CITY OF MANTECA

Final Environmental Impact Report

Manteca General Plan 2023

1. Introduction

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) presents Lead Agency City of Manteca response
to the comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Manteca General Plan
2023. The contents of this document are specified in the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15132.

Written and personally communicated comments received during the DEIR public review period
are addressed. Comments were received primarily during the public review period of July 7,
2003 through August 20, 2003.

This “response to comments’ document, together with the DEIR, congtitute the FEIR for the
Manteca General Plan 2023; the contents of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Manteca General Plan 2023, dated June 30, 2003, are incorporated by reference.

This FEIR document includes:

List of persons, organizations, and public agencies that submitted comments on
the DEIR;

Written comments received on the DEIR;
Comment received on the DEIR through Personal Communication;
Lead Agency response to comments received; and

EIR Text Revisions and Staff-Initiated Text Changes

No oral comments were received on the DEIR during scheduled Public Hearings.
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CITY OF MANTECA

Summary Description of Project

The Manteca General Plan 2023 is a comprehensive update to the General Plan adopted by the
City of Manteca in 1988. The General Plan includes a policy document, supplemented by
technical reports on cultural resources, traffic, and noise.

The Manteca General Plan includes the seven state-mandated elements and four optional
elements. The eleven total elements that comprise the General Plan are asfollows:

Land Use- establishes land use designations with types and intensities of use and sets policies
and programs regarding future devel opment of the City.

Community Design- establishes urban design guidelines to ensure that new development is
attractive and contributes to the sense of Manteca as a location.

Circulation- contains policies for the City’s roadway system, transit, pedestrian and bicycle
circulation, and methods of managing transportation demand, accounting for the relationship
between land use and circulation.

Economic Development- addresses the need for Manteca to broaden its employment base to
maintain the high quality of life currently enjoyed, and to implement an economic
development strategy.

Housing- includes policies and programs to increase the variety and types of housing in the
City, emphasizing infill sites, increased density, and mixed uses downtown, and also includes
a discussion of housing needs and programs to provide additional housing for special needs
populations.

Public Facilities and Services- discusses public facilities including domestic water, sewer,
storm drainage, electricity services, solid waste, education, police protection, fire protection,
and parks and recreation.

Safety- contains policies and programs to protect the community from injury, loss of life, and
property damage resulting from natural disasters and hazardous conditions.

Resource Conservation- emphasizes the accommodation of population growth while
conserving and protecting the area’ s natural resources and quality of life.

Noise- identifies policies that will protect the community from noise hazards.

Air Quality- addresses the community’s need to cooperate regionally so that increased
development does not further degrade the air quality.

Administration
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CITY OF MANTECA

The General Plan 2023 provides a range of residential, commercial, industrial, business-

professional and public land uses, as summarized in the table below.

GENERAL PLAN 2023 LAND USE

Proposed | Existing |Total 2023
Developable | Urbanized | Land Use
Land Use | Land Use
LAND USE Acres Acres Acres

AG Agriculture 3960.0 3960.0
GC General Commercial 518.0 154 672.0
NC Neighborhood Commercial 111.8 380 491.8
CMU Commercial Mixed Use 255.0 255.0
HI Heavy Industrial 715.0 194.9 909.9
LI Light Industrial 798.1 226 1024.1
BIP Business Industrial Park 258.0 258.0
BP Business Professiona 133.0 133.0
HDR High Density Residential (15.1 to 25 du/ac) 251.0 191 442.0
MDR Medium Density Residential (8.1to 15 du/ac) 359.0 187.6 546.6
LDR Low Density Residential (2.1 to 8 du/ac) 3685.9 2741.7 6427.6
VLDR Very Low Density Residential (0.5 to 2 du/ac) 248.0 109.8 357.8
P/QP/ Public/Quasi-public Schoolg/Utilities 317.6 788.3 1105.9
OS Open Space 516.0 27 543.0
P Park 175.7 342.4 518.1
Total 12302.1 5342.7| 17644.8
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CITY OF MANTECA

2. List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies That
Submitted Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Manteca General Plan 2023

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Manteca Unified School District

Crystal Quinly, Manteca Resident

City of Lathrop Community Development Dept
Georgianna Reichelt, Manteca Resident

George Dimotakis, Manteca Resident

California State Clearinghouse - Forwarding Comments Received From:

California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics
California Department of Conservation
California Department of Health Services

California Department of Transportation, District 10

San Joaquin County Department of Public Works

Ernie Tyhurst, Director of Planning, City of Ripon
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CITY OF MANTECA

3. Response to Written Comments

Written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Manteca General
Plan 2023 were received from the following persons, organizations, and public agencies. These
are listed chronologically by date of the written correspondence.

1 July 29, 2003 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
2 August 6, 2203 Manteca Unified School District
3 August 18, 2203 Crystal Quinly, Manteca Resident
4 August 19, 2003 City of Lathrop Community Development
Department
5 August 19, 2003 Georgianna Reichelt, Manteca Resident
6 August 20, 2003 George Dimotakis, Manteca Resident
7 August 21, 2003 California State Clearinghouse - Forwarding
Comments Received From:
8 August 21, 2003 California Department of Transportation,
Division of Aeronautics
9 August 21, 2003 California Department of Conservation
10 August 21, 2003 California Department of Health Services
11 August 22, 2003 California Department of Transportation,
District 10
12 May 20, 2002 (Resubmitted Response to Notice of Preparation)

San Joaquin County Department of Public Works

Note: Adjacent to each DEIR comment is a number that corresponds to a response
included immediately after the subject letter.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO 1
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325 J STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814-2922
AEPLY TO
ATTENTION OF J uly 29, 2002

Regulatory Branch (200200314)

Kyle Kollar

City of Manteca

1001 W. Center Street

Manteca, California 95337-4390

Dear Mr. Kollar:

1 am responding to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Draft EIR-Manteca
General Plan Update for the City of Manteca, San Joaquin County, California.

The Corps of Engineers’ jurisdiction within the study area is under the authority of
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters
of the United States. Waters of the United States include, but are not limited to, rivers,
perennial or intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, vernal pools, marshes, wet meadows,
and seeps. The Corps of Engineers also has jurisdiction under Section 10 of the Rivers and
Harbors Act for any work in, over, or under, and Federally navigable waterway. Project
features that result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States,
or any work within a Federally navigable waterway, will require Department of the Army
authorization prior to starting work.

Any activity which is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a threatened or
endangered species or a species proposed for such designation, as identified under the Federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA), or which will destroy or adversely modify the critical habitat
of such species may require consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Any activity which may affect
historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places
must satisfy the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act.

The range of alternatives considered should include alternatives that avoid impacts to
wetlands or other waters of the United States. These avoided areas should also include upland
buffers. Every effort should be made to avoid project features which require the discharge of
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. In the event it can be clearly
demonstrated there are no practicable alternatives to filling waters of the United States,
mitigation plans should be developed to compensate for the unavoidable losses resulting from
project implementation.




We have issued identification number 200200314 to this action. Please refer to this
number in any future correspondence concerning this project. If you have any questions,
please write to Mr. Paul Maniccia at the letterhead address, or email
Paul. M.Maniccia@usace.army.mil, or telephone 916-557-6704.

Sincerely,

Yoo By

Nancy A. Haley
Chief, San Joaquin Valley Office

Copies Furnished:

David Wade, Wade Associates, 777 Campus Commons Road, #200, Sacramento, California
05825-8343



CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 1: Nancy A. Haley, Chief, San Joaquin Valley Office, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, July 29, 2002

Response 1-1: There are no water bodies or streams within the General Plan Study Area. Areas
identified as within Zone B (Areas between the limits of the 100-year flood and the 500-year
flood) in the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Map, may contain areas
that are periodically wetted due to surface overflow or high ground water. The General Plan
Study Area is primarily urbanized or in agricultural production for row crops and/or orchards.
Consequently, periodically wetted areas are limited to man-made detention basins in the city park
system and the remnants of the irrigation ditch system that served the agricultural areas around
the urbanized portion of the city. The General Plan Land Use Map directs growth away from the
Walthall Slough and San Joaguin River area located along the west edge of the Study Area, and
thereby avoids the most likely area of direct impact to wetland resources.

