regional benefit, it would be eligible for reimbursement. Reimbursement would be collected as
other benefitting properties develop. This reimbursement method would apply to any public
improvements that provide a regional benefit, excluding those required by the municipal code as

frontage improvements".

More to consider:

This mitigation and reimbursement method is further explained in the attachments to this email
(i.e. Mossdale Tract Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District) which looks to include the TLG

230-acre (i.e. APN# 241-320-60, 241-330-32, & 241-330-33) but excludes 21611 Airport Way (241-
330-34). Please note that 21611 Airport Way is situated adjacent to and just east of TLG APN#

241-330-32. (see attachment)

agd 0 al action Nd NIg DE
interests to the disadvantage of minority interests:
When you consider that SSJID Drain #10 is positioned effectively to drain both city of Manteca and
city of Ripon excess drainage water through the 21611 Airport property (APN# 241-330-34) before
draining into SSJID Drain #11, what protections need to be put in place to clearly identify and




separate any land to be set aside and designated to benefit (i.) a Manteca/Ripon Regional storm
drainage pump basin; or (ii.) a Mossdale Tract Infrastructure Regional storm drainage pump basin?

Question: Will drainage for 22902 Oleander and 22777 Oleander which are situated north of the
SSJID Drain #11 be re-engineered and re-constructed to drain into Drain #10 with drainage water

passing through 22611 Airport (i.e. 241-330-34)?

Question: Will SSJID drains #10 and #11 be separated and no longer comingled as currently
occurring at their current junction point location (i.e. South - east tip of TLG owned 241-330-32)?

Question: How else can total drainage by Region be controlled, measured, separated, and
mitigated for the Region?

Question: What Region will the Tuff Boy (Almondwood) facility properties be designated to be
situated in and to what locations will those properties drain?

The direction that the HIRT Trustees need to head things follow the answers to these questions. |
do not believe that Marcia and Melissa’s selection of properties to sell is arbitrary but is meant to
steer the process. Is it time to enter into Voluntary Agreements?

. Conditions for any amendments to be made to TBS facility leases on HIRT owned Entity

properties
TBS continuing obligations to properly maintain and perform repairs to 5151 Almondwood and

3870 Yosemite Tuff Boy Company facilities so as to support Fair Market Property values while
providing a safe work environment for the Tuff Boy employees and compliance with all State and

Federal laws.
MH Comment #1: What appears to be self dealing/need for Trustees to recuse themselves as

presented by Martin Harris at the 2/6/25 (February) 3M meeting for motigns Melissa labeled 4A
and 4B. )

MOTION 4.A (WLHP & TLG): The Boards of Managers for W/L Harris Properties LLC and Terra Land
Group LLC hereby approve the “REVISED INCENTIVES TO MOTIVATE RENT ADJUSTMENTS FOR TBS

LEASES” as redlined and annotated by Melissa King. (See Attachment A.)

APPROVED: MP Yes, MK Yes, MH No.

MH Comment: It appears that both Marcia and Melissa have growing conflicts of interest
involving HIRT & Tuff Boy entities and should recuse themselves from voting to avoid self dealing
(See attachment/Re: 6/17/24 TBS management change notice to customers).

ACTION ITEM 4.B: Melissa will send revised/annotated document to Brett Mueller, so he canask
TBS attorneys to draft an amendment for our review.

MH Comment: It appears that both Marcia and Melissa have growing conflicts of interest
involving HIRT & Tuff Boy entities and should recuse themselves from voting to avoid self dealing
(See attachment/Re: 6/17/24 TBS management change notice to customers).

MH Comment #2: What appears to be self dealing/need for Trustees to recuse themselves as
presented by Martin Harris at the 3/6/25 (March) 3M Meeting for MK and MP Priority Topic #2
(TBS Amended Lease Agreements) Areas to address for 3/6/25 3M priority topic #2.




a. TBS no longer interested in renting the 3870 Yosemite and 3988 Yosemite facilities upon the
expiration of the current lease (12/31/25);

b. TBS needs to perform and repair all unmet maintenance to the 3870 facility prior to exiting
the lease;

C. What about TBS duty to pay for all past under market rents remaining due?

d. What about any soil remediation or environmental clean up work affecting the property?

