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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES

INTRODUCTION

The City of Manteca (City) has determined that a program-level environmental impact report (EIR)
is required for the proposed General Plan (General Plan, or project) pursuant to the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR prior
to approving any project, which may have a significant impact on the environment. For the
purposes of CEQA, the term "Project" refers to the whole of an action, which has the potential for
resulting in a direct physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]).

A Program EIR is an EIR which examines the environmental impacts of an agency plan, policy, or
regulatory program, such as a general plan update. Program EIRs analyze broad environmental
impacts of the program, with the acknowledgement that site-specific environmental review may
be required for particular aspects of the program, or particular development projects that may
occur in the future.

Manteca circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the proposed project on January 6,
2020 to trustee and responsible agencies, the State Clearinghouse, and the public. A scoping
meeting was held on January 27, 2020 at the City of Manteca City Hall.

Subsequently, Manteca published a public Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR on March
22, 2021, inviting comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and other interested
parties. The NOA was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH# 2020019010) and was published in
the Manteca Bulletin pursuant to the public noticing requirements of CEQA. The Draft EIR was
available for public review from March 22, 2021 through May 6, 2021. The Public Draft General
Plan was also available for public review and comment during this time period.

Additionally,, the City of Manteca published a public NOA for the Recirculated Draft EIR on
November 22, 2022, inviting comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and other
interested parties. The NOA was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH# 2020019010) and was
published in the Manteca Bulletin pursuant to the public noticing requirements of CEQA. The
Recirculated Draft EIR was available for public review from November 22, 2022 through January 6,
2023. The Revised Public Draft General Plan was also available for public review and comment
during this time period.

Further, from April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023, the documents were recirculated to ensure all
parties have an opportunity to comment. The Recirculated Draft EIR and the Revised Draft General
Plan circulated from April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023 were the same documents that were
circulated for a 45-day public review period on November 22, 2022. Comments submitted as part
of the previous November 22, 2022 through January 6, 2023 review period and the more-recent
April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023 review period are considered in this Final EIR

This Final EIR was prepared to address comments received in response to the Draft EIR and
Recirculated Draft EIR. The City has prepared a written response to the Draft EIR and Recirculated
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ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Draft EIR comments, and made textual changes to the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR where
warranted. The responses to the comments are provided in this Final EIR in Chapter 2.0, and all
changes to the text of the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR are summarized in Chapter 3.0.
Responses to comments received during the comment period for the Recirculated Draft EIR do not
involve any new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require another
recirculation of the Draft EIR or Recirculated Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The 2040 Manteca General Plan is the overarching policy document that guides land use, housing,
transportation, open space, public safety, community services, and other policy decisions
throughout Manteca. The General Plan includes the seven elements mandated by State law, to the
extent that they are relevant locally, including: Circulation, Resource Conservation (addresses the
mandated Open Space and Conservation elements), Housing (updated separately), Land Use,
Noise, and Safety. The City may also address other topics of interest; this General Plan includes
elements related to Community Facilities (including infrastructure), Economic and Fiscal Vitality,
and Growth Management. The General Plan sets out the goals, policies, and actions in each of
these areas, serves as a policy guide for how the City will make key planning decisions in the
future, and guides how the City will interact with San Joaquin County, surrounding cities, and other
local, regional, State, and Federal agencies.

The General Plan contains the goals and policies that will guide future decisions within the City. It
also identifies implementation programs, in the form of actions, that will ensure the goals and
policies in the General Plan are carried out. As part of the Manteca General Plan Update, the City
and the consultant team prepared several support documents that serve as the building blocks for
the General Plan and analyze the environmental impacts associated with implementing the
General Plan.

Refer to Chapter 2.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR for a more comprehensive description of
the details of the proposed project.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to describe a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project or to the location of the project which would reduce or avoid significant
impacts, and which could feasibly accomplish the basic objectives of the proposed project. The
alternatives analyzed in this EIR are briefly described as follows:

e Alternative A: No Project Alternative. Under Alternative A, the City would not adopt the
General Plan Update. The existing Manteca General Plan would continue to be
implemented and no changes to the General Plan, including the Land Use Map, Major
Street Master Plan, Proposed Truck Route, goals, policies, or actions would occur.
Subsequent projects, such as amending the Municipal Code (including the zoning map) and
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ES

the City’s Design Guidelines, would not occur. The existing General Plan Land Use Map is
shown on Figure 5.0-1 in Chapter 5.0.

e Alternative B: Residential and Balanced Employment Growth. Alternative B continues to
provide for a balance of job-creating and residential development land uses. Alternative B
would continue to encourage infill development throughout the City, as well as new
growth in greenfield areas that extend the City’s existing development pattern. Figure 5.0-
2 in Chapter 5.0 shows the Land Use Map for Alternative B. This alternative emphasizes an
increase in residential development, including multifamily, uses and a decrease in
commercial and employment-generating industrial and professional land use designations
to reduce total vehicle miles travelled. This alternative was developed to potentially
reduce the severity of significant impacts associated with transportation and circulation
and also to reduce the severity of impacts associated with air quality and greenhouse
gases.

e Alternative C: Increased Intensity Residential and Balanced Employment Growth.
Alternative C would revise the General Plan Land Use Map to place more emphasis on
identifying specific areas for residential growth, including medium and high-density
residential land uses and encouraging the distribution of these uses throughout residential
neighborhoods. Alternative C continues to provide for a balance of job-creating and
residential development land uses, but would reduce commercial and other employee-
generating uses in order to reduce vehicle miles travelled. Alternative C would continue to
encourage infill development throughout the City, as well as new growth in greenfield
areas that extend the City’s existing development pattern. Figure 5.0-3 in Chapter 5.0
shows the Land Use Map for Alternative C. This alternative emphasizes an increase in
residential development, with an emphasis on increasing high and medium density
residential development within neighborhoods, and a decrease in retail and other jobs to
reduce total vehicle miles travelled. This alternative was developed to potentially reduce
the severity of significant impacts associated with transportation and circulation and also
to reduce the severity of impacts associated with air quality, greenhouse gases, and noise.

e Alternative D: Previous Proposed Project (March 2021). Alternative D is identical to the
previously-proposed Draft General Plan which is analyze in the Draft EIR for the Manteca
General Plan Update (dated March 2021). Alternative D continues to provide for a balance
of job-creating and residential development land uses. Alternative D would continue to
encourage infill development throughout the City, as well as accommodate new growth in
greenfield areas that extend the City’s existing development pattern. Alternative D
includes the proposed Truck Route from the previously-proposed Draft General Plan.
Figure 5.0-4 in Chapter 5.0 shows the Land Use Map for Alternative D. This alternative
emphasizes an increase in residential development, including multifamily, and a decrease
in commercial and employment-generating industrial and professional land use
designations to reduce total vehicle miles travelled. Alternative D would provide for
approximately 20 more acres of residential uses and 102 fewer acres of mixed use
development when compared to the Proposed Land Use Map. Additionally, Alternative D
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would provide for 770 more acres of employment-generating commercial, professional,
and industrial uses, when compared to the Proposed Land Use Map.

Alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 5.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As summarized in
Table ES-1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, Alternative B is the environmentally superior alternative
because it provides the greatest reduction of potential impacts in comparison to the other
alternatives.

COMMENTS RECEIVED

The Revised Draft EIR addresses environmental impacts associated with the proposed project that
were known to the City, raised during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process, raised during
preparation of the Draft EIR, identified as a comment on the 2021 Draft EIR, or raised during
preparation of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The Recirculated Draft EIR discusses potentially
significant impacts associated with aesthetics/visual resources, agricultural/forest resources, air
quality, biological/natural resources, cultural/tribal resources, geology/soils/minerals, greenhouse
gases/energy, hazards, hydrology/water quality, land use/population, noise, public
services/recreation, transportation/circulation, utilities, wildfires, and cumulative impacts.

NOP Comments

During the NOP process, the City received comments from the following public agencies,
organizations, or individuals:

e (California Department of Transportation

e Curtis Powers

e Martin Harris

e (Central Valley Water Quality Control Board
e Steven Herum

e Judith Marek & Joann Edward, Zottarelli Ranch
e Marian Rawlins

e Mary Meninga

e Native American Heritage Commission

o Northstar Engineering Group, Inc.

e Pacific Gas and Electric Company

Draft EIR Comments

In 2021, the City received over 200 oral and written comments on the Draft General Plan and Draft
EIR. In response to the comments, the City Council directed that the General Plan Draft EIR be
revised to address removal of the truck route, land use modifications, and the inclusion of an
additional alternative. The proposed project addressed in the Recirculated Draft EIR and the
Revised Draft General Plan which has been modified to reduce the potential for conflicts between
intensive uses and potentially sensitive uses, to remove the truck route, and to refine policies and
implementation actions.
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Recirculated Draft EIR Comments

During the first 45-day review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR (November 22, 2022 through
January 6, 2023), the City received 21 comments from public agencies, organizations, or individuals
and received one additional comment following the close of the comment period. During the
second 45-day review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR (April 26, 2023 through June 12, 2023),
the City received four comments from public agencies or individuals. The complete list of
commenters is shown below:

e Deborah Stedtfeld, Charter Member, AIM (Advocates for Improving Manteca)
e Glenda Delony, Charter Member, AIM

e Susan Goodman, Charter Member, AIM

e Michael Mark, Sheet Metal Worker’s Local Union No. 104 (SMART)
e Steven A. Herum, Herum\Crabtree,\Suntag, Attorneys

e Mary Louise Kenefick, Delta Sierra Chapter, Sierra Club, AIM

e Kenneth L. Stedtfeld, Charter Member, AIM

e Mark Meissner, City of Lathrop

e Marian Rawlins and Raymond Quaresma, Residents of Manteca

e Margo Praus, Delta-Sierra Group, Sierra Club

e Beatrice Lingenfelter, Resident of Manteca

e  Phyllis McDonald, Charter Member, AIM

e Louie Tallerico, Resident of Manteca

e Ed Cardoza Jr., Resident of Manteca, Cardoza Enterprises

e Cynthia Schisler, Charter Member, AIM

e Jerry Madzier, Resident of Manteca

e Linda Madzier, Resident of Manteca

e Michael J. Barkley, Resident of Manteca

e Matt Madzier, Resident of Manteca

e Marcia Perkins, Terra Land Group

e Reuben Silva, Resident of Manteca

e Brian Clements, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

e Brian Olson, California Geological Survey

e Monique Wilber, California Department of Conservation

e Steven A. Herum, Herum\Crabtree\Suntag, Attorneys

e Peter Minkel, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
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INTRODUCTION 1.0

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The City of
Manteca is the lead agency for the environmental review of the Manteca General Plan (General
Plan, General Plan Update, or Project) and has the principal responsibility for approving the
project. This FEIR assesses the expected environmental impacts resulting from approval and
adoption of the Manteca General Plan and responds to comments received on the Draft EIR.

The Manteca General Plan Update is the overarching policy document that guides land use,
housing, transportation, open space, public safety, community services, and other policy decisions
throughout Manteca. The Plan includes all of the State-mandated elements, including Land Use
(addresses Environmental Justice), Circulation, Resource Conservation (combines Open Space,
Conservation, and Air Quality topics), and Safety (also addresses Climate Adaptation and Noise) as
well as optional elements, including Growth Management, Community Design, Economic
Development, and Community Facilities and Services. As previously noted, the Housing Element
was adopted in 2016 and is not anticipated to be significantly revised by the General Plan Update.
The Proposed General Plan includes a comprehensive set of goals, policies, and actions
(implementation measures), as well as a revised Land Use Map (see Figure 2.0-3 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR).

As part of the Manteca General Plan Update, the City and the consultant team prepared several
support documents that serve as the building blocks for the General Plan and analyze the
environmental impacts associated with implementing the General Plan.

Refer to Chapter 2.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR for a more comprehensive description of
the details of the proposed project.

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THE EIR
CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR A FINAL EIR

This FEIR for the Manteca General Plan has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines. State CEQA Guidelines Section
15132 requires that an FEIR consist of the following:

e the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) or a revision of the draft, which in this
case also includes the Recirculated Draft EIR;

e comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR,
either verbatim or in summary;

e a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR and
Recirculated Draft EIR;

e the responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in the
review and consultation process; and

e any other information added by the lead agency.