Any development entitled pursuant to the Genera Plan must comply with the Federal Clean
Water Act including mitigation plans to compensate for the unavoidable losses resulting from
project implementation.

DEIR Mitigation Measure B-3.1 (Page 6-26) addresses impacts to wetlands or other waters of the
U.S. which might be identified within the Study Area:

“(GP Biological Resources Implementation Measure) BR-1-38: Until such time that a Clean
Water Act regional general permit or its equivalent is issued for coverage under the SIMSCP,
acquisition of a Section 404 permit by project proponents will continue to occur as required by
existing regulations. Project proponents shall comply with al requirements for protecting
federally protected wetlands.

If the Corps determines that there are jurisdictional waters within the Study Area, project
proponents in those areas must pursue required permits. If the nationwide permit conditions
cannot be met, then those projects may be authorized by other general or individual permits. The
range of project aternatives must include alternatives that avoid impacts to the jurisdictiona
wetlands. When it can be clearly demonstrated that there are no practicable aternatives to filling
these waters, mitigation plans must be devel oped to compensate for the project impacts.”

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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MANTECA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Facilities Planning Department

P.0. Box 32, 2901 E. Louise Avenue, Manteca, CA 95336
(209) 825-3200 Extension #758 - (209) 825-3249 Fax

August 6, 2003

Kyle Kollar

City of Manteca

Public Works

1001 W. Center Street

Manteca, CA 95336

Bear Mr. Kollar:

Subject: City of Manteca's General Plan

Enclosed are the comments from Manteca Unified School District regarding the City of Manteca's draft of
their General Plan. We would appreciate you making the attached changes.

If you need additional information, please contact me at (209) 825-3200 Ext 758.

Sincerely,

MANTECA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

% é)/{f‘x }{‘j!!'{f&"%r’,«& P
SANDY DWY g

Administrator of Pacilities Plannmg
SDijm

Enclosure

SANDY DWYER, ADMINISTRATOR OF FACILITIES PLANNING




ACTION ITEM: BS 22

BEFORE THE BOARD OF EDUCATION
OF THE MANTECA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
OF THE COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

RESOLUTION NO. 03/04-08

AUTHORIZING WRITTEN COMMENT TO THE CITY
OF MANTECA REGARDING CITY OF MANTECA'S GENERAL PLAN

WHEREAS, the City of Manteca has requested Manteca Unified School District to review and make
comments on the draft of the Manteca General Plan; and

WHEREAS, Manteca Unified School District has an interest in the policies proposed within the draft of the
General Plan for the City of Manteca; ‘

NOW, THEREFQORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Manteca Unified School District Board of Education
authorize written comment to the City of Manteca draft General Plan per Exhibit "D" {in bold highlighted print)
attached. '

PASSED AND ADOPTED this twenty-second day of July, 2003, by the following vote of the Board of
Education of the Manteca Unified School District of the County of San Joaquin, to wit:

AYES: Fichtner, Fritchen, Gutierrez, Holmes, Medeiros, Moore, Teicheira
NOES: None

ABSENT: None

ATTEST: ' /l/

(%\4 e
P - AYHOIMES/ ijRK
Board of Education oard of Edugatio




TRARLBIT DT

City of Manteca
PF-1-24 " The Fire Department shall continuously monitor response times and
report annually on the results of the menitoring.
PF-I-25 The Planning Commission and City Engineer will review proposed

residential street patterns to evaluate the accessibility for fire engines
and emergency response.

Education (Schools)

Goal PF-13 Provide for the educational needs of the Manteca residents.

PE-P-32 The City shall cooperate with the Manteca Unified School
District and others in locating and reserving appropriate sites for new
schools.  Adequate facilities shall be planned to accommodate new
residential development and endeavor to create neighborhood -
SChOOlS. L]
R

PF-P-33 The City shall cooperate with the Manteca Unified School
District in their collection of school facility development fees
from new development.

PF-P-34 Financing of new school facilities will be planned concurrent with new
development.
PF-P-35 The City and Manteca Unified School District will work together to

develop criteria for the designation of school sites and consider
opportunities for reducing the cost of land for school facilities. The City
will encourage the school district to comply with City standards in the
design and landscaping of school {acilities.

PF-P-36 The City will consider opportunities for joint-use of facilities with the
school district. When feasible, a joint-use agreement will be pursued to
maximize public use of facilities, minimizing duplication of services
provided, and facilitate shared financial and operational responsibilities.

PF-P-37 When—feastbleschools—will-be Schools mugt pe located away from
hazards of sensitive resource conservation areas, except where the
- proximity of resources may be of educational value and the protection of

Itéé”s%;ces is reasonably assured.

PF-1-18 The City will maintain an inventory of all public lands to identify

opportunities for joint-use facilities and neighborhood schools.

DRAFT EIR For General Plan 2023 Project Summary
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City of Manteca

PF-I-19 * The City shall cooperate with the Manteca Unified School District to
select a suitable location for a high school south of SR-120 and fo
select suitable locations within new residential developments for
neighborhood K-8 schools.

Somm————

PF-1-20 The City will request an annual meeting with the Administrator and the
Board of Trustees of the Manteca UnifiSed Unified School District to
review development issues and opportunities for cooperation between the
school district and the City.

PF-I-21 The City will encourage the expansion of higher education program and
opportunities in Manteca.

Parks and Recreation

Goal PF-14  Establish and maintain a park system and recreation facilities that
support economic development and residential growth in the City.

Goal PF-15 Establish and maintain a park system and recreation facilities that are
suited to the needs of Manteca residents and visitors.

Goal PFF-16 Promote the provision of private recreational facilities and opportunities.

Goal PF-17 Establish a recreation program that is suited to the needs and interests of
all Manteca residents. ’

Goal PF-18  Provide a network of pedestrian and bicycle routes connecting Manteca’s
major open space areas and destination points.

PF-P45 The City shall expand the community and neighborhood park system
with the goal of providing neighborhood park facilities within reasonable
walking distance of all City residential areas.

PF-P46 The City shall use joint development of park and drainage detention
basins in the development of neighborhood parks.

PF-P-47 w@&e City shall cooperate with the Manteca Unified School District in

opportunities for joint-use of school and park and recreation facilities.

PF-P-48 City park acquisition efforts shall be based on a goal of 5 acres of
developed neighborhood and community parkland per 1,000 residents
within the City limits.

Project Summary DRAFT EIR For General Plan 2023
Page 1-60 June 30, 2003




City of Manteca

14.4

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
14.4.1 Existing Conditions

The City of Manteca Solid Waste Division collects solid waste throughout the City and
deposits it at the Lovelace Solid Waste Transfer Station. (1) Recyclable materials are
sorted at the Lovelace facility. Green waste is delivered to the Austin Road/Forward
Landfill. This landfill has a closure date of 2053 and has a remaining capacity of
1,608,752 cubic yards.

The Solid Waste Division helps to ensure that the City’s residential and commercial
demands are met effectively and that landfill use remains available for future generations
by helping residents and businesses to recycle, compost and reduce the overall solid
waste flow.

The City functions interactively with customers to remove all permissible waste and
achieve the community’s responsibility towards conserving resources. Manteca provides
the following solid waste services:

» Residential recycling picked up on a bi-weekly schedule at no extra cost to the
customer. )
Residential bi-weekly curbside pickup of compost materials.
Leaf and Christmas tree pick up.
Qil collection containers picked up on a weekly basis.
Commercial recycling.
Household Hazardous Waste collection.

Hazardous waste handling/disposal is discussed in Hazardous Materials, Section 9 of this EIR.