€. TBS to rent approximately 34 to 36 acres at Almondwood at variable and conditional price
levels (see attachment);

f. It appears that both Marcia and Melissa have growing conflicts of interest involving HIRT
and ownership in Tuff Boy entities and should recuse themselves from voting to avoid self-
dealing (See 6/17/2024 TBS management change in ownership notice sent to customers as
presented in a Marty Harris email sent to Marcia and Melissa on 2/18/25 at 2:52 PM)

g: What about TBS failure to address what | have been advised are underaddressed mold
issues in the 5151 Almondwood main offices (see email sent by Marty Harris to Melissa,
Marcia, and Brett Mueller-on 2/18/25 at 2:52 PM); As previously entered into the facility
lease, TBS also needs to ensure a safe workplace for its employees by performing all unmet
maintenance and repairs for all building and shared parking/stormwater sandy soil
percolation surfaces that are included, called for, and conditioned by NONA DWR State
Stormwater permits (Job F13001) filed with the Water Board on 10/1/2015 for the 5151
Almondwood facility. (see news article/Re: Cal Matters 7/24/25 Key Player in California’s Water Wars
Embraces Controversial Pact, which details apparent rights and merits to participating in Voluntary
Agreements as included with the attachments to this email) (Also see emails sent on 1/30/23 @ 9:50
AM and 6/8/23 @ 12:05 PM to Marcia and Melissa/ Re: Half a million acre reduction of cropland
(muiti-benefit land repurposing)

h. What about TBS's failure to accommodate Martin Harris continued (grandfathered) 20 year
use of the 4-each Personal property and W/L Harris Estate Business Records storage vans
located on the 5151 Almondwood property; (see email sent to Marcia/Melissa on 2/27/25
@ 11:41 PM/Re: Notice and instructions to accept delivery of Personal Property and W/L
Harris Estate Business records)

i. What effort has been made to ensure that TBS is complying with all applicable laws?

6. Surveys and other documents show that WLHR holds grandfathered and legal vehicle right-of-way
access along portions of the southern boundary of the Fonseca Farms property situated on the
North side of SSJID Drain #10 to the Western boundary line of WLHR parcel# 241-330-34 (21611
Airport) (Note: this WLHR access right is supported by surveys and has been historically
recognized and utilized by WLHR and others for over 10 years allowing safe and dependable
access to HIRT owned entity properties from Airport way. (ie. 241-330-32, 241-330-33, 241-320-
60, and 241-330-34)

7. Drainage Concerns/22902 Oleander:

22902 Oleander has no existing way to down gradient gravity drain storm water or irrigation water
from the northern half of the property situated north of the SSJID irrigation water concrete pipe
supply line that runs across (East to West) the center of the property. Water can only be drained
by pumping water south to the SSJID Drain Il canal situated on the southern boundary of the
22902 property. (Currently 22902 Olander serves as a higher elevation property allowing trailers
to be transported there for short term parking during times of flood emergency with 22777
Oleander able to provide any drainage relief deemed necessary)

8. It appears that the long promised expansion of Paradise cut is nearing final approval along with
the inclusion of a 1000’ gated wier based on discussions held involving KSN, RD 2075 and the
Banta-Carbona Irrigation District. (Note: | have been advised on more than one occasion by one or
more board members of RD 2075, that as a condition of approval for allowing the development of
River islands in Stewart Tract, the Paradise cut bypass channel would be expanded allowing



greater flow volumes through the Paradise cut bypass channel to offset all drainage impacts and
impedances resulting from the 6500 acres that River Islands would ultimately develop)

) %ﬂm and assumptions (unconfirmed): o
Propert | Governing
perty APN # Drainage Rights Category # |authority/sphere
Address -
of influence
3870 241-400-05 Drains to pond 1 Lathrop
Yosemite
393&.3 241-400-04 Drains to pond 1 Lathrop
Yosemite
375(.5 241-400-06 Drains to pond 1 Lathrop
| Yosemite
360(.) 241-400-07 Drains to pond 1 Lathrop
Yosemite
Deep water well not
Milg(?r?lg 241-310-07 | active AG ? Lathsrfg N nt
y ground/sandy soil ounty
| B 241-320-60 AG ground/sandy soil 2 Manteca
Woodward g y
=Ly 241-330-33 AG ground/sandy soil 2 Manteca
Woodward
3250 .
241-330-32 AG ground/sandy soil 2 Manteca
Woodward
, Manteca &
21611 Airport | 241-330-34 SSJID 3 SJ County
22302 | 556.070-01 SSIID 3 S County
Oleander
22911 226-060-15 SSIID 3 $J County
Oleander |
|
22777 226-060-11 SSID 3 | SJCounty
Oleander - !
22161 Olive !
Road ? SSJID 3 SJ County
(Perkins)
Tuff Boy
= 226-060-17 Nona filing w/state  |Almondwood|  SJ County
Almondwood 4
Tuff Boy
4955 226-060-13 Nona filing w/state  [Almondwood,  SJ County
Almondwood 4
Tuff Boy
— 226-060-14 Nona filing w/state  |Almondwood| SJ County
Almondwood 4