Final Environmental Impact Report - Manteca General Plan Update 1.0-1



1.0 INTRODUCTION

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(a), the Draft EIR is incorporated by
reference into this Final EIR.

An EIR must disclose the expected environmental impacts, including impacts that cannot be
avoided, growth-inducing effects, impacts found not to be significant, and significant cumulative
impacts, as well as identify mitigation measures and alternatives to the proposed project that
could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. CEQA requires government agencies to
consider and, where feasible, minimize environmental impacts of proposed projects, and obligates
them to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social
factors.

PURPOSE AND USE

The City of Manteca, as the lead agency, has prepared this Final EIR to provide the public and
responsible and trustee agencies with an objective analysis of the potential environmental impacts
resulting from approval and implementation of the General Plan. Responsible and trustee
agencies that may use the EIR are identified in Chapter 1.0 of the Draft EIR.

The environmental review process enables interested parties to evaluate the proposed project in
terms of its environmental consequences, to examine and recommend methods to eliminate or
reduce potential adverse impacts, and to consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the
project. While CEQA requires that consideration be given to avoiding adverse environmental
effects, the lead agency must balance adverse environmental effects against other public
objectives, including the economic and social benefits of a project, in determining whether a
project should be approved.

This EIR will be used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all subsequent planning
and permitting actions associated with the proposed project. Subsequent actions that may be
associated with the proposed project are identified in Chapter 2.0 (Project Description) of the
Draft EIR. This EIR may also be used by other agencies within San Joaquin County, including the
San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), which may use this EIR during the
preparation of environmental documents related to annexations, Municipal Service Reviews, and
Sphere of Influence decisions in the Manteca Planning Area.

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The review and certification process for the EIR has involved, or will involve, the following general
procedural steps:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

The City of Manteca circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the proposed project on
January 6, 2020 to trustee and responsible agencies, the State Clearinghouse, and the public. A
scoping meeting was held on January 27, 2020 at the City of Manteca City Hall. No public or agency
comments on the NOP related to the EIR analysis were presented or submitted during the scoping
meeting. However, during the 30-day public review period for the NOP, which ended on February
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5, 2020, eleven written comment letters were received on the NOP. A summary of the NOP
comments is provided later in this chapter. The NOP and all comments received on the NOP are
presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND DRAFT EIR

The City circulated a Draft EIR to the State Clearinghouse, trustee and responsible agencies, and
the public on March 22, 2021. A Notice of Completion (NOC) was filed, and a 45-day public review
period was provided between March 22, 2021 and May 6, 2021 to receive public and agency
comments on the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR. On May 7,
2021, at the end of the original 45-day public review period, the City of Manteca opted to extend
the public review period for both the Draft EIR and the Public Review Draft of the Manteca General
Plan Update. The City extended the public review and comment period on the Draft EIR to June
14, 2021, thereby providing a total of 83 days for public review and comment on the Draft EIR.
During the extended public review period, the City conducted three public workshops to receive
community input on the General Plan Update. Workshops were held on May 11, 2021, May 27,
2021, and June 2, 2021.

The Draft EIR contains a description of the project, description of the environmental setting,
identification and analysis of project impacts, as well as an analysis of project alternatives,
identification of significant irreversible environmental changes, growth-inducing impacts, and
cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR identifies issues determined to have no impact or a less than
significant impact, and provides detailed analysis of potentially significant and significant impacts

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR

The City of Manteca published a public NOA for the Recirculated Draft EIR on November 22, 2022,
inviting comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and other interested parties.
The NOA was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH# 2020019010) and was published in the
Manteca Bulletin pursuant to the public noticing requirements of CEQA. The Recirculated Draft
EIR was available for public review from November 22, 2022 through January 6, 2023. The Public
Draft General Plan was also available for public review and comment during this time period.

Additionally, from April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023, the documents were recirculated to ensure all
parties have an opportunity to comment. The Recirculated Draft EIR and the Revised Draft General
Plan circulated from April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023 were the same documents that were
circulated for a 45-day public review period on November 22, 2022. Comments submitted as part
of the previous November 22, 2022 through January 6, 2023 review period and the more-recent
April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023 review period are considered in this Final EIR.

The Draft EIR contains a description of the project, description of the environmental setting,
identification of project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as
well as an analysis of project alternatives, identification of significant irreversible environmental
changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR identifies issues
determined to have no impact or a less than significant impact, and provides detailed analysis of
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potentially significant and significant impacts. Comments received in response to the NOP were
considered in preparing the analysis in the Draft EIR.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS/FINAL EIR

The City received 21 comment letters during the 45-day review period for the Recirculated Draft
EIR and one late comment letter after the 45-day review period ended. In accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088, this Final EIR responds to the written comments received on the Draft
EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR. The Final EIR also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are
included in Chapter 3.0 (Errata). This document and the Draft EIR, as amended herein, constitutes
the Final EIR.

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR/PROJECT CONSIDERATION

The Manteca City Council will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City Council finds that the
Final EIR is "adequate and complete," then it may certify it in accordance with CEQA. The rule of
adequacy generally holds that an EIR can be certified if:

1) The EIR shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and

2) The EIR provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the proposed
project in contemplation of environmental considerations.

Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the Manteca City Council may take action to
approve, revise, or reject the project. A decision to approve the Manteca General Plan, for which
this EIR identifies significant environmental effects, must be accompanied by written findings in
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093.

Policies and actions to mitigate potential environmental impacts have been incorporated into the
project, to the extent feasible. No additional mitigation is feasible or available, as described in
Chapters 3.1 through 4.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The annual report on general plan status
required pursuant to the Government Code will serve as the monitoring and reporting program for
the project.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR

This Final EIR has been prepared consistent with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
which identifies the content requirements for Final EIRs. This Final EIR is organized in the following
manner:

CHAPTER 1.0 - INTRODUCTION

Chapter 1.0 briefly describes the purpose of the environmental evaluation, identifies the lead
agency, summarizes the process associated with preparation and certification of an EIR, and
identifies the content requirements and organization of the Final EIR.

1.0-4 Final Environmental Impact Report - Manteca General Plan Update
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CHAPTER 2.0 - COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

Chapter 2.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments made on the Draft EIR
(coded for reference), and responses to those written comments.

CHAPTER 3.0 - ERRATA

Chapter 3.0 consists of minor revisions to the Draft EIR in response to comments on the Draft EIR.
The revisions to the Draft EIR do not change the intent or content of the analysis or mitigation.

Final Environmental Impact Report - Manteca General Plan Update 1.0-5
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

2.1 INTRODUCTION

In 2021, the City received over 200 oral and written comments on the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR.
In response to the comments, the City Council directed that the General Plan Draft EIR be revised to
address removal of the truck route, land use modifications, and the inclusion of an additional alternative.
The proposed project addressed in the Recirculated Draft EIR and the Revised Draft General Plan which
has been modified to reduce the potential for conflicts between intensive uses and potentially sensitive
uses, to remove the truck route, and to refine policies and implementation actions.

Beyond this modified Project and revised analysis, which was included in the Recirculated Draft EIR, no
new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Recirculated Draft
EIR for the Manteca General Plan Update, were raised during the comment period. Responses to
comments received during the comment periods for both the Draft EIR and the Recirculated Draft EIR do
not involve any new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require recirculation
of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 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 alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.

Chapters 2.0 and 3.0 of this Final EIR include information that has been added to the EIR since the close
of the public review periods in the form of responses to comments and errata.

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS

Table 2-1 lists the comments on the Draft EIR that were submitted to the City during the 45-day public
review period. The assigned comment letter number, letter date, letter author, and affiliation, if
presented in the comment letter or if representing a public agency, are also listed. During the 45-day
review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR from November 22, 2022 through January 6, 2023, the City
received 21 comment letters and one late comment letter after the 45-day review period ended. These
letters include Letters A through V.

Additionally, as noted in Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of this Final EIR, from April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023,
the documents were recirculated for a second 45-day review period. The Recirculated Draft EIR and the
Revised Draft General Plan circulated from April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023 were the same documents
that were circulated for a 45-day public review period on November 22, 2022. Comments submitted as
part of the previous November 22, 2022 through January 6, 2023 review period and the more-recent
April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023 review period are responded to in this chapter of Final EIR. During the
second 45-day review period for the Recirculated Draft EIR from April 26, 2023 to June 12, 2023, the City
received four comment letters. These letters include Letters W through Z.
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

TABLE 2-1: LIST OF COMMENTERS

RESPONSE INDIVIDUAL OR
LETTER SIGNATORY AFFILIATION Dats
A Deborah Stedtfeld Charter Member, AIM (Advocates for Improving Manteca) January 4th, 2023
B Glenda Delony Charter Member, AIM January 5th, 2023
C Susan Goodman Charter Member, AIM January 4th, 2023
D Michael Mark Sheet Metal Worker’s Local Union No. 104 (SMART) January 4th, 2023
E Steven A. Herum Herum\Crabtree\Suntag, Attorneys January 6th, 2023
F Mary Louise Kenefick Delta Sierra Chapter, Sierra Club, AIM January 6th, 2023
G Kenneth L. Stedtfeld Charter Member, AIM January 4th, 2023
H Mark Meissner City of Lathrop January 6th, 2023
[ yatign%agd;ii;r:; Residents of Manteca January 5th, 2023
] Margo Praus Delta-Sierra Group, Sierra Club January 6th, 2023
K Beatrice Lingenfelter Resident of Manteca January 5th, 2023
L Phyllis McDonald Charter Member, AIM January 6th, 2023
M Louie Tallerico Resident of Manteca January 3rd, 2023
N Ed CardozaJr. Resident of Manteca, Cardoza Enterprises January 6th, 2023
0 Cynthia Schisler Charter Member, AIM January 6th, 2023
P Jerry Madzier Resident of Manteca January 6th, 2023
Q Linda Madzier Resident of Manteca January 6th, 2023
R Michael J. Barkley Resident of Manteca December 30th, 2022
S Matt Madzier Resident of Manteca January 6th, 2023
T Marcia Perkins Terra Land Group January 6th, 2023
U Reuben Silva Resident of Manteca December 13th, 2022
Vv Brian Clements San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District January 12th, 2023
w Brian Olson California Geological Survey May 30th, 2023
X Monique Wilber California Department of Conservation June 7th, 2023
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RESPONSE INDIVIDUAL OR
AFFILIATION DATE
LETTER SIGNATORY
Y Steven A. Herum Herum)\Crabtree\Suntag, Attorneys June 9th, 2023
Z Peter Minkel Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board June 12th, 2023

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate and respond to all comments on the
Draft EIR (and Recirculated Draft EIR) that regard an environmental issue. The written response must
address the significant environmental issue raised and be detailed, especially when specific comments
or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response
must be a good faith and reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies only need to respond to significant
environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all of the information
requested by the commenter, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204(a)).

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus on
the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible environmental impacts of the
project and ways to avoid or mitigate the significant effects of the project, and that commenters provide
evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that revisions to the Draft EIR be noted as a revision in
the Draft EIR or as a separate section of the Final EIR. Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR identifies all revisions
to the Manteca General Plan Update Recirculated Draft EIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to those
comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system is used:

e Each comment letter is lettered (i.e., Letter A), each comment within each letter is numbered
(i.e., Comment A-1, Comment A-2, etc.), and each response is numbered correspondingly (i.e.,
Response A-1, Response A-2, etc.).

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from the response to comments, those changes are included
in the response and identified with revisions marks (underline for new text, strike-eut-for deleted text).
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Response to Letter A: Deborah L. Stedtfeld, Charter Member, AIM

Response A-1: The commenter states that they have several comments regarding the General Plan and
begins to list the concerns in the body of the comment letter. The first listed concern states that 37
separate impact findings were changed from “Potentially Significant” in the original Draft EIR to “Less
than Significant” in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter concludes by stating that the Draft EIR

must explain in detail how and why these findings changes were made.