14.5

EDUCATION (SCHOOLS)

14.5.1 Existing Primary and Secondary Education Resources

The Manteca Unified School District (MUSD) operates twenty-one-(21) twenty-eight

(28) schools ranging from Kindergarten through High School; education facilities

include fifteen—35) Hyenty {202 elementary schools, four high schools, one adult
education school, and two continuation high schools. The estimated number of students
is 19:753- 21,327 as of May 16, 2003, Schools follow both a traditional and year-round
calendar. MUSD include the communities of Manteca, Lathrop, French Camp, and
Weston Ranch. 88310

14.5.2 Existing Post-Secondary Educafion Resources

There are no post-secondary campuses located in Manteca. However, post-secondary
educational resources are available through distance leaming and regional education. San
Joaquin Delta College (Stockton) offers classes at Delta College Farm Laboratory in
Manteca and the Manteca Adult School. Courses in Manteca are taught by Delta college
instructors or are

DRAFT EIR For General Plan 2023 Public Facilities and Services
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'City of Manteca

14.6

provided by “distance learning” utilizing the internet, television, and video. California
State University, Stanislaus also offers educational opportunities in Manteca at Manteca
High School. Community colleges are located in Stockton, Merced and Modesto. There
are a variety of private and specialized college opportunities nearby. California State
University, Sacramento, and University of Phoenix, Sacramento, offer a university
experience to Manteca residents. '

14.5.3 Service Standard
The projected enrollment is based on an average number of students per dwelling unit.
Table 14-1 summarizes the student yield rate as of 2000-200+—-2003-2004.

Table 14-1

Projected Student Yield Rate

K-6—0:485-students-per-unit K-6  0.534 students per unit

F&— D130 siudenisparunit 7-8 0.147 students ?er unit

012 - 0295 studentsporunit ;9"12 0.267 students per unit
Total 0.948

Source: Student Generation Analysis, Manteca Unified School District, Public
Economics, Inc. May 2004-2003.

LIBRARY

The Manteca Branch Library was constructed in 1961, and is a 14,396 square-foot
facility. The Library is the information and learning center for the City of Manteca, and
a service area that includes outlying unincorporated county areas. Part of the
Stockton-San Joaquin County Public Library, the Manteca Branch is one of the libraries
serving the southern end of San Joaquin County. The branch is located in the heart of
downtown Manteca. It has served as the connection to government, business, schools,
and community organizations for the residents of Manteca for over 40 years, providing
meeting room space, among other services. The Library is a current depository for local
government documents and ordinances. The Library and the community room have long
been the unofﬁeigl center of the City of Manteca.

T,

.
14.6.1 Planned Library Building Program

The current Library's size and infrastructure is inadequate to meet the modem library
service needs of the community. Grant funding is currently being sought in order to build
a new facility. The City of Manteca will own and maintain the new Library.

The new Branch Library will be constructed on the downtown site of the current Library,
which a community assessment has shown to be the preferred location for the residents of
Manteca. The new Library will include a Family Literacy Center. It will also provide
easy access to

Public Facilities and Services DRAFT EIR For General Plan 2023
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' City of Manteca

Fire Protection

PF-P-41

PF-P42

PF-P-43

PF-1-24

PF-I-25

The City shall endeavor to maintain an overall fire insurance (ISO) rating
of 4 or better.

The City shall endeavor through adequate staffing and station locations
to maintain the minimum feasible response time for fire and emergency
calls.

The City shall establish the criteria for determining the circumstances
under which fire service ill be enhanced.

The Fire Department shall continuously monitor response times and -
report annually on the results of the monitoring.

The Planning Commission and City Engineer will review proposed
residential street patterns to evaluate the accessibility for fire engines and
emergency response. ’

Education {Schools)

Goal PF-13

PF-P-32

PF-P-33

PF-P-34

PF-P-35

Provide for the educational needs of the Manteca residents.

The City shall cooperate with the Manteca Unified School District and
others in locating and reserving appropriate sites for new scheels:

neighborhood walking distance schopls, Adequate facilities shall be
planned to accommodate new residential development.
The City shall cooperate with the Manteca Unified School District in

their collection of school facility development fees from new
development.

Financing of new school facilities will be planned concurrent with new
development.

.. The City and Manteca Unified School District will work together to
“deyelop criteria for the designation of school sites and consider

opp%'rtanities for reducing the cost of land for school facilities. The City
will encourage the school district to comply with City standards in the
design and landscaping of school facilities.

Public Facilities and Services DRAFT EIR For General Plan 2023
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CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 2: Sandy Dwyer, Administrator of Facilities Planning, Manteca Unified
School District, August 6, 2003

Response 2-1: The comment is a proposed change to the draft policies of the General Plan.

Comment noted and will be referred to the Manteca City Council for consideration in the public
review of the Draft Genera Plan.

Response 2-2: Comment noted.
Response 2-3: The comment is a proposed change to the draft policies of the General Plan.

Comment noted and will be referred to the Manteca City Council for consideration in the public
review of the Draft Genera Plan.

Response 2-4: The comment is a proposed change to the draft policies of the General Plan.

Comment noted and will be referred to the Manteca City Council for consideration in the public
review of the Draft General Plan.

Response 2-5: The comment is a proposed change to the draft policies of the General Plan.

Comment noted and will be referred to the Manteca City Council for consideration in the public
review of the Draft Genera Plan.

Response 2-6: Comment noted.
Response 2-6: Comment noted. The Environmental Impact Report is amended to read:

Existing Primary and Secondary Education Resources

The Manteca Unified School District (MUSD) operates twenty-one—(21) twenty-eight (28)
schools ranging from Kindergarten through High School; education facilities include fifteen-{15)
twenty (20) elementary schools, three high schools, one adult education school, and two
continuation high schools. The estimated number of students is 19,753 21,327 as of May 16,
2003. Schools follow both a traditional and year-round calendar. MUSD includes the
communities of Manteca, Lathrop, French Camp, and Weston Ranch. (8)(9)(10)

Response 2-7: Comment noted. The Environmental Impact Report is amended to read:

The projected enrollment is based on an average number of students per dwelling unit. Table 14-
1 summarizes the student yield rate as of 2000-2001 2003-2004.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
September , 2003 Page 16




CITY OF MANTECA

TABLE ERROR! NO TEXT OF SPECIFIED STYLE IN DOCUMENT.-1

PROJECTED STUDENT YIELD RATE

K-6

7-8

9-12

TOTAL

0:485 0.534 students per unit
6-139 0.147 students per unit
0:295 0.267 students per unit

0.948 students per unit

Source: Student Generation Analysis, Manteca Unified School District, Public Economics, Inc.

May-2064 2003

Response 2-8: The comment is a proposed change to the draft policies of the General Plan.

Comment noted and will be referred to the Manteca City Council for consideration in the public

review of the Draft General Plan.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023
September , 2003
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TO: City Council, Planning Staff
City of Mantcca .
RECEIVED
FROM: Crystal Quinly
2079 Goldeneye Way AUG 2 2 2003
Munteca, CA 95337 i
202)..325_’73 10 eves, Community neveiopment Departmen
RE: Draft Envitonmental ITmpact Report (ETR) - Cj ty of Manteca General Plan

Upon reviewing the Draft EIR, I have scveral questions and comments concerning the
proposed land use in the southwest seetion of the city. Specifically, the inconsistencies in
land use goals and policies in relation to the proposed land use in the newly developed
residential areas in the vicinity of Airpost and Woodward Roads,

1)

2)

3)

4)

LU-P-15 “Higher densily shall be located by the ful] range of urban scrvices, along
collector and arierial streets...” If the City intends to follow this policy, then
shonldn’t the neighborhoods developed between Atrport, Atherlon, and Woodward be
high density? Thesc neighborhoods are Low-density residential (LDR), not High-
density residential (HDR). The draft BIR Iend vse correctly identifies these
neighborhoods as LTIR, however, to the north General Commercial (GC) is planned,
and along Airport and Woodward Roads, Commerciz]l Mixed Usc (CMU) is planned.
The proposed land uses of placing GC and CMU next to LDR are ot consistent with
the policy.

LU-P-16 “The City shall promote the preservation and integrity of existing stable
tesidential neighberhoods”. The LDR homes in the Bella Vista and Meritage
neighborhoods are existing (for over 3 years) and are considered by many residents to
be stable. How can placing GC and CMU around three sides of these nei ghborhoods
promote the prescrvation and integrity of these neighborhoods?

LU-P-24 “New commercial development shall be desi gned to avoid the appearance
of strip development.” How can proposing CMU on the west side of Airport Road
from Atherton to Woodward avoid strip devclopment? This is going to be nothing
but a strip of parcels, which of coursc is strip development.