. Nona filing w/state Tuff Boy
22999 . May have partial property|, _
Oleander | 228°080-16 | pichts into SSIID through A'm°"fw°°d' ALy
i The 22911 property )
Tuff Boy
23195
-060- ?
Oleander 226-060-18 : AImon:lwood SJ County
| 4747 Tuff Boy
| 226-060-12 SSJID Almondwood|  SJ County
Almondwood 4
15855 Mello | 245-150-12 SSJID? 5 SJ County
16051 Mello | 241-150-11 SSJID? 5 SJ County
20509 Murphy| 245-150-32 SSJID 5 I SJ County
15958 Mello | 245-150-17 SSJID 5 SJ County
20778 North | 5 150.17° ? 5 - SJCounty
Ripon
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other drainage notes and conditions to consider;

a. RD 2075 appears to be in need of drainage/levee improvements in the area commonly
known as "the Pocket" and totaling approximately 800 acres in the area West of Airport
Way.

b. The Stanislaus River Relief Cut commonly known as "Brochinni Cut" allows high river
channel flow water to flow into South Manteca areas already challenged by high water San
Joaquin River flows

c. The Banta-Carbona Irrigation Districts outlet canal is located on the West side of the San
Joaquin River and directly opposite to the RD 2075 (800 acre) pocket which is located on the
east side of the San Joaquin River.

d. Paradise cut (and its promised expansion) is located just a short distance down stream of
the Banta-Carbona Irrigation District's outlet canal

10. In connection with my duties and right to protect myself from all forms of liability in association
with my roles as a TBL Manager, HIRT Trustee, HIRT owned entity manager, SRH co-manager and
WLHFT Trustee, please consider Marcia Perkins, Melissa Kings, Bryce Perkins, Rick King's and
Leadership One's (includes Tim Schultz) roles and purpose in locking me out and blocking my
access to the four business office records storage vans that LEH dedicated to me in support of my
trustee/management roles in the W/L Harris family businesses (see Martin Harris priority Topic
Agenda Item #7 and associated motion #8 which | submitted but watched die (unsupported) at
the 8/16/25 meeting

Record of Motions and Actions items taken at 8/16/25 3M Meeting: Martin Harris Priority Topic #7

HIRT Documents Retention, Policy, blocking my access to HIRT, WLHFT and SRH business records

a. MH Concerns regarding destruction of documents




MH Comment: Once again, | took action to investigate known defects and illicit activities
connected with TBS locking me out of the four office records storage vans that Lucille Harris
dedicated for my ongoing use in connection with my roles as a TBL manager, HIRT Trustee,
HIRT owned entity manager, SRH Manger and WLHFT Trustee.

b. Motion 8: Move to investigate known defects and illicit activities connected with TBS

lockout of 4 storage vans that LEH dedicated to me (Marty) in connection with my

trustee/manger roles.
MOTION DIED - (not seconded)

11. It Looks like good faith discussions can be held with a goal of attaining better corrective uses that
will lower drainage impacts for everyone to be affected through Voluntary Agreements.

| hope this letter and the details it contains help us get there and | will include as an Agenda item to be
considered at our 9/18/25 3M/4M meeting.

Thank you,

Martin Harris

From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2025 11:48 AM

To: Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>; Marcia Perkins-HIRT <mperkinshirt@outlook.com>
Cc: Meredith Hogan <meredithhogan91@gmail.com>

Subject: Fw: CORRECTION: Motions & Action Items from 4Ms Meeting held 8/16/25

Response to Melissa's 8/16/25 Action item 3C:

In response to Melissa's 8/16/25 Action item 3C to request a BOV for 21611 Airport (241-330-34), | have
been advised that our two sequenced/adjacent neighboring property owners (ie. Bill Cambra and
Michael Fonseca) are working jointly together with developers to create a combined residential
development strategy for both their properties.