The Recirculated Draft EIR evaluated the effectiveness of the proposed General Plan goals, policies, and
implementation actions. In many cases, implementation of those policies reduced an impact’s level of
significance from potentially significant to less than significant. Complying with the General Plan is
compulsory, and as such, provides self-mitigating policies. The Recirculated Draft EIR considered that
General Plan compliance is compulsory and also considered revisions to proposed General Plan policies
and actions that address environmental issues and this consideration informed the significance
determination of impacts. In moving from the original Draft EIR to the Recirculated Draft EIR, there were
four instances where proposed General Plan policy or the implementation of mitigation measures did
not adequately reduce an impact, and the impact conclusion changed from less than significant to
significant and unavoidable. Those impacts are 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 in Section 3.3, Air Quality, and Impacts
3.14-2 and 3.14-3 in Section 3.14, Transportation.

Response A-2: The commenter states that the current population of Manteca is 89,835, the proposed
General Plan would increase to an estimated 211,003 persons, and the amount of housing growth to
accommodate this future population would be over 38,000 additional housing units. The commenter also
states that the majority of housing growth would be located outside the existing city limits and in the
urban reserve. The commenter further states that the Draft EIR analysis fails to offer mitigation for a
scenario where less employment growth occurs with housing growth unabated, and discusses the jobs-
to-housing balance. The commenter concludes by stating that the General Plan does not analyze the
impacts of development of the Urban Reserve areas and that a new General Plan policy and action must
be added that states that all lands within Urban Reserve areas will not be considered for development
during this proposed General Plan planning period (20 to 30 years), and only should be available after

the City General Plan undergoes a major update and revision.

Impacts associated with population and housing growth are discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use,
Population, and Housing, of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As shown in Table 2.0-3 in Chapter 2.0, compared
to the existing General Plan, the proposed General Plan would result in approximately 11,951 new
housing units. As discussed on page 3.10-27 of Section 3.10, this new growth may increase the city’s
population by approximately 38,004 residents and 3,469 employees compared to the existing General
Plan for a total of approximately 121,168 residents and 27,448 jobs. Depending on growth rates, the
actual growth during the life of the General Plan could be lower or higher. As explained on pages 2.0-21
and 2.0-22 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the theoretical buildout of the General Plan anticipates both full
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buildout of the Planning Area based on the proposed Land Use Map, and assumes that every parcel in
the city developed at the densities and intensities allowed under the General Plan. Further, “Growth
projections should not be considered a prediction for growth, as the actual amount of development that
will occur throughout the 20- to 30-year planning horizon of the General Plan is based on many factors
outside of the City’s control. Actual future development would depend on future real estate and labor
market conditions, property owner preferences and decisions, site-specific constraints, and other
factors.” Table 2.0-2 in the Recirculated Draft EIR shows total growth estimates based on buildout of the

entire Planning Area, with the exception of areas identified as Urban Reserve.

Given the historical and current population, housing, and employment trends, growth in the city, as well
as the entire state, is inevitable. Factors that account for population growth include natural population
increase, net migration, the cost of housing, the location of jobs, the economy, the climate, and
transportation. While these factors would likely result in growth in Manteca during the planning period
of the proposed General Plan, growth will continue to occur based primarily on the demand of the
housing market and demand for new commercial, industrial, and other non-residential uses. As future
development occurs under the proposed General Plan, new roads, infrastructure, and services would be
necessary to serve the development, and this infrastructure would accommodate planned growth. The
proposed General Plan is intended to accommodate the City’s fair share of statewide housing needs,
which are allocated by the SICOG, based on regional numbers provided by the California Department of
Housing and Community Development on a regular basis (every eight years). Therefore, housing
development is planned, structured growth that is closely tied to the availability of jobs and other factors.
The General Plan includes policies and programs to implement employment-generating and other non-
residential uses. A scenario that involves unabated housing growth would not be consistent with the
General Plan and would be outside the scope of the General Plan project, as such a scenario would
require a General Plan Amendment to change one or more sites designated for non-residential growth
to a residential or mixed use land use designation and would not implement General Plan land use
designations, policies, and programs, particularly those in the Land Use Element and Economic and Fiscal
Vitality Element in support of employment-generating uses, public services, commercial and community-
serving uses, and other non-residential uses.

The Urban Reserve Overlay designation is applied to select properties around the perimeter of the city
and the Planning Area where the City intends to expand its urbanized development pattern in the time
horizon beyond the General Plan. This growth is not anticipated in the General Plan and is anticipated at
some future point when growth conditions call for removal of the overlay designation. The Urban
Reserve Overlay does not provide the underlying property with any development rights under the
General Plan. Lands within the SOI that are not designated with the Urban Reserve Overlay are intended
be planned for development during the General Plan horizon (2040). Areas identified as Urban Reserve
are not anticipated to develop under the 2040 General Plan. These areas may develop at some point in
the future and a General Plan Amendment is required to amend the Land Use Map to identify the

proposed Land Use Designation at the time a change is proposed for any lands in the Urban Reserve. This
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is a discretionary action that will be subject to review under CEQA. See Policies LU-2.5 and LU-2.9 of the

General Plan.

Response A-3: The commenter states that policies to reduce impacts to prime farmlands and

Williamson Act contracts are inadequate.

The proposed General Plan includes various policies and actions which minimize the potential for impacts
related to Prime Farmland and Williamson Act contracts. For impacts related to Prime Farmland, these
include policies that encourage the development of vacant lands within City boundaries prior to
conversion of agricultural lands and ensure that urban development near existing agricultural lands
would not unnecessarily constrain agricultural practices or adversely affect the economic viability of
nearby agricultural operations. Overall, the policies and actions included in the proposed General Plan
are intended to support and preserve the agricultural heritage of Manteca as development continues to

occur within the Planning Area.

For impacts related to Williamson Act contracts, the proposed General Plan includes policies and actions,
listed below, that are intended to reduce conflict between existing agricultural zones, or a Williamson
Act Contract, with new development as a result of the proposed General Plan. These include policies
which help explicitly minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses. For example, the
proposed General Plan includes policies which encourage coordination LAFCO on issues of the
conservation of agricultural land; promotes the enrollment of agricultural lands in Williamson Act
contracts; promotes the establishment of adequate buffers between agricultural and urban land uses;
prohibits the redesignation of Agricultural lands to other land use designations unless specific findings
are made; and requires future development projects to reduce impacts on agricultural lands through the
use of buffers, such as greenbelts, drainage features, parks, or other improved and maintained features.
More specifically related to impacts to adjacent agricultural lands, General Plan Policy RC-8e requires
that the following conditions of approval where urban development occurs next to farmland are

implemented:

e Require notifications in urban property deeds that agricultural operations are in the vicinity, in
keeping with the City’s right-to-farm ordinance.
Require adequate and secure fencing at the interface of urban and agricultural use.

e Require phasing of new residential subdivisions; so as to include an interim buffer between
residential and agricultural uses.

e Require a buffer, which may include a roadway and landscaped buffer, open space transition
area, or low intensity uses, between urban uses and lands designated Agriculture on the Land
Use Map.

See the discussion of Impact 3.2-1 in Section 3.2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR for the list of additional

General Plan policies and actions that address impacts related to farmlands and Williamson Act conflicts.
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Response A-4: The commenter states that the Draft EIR improperly fails to include feasible mitigation
measures such as requiring the installation of solar panels and requiring all heavy-duty trucks to be zero-

emission in the future.

This comment is noted. As stated in the Recirculated Draft EIR on pages 3.3-29 and 3.3-30, since
implementation of the General Plan may result in population growth and an increase in vehicle miles
traveled that exceed the growth projections assumed in the applicable air quality plans, the proposed
General Plan has the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality
plan. However, mitigation measures that would limit population or VMT growth to the levels assumed in
the applicable air quality plans in order to ensure consistency would conflict with the proposed General
Plan’s goals to encourage high quality housing types and a variety of housing for all income levels and to
provide and promote high-paying, local employment opportunities and retain and attract high-quality

businesses and industry so that residents can live, shop, and work in Manteca.

State regulations require new developments to include installation of solar panels and require all heavy-
duty trucks to be zero-emission in the future. Specifically, the California 2022 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards (effective as of January 2023) require solar panel installation for residential and commercial
properties. Separately, the California Governor’s Order N-79-20 requires the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) is mandated to develop and propose strategies to achieve 100 percent zero-emissions from
medium and heavy-duty on-road vehicles in the State by 2045 where feasible and by 2035 from drayage
trucks. It is noted that the City of Manteca does not have the jurisdiction to regulate emissions from

heavy-duty trucks; vehicle emissions in California are regulated by the California Air Resources Board.

Further, the General Plan itself contains many policies and implementing actions that could further
minimize potential impacts associated with heavy-duty trucks and solar panels, such as Policy RC-4.3,
which requires the City to maintain a Climate Action Plan; Policy RC-4.11, requiring the support of state
efforts to power electricity with renewable and zero-carbon resources, such as solar and wind energy;
and Policy RC-4.13, which requires encouragement of the installation of renewable energy technologies

serving agricultural operations.

Response A-5: The commenter states that the proposed General Plan policies and measures illegally
defer the update of the City’s Climate Action Plan and the adoption of a Good Neighbor Guidelines for
Warehouse Distribution Facilities ordinance to a future date. Further, the commenter states that the
Municipal Code must be updated with a Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities
ordinance by the end of 2023, which must include standards and requirements that are as stringent as
those adopted in Stockton and other cities. The commenter concludes by stating that a Good Neighbor
Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities ordinance should be based on the Attorney General’s
“Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act”, and the latest San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) and

California Air Resources Board (CARB) guidance.
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The City of Manteca adopted its Climate Action Plan (CAP), which is considered a Qualified GHG
Reduction Plan, in October 2013. As stated in Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and Energy
of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the proposed General Plan has been developed to be consistent with the

adopted CAP, and to further the goals and implementation strategies identified in the CAP.

Policy RC-4.3 of the proposed General Plan Update requires the City to maintain a Climate Action Plan
that addresses State-adopted GHG reduction goals and provides effective measures to meet GHG targets.
In addition, General Plan Implementation Action RC-4a requires the City to continue to assess and
monitor performance of greenhouse gas emissions reduction efforts, including progress toward meeting
longer-term GHG emissions reduction goals for 2035 and 2050 by reporting on the City’s progress
annually, updating the Climate Action Plan by 2025, updating the Climate Action Plan and GHG inventory
regularly to demonstrate consistency with State-adopted GHG reduction targets, including those targets
established beyond 2020, and updating the GHG Strategy in the General Plan, as appropriate. This
ensures that the City updates its Climate Action Plan in a timely manner in order to comply with longer

term GHG reduction goals and targets.

General Plan Implementation Action LU-5f requires that the Municipal Code be updated to include Good
Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities and has been revised to specifically address
including BMPs recommended by CARB, SJVAPCD, and the California Attorney General, including the
Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities. When the Municipal Code is updated
by the City, the Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities will be included.
Implementation Action LU-5f has also been revised to require standards for on-site energy production

and to address minimum requirements for “clean” or electric vehicles in vehicle fleet.

The specific standards and requirements associated with a future warehouse ordinance would be subject
to determination by the City of Manteca, and would be based on the Attorney General’s “Warehouse
Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality
Act,” and the latest SJVAPCD and CARB guidance, consistent with the commenter’s statement in this
regard. The City of Manteca has some flexibility in determining the exact guidelines to include within the
ordinance, as they are a separate entity from their neighbors, but other jurisdictions’ approaches may

provide helpful guidance.

To ensure that projects that move forward in advance of the amendment to the Municipal Code adhere
to Good Neighbor Guidelines and other best management practices, Implementation Action LU-5e has
been revised to require that projects that may generate high volumes of truck trips and/or air quality
emissions that are proposed within 1,000 feet of existing or planned residential uses or sensitive
receptors implement BMPs, with BMPs based on those recommended by CARB, SIVAPCD, and the

California Attorney General.

Response A-6: The commenter states that the requirements of the Warehouse ordinance must include

preparation of a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) for all projects proposed within 1,000 feet of existing or
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planned residential uses or other sensitive receptors. The commenter also states that the Warehouse
ordinance must require that every project includes sufficient solar panels to provide power to the
operation. The commenter states that the ordinance must require all industrial projects to adopt
standards to provide 100 percent electrification under the clean fleet requirements. The commenter also
states that the ordinance must require electric charging facilities on the project site sufficient to charge
all electric trucks domiciled on site and that such facilities must be made available for all electric trucks

that use the project site.