LU-P-27 “The City shall monitor commercial development to balance growth in
residential, commercial and industrial development.” What crileria is used to monitor
commercial development? Certainly, placing commercial on three sides of a LDR
ncighborhood, resulting in an increase of noise and traffic, is not a balance to the
voling citizens.
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5} LU-P-47 “The City shall develop and apply standards for pedestrian circulation that
enablc residents to select & reasonably direct and safe pedestrian route to schools,
parks, transit stops and commercial services.” If the proposed Jand use of CMU and 5
GC are approved for these areas, again with & substantial increase in traffic, how will
the city enforce the above policy? Residents have already expresscd concemn on
direct and safe pedestrian routes to schools, Even the bus stops located on Airport
Rd. are not considercd safe. The proposed land uses will make Airport Rd. even jess
safe, thereby; the proposcd land uscs are not consistent with the policy.

G) LU-I-1 “The City shall maintain a growth management system....following
objectives: Preserve and protect the quality of life and charucter of the community.” 6
The proposed CMU and GC uses will certainly not protect the quality of life and
character of the above referenced neighborhoods, How will the city ensure (hat this
implementation policy will protcct the neighborhoods from a lesser guality of lifc if
the city lcaders allow these residents to be trapped by commercial on threc sides?

My understanding is that the issues of commercizl land use slong Airport Rd. from
Atherton to Woodward, and the propesed CMU on Woodwsard and Airport Rd. have 7
already been discussed/debated by the Planning Commission and the City Council. The
Commission clearly saw that the proposed land uses were not consistent with City
policies and the needs of the voting residents in those areas. As such, the Cominission
voted to not “zone” CMU at the Woodward and Airport Rds. Intersection. This issue was
taken to the City Council whao refused to vote, for or against, on the proposal for CMU.
Inatead, this issue was sent to the Steering Commiltee, who recommended CMU along
Airport and at the intersection of Airport and Woodward. I understand there is an appeal
process, which is why this issuc was initially [orwarded to the Council after the
Commission denied the first request for CMU at Woodward and Airport.

The residents in these areas are just now becoming knowledgeable on what the City is
proposing. In fact, we only found out on August 11, 2003, that there was another
proposal for a developer 1o again try to place CMU in the wrong place, This seemns like a 8
rather devious way for a developer to work. First, try to follow the rules...to the planning
comrmission...appcal to the council when denicd...and now work behind the scenes with
the Steering Committce to change the land usc. This way, the neighbors are not
specifically notificd of a proposed land usc change, because it i3 not a specific project
within 300 feet of their property.  This is only after all, the General Plan that all residents
will live with. Yes, this is devicus. When the residents bought the homes (and the
developer, the Airport/Woodward parcel(s)), the area was zoned either LDR or was urban
reservefagricaltural. Ta chunge to commercial will negatively affect the integrity and
stability of the ncighborhoods,

1f the Ciry chooses to go against the needs of these neighborhoods and against the
proposcd policies mentioned above, I ask for a few items to be included in any and af]
conditions of approvals [or proposed commercial developments in thosc areas, First, in
the CMU proposed areas, that there are no strip malls (policy), and like the conceptual
drawing on page 2-6 of the Land Usc Element, that the planning stalf and City enforce
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the plan, That is, CMTUJ is for use as a public plaza, neighborhood park, and pedestrian 9
paths (several fect off of Airport and Woodward). Also, that if the General Plan proceeds
as proposed, there nceds Lo be “a strong relationship” between the different land uses for
pedestrian access and a common design theme.

land uge changes. We only hope that we can work behind the scencs to change the
proposed land usc from CMU and keep it consistent with the City policies, However, we
will also work diligently within the City protoco] (commission, council meetings) to be
heard at the public hearings.

As stated carlier, the rosidents are becoming knowledgeable concerning “the rules” for 1 O

I'look forward to the final EIR to ensure each question above was addrsssed by your
consultant. Imay also be contacted by phone in the evenings at 825-7810.

Thank you,

Cwﬂu ()



CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 3: Crystal Quinly, Manteca Resident, August 18, 2003

Response 3-1: The proposed General Plan Policy LU-P-15 is consistent with the planning
principle of locating higher intensity land uses, such as high density residential use and
commercia use, where they can be easily accessed by a mgjor transportation facility, in this case
the Airport Way/SR 120 interchange. The proposed Commercial Mixed Use (CMU) designation
alows for a mix of commercial, office, and apartment use. These uses are entirely consistent
with the stated policy.

Response 3-2: Commercia uses, most notably the General Commercial (GC) located on the
north side of Atherton Drive, can have an effect on the stability of residential areas due to traffic,
noise, lights, and night-time activity. These are typically mitigated through design standards
applied by the City in the review and approval process for individual development projects. The
City of Manteca applies such processes through the Zoning Ordinance. The location of
commercial use adjacent to a residential neighborhood does not inherently destabilize the
neighborhood.

Response 3-3: The parcels in question front on the west side of Airport Way between Atherton
Drive and Woodward Avenue. Consistent with the policies in the General Plan, notably LU-P-
15, this location should be allocated to higher density residential use and other uses appropriate to
the character of Airport Way as a major regional circulation route. The Commercia Mixed Use
(CMU) designation provides for aflexible mix of uses appropriate to thislocation. Low Density
Residential is not an appropriate use for this location. The Commercial Mixed Use designation
will be implemented in the Zoning Ordinance revision that will follow adoption of the General
Plan. The Zoning Ordinance revision is required to maintain consistency between the Genera
Plan. The Commercial Mixed Use designation and subsequent zone classification standards will
specifically address the design standards required to comply with LU-P-24. Therefore, the
proposed use is not inconsistent with the policy.

Response 3-4: Poalicy LU-P-27 relates to maintaining a balance of land use city-wide to ensure
that the City of Manteca sustains the fiscal capacity to provide public services, and adequate land
for employment and housing development. The criteria used to monitor these components of
community land use include the level of public services provided to the community, the fiscal
health of the City of Manteca as evidenced in the annual budget, the availability of employment
opportunities, and the availability of housing opportunities, anong other factors determined by
the City of Manteca.

Response 3-5: Airport Way has been identified as a mgjor, regional circulation route for many
years and the General Plan traffic analysis indicates the potential for a need to accommodate up to
8 lanes at full development of the General Plan and surrounding development. These impacts are
of such magnitude that the effects of the proposed Commercia Mixed Use would not be
significant. In fact, the Commercial Mixed Use designation is designed to facilitate pedestrian
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traffic from the future neighborhoods to the east and west of Airport Way by providing smaller
retail and service commercial uses, office use, and residential uses.

Policy LU-P-47 will be implemented in providing pedestrian and bicycle circulation from the
neighborhood east of Airport Way to the neighborhood located to the east, not to the west across
Airport Way. The proposed plan is consistent with and is designed to implement Policy LU-P-
47.

Response 3-6: The quality of life and character of the residential neighborhoods fronting major
arteria streets throughout the City can best be protected and enhanced by orienting pedestrian
traffic and the activity focus of the neighborhood toward neighborhood features, such as
neighborhood parks and schools, and small service commercial and retaill areas. This is a
fundamental principle in neighborhood design that is implemented by the design of the loca
circulation system and the location of neighborhood features. Airport Way will become a
pedestrian barrier as growth occurs throughout the west side of the City of Manteca, and beyond
the city boundaries. The Commercial Mixed Use designation on the northeast corner of
Woodward Avenue and Airport Way will include the type of retail, service commercial, and
office uses that are neighborhood oriented. The site is not suitable for larger scale retail uses that
would tend to be auto oriented.

Response 3-7: Comment noted. The comment relates to the writer's perceived sequence of
eventsin the preparation of the General Plan and is not an environmental issue.

Response 3-8: Comment noted. The comment relates to the commentator’ s perceived sequence
of eventsin the preparation of the General Plan and is not an environmental issue.

Response 3-9: The comment is consistent with the Genera Plan Policy LU-P-24 and the
description of the Commercial Mixed Use designation. The Commercial Mixed Use designation
will be implemented with a new Commercial Mixed Use Zone Classification pursuant to adoption
of the General Plan. The new zone classification must be consistent with the General Plan
description of the CMU designation.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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City of Lathrop
Community Development

Planning Division
(209) 858-2860, Extension 327
(209) 858-5259 Facsimile

August 19, 2003 RECEIVED

25 2003
Kyle Kollar s }
Community Development Director Community Development Departrent

City of Manteca
1001 W. Center Street
Manteca, CA 95337

Subject: Manteca General Plan 2023 Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Kollar:

At its meeting of August 19, 2003, the City Council of the City of Lathrop reviewed
the referenced Manteca General Plan 2023 Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and directed staff to submit this letter in response.