Since both WLHR (241-330-34) and TLG (241-330-32) depend on access rights by means of utilizing
WLHR parcel 241-330-34 as well as the Fonseca parcel, | believe any development by Fonseca/Cambra
would need to also include extending Fig Avenue in a Westernly direction (from its current termination
point at Airport Way). This means extending a new portion of Fig Avenue across Airport Way and
through the center of the 241-330-34 (21611 Airport) property and would likely result in relocating the
SSJID Drainage Canal to the underground center of the new extension of Fig Avenue. There is no doubt
this necessary action will affect BOV's for the WLHR (241-330-34) and TLG (241-330-32) parcels.

Response to Marcia Perkins 8/16 LG :
TLG motion 3D (Woodward): The Board of Managers for Terra Land Group, LLC hereby authorizes CEO

Marcia Perkins to (1) approach Michael Fonseca and Fonseca Farms about asking Trevor Smith to help
outline a combined residential development strategy for the TLG-Woodward and the Fonseca-Airport
parcels, and (2) to work together with the Fonseca owners and Trevor Smith to approach City of
Manteca.

APPROVED — MP Yes, MK Yes, MPH Yes, MH No.



MH Comment: | remain concerned about how that strategy can include my participation when you
consider that | have been blocked from accessing my important business and trustee management
records assorted in Vans #4, #7, #8 and #9.

Possible mitigated outcome allowing for corrective uses through Voluntary Agreements:

Discussions need to both allow for and resolve ways to mitigate access, drainage and other effects by
following a similar strategy to the one utilized by River Islands. (see photos attached)

Thank you,

Marty Harris

From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 18,2025 3:47 PM
To: Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>; Marcia Perkins-HIRT <mperkinshirt@outlook.com>

Subject: Re: CORRECTION: Motions & Action Items from 4Ms Meeting held 8/16/25

Hi All,

Please see my attached, red-lined comments on the motion and action items from the 8/16/25
meeting. ,
Thank you,

Marty

From: Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2025 11:43 AM
To: Marcia Perkins-HIRT <mperkinshirt@outlook.com>; Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>; Meredith

Hogan <Meredithhogan91@gmail.com>
Subject: CORRECTION: Motions & Action Items from 4Ms Meeting held 8/16/25

Hello, 4Ms.
Sorry for the error, and thanks for proofreading.

| have attached the CORRECTED Motions & Action Items from yesterday’s 4Ms Meeting.

Please discard the previous version or mark it as obsolete.

Melissa King

CEO, W & L Harris Ranches

CEO, W/L Harris Properties

VP of Commercial Property, Terra Land Group / Mossdale Gateway Ranch
Co-Trustee, W/L Harris Irrevocable Family Trust

209-499-7968



From: Marty Harris <martyharris5151@gmail.com>

Date: Monday, August 18, 2025 at 10:23 AM

To: Melissa King <mking.hirt@outlook.com>, Marcia Perkins-HIRT <mperkinshirt@outlook.com>
Subject: Proposed Estate Sale at 16051 Mello Road

To set the record straight | voted NO on approving the estate sale process and am opposed to
the way that majority control interest have unfairly prejudiced what has already been set aside
and distributed.

1. 16501 Estate Sale (Thursday 8/21/25 - Saturday 8/23/25)

1. ACTION ITEM 4A: On Monday 8/18/25, Marcia Perkins will facilitate a 48:00
AM 1:00 PM walk-through for Marty Harris to go through sale displays.

1. ACTION ITEMS 4B: Marcia Perkins will work with Kim Berry to record costs and
. income for the estate sale; Marcia will submit the records to Grimbleby-Colemn
within 21 days after sale

1. MOTION 4C: The Co-Trustees of WLHFT hereby authorize state sale specialist Kim
Berry to conduct a sale of the items remaining in the 16051 home and outbuildings,
from which Kim Berry will receive 40% of the proceeds. (this fee includes Kim's

helper and day-of-sale attendants)
APPROVED - MP Yes, MK Yes, MH ¥es No

Kerry, Jeanette, Sofia and | will all be at the property at 1:00 today to look over what remnants
remain.