The commenter also states that there are deficiencies in the air quality, public health, and related GHG
analyses, especially given that the City of Manteca and the surrounding San Joaquin Valley has some of

the most polluted air and accounts for the second worst air quality in the region.

The commenter further states that the air quality analysis in the Draft EIR only describes TAC impacts for
diesel trucks and other sources. The commenter states that the Draft EIR includes an abbreviated HRA
that only examines TACs along more than twenty truck route segments, and that the Draft EIR then jumps
to an unsubstantiated conclusion that the impacts of General Plan buildout for all air contaminants are
“less than significant.” The commenter states that the incomplete analysis must be replaced with a

comprehensive examination of impacts related to all regulated criteria pollutants.

Lastly, the commenter states that the analysis in the Draft EIR of GHG emissions and climate change is
similarly deeply flawed and does not comply with CEQA. The commenter states that the Draft EIR
absurdly argues that growth allowed by the General Plan would not generate significant GHG impacts
because individual projects would conform to a 10-year old Climate Action Plan that would be updated
sometime in the future. The commenter states that the Draft EIR analysis must be revised to include a
guantitative assessment of the total GHG emissions expected under the proposed General Plan, based

on VMT and other metrics.

As described in Response A-4, the California 2022 Building Energy Efficiency Standards (effective as of
January 2023) require solar panel installation for residential and commercial properties. Projects

proposed in Manteca will need to comply with that code.

As stated in Response A-5, General Plan Implementation Action LU-5f requires that the Municipal Code
be updated to include Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities. Further, to ensure
that projects that move forward in advance of the amendment to the Municipal Code adhere to Good
Neighbor Guidelines and other best management practices, Implementation Action LU-5e has been
revised to require that projects that may generate high volumes of truck trips and/or air quality emissions
that are proposed within 1,000 feet of existing or planned residential uses or sensitive receptors
implement BMPs, with BMPs based on those recommended by CARB, SIVAPCD, and the California

Attorney General.
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Instead of requiring projects within an arbitrary distance of sensitive receptors to prepare an HRA, the
City has opted to evaluate projects on a project-by-project basis to determine when an HRA should be
prepared. Not all projects are anticipated to pose a significant health risk to sensitive receptors, and
project-level details for future developments are included in, or entitled by, the General Plan. Individual
projects would be required to provide their own environmental assessments to determine health impacts
from the construction and operation of their projects. Implementation of General Plan Policy RC-5.2 and
Implementation Action LU-5e would ensure that exposure of the public to toxic or harmful air emissions
would be minimized for each individual project, by requiring an adequate buffer or distance between
residential and other sensitive land uses and land uses that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air
contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors. HRAs both disclose the distance from the source to sensitive
receptors, and evaluate the health risk associated with the specific emissions types and quantities

anticipated at the project site.

Overall, the proposed General Plan includes policies and programs that would limit exposure to TAC and
PM concentrations within the city. These policies and actions are included within various elements of the
General Plan. For example, Policy LU-3.9 requires that land uses are located away from excessive smoke,
dust, and odors, including buffers for transitional uses, to ensure health and well-being of residents. In
addition, Policy LU-9.2 requires that, as part of land use decisions, environmental justice issues related
to potential health impacts associated with land use decisions are considered and addressed. Policy RC-
5.2 would ensure that exposure of the public to toxic or harmful air emissions would be minimized by
requiring an adequate buffer or distance between residential and other sensitive land uses and land uses
that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors, and where
uses or facilities pose substantial health risks, require that a Health Risk Assessment is conducted to
identify and mitigate exposure to toxic air contaminants. In the event that future individual projects may
result in exposure to TACs by sensitive receptors, these future projects would be required to analyze TAC
impacts on an individual project level, per SJIVAPCD requirements, and in accordance with OEHHA
guidance. It is not feasible to develop an HRA at the General Plan-level for individual development
projects whose specific project details (such as site use, size, and trip generation) are not well known at
this time. Rather, project-specific analysis is the appropriate level of analysis, at the time that each
individual project-level details are available. Therefore, individual projects will be screened and the

determination will be made as to whether preparation of an HRA is warranted.

The Warehouse Ordinance will require individual projects to provide their own environmental
assessments to determine air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts from their projects. In the
event that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts
that would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider providing electric truck
charging facilities at the individual project level. Furthermore, the Omnibus Low-NOx Rule was approved
by CARB August 28, 2020, which requires heavy-duty truck engine NOx emissions to be cut to

approximately 75 percent below current standards beginning in 2024, and 90 percent below current
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standards in 2027. The rule also places nine additional regulatory requirements on new heavy-duty truck
and engines. Those additional requirements include a 50 percent reduction in particulate matter
emissions, stringent new low-load and idle standards, a new in-use testing protocol, extended
deterioration requirements, a new California-only credit program, and extended mandatory warranty
requirements. Separately, the California Governor’s Order N-79-20 requires CARB to develop and
propose strategies to achieve 100 percent zero-emissions from medium and heavy-duty on-road vehicles
in the State by 2045 where feasible and by 2035 from drayage trucks. Ultimately, requiring individual
projects to adopt standards to provide 100 percent electrification is not appropriate at the General Plan

level, and would be better determined at the individual project-level.

The City of Manteca adopted its Climate Action Plan, which is considered a Qualified GHG Reduction
Plan, nearly 10 years ago in October 2013. However, as stated in Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, Climate
Change, and Energy of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the proposed General Plan has been developed to be
consistent with the adopted CAP, and to further the goals and implementation strategies identified in
the CAP. Further, as described in Response A-5 (above), Policy RC-4.3 of the proposed General Plan
Update requires the City to maintain a Climate Action Plan that addresses State-adopted GHG reduction
goals and provides effective measures to meet GHG targets. In addition, General Plan Implementation
Action RC-4a requires the City to continue to assess and monitor performance of greenhouse gas
emissions reduction efforts, including progress toward meeting longer-term GHG emissions reduction
goals for 2035 and 2050 by reporting on the City’s progress annually, updating the Climate Action Plan
and GHG inventory regularly to demonstrate consistency with State-adopted GHG reduction targets,
including those targets established beyond 2020, and updating the GHG Strategy in the General Plan, as
appropriate. This ensures that the City updates its Climate Action Plan in a timely manner, as the longer-
term GHG emissions reductions goals are for years 2035 and 2050. The City’s Climate Action Plan is
required to be updated to ensure that the City would be consistent with the State’s GHG targets for the
future years 2035 and 2050.

Response A-7: The commenter states that the Draft EIR must be revised and recirculated and that the
Draft EIR repeatedly understates the Project’s environmental impacts and fails to identify feasible
mitigation measures or alternatives to effectively reduce these impacts. The commenter concludes by

stating that the City must prepare a revised EIR that will include substantial new information and analysis.

Please see Responses A-1 through A-6.
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Response to Letter B: Glenda Delony, Charter Member, AIM

Response B-1: The commenter states that they’ve been a citizen of Manteca for three years and their
concerns and comments are in reference to the negative environmental impacts related to air, noise,
diesel trucks, and traffic issues. The commenter states that Crothall Laundry, located in Center Point, is a
prime example of the ongoing environmental justice that interferes with the quality of life in this

established retirement community.

This comment is noted. The environmental impacts listed in the comment are discussed in the
Recirculated Draft EIR. See Section 3.3, Air Quality, Section 3.12, Noise, and Section 3.14, Transportation

and Circulation for detailed discussions of the listed environmental topics.

Response B-2: The commenter discusses the types of hospital laundry that Crothall Laundry handles,
and makes statements regarding the air pollution, infiltration of chemicals, and noise that results from
this facility. The commenter states that the Crothall Hospital Industry has ignored various laws within the
community regarding these listed issues, and the City has not enforced any ordinances or issued citations
against Crothall. The commenter concludes by stating that Crothall has operated 24 hours a day, seven

days a week and has affected local health and mental disparities.

Please see Response B-1 regarding various environmental topics listed by the commenter. While the
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. It is noted that the General Plan would establish more stringent policies and
actions, including those discussed under Responses A-5 and A-6, to address air quality, health risks, and
other impacts associated with industrial and other employment-generating uses.

Response B-3: The commenter states that a revised EIR must provide current deficiencies in the City
related to air quality, public health related to asthma and respiratory illness and chronic illness, the
effects of greenhouse gas emissions, and long-term traffic analysis. The commenter then states that
expected future businesses in the City, such as warehouse facilities, will require diesel trucks and result
in air emissions, noise, traffic, and other issues. The commenter further states that the revised Draft EIR
should ensure best practice for decision making, development and implementation. The commenter
concludes by stating that accurate data for analysis will allow the City to make informed decisions and

comply with the State’s environmental impact requirements.

This comment is noted. The RDEIR considers impacts of the proposed General Plan project, including
health impacts related to air quality, GHGs, and transportation, on the environment. The environmental
impacts listed in the comment are discussed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. See Section 3.3, Air Quality,
Section 3.12, Noise, Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and Energy, and Section 3.14,

Transportation and Circulation for detailed discussions of the listed environmental topics.
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2.0

January 4, 2023

Dear Ms. Simvoulakis,

My name is Susan Goodman. | am a member of Advocates for Improving Manteca. | am
writing with comments and questions regarding the new Proposed General Plan and most
recent DEIR.

As a member of the Democratic Club of Manteca | helped draft a letter addressing the first
Proposed General Plan. We submitted that letter May 29, 2021. Our main interest was how
proposals would impact Manteca with regard to quality of life, circulation, land use and
Environmental Justice. To date we have not received a response.

| would like to readdress and remind you of some of our concerns. The fact that we were not
directly notified of the comment period for the new plan in a timely fashion is disappointing as
we had submitted our concerns in 2021. There are many avenues for notification available.

Listed below are some comments and questions that we would like to readdressed:
Land Use

LU-2h - “coordinate with the City of Ripon in implementing the cities Memorandum of
Understanding regarding future land use and public services and facilities in the area between

the two cities...adding... adhering to all environmental standards and SB1000.

LU-30 Question - Are the “fees collected at the per acre basis compared to the per dwelling
unit basis” in the best interest of the City of Manteca or the developer?

LU-5b - “...and shall consider the use of open space, sighage and/or special landscaping to
create a visual edge or buffer for the employment center”. [t shall also adhere to the amended
buffer statement in LU-1b and SB1000... must be added.

LU-11b - “Consider Prioritize use of the Agricultural Mitigation Fee to ensure long-term
conservation...”

LU-9.12 - Explore and encourage Community Benefit Agreements for future development
projects. We understand this type of agreement is not an ordnance or requirement. However,
we believe developers should be good neighbors. The City of Manteca must make it clear that
our community expects no less.

Circulation Implementation

Strengthen the wording on the following:

C-1b - The TIS guidelines SHALL not should include guidance on addressing CEQA required
impacts of vehicle miles traveled.

Question - Are long term impacts being considered with regard to mitigation in the form of fees
from the developer to the City? Can these fees be increased if the original prove to be
insufficient in the future?
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C-2a Question - How often will the City’s Major Street Master Plan be updated? What is
considered a “regular”’ timetable?

C-2b Comment - All planting of “landscape buffers” should be required to be drought resistant
landscape. In past Planning and Council meetings there has been talk of maintenance with
little or no mention of drought resistant planting. Landscaping is critical to our beauty, water
use, necessary for shade and more making drought resistant a necessary priority.

C-3f Comment - “and to facilitate the transition to autonomous vehicle parking demand”. There
is no mention of power stations for electric vehicles. They are here now and should be the
focus.

C-4c Comment - “and lighting is provided, where feasible”. Good lighting is critical to
pedestrian and bike safety. It is also a necessary component to a thriving downtown. Solar
should be considered

C-5¢g Question - Developers must pay their share to maintain and improve the use of our roads.
Their impact is significant with regard to quality of life, air quality, noise and city finances. How
is the City addressing this issue?