The City of Lathrop is concerned about the potential impact this project will have on
the City of Lathrop. We respectfully request that you address all impacts that
might occur to the City of Lathrop in the EIR. Most prominently, we are concerned
about the traffic impacts.

Lathrop Road and Louise Avenue are designated as major arterials in the City of
Lathrop General Plan with final configuration consisting of eight lanes from
Interstate-5 to Harlan Road and four lanes from Harlan Road to the Manteca City
fimits. In addition, a portion of each of these two Right Of Way’s (ROW) are within
the Manteca General Plan boundary, and Louise Avenue extends into the Manteca
city limits. The Manteca General Plan EIR, however, ignores the impacts on roads
that go into and through the City of Lathrop. The Manteca General Plan calis for
Louise Avenue to be a four-lane road from Airport Way east through the City of 1
Manteca. The City of Lathrop designates Louise Avenue to be a four-lane road from
our city limits west to Harlan Road. The City of Manteca Draft EIR leaves that
portion that is in the Manteca city limits from Airport Way west to the railroad
tracks (City of Lathrop city limits) as a two-lane road. This will create an automatic
bottleneck.

Public Works reviewed the Traffic Section of the Manteca Draft EIR for their General
Plan 2023 update. The street widths proposed in the document are generally
consistent with or exceed the number of lanes proposed for the City of Lathrop
street system with one exception and that is Louise Avenue between Airport Way
and the City of Lathrop city limits at the Union Pacific Railroad tracks. The number
of lanes at the connection points between the two cities is as follows:

16775 Howland Road, Suite One, Lathrop, California 95330



Kyle Kollar
August 19, 2003

Page 2

Lathrop Manteca 2023 GP
Street Number of Lanes Number of Lanes
Lathrop Road 4 4
Louise Avenue 4 2
Yosemite Avenue 4 6

There is a reference on Page 15-44 “....to traffic associated with large projects in
Manteca (business park south of McKinley) and other projects included in the
background. For instance, these projects include traffic from the Landmark Logistic
Center (LLC), a large mixed-use project approved in the City of Lathrop.” This
project was never approved nor was an EIR ever prepared for the project.

Recent developments in the City of Lathrop should have been included in your
traffic projections. The traffic model calibration/validation effort was detailed in the
August 2002, report by Fehr and Peers Associates. Their traffic projections may not
have included the River Islands, Pacific Union Homes, and TCN Properties LLP
developments approved this year.

It appears that your traffic input data for the City of Lathrop is incorrect. The traffic
input data does not appear to have included River Islands, Pacific Union Homes,
and TCN Properties, but did include the Landmark Logistic Center (LLC), which was
not approved.

Qur primary concern is that access from Manteca to Interstate-5 is from Louise
Avenue and Lathrop Road in Lathrop. Table 15-9 Comparison of Existing to
Forecast Traffic Volumes for Airport Way between Lathrop Road to Louise Avenue
has a forecasted growth of 359%. The new General Plan indicates a Traffic Volume
of 39,700 on Airport Way. There are no counts provided for traffic turning west
onto Louise Avenue or Lathrop Road going through the City of Lathrop to
Interstate-5. In the Draft EIR all traffic is shown only going to State Route-120.
This means that traffic would choose to go a greater distance to get onto State
Route-120 that leads to Interstate-5, then would go directly onto Interstate-5 from
Louise Avenue or Lathrop Road. However, although not shown in the EIR it is
anticipated that the traffic from Manteca would, in fact, choose to utilize Lathrop
Road and Louise Avenue to access Interstate-5. The actual generated traffic would
result in a significant adverse impact to both the easterly and westerly direction of
Louise Avenue and Lathrop Road in the City of Lathrop. Traffic generated would
also result in significant impacts to the Louise Avenue/Interstate-5 and Lathrop
Road/Interstate-5 on and off ramps. These impacts need to be addressed in the
EIR and in the mitigation-monitoring plan.

16775 Howland Road, Suite One, Lathrop, California 95330




Kyle Kollar
August 19, 2003
Page 3

Please provide me with a copy of the final environmental impact report for this
project when available. In addition, please provide me with the dates of any future
actions by the Planning Commission and City Council regarding the General Pian

EIR.

Sincerely

//
o

L

jﬂm’*

Deanna D. Walsh
Principal Planner

cc: Pam Carder, City Manager
Ramon Batista, Assistant City Manager
Bruce Coleman, Community Development Director
Cary Keaten, Public Works Director
Ken Buck, Deputy Public Works Director

16775 Howland Road, Suite One, Lathrop, California 95330



CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 4: DeannaWalsh, Principal Planner, City of Lathrop, August 19, 2003

Response 4-1: The analysis assumed that Louise Avenue will be four lanes extending from the
City of Lathrop to Manteca. Thetable in the General Plan describing the lane configurations will
be updated to clarify the lane assumptions.

Response 4-2: The brief list of the projects included in the analysis on Page 15-44 was not
intended to be exhaustive nor solely based on approved projects in adjacent jurisdictions. The
inclusion of the Landmark Logistic Center was intended to ensure that the infrastructure south of
State Route 120, including the potential McKinley Avenue interchange, was sufficient for the
anticipated travel demand. Generally speaking, the traffic analysis relied on the regionaly
prepared growth forecasts for adjacent jurisdictions. This approach is considered adequate for the
purposes of CEQA given the difficulty in accurately forecasting land use in other jurisdictions.

Response 4-3: The increase in traffic in Lathrop from the incremental development should be
minimal. First, a mgjority of the additional development occurs south of State Route 120. For
example, the proposed business park south of McKinley Avenue would directly access SR 120
via a proposed interchange. This project would take access to SR 120 and 1-5 without impacting
the City of Lathrop. Second, the traffic volumes on roadways adjacent to Lathrop are below the
capacity threshold of a four-lane facility, which is the lane configuration in Lathrop according to
the City of Lathrop comments. Finally, the Manteca General Plan adds both homes and jobs.
When this additional employment occurs, the traditional commuting patterns around Manteca will
significantly change with less need to access Interstate 5. For these reasons, it is unlikely that the
Manteca General Plan would negatively impact the City of Lathrop. Therefore, it is unnecessary
to address these impactsin the EIR and to devel op a mitigation-monitoring plan.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 5. Georgianna Reichelt, Resident, August 19, 2003
Response 5-1: Comment noted.
Response 5-2: Comment noted.
Response 5-3: Comment noted.
Response 5-4: Comment noted.

Response 5-5: The Genera Plan includes several goals and policies designed to redress the
imbalance between jobs and housing, and to increase the proportion of housing affordable to low
and middle income households. The Land Use Element includes proposals that would increase
the density of residential development, and thereby reduce the cost of housing.

Response 5-6: The Manteca Unified School District has provided comments on the Draft EIR
and did not indicate overcrowding or the inability to fund new school construction. The General
Plan includes several policies (PF-P-32 through PF-P-37) and implementation measures (PF-1-18
through PF-1-21) that require the City to cooperate with the school district in long range
planning, identification of suitable school sites, and programs that fund new schools through fees
on new development. Refer to Response to Comment 2 (Manteca Unified School District) for
additional comments on the schools in the City and recommendations for policy amendments by
the school district board.

Response 5-7: The Draft EIR addresses the loss of agricultural land. Refer to Response to
Comment 9 (California Department of Conservation) for additional information on this subject.

Response 5-8: Comment noted.

Response 5-9: Comment appears to relate to implementation of improvements due to a specific
development agreement that precedes this General Plan update. The issue is not clear, but
appears to be beyond the scope of this General Plan and the Environmental Impact Report.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 6: George Dimotakis, Resident, Communication to Ben Cantu August 20,
2003

Mr. Dimotakis presented Mr. Cantu with the copies of the maps on pages 32 and 33 indicating
that Figure 4-2 (Prime Farmlands and Farmlands of Statewide Importance in the Study Area) is
incorrect with regard to the depiction of Prime Farmland.