Thank you,
Marty Harris



E2

New
2019

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION LIST

*  Woodward Park Associates, LLC - Partnership dissolved - 2018
**  Formerly 245-150-25 Miller-Harris Ranch 38.33 acres - partnership dissolved, property split.

05/08/2019
LH Other
9.68 13551 South 11th Ave, Hnfrd 018-242-46 0%  48% SRH (MH 4%)
9.96 13515 South 11th Ave, Hnfrd 018-242-30 0%  48% SRH (MH %)
203.33 3250 Woodward Ave. - Mtca 241-330-32 0% 100% TLG  (HRT)
17.14 3220 Woodward Ave. - Mtca 241-330-33 0% 100% TLG (HIRT)
30.33 15855 East Mello Ave, Rpn 245-150-12 0% 100% HR  (HRT)
37.18 4747 East Almondwood Dr., Mtca 226-060-12 0% 100% HR (HIRT)
19.55 4955 East Almondwood Dr., Mtca 226-060-13 0% 100% WP (HIRT)
26.28 18200 S. McKinley Ave, Mtca 241-310-07 0% 100% -~ TLG  (HIRT)
38.03 15958 East Mello Ave., Rpn 245-150-17 0% 100% HR  (HRT)
35.97 20509 Murphy Rd., Mtca 245-150-32 0% 100% HR  (HIRT)
15.41 21549 East River Rd, Escalon 245-250-24 0% 1009% HR _ (HIRT)
51.59 Tuolumne-Gounty-Parcel #1 062-300-61 PROPERTY SOLD 2018
2521 Tuolumne-GountyParcel #2 062-290-03 PROPERTY SOLD 2018
5.42 5151 E. Almondwoad Dr., Mtca 226-060-17 0% 100% HP (HIRT)
4.44 5047 E. Almondwood Dr., Mtca 226-060-14 0% 100%  HP {HIRT)
4,26 22999 S. Oleander Ave., Mtca 226-060-16 0% 100% HP (HIRT)
6.38 3870 W. Yosemite Ave, Lthrp 241-400-05 0% 100%  HP (HIRT)
80.00 Address Unknewn 243-150-51 PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED
38.35 Address-Unlmown (Wdwed West) 22404919 PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED
19.08 20778 S. North Rpn Rd..Rpn (M-H) 245-150-63 0% 100% HR (HIRT)
45.90 3756 W. Yosemite Ave., Lthrp 241-400-06 0% 56.25% MF  (HIRT)
5.64.3600 W. Yosemite Ave., Lthrp 241-400-07 0% 50% MF  (HRT)
9.48 16051 E. Mello Rd., Rpn {Residence) 245-150-11 100% n/a LH =
7.98 3938 W. Yosemite, Lthrp (Luckey) 241-400-04 8% 100% TLG  (HIRT)
10.13 Woodward Ave., Mtca 241-320-60 0% 100% TLG  (HIRT)
1.64 23195 S. Oleander Ave, Mtca 226-060-18 0% 100% TLG - (HIRT)
27.80 Henry Miller Road, Los Banos (VOLTA) 081-060-055 0% 100% TLG (HIRT)
- 37.00 21611 S. Airport Wy, Mtca 241-330-34 0% 100%  HR (HIRT)
24.50 22902 Oleander Ave, Mtca 226-070-01 0% 100% TLG  (HIRT)
14.21 22777 Oleander Ave., Mtca 226-060-11 0% 100% TLG  (HIRT)
3.0 22911 Oleander Ave., Mtca 226-060-15 0% 100% TLG (HIRT)
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1860's United States
Survey appear to
designate properties
West of proposed levee
alternative for UFRR as
swamp and overflow
properties.

This is not a new
revelation, but has been
a topic of recent
discussion between City
of Manteca
representatives and

South Manteca rural
property owners.

1/23/2026

Martin Harris proposed UFRR SSJID Drain #11 extension alternative routing

SSJID Drain #11
alternative
extension routing
1/23/2026

Almondwood
road

SSJID
Drain #11

Proposed
levee
extension
Alternative for
UFRR project
terminating
within
Reclamation
Distict 2075
near Perrin
Road with
levee
extension
connecting into
USACE San
Joaquin River
Levee system

Tuff Boy Sales
5151

Almondwood
facility

1/19/26
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