C-6l - ENSURE should replace suppott efforts to reduce environmental impacts of truck C-2 Cont.

operations...”
General Comments on Circulation:

Investment in high speed wifi for all of Manteca would be a positive for our entire community. |
would also encourage businesses of all kinds to consider Manteca as a place of operation.

It is critical that Environmental Justice be a part of the decision making process at every step
of the way.

In addition to these questions and comments it is important to address the following being
brought to your attention by the Sierra Club. All of their comments are critical to the
betterment of the City of Manteca. | have chosen to include a small sample this letter.

* 37 separate impact findings have been changed from “Potentially Significant” in
the original draft environmental impact report (DEIR) to “Less Than Significant” in
this DEIR. This DEIR must explain in detail in this and each other section how
and why so many critical significance findings were changed in the original DEIR

to less than significant in this DEIR.

* The current population of Manteca is 89,835. The proposed General Plan (GP)
would explode the city’s population by 141 percent, to an estimated population of

211,003, more than a doubling of the size of the existing city. The amount of
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housing growth that would accommodate this very large future population is over
38,000 additional housing units

* The Municipal Code must be updated to include a Good Neighbor Guidelines for
Warehouse Distribution Facilities ordinance by the end of 2023. The ordinance
must include standards and requirements that are as stringent as have been
adopted in Stockton and other California cities, based on the Attorney General's
“Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act”, and the latest SUAPCD and CARB

guidance, as updated.

* Perhaps the most gaping flaws in the DEIR involve deficiencies in the air quality,
public health, and related greenhouse gas emissions analyses. The failure to
analyze these impacts is especially striking since the City of Manteca and the
surrounding San Joaquin Valley has some of the most polluted air and accounts

for the second worst air quality region in the United States.

Lastly, please know that Advocates for Improving Manteca would very much appreciate

being a part of the continuing process for an improved General Plan and DEIR.

Thank you for all of work that you and your staff have put into this Proposed General

Plan and the DEIR. We look forward to being a part of next steps.

Respectfully,

Susan Goodman, AIM member
1273 Birchbrook Ct.

Manteca, CA 95336

H 209.629.8200

C 510.421.5124
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Response to Letter C:  Susan Goodman, Charter Member, AIM

Response C-1: The commenter states that they are a member of Advocates for Improving Manteca
(AIM) and the Democratic Club of Manteca. The commenter lists suggested revisions to General Plan
Policies LU-2h, LU-30, LU-5b, LU-11b, and LU-9.12.

While these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the suggested revisions are
addressed for informational purposes.

® Action LU-2h: The recommended change does not reflect that the policy implements existing
Memorandums of Understanding. Policy LU-2h is revised to ensure that any revisions to the
existing Memorandums of Understanding reflect best practices to address environmental risks
and environmental justice.

® Action LU-30: The commenter asks a question regarding the collection of fees on a per acre
versus per dwelling unit basis. However, Action LU-30 does not address collection of fees or the
basis of such fees. No revision is made.

e Action LU-5b: The commenter indicates that Action LU-5b should adhere to the amended buffer
statement in LU-1b and SB 1000. SB 1000 addresses environmental justice. LU-1b addresses
revisions to the Zoning Code, including ensuring adequate buffers. These revisions to the Zoning
Code would be applied as standards to all affected development projects and related revisions
to LU-5b are not necessary. Regarding references to SB 1000, Action LU-5d ensures that
employment generating conflicts are designed to minimize conflicts with residential uses and has
been revised to also include disadvantaged communities to address potential effects of
employment-generating uses related to SB 1000.

e Action LU-11b: The commenter recommends that the word “Consider” be replaced with
“Prioritize”. However, there are other areas in the vicinity of the City (north and east) that also
should be considered for mitigation, depending on the area where agricultural lands are
converted and areas where comparable agricultural lands for preservation are located. The
revision is not necessary and this comment is noted for the decision-makers consideration of
topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

e Policy LU-9.12: The recommended policy is added.

Response C-2: The commenter lists suggested revisions and questions or comments related to General
Plan Policies C-1b, C-2a, C-2b, C-3f, C-4c, C-5g, and C-6l, recommends investing in high speed Wi-Fi for all
of Manteca, and ensuring environmental justice is part of the decision-making process every step of the

way.

While these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the suggested revisions are
addressed for informational purposes.

® C-1b: The comment regarding replacing should with shall is noted for the decision-makers
consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The City does not need to include
standards for vehicle miles traveled in the City’s Traffic Impact Study Guidelines as VMT is
addressed through the CEQA process. The potential to address VMT is noted by Implementation
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Action C-1b. VMT-related impacts associated with the proposed General Plan project are
addressed in Recirculated Draft EIR Chapter 3.14, with discussion of project-related impacts
under Impact 3.1-1 (RDEIR pp. 3.14-28 through 3.14-36. VMT is considered pursuant to CEQA as
part of the environmental review of all discretionary projects and will be addressed through the
CEQA process for future development projects, as well as other discretionary projects,
accommodated by the General Plan. The commenter is referred to Policy C-2.3 and Actions C-2d
and C-2h regarding how the General Plan addresses new development providing its fair-share of
transportation-related improvements.

C-2a: Action C-2a is revised to require updates at least every 5 years.

C-2b: Drought-tolerant landscaping is promoted by Goal C-2, which as well as identified in Policies
C-1.4, C-4.2, and Action RC-1a. It is not necessary to specify drought-tolerant each time
landscaping is mentioned. This comment is noted for decision-maker consideration of topics
beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

C-3f: Actions C-1i and RC-4b address electric vehicle charging infrastructure.

C-4c: The comment is noted for decision-maker consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of
the Draft EIR.

e (-5g: Impacts related to air quality are addressed in RDEIR Chapter 3.3 and impacts related to
noise are addressed in RDEIR Chapter 3.12. The commenter is referred to the policies and actions
in the Growth Management Element regarding how the General Plan addresses planning for and
managing growth, as well as to Policy C-2.3 and Actions C-2d and C-2h regarding how the General
Plan addresses new development providing its fair-share of transportation-related
improvements.

e (C-6l: The commenter’s recommendation to replace “support” with “ensure” is noted for the
decision-makers’ consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

The recommendation to invest in high speed Wi-Fi for all of Manteca is noted. Goal CF-9 and associated
policies and implementation actions address promoting and expanding high-quality telecommunications
infrastructure throughout the City.

The commenter’s statement that it is critical that environmental justice be part of the decision-making
process every step of the way is noted. The General Plan Update includes as well as addressing access
to amenities and resources, clean air, and a safe living environment for disadvantaged communities and
ensuring equitable access to amenities and opportunities while ensuring that disadvantaged
communities are not exposed to disparate health, safety, and environmental effects. See Goal LU-9, the
matrix discussion how environmental justice is addressed throughout the General Plan, and the policies

and actions implementing Goal LU-9.

Response C-3: The commenter also identifies comments from the Sierra Club letter, which are repeated
in other letters as well. These comments address that 37 impacts changed from “Potentially Significant”
in the original Draft EIR to “Less Than Significant” in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter further
states that the Recirculated Draft EIR must explain how and why so many findings were changed. The

commenter states that the current population of Manteca is 89,835, the proposed General Plan would
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increase to an estimated 211,003 persons, and the amount of housing growth to accommodate this

future population would be over 38,000 additional housing units.

The commenter states that the Municipal Code must be updated with a Good Neighbor Guidelines for
Warehouse Distribution Facilities ordinance by the end of 2023, which must include standards and
requirements that are as stringent as those adopted in Stockton and other cities. The commenter also
states that a Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities ordinance should be based
on the Attorney General’s “Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with
the California Environmental Quality Act”, and the latest SJVAPCD and CARB guidance.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR involves deficiencies in the air quality, public health, and
greenhouse gas emissions analyses. The commenter concludes by stating that AIM would like to be part

of the continuing process for the General Plan and Draft EIR.

The commenter is referred to the Responses to Letters A and J.
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Response to Letter D: Michael Mark, SMART

Response D-1: The commenter provides background information regarding the Sheet Metal Workers’
Local Union No. 104. The commenter lists various comments and questions pertaining to future

construction in the City.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response D-2: The commenter provides a suggested revision to Implementation action EF-3a of the

General Plan.

While these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the suggested revisions are

addressed for informational purposes.
® Action EF-3 is revised to add “and construction” as recommended by the commenter.

Response D-3: The commenter provides suggested revisions to Policies EF-4.3, EF-4.8, and EF-4b of the

General Plan. The commenter also provides a new suggested General Plan Action F-4k.

While these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the suggested revisions are

addressed for informational purposes.

® Policy EF-4.3 is revised to reference apprenticeship programs.

e Policy EF-4.8 is added to encourage use of the local workforce, including local construction
workers and apprentices enrolled in apprenticeship programs, and payment of living wages and
wages commensurate with regional wages.

e Action EF-k recommended by the commenter is not added as it is essentially the same as Policy
EF-4.8 and does not include any specific actions for the City to carry out.
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Chris Eriass

Community Development Director

City of Manteca

1215 W. Center Street, Suite 201

Manteca, CA 95337

Emcil; cerias@manteca.gov

Re: RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
MANTECA GENERAL PLAN UPDATE (SCH: 2020019010) NOVEMBER 2022

To Whom It May Concern:

This office represents Delicato Vineyards, LLC (Delicato) and sulbbmits these written
comments on the Manteca General Plan Update Recirculated Draft EIR (the
“RDEIR"). Delicato has actively partficipated in all aspects of the Manteca
Generad Plan Upddate (the “Project”), including but not limited to making
numerous presentations to the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), the
Manteca Planning Commission and the Manteca City Council. Delicato also
supplied written comments to the City during the Notice of Preparation public
comment period and provided written comments dated May 5, 2021 and June
8, 2021 during the first Draft EIR public review period. Delicato representatives clso
attended the General Plan Update EIR workshop on December 7, 2022,

As noted in our previous letters on the subject, Delicato has serious concerns
about the Project, which indicates that the City is planning to convert major
swaths of existing, active agricultural lands to residential uses, with liftle or no
regard for the impact that conversion will have on industrial agricultural uses like
Delicato. !

! Attached hereto as Attachment 1 are copies of Delicato’s prior comment letters. Because the issues discussed
therein have continuing relevance, Delicato incorporates these comments by reference and presents these letters
anew as comments on the RDEIR.

5757 PACIFIC AVENUE '\ SUITE 222 ' STOCKTON, CA 95207 \ PH 209.472.7700 \ MODESTO PH 209.525.8444 ' FX 209.472.7986 \ APC
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Introduction:

Delicato owns and operates one of the five largest wineries in the United States
and employs over 1000 people. Delicato’s operation provides important career
opportunities and living wage jobs to Manteca and San Joaguin County
residents. Delicato has plans o expand its operations in the future, but the City's
rlans to build residences right up to the border of the Delicato properties, not to
mention other neighboring industrial agricultural uses such as George Perry & Sons
and other nearby farms and ranches, threatens those plans, as well as existing
operafions.

Delicato is one of the largest employers in the region. The company, its
employees, its vendors, suppliers, and winery visitors all contribute substantially to
the local economy by buying goods and services from local businesses and
professional service compdanies. Delicato’s direct and indirect economic impact
to Manteca and San Joaguin County's economy is considerable, and Delicato’s
continued viability at this location is closely intertwined with land use actions
taken by the city. As we have noted numerous fimes in the past, residenticl
encroachment into nearby, active agricultural and light industrial use areas
threatens that viability.

Delicato holds a vital and substantial interest in working collaboratively with the
City of Manteca to adopt a General Plan Update that can achieve Manteca's
objectives for environmentally-sensitive and sustainable growth without
damaging existing industries, such as Delicato, that provide much-needed local
employment while preserving critical farmland.  However, Delicato remdains
concerned about the environmental impacts of the Project as currently
proposed. Delicato has identified a number of deficiencies of the RDEIR, which
are detailed in the sections below.