Response 6-1: The figure is provided by the State Department of Conservation Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program. It identifies the areas shown in white, including the
Dimotakis farm, as Urbanized. The land isin active agricultural production, but is surrounded by
industrial land use on the east and west, the railroad and industrial land use to the north, and State
Route 120 to the south. The map is a correct representation of the Department of Conservation
FMMP map.

The presentation of this map does not affect the ability of the landowner to continue farming this
land. The General Plan Land Use Map designates this land as Agriculture, and the land is within
aWilliamson Act Contract.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 8. Sandy Hesnard, Aviation Environmental Planner, Department of
Transportation , Division of Aeronautics, July 31, 2003

Response 8-1: The Genera Plan Study Area Boundary coincides with French Camp Road on the
north. This is the area within the General Plan Study Area that is nearest the Stockton Metro
Airport, approximately 8000 feet from the nearest point along the airport runway. Figure 11-6,
“Study Area Within the Area of Influence of the Stockton Metro Airport” is added to the
Environmental Impact Report. This figure illustrates the boundary of the Area of Influence, the
Conical Zone, and the Horizontal Zone as defined in the San Joaguin County Council of
Governments “Airport Land Use Plan” as amended in 1993. Thisisthe current Airport Land Use
Plan that applies to the Stockton Metro Airport.

Figure 11-6 indicates that the Area of Influence generally affects that portion of the General Plan
Study Area north of Lathrop Road and extending beyond the Study Area boundary to the east and
west. The Conical Zone affects the Study Areain the area generally north of Lovelace Road and
Roth Road, and a so extends beyond the Study Areato the east and west. The Horizontal Zoneis
located approximately one-quarter mile along the south edge of French Camp Road at the edge of
the Study Area.

The General Plan proposes no new land uses in the area affected by the Horizontal Zone or the
Conical Zone. Consistent with the San Joaquin County General Plan, the 2023 General Plan
proposes Agricultural Land Usein this area.

The General Plan Draft EIR was referred to the San Joaquin Council of Governments, which
provides the staff to the San Joaquin County ALUC. The SJICOG did not provide any comment
to the DEIR.

Any future urban expansion of Manteca within the Area of Influence and specifically those areas
affected by the Conical Zone and the Horizontal Zone (north of Lovelace Road) would potentialy
impact the Stockton Metro Airport.

Mitigation Measure:
The following policies should be added to the 2023 General Plan:

LU-P-51 New residential land uses (developments with no less than 5 units) within the
Stockton Metro Airport Area of Influence must have an avigation easement
recorded in favor of the airport. The Deed of Avigation and Hazard Easement
must be filed with the County Recorder prior to devel opment construction.

Occupied structures must be soundproofed to reduce interior noiseto 45 dB.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 9: Erik Vink, Assistant Director, Department of Conservation, August 18,
2003

Response 9-1: The General Plan Study Area encompasses a substantial area that is not planned
for urban development, but rather would remain in agricultural or urban reserve area. The Study
Area encompasses a total of 5,265.1 acres of Prime Farmland and 11,863.2 acres of Farmland of
Statewide Importance. However, the General Plan Land Use Map is designed to direct future
urbanization away from those lands identified as Prime Farmland where feasible. Figure 4-4
illustrates that the Prime Farmlands are located to the north, east and southwest of the Primary
Urban Service Boundary. Much of the Prime Farmland designation lies within areas previously
urbanized. The land use within the Primary Urban Service Boundary is sufficient to meet the
projected growth needs of the City of Manteca over the 20 year horizon of the 2023 General Plan.

Land within the Secondary Urban Service Boundary is designated as Agriculture or Urban
Reserve. Landsin these designations are not expected to be developed within the 20 year horizon
of the 2023 Genera Plan. The urban reserve designation is used to indicate the general direction
of development for the City of Manteca, beyond 20 years. The purpose is to provide long range
guidance for public infrastructure and transportation planning, and to establish the intended path
of future development relative to neighboring jurisdictions. Urbanization of these reserve areasis
contemplated in the General Plan in policies that allow future growth, but would require an
amendment to the General Plan, or adoption of a Specific Plan and concurrent amendment to the
General Plan. Both of these actions would require additional environmental analysis.

The impact on Prime Farmland is minimized by the land use design. In addition, the 2023
General Plan includes amendments to the land use designations that are designed to provide a
more compact pattern of development. Specifically, the land use densities allowed in the
Residential land use categories are increased compared to the 1988 Genera Plan.

Figure 4-5 “Prime Farmlands Within Williamson Act Contracts’, illustrates the extent of both
Prime Farmland and Farmlands of Statewide Importance. Table 4-5 (DEIR ,p.4-14) indicates
Full development of the Primary Service boundary beyond the land already developed in the City
of Manteca would require the conversion of 1,052 acres of Prime Farmland and 4,780.9 acres of
Farmland of Statewide Importance.

Response 9-2: Figure 4-5 “Prime Farmlands Within Williamson Act Contracts’ illustrates the
location of al Williamson Act Contracts in the Study Area relative to the Prime Farmlands and
the Farmlands of Statewide Importance. In addition, Figure 4-5 illustrates the current City of
Manteca boundary and the Primary Urban Service Boundary. Thisillustrates that the Williamson
Act Contracts tend to be concentrated in the northeast, east, and south areas. The 2023 General
Plan Land Use Map directs urban expansion to the south of State Route 120 and away from the
Prime Farmlands.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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CITY OF MANTECA

Currently there are no Williamson Act Contracts in the incorporated boundary of the City of
Manteca.

The Primary Urban Service boundary encompasses a total 946 acres within Williamson Act
Contracts.

Prime Farmland within the Primary Urban Service boundary and within a Williamson Act
Contract isatotal of 48.9 acres.

Response 9-2:  The City of Manteca has not historically undertaken cancellation of Williamson
Act Contracts. Previoudy existing contracts have gone through the full termination period prior
to development. The 2023 General Plan does not contemplate or require cancellation of contracts
to meet the growth projections in a 10 year time horizon. Projected growth in the Primary
Service Area Boundary would reguire that some Williamson Act Contracts be allowed to roll-out
over a 10 year time frame. The General Plan includes severa policies that encourage the
continued use of agricultural land and avoid premature conversion of agricultural land. Policy
RC-P-26 specifically directs the City to discourage cancellation of Williamson Act Contract in
the Secondary Urban Service Boundary.

The existing Williamson Act Contract lands, with the notable exception of lands near Woodward
Avenue between Union Avenue and Main Street, and near Woodward Avenue and Austin Road
are located near the edge of the Study Area. Adequate land exists on lands not subject to a
Williamson Act Contract in the Primary Urban Service Area to accommodate projected growth
through a 20 year horizon, at the very least. Therefore, cancellation of contracts would not be
required.

Response 9-3: No termination of a Williamson Act/FSZ contract by acquisition is contempl ated
in 2023 General Plan. There are no public facilities identified in the General Plan Land Use Map
that would require acquisition of land currently in a Williamson Act contract.

Response 9-4: All lands within an Agricultural Preserve that are identified as future development
area in the 2023 General Plan Land Use Map would require annexation by the City of Manteca.
The City would process such annexations through the Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) in a logical and consistent manner as required by LAFCO, and as established by
several policiesin the Land Use Element, most notably, LU-P-7. The effect of these policies and
the practices of the City of Manteca is that land is annexed only as needed to accommodate
planned growth.

Response 9-5: Lands that are annexed to the City for urban uses identified in the 2023 General
Plan may include land that are within an Agricultural Preserve established by San Joaquin
County. The General Plan policies indicate the City’s intent to encourage continued agricultural
activities on the adjacent lands that may be within an Agricultural Preserve. Compatibility of the
proposed urban uses with the agricultural lands remaining within the Agricultural Preserve or
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lands remaining under contract is a potential impact that is addressed by minimizing the extent of
potential conflict and by supporting the right to farm. The City of Manteca maintains a right to
farm ordinance in the Zoning Ordinance. In addition, the land use pattern promoted in the 2023
General Plan is designed to minimize potential impacts by directing growth in a compact pattern
rather than allowing urbanization to sprawl over agricultural areas.