The RDEIR substantially understates, and fails to fully analyze, the severity and
extent of significant project-related effects on (among other matters) Agricultural
Resources, Noise, Land Use, Transportation, and Utilities. The RDEIR is also deficient
inits assessment of air quality impacts, cumulative impacts and dlfernatives. Even
with the recirculated climate change andalysis, that section of the report sfill fails
to disclose fully the state’s long-term climate change goals as well as the Project’s
inconsistency with them. The environmental documentation for the Project is thus
inadequate as an informational document and violates the minimum standards
of adequacy under the Cdlifornia Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public
Resources Code § 21000 et seq., and California Code of Regulations, title 14, §
15000 et seq. (the “CEQA Guidelines”). Moreover, the RDER identifies very few
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mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the Project, even though such
measures are readily available, feasible, and commonly required. Where the
Project and the RDEIR provide measures, many of them are weak and
unenforcecble.

While the RDEIR found that environmental impacts to Agricultural Resources, Alr
Quadlity, Noise, and Transportation were significant and unavoidalble, that does
not allow the RDEIR or the city to conclude that it can do ncthing in response.
CEQA requires that the most effective and feasible measures to reduce the
impacts be adopted, even if they do not result in reducing the impacts o aless
than significant level. This RDEIR is woefully deficient in that regard.

Despite containing multicle policies addressing the need to provide adequate
buffers between (existing) agricultural uses and (new) residences, the Project
designates property adjacent to intensive agricultural uses for residential land use.
Throughout this lefter, we demonstrate how these designations are incongruous
and inconsistent with numerous proposed General Plan land use policies that
discourage and prohibit residential uses adjacent to agricultural and industrial
agricultural uses. An obvious dlternative is to identify other non-residential uses for
the areas that abut industrial agricultural and agricultural lands that will not create
significant and unavoidable impacts.

The Executive Summary of the RDEIR describes “Areas of Controversy and lssues
to be Resolved”. This section describes “topics of public concern or potenticl
controversy that have become known to the City staff based on public input,
known regiondl issues, and staff cbservations.” See RDEIR at ES-1. Although
Delicato and others raised concerns overimpacts to agricultural resources in NOP
comments and previous DEIR comments, the Executive Summary does not
mention this topic area at all as a topic of public concern. This is misleading and
disingenuous and does nof accurately convey the deep concemn in the
agricultural community regarding the city’'s placement of future residential
neighborhoods.

CEQA performs a vital function in considering these general plan decisions.
Courts are to interpret CEQA expansively in order o provide maximum evaluation
and consideration of the potential direct and indirect environmental effects of a
proposed project. CEQA Guidelines § 15003(f); Friends of Mammoth v. Board of
Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 247, 259 (“Friends of Mammoth”). In keeping with this
expansive statutory mandate the “ER requirement is the heart of CEQA”, CEQA
Guidelines § 15003(a); County of inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal. App.3d 795; indeed,
the Legislature has found and declared that “maintenance of a qudlity
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environment for all people of this state is now and in the future is a matter of
statewide concern.” Pub. Res. C. §21000(b).

As aresult, a mgjor reason to prepare EIRs is to generate data and information
and “inform other governmental agencies and the public generally of the
environmental impact of the proposed project.” CEQA Guideline §15003(c). “An
EIR is an informational document.” CEQA Guideline §15121(a). Substantial
evidence shall support the analysis presented in an EIR. The CEQA Guidelines
define substantial evidence as “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon
facfs, and expert opinion supported by facts.” Id. at §15385 (italics added).
Naked conclusions without evidentiary support form no sufficient basis for a public
agency or the public to review the potential environmental effects of aland use
proposal.

Treating an EIR as an informational document represents an important concept
because EIR conclusions untethered to substantial evidence are not evidence
that an agency may rely on in formulating land use and environmental decisions.
Placerville Preservation League v. Judicial Council (2017) 16 Cal. App.5h 187,193
né. (In connection to the RDEIR, as explained later, the text contains several
important conclusions that it does not support with data, information or facts.)

More specifically, an EIR must consider both direct and indirect environmental
effectsincluding secondary environmental effects resulting from direct economic
effects. CEQA Guidelines § 15064 (e).

The EIR “is an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to dert the public
and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached
ecological points of no return. The DEIR is clso intended ‘to demonstrate to an
apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the
ecological implicafions of its action.’” Because the DEIR must be cerfified or
rejected by public officials, it is a document of accountability.” Laure! Heights
Improvement Ass’'n v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376, 392
(“Laurel Heights 1) (citations omitted).

Moreover, CEQA does not permit an agency to defer analysis simply by labeling
its EIR a “program EIR.” friends of Mammoth at 533 ("Designating an EIR as a
program EIR does not by itself decrease the level of analysis otherwise required in
the EIR.”). Rather, agencies approving a programmatic activity must produce an
EIR that considers the program’s reasonably foreseeadble impacts “as specifically
and comprehensively as possible.” CEQA Guidelines § 15168(c)(5). Indeed,
because it looks at the big picture, a program EIR must provide "more exhaustive
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consideration” of effects and alternatives than can be accommodated by an
EIR for anindividual action, and must consider “cumulative impacts that might be
slighted in a case-by-case analysis.” CEQA Guidelines § 15168(b)(1)-(2).

Where, as here, the environmental review document fails to fully and accurately
inform decision makers and the public of the environmental consequences of
proposed actions, it does not safisfy the basic gocls of the statute. See Pub.
Resources Code § 21041 (“The purpcse of an environmental impact report is to
provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed information
about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to
list ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and
to indicate alternatives to such a project.”). In numerous instances, the RDEIR fails
to fully analyze potentially significant effects and to consider potentially feasible
mitigation or alternatives that could reduce the significant envircnmental impacts
of the Project. As a result of the RDEIR’s numerous and serious inadequacies, it is
our opinion that the RDEIR does not comply with the requirements of CEQA. With
these inadeguacies, there can be no meaningful public review of the Project.

Delicato offers the following comments concerning the RDEIR, expressly reserving

the right to supply additional comments during the notficed public hearing
process.

1. The RDEIR fdils to provide an accurate, stable, and finite project description.

Under CEQA, the inclusion in the EIR of a clear and comprehensive description of
the proposed project is critical to meaningful public review. County of Inyo v. City
of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cdl. App. 3d 185, 193 (“Inyo II"). The court in inyo Il
explained why a thorough project description is necessary.

A curtailed or distorted project description may stultify the objectives of the
reporting process. Only through an accurate view of a project may daffected
outsiders and public decision makers be able to balance the project’'s benefit
against its environmental cost, consider mifigation measures, assess the
advantage of tferminating the project (i.e., the "no project” alternative) and
weigh other alternatives in the balance. Id. at 192-93.

Thus, “[a]ln accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of
an informative and legally sufficient DEIR.” Santiago County Water District v.
County of Orange (1981) 118 Cal. App. 3d 818, 830.
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Here, the RDEIR fails to describe aspects of the Project that are essential for the
RDEIR to provide a meaningful environmental analysis. Significantly, although the
Project would supersede the existing 2023 General Plan, the RDEIR's Project
Description does not clearly articulate and quantify development in each of the
land use categories that will guide growth from existing conditions through to
General Plan buildout. Table 2.0-1 (Acreage by Land Use Designation) identifies
the amount of land in the different land use categories, but there is no
explanation where the changes are being made, such that the public and
decision makers could assess impacts related to incompatible land uses, traffic,
etc. In particular, there are substantial and meaningful changes proposed 1o
agricultural lands. There appearto be hundreds of acres of land that are currently
designated for agriculture (or used for agriculture) that the City would convert to
nonagricultural uses, but the exact location of those acres and the details are not
specified in the Project Descripfion.

The failure to describe the whole of the Project is a serious and pervasive
deficiency, as it renders faulty the RDEIR’s environmental impact analyses as well
as the discussion of potential mitigation measures and alternatives to minimize
those impacts.

2. The RDEIR fails to adegucately identify and mitigate impacts to aesthetics
and visual resources.

The Project would designate hundreds of acres of agricultural land north of the
city limits as Residential. The County currently designates those lands for
agricultural use and they are actively farmed. In addition to providing essential
food and commodities (see discussion of agricultural impacts below), agricultural
lands provide visuadl relief from urban and suburlbban developments, and they help
to define the character of aregion. Once agricultural lands are developed, they
are gone forever. Nonetheless, the Project would introduce residential uses and
supporting infrastructure into the existing agricultural arecs, eliminating these
agricultural uses.

The loss of agricultural lands is not only a direct impact of the Project but also
contributes substantially to a cumuldtively significant loss of agricultural lands in
the region and the state. This loss can also have an adverse cumulative impact
on the overall visual character and quality of aregion, yet the RDEIR concludes
that impacts to scenic vistas (Impact 3.1-1) are less than significant and require
no mitigation. However, the City of Manteca identified this same impact in
another recent Draft EIR as significant and unavoidable, even though the area
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impacted in that case was less than 180 acres. See, North Manteca Annexation
#1 DEIR ot 3.1-11.

The loss of agricultural land will change the visual character of the city in
perpefuity. As individual development projects move forward, even with
development standards designed to reduce the visual impacts, the transition
from orchards and fields 1o houses will have dramatic aesthetic impacts. The city
could only consider this a significant and unavoidabkle impact. See, North
Manteca Annexation #1 DEIR at 3.1-11. Yet the RDEIR concludes the impact is
less than significant, without adequate analysis or support.

For example, the RDEIR points to a list of proposed General Plan policies that
attempt to mitigate the impacts to scenic resources without first properly
quantifying the impacts. This approach skips a key analytical step. CEQA requires
that an EIR setf forth, in detail, dll of a project’s potentially significant environmental
impacts. Lofus v. Dept. of Transportation (2014) 223 Cal. App. 4th 645, 653 (citing
Pub. Resources Code § 21100(b)). Only after describing these impacts can the
RDEIR identify all feasible mitigation measures for each significant impact. Id. This
sequence—analyze impacts first, then identify mitigation—is crucial, as " [o]nly by
[the agency] making this disclosure can others, be they courts or constituents,
intelligently anclyze the logic of the [agency’s] decision.” Id. af 654 (citation
omitted). An EIR may not treat what is effectively a mitigation measure as part of
a project "if it precludes or obfuscates required disclosure of the project’s
environmental impacts and analysis of potential mitigation measures.” Mission
Bay Alliance v. Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal. App.
5th 160, 185 (citing Lotfus af 654-55).

That is exactly what the RDEIR does here. By relying on the Project’s policies and
actions fo conclude lesser Project impacts, the RDEIR fails to disclose the impacts
that would occur if those policies and actions do not reach their intended godal
and provide their intended mitigation. This omission is especially critical because
many of the policies and actions relied on by the RDEIR to find less-than-significant
impacts are not required. Instead, the policies and actions give soft directives to
“encourage” or “support” environmentally beneficial activities, without requiring
them. The public and decision makers are left with no idea of what the Project’s
environmental impacts might be if these vague and unenforceable policies and
actions are not implemented for some or all development under the proposed
General Plan.

The vague and unenforceable ncature of many of the policies and actions
themselves renders the Project’s “self-mitigating” approach inadequate. While
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CEQA dllows mitigation for a general plan to be incorporated into the general
planitself (see Pub. Resources Code § 21081.6(k)), those policies sfill must be “fully
enforceable” (id.), and the RDEIR must present specific evidentiary support for a
conclusion that mitigation will be effective and enforcedble. See, e.q., Sierra Club
v. County of San Diego (2014) 231 Cal. App. 4th 1152, 1168. Here, there is no way
to consider much of the purported “mitigation” effective or enforceable. Many
of the policies relied upon to self-mitigate the Project’s impacts are at best
aspirational.

This approach violates CEQA. When an agency incorporates mitigation measures
into a plan, the agency must take steps to ensure that it will actudlly implement E-3C
those measures as a condition of later development approved under the plan, -3 Cont.
and “not merely [adopt] and then [neglect] or [disregard]” them. Federation of
Hillside & Canyon Ass'ns v City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 1252, 1261.
If the Project does not require that the city implement the General Plan pclicies
and actions (here serving as mitigation measures) as a condition of development
under the General Plan, such measures are merely illusory. See id.