Response 9-6: Virtually all of San Joaquin County is within Agricultural Preserves. Any urban
expansion will affect the agricultural preserve in the periphera areas around the city. The City of
Manteca has generaly grown in a compact form that has avoided extensive or irregular
development patterns extending into the surrounding agricultural lands. The proposed General
Plan Land Use map follows this historic pattern, and directs growth in a pattern centered on the
historic core of the city. Lands at the periphery of the urbanized area are consistently designated
and zoned as Agriculture.

Response 9-7: The 2023 General Plan minimizes the impact of urbanization on agricultural land
use through policies and the Land Use Map that directs growth in a compact pattern. The
recommended mitigation measure is to require a fee or other program that would be similar to or
an amendment to the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The
City of Manteca supports this and incorporates policies and maps in the 2023 General Plan to
implement this plan.

The HCP incorporates two significant features. First, it is a county-wide program that is capable
of designating meaningful mitigation areas on a county-wide basis. This is exceptionaly
important in establishing cohesive and functional habitat preservation. Second, the HCP is
directed toward mitigation of specific conditions that can be preserved through set aside of like
conditions, and in some instances, by creation or restoration of like conditions.

The City of Manteca 2023 General Plan includes policies that support continued agriculture.
Mitigation of conversion of agricultural land to urban use is addressed in the following measure.

Mitigation Measure:
The following policy should be added to the 2023 General Plan:

RCP-P-41 The City of Manteca will participate in a county-wide program to mitigate the
conversion of Prime Farmland and Farmlands of Statewide Importance to urban
uses.
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State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

Department of Health Services
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Department of
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DIANA M. BONTA, RN, Dr. P
Diractor

GRAY DAVIS
Govefnor

August 19, 2003

Mr. Kyle Kollar, Community Development Director
Community Development Department

City of Manteca

1001 W. Center Street

Manteca, CA 35337

MANTECA GENERAL PLAN 2023-DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SCH #2002042088

Groundwater in the area is recharged by proximity to the Delta,
irrigation of agricultural land, and infiltration from streams
flowing west out of the Sierra Nevada. A numbsr of Manteca's
wells have chemical contamination due to the source of recharge
water. Wells 10, 13, and 18 reguire quarterly monitoring for
DRCP and EDB; Wells 8, 9, and 23 require annual monitoring for ]_
DECP and EDB; GAC treatment units were installed at Well 17 due
o excesdance of the DBCP and EDB MCL; and Well 11 was destroyed
due to a drop in yield once the EDB contaminated strata was
sealed off. Wells 5, B8, 10, and 23 have had problems with
nitrate Dbeing at or apove the MCL; Well 5 requires weekly
nitrate wmonitering; Wells 8, 10, and 23 require monthly
monitoring for nitrate; and Wells 3, 12, and 13 require
gquarterly menitoring for nitrate ta track the high
concentrations. Well 14 was placed on standby due to exceedance
of the manganese MCL and Wells 20 and 23 have had detection of
manganese at or close to the manganese MCL. Well 7 was placed
on inactive status due to high uranium. Wwells 9, 13-16, and 15-
23 have detected arsenic at or above the Federal arsenic
gtandard of 10 ug/l, which may require removal treatment in the
future.

The City will be reliant on groundwater as the source of water
until supplemental supply can be provided by Scuth San Joagquin
Irrigation District gometime in 2005. However, even with the
supplemental supply, the City would probably remain reliant on
groundwater to suppeort future expansion. It‘g anticipated the
City will construct a number of new wells (Wells 24, 26 or more)

Flex you

POWER

Do your part {0 help California save energy. To learn mare apout saving energy, visit the following web site:
www.consumeranergycenter.orgflexindex htmi

Scuthern California Drinking Water Field Operations Branch
31 East Channel Street, Room 270, Stockion, CA 85202
(209) 9487696, {209) 94B8-7451 FAX
Internet Address: httD:liwww.dhs.ca.ch’usfddwemftechnicaifdws)fdwnindex.htm
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in the near future. The City was recently issued an interim
permit to operate Well 23 to run until October 2003 to allow the
water system to maintain a safe water production capacity during
the summer months, thereby, preventing low pressure problems due
to increased growth in the City and off production of Well 14.
The City has problems with low pressure particularly during the
gummar months.

pased on annual reports to the Department, the population
increased in 2002 by 5.6 percent from the previous year; the
average water usage increased by 4 percent; and the maximum
daily water usage increased by 16 percent. With anticipated
development in the areas currounding the City (Oakwood Lake
development and City of Lathrop) utilizing groundwater and new
well conascruction by the City, there may be a significant impact
in the quantity and quality of the groundwater.

Manteca should conduct a water demand study to estimate the
amount of water that would be needed in the next 20 years. The
study should include information on the number of Ifuture wells
needed by the City with or without supplemental surface water,
an idea of new well locations, new well capacities needed, and
the impact of these wells on water qualicy and gquantity. There
are a number of mitigation measures in the General Plan 2023
that would 1lessen the impacts ¢to groundwater supplies. To
satisfy CEQA reguirements related to the well permitting
procesg, the Department reguests that an EIR be conducted that
is specific for each well or an EIR that encompasses all future
wells and their locations be prepared, along with a water demand
study or modified this EIR to accomplish that objective.

Jrid ) by

Joseph 0. Spanoc, P.E.

Digtrict Engineer

Drinking Water Field Opsrations Branch
Stockton District

A:/3910005/General Plan 2023 Draft EIR.doc




CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 10: Joseph Spano, P.E., District Engineer, Department of Health Services,
August 19, 2003

Response 10-1: The South County Surface Water Supply Project EIR prepared by ESA for
SSIID, includes a summary of the water demand study prepared for each city participating in the
Surface Water Supply Project. This study indicates that Manteca will continue to rely on
groundwater, but the surface water will allow Manteca to reduce the 1999 leve of groundwater
pumping by 41 percent.

The use of groundwater is one component of a conjunctive use program in which the use of
surface water will allow the groundwater source to replenish from year to year. Groundwater will
continue to supply the City and will be necessary to accommodate future growth. The concern
raised in the letter relates to the supply and quality of groundwater to support this growth over
time. With the advent of surface water supplies the City can reduce their reliance on groundwater
for current urban needs and gradually increase the demand for groundwater as growth continues
to increase overal demand. The impact on groundwater can therefore be addressed incrementally
as growth occurs. Inadequacies in groundwater quality or availability can be monitored and the
growth alowed under the General Plan can be regulated, if necessary, much as the City monitors
and regulates development through the Growth Management program that is regulated by the
capacity of the wastewater treatment system.

The City of Manteca monitors the production and quality of domestic water wells and
periodically prepares a water system master plan to provide for the continuing water needs of the
community. Specific policies and implementation measure (notably PF-1-6) require the City to
monitor the quality of groundwater on an on-going basis. Following adoption of the General
Plan, the City will undertake the preparation of an update of the Public Facilities Implementation
Master Plan. This will include a review of water supply and demand at full development and
increments of development of the General Plan. The environmental impact of the continued use
of groundwater will be addressed The update of the PFIP is expected to occur in late 2003 or
2004.

Mitigation Measure:
The following policy should be added to the 2023 General Plan:

PF-P-58 The City of Manteca shall include a groundwater analysis as a technical analysis
of water system capacity in the update of the Public Facilities Implementation
Plan (PFIP), and shall prepare an environmental analysis in the PFIP that
addresses the quality and availability of groundwater.

PF-P-59 The City of Manteca shall consider incremental increases in the demands on a
groundwater supply and water quality when reviewing development applications.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
September , 2003 Page 50



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

GRAY DAVIS, Goverpor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
P.O. BOX 2048 (1976 E. CHARTER WAY)

STOCKTON, CA 95201

TTY: California Relay Service (800) 735-2929

PHONE (209) 941-1921

FAX (209) 948-7194

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

11

August 25, 2003

10-S8J-120, 99, I-5-PM Various

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Manteca General Plan 2023

SCH # 2002042088

Mr. Kyle Kollar

City of Manteca

Community Development Dept.
1001 W. Center Street
Manteca, CA 95337

Dear Mr. Kollar:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Manteca General Plan 2023, an update of the City’s General Plan. We
appreciate the additional time for comment, as we did not receive the Transportation
Analysis until August I, 2003, We have circulated this plan to our various functional
units and they propose the following comments:

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING:

Caltrans District 10 appreciates the opportunity to comment on the City of Manteca’s
draft General Plan. We acknowledge that each project will have a separate environmental
document, with some documents possibly tiered from this general plan, to address
potential environmental impacts at the project level.