For scenic resources, the RDEIR does not quantify the loss of agricultural land and
conversion to nhonagricultural uses and it does not thoroughly describe the
associated impacts. The RDEIR does not detail how the proposed General Plan
policies would mifigate these impacts and to what level. The proposed General
Plan policies and actions that the RDEIR relies upon as mitigation are not
enforceable. Therefore, the impact conclusions stated in the RDEIR are incorrect
and violate CEQA.

3. The RDEIR fdils to adeguately address and mitigate impacts to agricultural
resources.

The RDEIR identifies two significant impacts related to Agricultural Resources: (1)
the conversion of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance to
non-agricultural uses, which has been deemed significant and unavoidable
(Impact 3.2-1), and (2) conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act Contract, which is also significant and unavoidable (Impact 3.2-
2). The RDEIR does not provide a quantified assessment of the amount of land E-4
that will be converfed from Prime Farmland and Famland of Statewide
Importance to nonagricultural uses, nor does it provide measurable thresholds to
understand the severity of the impact.

With respect 1o the first significant impact, the RDEIR does not quantify or identify
the location of the land that is being redesignated from agricultural uses to non-
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agricultural uses, or land that is currently in agricultural use that would be
designated for nonagricultural uses under the Project. The RDEIR analysis is
wholly inadequate without this information. The data provided in the section is
mostly irelevant when it comes to understanding the conversion of agricultural
land to nonagricultural uses: a summary of county-wide crop values in 2017 and
2019 (Table 3.2-1) and soil classifications (Tables 3.2-2 and 3.2-3).

Table 3.2-4 (Farmland Classification) quantifies the amount of Prime Famland
and Farmland of Statewide Importance within Manteca’s city limits and within
the Planning Areq, but offers no clue as to how much of that farmland is going
to be lost with the implementation of the Project. Table 3.2-5 (San Joagquin
County Farmlands Summary and Change by Land Use Category) reviews a
history of countywide conversion of farmland between 2014-2016, statistics
which are interesting, yet outdated and devoid of information albout the
impacts of the Project on Manteca's agricultural lands.

The RDEIR describes the amount of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide
Importance that exist in the Planning Area without quanftifying the severity of
Impact 3.2-1 and describing the amount of farmland to be converted with the
implementation of the Project. The RDEIR goes on to describe the "proposed
General Plan . . . policies and actions . . . that are infended toreduce the
conversion of farmlands, including Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and
Farmland of Statewide Importance, to non-agricultural uses.” See RDEIR atf 3.2-
16 (italics added).

However, the RDEIR fails to mitigate impacts to Agricultural Resources in the
same fashion that it fails to mitigate impacts to Aesthetics — by relying on the
uncertain implementaticn of future General Plan policies in an unspecified
timeframe. By doing so, the RDEIR fails to:

(1) guantify the impacts;
(2) assess the impacts against thresholds of significance;

(3) identify how implementation of the proposed General Plan
policies and actions will reduce those impacts that exceed the
thresholds;

(4) rely on policies and actions that are directive, prescriptive, and
required. Many of the policies and actions relied on by the
RDEIR to find less-than-significant impacts are not required. The
policies are written to “encourage” or “support” actions without
requiring them.
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In addition to relying on the proposed General Plan policies and actions, the
RDEIR relies on other city programs and regulations aimed at profecting
agricultural lands throughout the Planning Area to reduce the impacts to the
greafest degree possible. One such action is the payment of the city’s
Agricultural Mitigation Fee on a per acre basis when agricultural land is
converted. However, this fee payment is not adequately mitigating the impact
of taking productive farmland out of use. King and Gardiner Farms at 876. This is
anirreversible action. Paying a fee will not creafte new Prime Farmland or
Farmland of Statewide Significance, it will simply prevent another piece of
farmland from suffering the same fate. While it is admirable to acquire farmland
conservation easements and preserve this dwindling resource, the farmland
being preserved through use of the fees to acguire farmland conservation
easements or the like already exists.

The RDEIR also fails to include other reasonable mitigation measures to reduce
impacts. The RDEIR's reliance on the proposed General Plan policies and
actions as the main source of mitigation leaves other feasible mitigation
ignored, in violation of CEQA. An EIR must identify feasible mitigation measures
to mitigate significant environmental impacts. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4. Under
CEQA, public agencies may not approve projects as proposed if there are
feasible mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects. See Pub. Resources Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines

§ 15092.

Here, the RDEIR admits that, in the case of Agricultural Resources, even with the
proposed General Plan policies and actions, impacts would continue to be
significant. Instead of idenftifying other feasible mitigatfion, the RDEIR concludes
the impacts are “significant and unavoidable,” asserting that “the impact would
not be reduced to a less-than-significant level due to the fact that active
agricultural land would still be permanently converted to urban uses. Feasible
mitigation measures do noft exist fo reduce the above impact to aless-than-
significant level.” See RDEIR at 3.2-18. This statement is not supported by
substantial evidence, and, in fact, is manifestly untrue. The Project could
convert less of the agricultural land to non-agricultural uses, which would
minimize the scope of the impact, or it could designate only less productive
farmland for residential use. The city could also increase the mitigation fee for
converting farmland so that any conversion was accompanied by conservation
at a 2:1 ratio. The city could take numerous other steps to reduce the
conversion of farmland, yet the RDEIR fails to identify any of them. CEQA
mandates that the RDEIR look beyond only those policies and actions selected
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forinclusion in the RDEIR and adopt all feasible mitigation that could lessen the
Project’s impacts. The RDEIR plainly violates this mandate.

4, The RDEIR fails to adeguately address and mitigate Project impacts to air
quality.

The City of Manteca and the surrounding San Joaguin Valley has some of the
most polluted air and accounts for the second worst air quality region in the
United States. San Joaguin County is in non-attainment of the czone, PM10 and
PM2.5 air quality standards. See RDEIR af 3.3-92. PM10 and PM2.5 cause headlth
problems such as asthma and can lead to premature death. Breathing in
ground level ozone can also trigger a variety of health problems. See RDEIR af
3.3-4 through 3.3-7.

Land use decisions are critical to air quality planning because land use patterns
greafly influence transportation needs, and motor vehicles are the largest
source of dir pollution in the San Joaqguin Valley Air Basin. See RDEIR ait 3.3-23.
Because air districts have no authority over land use decisions, it is up fo cities
and counties to ensure that their general plans provide specific data and

analysis demonstrating that implementation of their plans will improve air gudlity.

Id. at 41, citing California Government Code § 65302.1. Here, neither the
proposed General Plan ner the RDEIR provide this data or analysis.

The SIVAPCD Air Qudlity Guidance establishes thresholds of significance for
criteria air pollutants. Only those projects that have emissions below these
thresholds can be determined to “not conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the District’s air quality plan.” While the RDEIR identifies the 164% increase in
VMT that would result from implementation of the Project, it does not attempt to
identify the air pollutant emissions that would be generated from this increased
vehicular fravel. See RDEIR at 3.3-29. Nor does the RDEIR even mention, let
aone guantify, the emissions that would result from the development proposed
by the General Plan.

For Impact 3.3-1, the RDEIR fails to evaluate whether emissions from the Project
would violate an air quality standard or confribute subbstantially 1o an existing or
projected air gquality violation. The SJVAPCD Air Qudlity Guidance explicitly calls
out the need for this evaluation. See SIVAPCD Air Qudlity Guidance at 4. As
the SJVAPCD Air Qudlity Guidance explains, determining whether a project’s (or
General Plan’s) emissions would violate any ambient air quality standards is
largely a function of cir quality dispersion modeling. If project emissions would
not exceed State and Federal ambient air quality standards at the project’s
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property boundaries, the project would be considered to not violate any air
quadlity standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation. Id. at 65. Here, the RDEIR fails to identify the increase in emissions that
would result from the Generdl Plan and fdils to provide the necessary air quality
dispersicn modeling. These omissions constitute fatal flaws requiring that the
RDEIR be revised and recirculated.

For Impact 3.3-2 (exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations), the conclusion of less than significant is flawed based on the
following:

(1) There is no information or diagram showing the locations of
sources and sensitive receptors to inform this conclusion;

[2) The RDEIR contains no discussion of how/whether the Project will
locate sensitive receptors near emission sources;

(3) The location of future residential land use designations are
inconsistent with General Plan policy LU-3.9: Locate residences
away from areas of excessive noise, smoke, dust, odor, and
lighting, and ensure that adequate provisions, including buffers E-5 Cont
or transiticnal uses, such as less intensive renewable energy )
production, light industrial, office, or commercial uses, separate
the proposed residential uses from more intensive uses,
including industrial, agricultural, or agricultural industrial uses
and designated tfruck routes, to ensure the health and well-
being of existing and future residents. As noted in the previous
section on impacts fo Agricultural Resources, the Project is
placing future residences immediately adjacent to existing and
continuing large-scale industrial agricultural operations,
including Delicato, which are dllowed by right under the existing
San Joaquin County zoning and General Plan land use
designations. Not only do these operations currently exist, but
they also have plans to expand and diversify their operations in
the coming vears, which is largely also dllowed by right (without
discretionary review and approval by the County).

[4) The Project is inconsistent with one of the Cadlifornia Air Resource
Board's (CARB) Minimum Separation Recommendations on
Siting Sensitive Land Uses, which is to avoid siting new sensitive
land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000
vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day. Some of
the new residentially-designated properties are immediately
adjacent to Highway 99. They are also less than 1,000 feet from
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the Delicato facility. During harvest season, Delicato generates
more than 3,500 truck trips monthly —in excess of the 100 truck
trips per day threshold identified in the CARB separation
recommenddations between sensitive land uses and frucking-
intensive uses. This fact was not included in the air quality
analysis or gualitative assessment in the RDEIR.

Lastly, Impact 3.3-3 (resulting in other emissions - such as those leading to odors
adversely affecting a substantial number of people) fails to disclose that the
land use decisions contemplated by the Project — placing future residential next
to intensive agricultural and industrial agricultural operations — will create this
very problem.

In addition to inadequate analysis and lack of quantification of impacts, the
RDEIR fails to mitigate impacts to Air Qudlity in the same fashion that it fails to
mitigate impacts to Aesthetics and Agricultural Resources — by relying on the
uncertain implementation of future General Plan policies in an unspecified
timeframe to reduce impacts to the greatest degree feasible.

5. The RDEIR fails to adeguately address and mitigate impacts to land use.

The key land use impact that is improperly addressed in the RDEIR is Impact 3.10-
2: General Plan implementation would hot cause a significant environmental
impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an envircnmental effect. The Project
contains a number of policies designed to minimize the potential future conflicts
between existing agricultural/ag-industrial uses and future residential uses.
However, Figure LU-2 (General Plan Land Use Map) makes implementation of
these policies all but impossible with the redesignation of hundreds of acres of
agricultural land to residential uses and a huge reduction in the distance
between future residential and existing agricultural industrial uses. Proposed
residential land use designations adjacent to agricultural and agricultural
industrial uses are inconsistent with:

Policy LU-3.8: Where planned residential areas and expansions of
existing residential neighborhoods interface with commercial,
industrial, agricultural industrial, and other non-residential
development, require that the proposed development be
designed to maximize the compatibility between the uses and
reduce any potentially significant or significant impacts
associated with aesthetics, land use and planning, air quality,
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noise, safety, odor, and lighting that are identified through the
Cadlifornia Environmental Qudlity Act (CEQA) review to less than
significant.

Policy LU-3.9: Locate residences and sensitive receptors away from
areds of excessive noise, smoke, dust, odor, and lighting, and
ensure that adequate provisions, including buffers or fransitional
uses, such as less intensive renewable energy production, light
industrial, office, or commercial uses, separate the proposed
residential uses from more intensive uses, including industrial,
agricultural, or agricultural industrial uses and designated truck
routes, to ensure the health and well-being of existing and future
residents.

Policy LU-5.4: City must ensure that employment-generating
development does not adversely impact residential uses,
including lighting, noise and smell.

Policy LU-5.9: Prohibit the establishment or encroachment of
incompatible uses into industrial- and agricultural industrial-
designated lands. Examples include, but are not limited to, new
residential uses in areas designafed for industrial develcpment,
which may be subject to existing and future nuisance impacts
associated with industrial operations and associated activities.