For all projects that might have a significant impact on the State Transportation System,
Caltrans will accommodate a scoping meeting or, as an alternative of a meeting, in some
cases a comprehensive environmental document has been deemed acceptable.

Caltrans’ encourages contacting the Native American Heritage Commission for the
Manteca’s General Plan, and all other project plans, to assist in identifving cultural
concerns

It appears that the City of Manteca endorses future development on designated Prime
Agricuitural lands and establishes legal justification for the Redevelopment on

“Caltrans improves mobillty across California”

G06TON.REKOLLAR DER SCH2 100104 WRE
OCERNOR



Mr. Kyle Kollar
August 25, 2003
Page 2

Agricultural lands. Although the amount of Farmland to be encroached upon is relatively
small in comparison to the total Agricultural land in San Joaquin County, land use
planning that "builds out” rather than "builds up" contributes to sprawl on a cumulative
basis.

Caltrans encourages statewide land use patterns that balance the location of employment-
generating uses with residential uses so that employment-related commuting is
minimized. Balance in employment and residential land use patterns reduces traffic
congestion, contributes to the improvement of air quality in urban areas, improves
economic and housing opportunities, and reduces loss of economic productivity caused by
transportation delay. We are willing to fully cooperate with local agencies to facilitate the
balancing of employment-generating land uses and residential land uses with provisions
of intermodal and context-sensitive transportation features to serve these uses.

TRAVEL FORECASTING:

Our Travel Forecasting branch has no comment, at this time.

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS:

Traffic Operations will need to review project specific traffic operational studies,
comprised of traffic analysis at the ramp termini, and ramp modifications, as the projects
are developed in order to determine impacts and proper mitigation to Interstate 5 and
State Routes 99 and 120.

INTERMODAL:

As development continues, Caltrans urges the City of Manteca to plan and coordinate
with local and regional public transit providers to ensure that viable public transit services
are available. Construction and placement of transit services, such as park-and-ride lots,
bus pull-outs, shelters, bicycle and pedestrian paths should be constructed prior to
occupancy, promoting mass transit usage.

We suggest that the City continue to coordinate and consult with Caltrans to identify and
address potential cumulative transportation impacts that may occur from this General
Plan. This will assist us in ensuring that traffic safety and quality standards are
maintained for the traveling public on existing and future state transportation facilities.

"Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Mr. Kyle Kollar
August 25, 2003
Page 3

If you have any questions or would like to discuss these comments in more detail, please
contact Lynn O’Connor, at (209) 948-7575 (email: loconnorf@dot.ca.gov). We look
forward in continuing to work with you in a cooperative manner.

Sincerely,

Loy DA

TOM DUMAS, Chief
Office of Intermodal Planning

c: Mr. Philip Crimmins
State Clearinghouse
P. O. 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

“Caltrans improves mobility across California®



CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 11: Lynn O Connor, for Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Intermodal
Planning, Department of Transportation

Response 11-1: The General Plan DEIR was submitted to the Native American Heritage
Commission through the State Clearinghouse. No comments were submitted to the City.

Response 11-2: The Prime Farmland in the General Plan Study Area is generally located to the
north and east, although the are lenses of Prime Farmland located in the southwest and west
portions of the City, including existing urbanized areas and a portion of the SR 120 right-of-way.
Therefore, complete avoidance of Prime Farmland is not practical. However, the General Plan
seeks to direct future growth toward areas that have no Prime Farmland. In addition, the General
Plan includes several policy statements and new and/or modified land use categories specifically
to direct the growth of the City in a more compact form that can facilitate public transportation
use. For example, the residentia designations increase the permitted density of residentia
development compared to the 1988 General Plan. Please refer to the Response to Comment
Letter 9.

Response 11-3: Manteca has grown as a commuter city, but the General Plan is specifically
designed to redress this condition and to provide a better balance between jobs and housing
within the city. Thisisdoneintwo ways. First, the plan provides for more diverse housing types
and prices. This enables the local work force to find housing that is compatible with the income
levels associated with the current economic activity in the community and surrounding area. This
will diminish the need for people to commute from farther out. Second, the General Plan
provides for new employment centers in the growth areas. Over time, these areas are expected to
attract new employers who will require the skills of Manteca residents who now commute to the
Bay Area. Thiswill reduce the out-commute.

Response 11-4:  Comment noted.

Response 11-5: The City of Manteca has cooperated with Caltrans and the regional
trangportation planning agency, SICOG, in master planning for major traffic improvementsin the
city and surrounding area. Policiesin the plan support continuation of this cooperation.

Response 11-6: The General Plan addresses the need for inter-modal and aternative
transportation as methods to reduce automobile traffic. These include community design for
bicycle routes, pedestrian paths, public transit support facilities, and aternative vehicles.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
September , 2003 Page 54
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May 20, 2002

Mr. Kyle Kollar
Community Development Director

1001 W. Center Straet
Manteca, CA 95337

SUBJECT: EIR FOR THE CITY OF MANTECA GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

Dear Mr. Kollar:

The San Joaquin County Department of Public Works has reviewed the environmental
document for the above referenced project and our copcerns, recommendations, 1
corrections are as follows:

Page 9, Section VI, Hydrology and Water Quality, Number (g)
Prior to relocating the levee, the landowner shall obtain a State Reclamation
Board Permit The new levee shall be cerntified by FEMA. Reclamation District

17 shall approve the Javee relocation.

Thank you for the opportusity to be heard. Should you have questions or need additional
information regarding the above comments, please contact Robin Kirk, Environmental
Coordinator at (209) 468-3083.

Robin Kirk
Environmental Coordinator

c: Mike Callahan, Senjor Civil Engineer

TOTAL P.82



CITY OF MANTECA

Comment Letter 120 Robin Kirk, Environmental Coordinator, San Joaguin County
Department of Public Works, May 20, 2002

Response 12-1: The relocation of the levee aong the Southwest Manteca southern boundary is
not proposed in the General Plan. Such a possibility was never included in the General Plan, but
was mentioned in the Notice of Preparation Initial Environmental Checklist to ensure that all
possibilities might be considered. It was considered and deleted early in the process and is not
part of the General Plan.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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CITY OF MANTECA

4. Response to Comment Received Through Personal
Communication

Ernie Tyhurst, Director of Planning, City of Ripon
Comment 1: The DEIR should address the future growth areas between Ripon and Manteca.

Response 1. The City of Manteca and the City of Ripon are considering a Memorandum of
Understanding the defines the future growth pattern in the lands between the two cities, most
notably along the Highway 99 corridor. This MOU will establish the policies for future
urbanization and the principles for extending public services and infrastructure to the area.

The Genera Plan includes severa policies designed to encourage inter-jurisdictional cooperation
with the County, neighboring cities, school districts and specia districts.

The following mitigation measure is recommended to specifically address the land area between
the City of Manteca, and the City of Ripon.

Mitigation Measure:
The following policy should be added to the 2023 General Plan:

LU-P-59 The City of Manteca shall cooperate with City of Ripon in implementing the
principle points of the Memorandum of Understanding regarding future land use and public
services and facilities in the area between the two cities.

Comment 2: The DEIR should address the potential for a future interchange on Highway 99 in
the vicinity of Austin Road and Olive Drive.

Response 2: The following language is added to the DEIR, Section 15.5.3 Future Roadway
Network.

“The major east-west road identified in the 2023 General Plan south of SR 120 will connect
between the future interchange on SR 120 in the vicinity of McKinley Avenue. The east end of
this road will connect to Austin Road and could be extended to a future interchange with
Highway 99 in the vicinity of the Austin Road interchange and Olive Drive.”

The following mitigation measure is recommended to address the opportunity to connect the east-
west road to Highway 99.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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CITY OF MANTECA

Mitigation Measure:
The following policy should be added to the 2023 General Plan:

C-P-55 The City of Manteca shall cooperate with City of Ripon in identifying a suitable
location for an interchange at Highway 99 connecting to major roads in Ripon and Manteca.

FINAL EIR for General Plan 2023 Response to Comments
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