Policy LU-5.10: Encourages the contfinuation of existing industrial,
commercial, and agricultural industrial uses that provide
employment and other benefits to the Manteca community and
ensure that the potential adverse impacts of new or expanded
residential use on existing industrial, commercial, and agriculturcl
processing uses is considered as part of the project application
review process for residential uses.

Policy RC-7c. Amend Title 17 (Zoning) of the Municipal Code to
include specific agricultural buffer requirements for new
development projects, including residential and sensitive land
uses (i.e., schools, day care facilities, and medical facilities),
amendments to the General plan, and rezoning applications
that are proposed near existing agricultural lands in order to
protect the associated agricultural operations from
encroachment by incompatible uses. Buffers shall generally be
defined as a physical separation, depending on the land use,
and may consist of topographic features, roadways,
bike/pedestrian paths, greenbelts, water courses, or similar
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features. The buffer shall occur on the parcel for which a permit
is sought and shall favor proftection of the maximum amount of
agricultural land.

Policy RC-7.2. City will provide an orderly and phased development
patftern, encouraging the development of vacant lands within
City boundaries prior to conversion of agricultural lands, so that
farmland is not subjected to premature development pressure.

Policy RC-7.9. Work with the Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCo) onissues of mutual concern including the conservation
of agricultural land through consistent use of LAFCO policies,
particularly those related to conversion of agricultural lands and
establishment of adequate buffers between agricultural and
non-agricultural uses, and the designation of a reasonakle and
logical Sphere of Influence boundary for the City.

Policy RC-7.10. Prohibit re-designation of Agricultural lands to other
land use designations unless all of the following findings can be
made:

e There is a public need or net community benefit derived from
the conversion of the land that outweighs the need to
protect the land for long-term agricultural use.

+ There are no feasikle alternative locations for the proposed
project that are either designated for non-agricultural land
uses or are less productive agricultural lands.

+ The use would not have a significant adverse effect on
existing or potential agricultural activities on surrounding lands
designated Agriculture.

Policy RC-7.11. Require the development projects to reduce
impacts on agricultural lands through the use of buffers, such as
greenbelts, drainage features, parks, or other improved and
mcaintained features, in order to separate residential and other
sensitive land uses, such as schools and hospitals, from
agricultural operations and from lands designated Agriculture.

Making matters worse, the RDEIR is missing critical details about existing
conditions and future development that are necessary for the public and
decision makers to understand the Project’s impacts. For example, the RDEIR is
missing Figures 3.10-1 (Existing Assessed Land Uses) and 3.10-2 (Development
Trends). Additionally, the RDEIR does not contain detdils on the proposed land
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use changes from existing conditions to new land use designations. This
information is vital to one’s ability to effectively analyze impacts that are
location-based, which are most of the RDEIR's impact categories. It is
insufficient for the RDEIR to rely solely on the total acreage amounts for the
analyses because a critical part of the impact involves location (e.g., whether
the new designations will locate sensitive receptors next to emission sources).

As with other impact areas, the RDEIR also fails to consider feasible mitigation for
these land use impacts. The RDEIR never considers changes to land use
designations or densities and intensities as potential mitigation even though such
changes could significantly reduce the Project’s environmental impacts.

The city is legally required to mitigate or avoid the significant impacts of the
projects it approves whenever it is feasible to do so. Pub. Resources Code §
21002.1({b). "In the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other
public project [such as the General Plan], mitigation measures can be
incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design.” CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2). Mitigation is defined by CEQA to include
“[m]inimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and ifs
implementation.” CEQA Guidelines § 15370(b). In addition to proposing new
policies and actions as mitigation, mitigation could (and in this case, should)
include changes in where development is planned, what kind is planned, and
how dense or infense that development is planned to be, i.e., changes to the
land use diagram and land use designations.

E-6 Cont.

The RDEIR's failure to consider modifications to land use designations or densities
and intensities is surprising given that those changes are the easiest, most
effective, and most obvious ways to lessen or avoid many of the Project’s
impacts. The city must revise and recirculate the RDER to consider the feasibility
of such changes, and the degree to which they would reduce the Project’s
impacts.

b. The RDEIR fails to adeguately address noise-related impacts.

The most glaring error in the RDEIR's noise analysis is that the noise
measurements do not take into account the seasonal nature of the agricultural
uses near land proposed for redesignation to residential uses. Forinstance,
during the August-October grape harvest season, the amount of workers, frucks,
and truck traffic at the Delicato facility increases substantially. The city took E-7
noise measurements for the RDEIR analysis on one day: November 23, 2020. This
was the Monday of Thanksgiving week, which is clearly not a typical workday for
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industry or a typical fravel day for employees, school traffic, etc. This timing also
would not have captured any harvest season operatfions.

In addition to inadequate andlysis, the RDEIR fails fo mitigate noise impacts in
the same fashion that it fails to mitigate impacts to many other impact areas —
by relying on the uncertain implementation of future General Plan policies in an
unspecified fimeframe. Many of the noise-related policies and actions include
weak directives such as “work with,” “evaluate,” or “assist in,” which are
unenforceable. Even the policies that have specific and enforceable
requirements are going to be difficult to achieve with the proposed land use
plan that locates future residentical uses close to noise sources, including
agricultural industrial operations such as Delicato.

The conclusion that Impact 3.12-1 (General Plan implementation may result in
exposure to significant fraffic noise sources) is significant yet unavoidable is also
flawed. As noted in the land use section above, there is a very simple way to
reduce this impact, i.e., modify the Project’s proposed land use designations or
densities and intensities. This is the most obvicus way to lessen or avoid many of
the Project’s impacts. As discussed above, the proposed General Plan would
locate new residential uses immediately adjacent to stafionary and non-
stationary noise sources such as freeways and established agricultural and
agricultural industrial areas. The proposed General Plan policies and actions
cannot effectively mitigate the noise, light, and traffic impacts of these land use
incompatibilities, but changes to the land use designations could.

7. The RDEIR fails to adequately address and mitigate impacts to
tfransportation with measures that are enforceable.

The RDEIR concludes that impacts fo transportation would be significant but
unavoidable. However, the RDEIR ignores possible mitigation measures to
reduce these impacts. ldentifying possible mitigation is required even if the
measures will not reduce impacts to aless than significant level. CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.4(a){requiring EIR to describe feasible measures that could
minimize significant adverse impacts). Forinstance, the RDEIR could identify
measures or alternatives that reduce VMI, including a land use plan that
includes amore equdl balance of residential and job-generating land uses,
which would offset some portion of VMT and possibly reduce the VMT
generated below the threshold of significance.

In an effort to lessen all the transportation-related impacts of the Project
(Impacts 3.13-1, 3.13-2, and 3.013-3) — all of which have been determined to
result in significant and unavoidable impacts — the RDER relies on General Plan
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policies and actions that have no guantifiable metrics to determine
effectiveness or mandates for implementaticn. Any mitigation measure that
includes language such as “if feasible,” "where applicable,” "where E-8 Cont.
appropriate,” or similar, has rendered itself ineffective and unenforcedble. The
RDEIR's transportation mitigation policies are riddled with such terms, and thus
do not comply with CEQA.

8. The RDEIR fails to identify and andlyze an adeguate range of alternatives.

Government Code Section 15126.46(a) states: “An EIR shall describe a range of
reasoncble alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate
the comparative merits of the alternatives.” Here, the RDEIR failed to include an
clternative that would substantially lessen the most harmful impacts of the
Project: conversion of agricultural land, location of sensitive uses next fo emission
sources and industrial uses, and increased VMT/GHG emissions.

To that end, the RDEIR must be amended and recirculated to include revised
land use designations—noft just unenforcedble policies and actions—to reduce
these impacts. Such an alternative would involve locating higher density E-9
residential uses in areas that are not currently in agricultural use and are located
closer to jobs and transportation. It would also involve expanding the use of
agricultural industrial designation to preserve important farmland while
increasing jolo opportunities. In particular, this alternative must maintain the
agricultural uses north-easst of the City's current boundaries to provide an
adequate buffer for Delicato’s existing, permitted uses. Such an altemative
would be consistent with the stated goals for the proposed General Plan, which
include Policy EF-1.1:"Achieve and maintain a balance of land uses within the
City that assures residential development is complemented by expanded local
employment oppoertunities, retail and commercial services, and recreation and
entertainment venues; and that the City-wide mix of land uses provides fiscal
balance between those that produce revenues and those that require public
expenditures.” See November 2022 General Plan Update af 6-2. Failure to
include such an dlternative renders the RDEIR inadeqguate.

Conclusion.

The City of Manteca currently has ajobs/housing imbalance and the approval E-10

of the Project will make this situation worse. Furthermore, the city can identify
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available land that does not involve the encroachment of future residential uses
intfo the operations of thriving agricultural businesses such as Delicato to
accommodate new housing. Converting valuable and viable farmland to
residential uses will severely affect the continued successful operations of the
remaining agricultural and agricultural industrial businesses in the area, which will
in furn weaken Manteca’s employment base and standing in the larger
agriculture and viticulture industries.

Based on the issues raised in Delicato’s May 5, 2022 and June 8, 2022 letter and
the additional deficiencies raised herein, it is clear that the RDEIR violates CEQA
in numerous respects. As aresult, we ask the Planning Commission and City
Council not to recommend or approve the proposed General Plan Update in
light of the outstanding environmental and land use concerns. The city should
also consider one or more additional project alternatives that support
agricultural operations, local businesses, and employment generating uses.

Very truly yours,

STEVEN A. HERUM
Attorney-at-Law

SAH:kf

cc:  client
City of Manteca Attn: Lea Simvoulakis
1001 W. Center Street

Manteca, CA 95337
Email: Isimvoulakis@manteca.gov
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Response to Letter E:  Steven A. Herum, Herum\ Crabtree\Suntag, Attorneys
Response E-1: The commenter provides background information regarding Delicato Vineyards, LLC
(Delicato). The commenter states that Delicato has identified numerous deficiencies of the Recirculated
Draft EIR, which are detailed in the body of the comment letter. The commenter generally lists concerns
related to air quality, agricultural resources, noise, land use, transportation, utilities, cumulative impacts,
and alternatives. Specifically, the commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR is deficient in its air
quality assessment, cumulative impact assessment, and alternatives analysis. The commenter also states
that the Recirculated Draft EIR includes few mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the Project,

and that the included measures are weak and unenforceable.

The commenter also states that, despite the policies addressing the need to provide adequate buffers
between existing agricultural uses and new residences, the Project designates property adjacent to
intensive agricultural uses for residential land use. The commenter suggests an alternative to identify
other non-residential uses for the areas that abut industrial agricultural and agricultural lands that will

not create significant and unavoidable impacts.

The commenter discusses the purpose of CEQA, the reasoning behind preparing an EIR, and deferred
analysis. The comment concludes by introducing the comments included in the body of the comment

letter.

A number of issues were raised by the public during the NOP comment period. Concerns regarding the
conversion of agricultural resources and potential conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural
uses were inadvertently excluded from the list. Therefore, the list of potential concerns in Chapter ES,
Executive Summary, of the Recirculated Draft EIR is revised to add “potential land use conflicts between
agricultural and non-agricultural uses.” See Chapter 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR which identifies the
specific text change. The commenter is directed to Sections 3.3, Air Quality; 3.2, Agricultural Resources;
Section 3.12, Noise; Section 3.10, Land Use, Population and Housing; Section 3.14, Transportation and
Circulation; Section 3.15, Utilities; and Chapter 4.0, Other CEQA-Required Topics. Each section contains

detailed impact discussions pertaining to the general concerns listed by the commenter.

The Recirculated EIR is a public disclosure document that describes the proposed General Plan Update
and the potential physical effects that may result. As described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, a
program EIR must examine likely, future activities to determine whether an additional environmental
document must be prepared. It also allows the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and
program wide mitigation measures. The Recirculated EIR, as noted by the commenter, is a program EIR
which addresses potential physical environmental. impacts that may occur as the Manteca General Plan
Update is implemented. In many cases, proposed policies and implementation programs would reduce
or eliminate potential environmental impacts before they can occur. In some cases, mitigation measures

beyond proposed policies and implementation programs are required to lessen an environmental effect.
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In cases where additional measures are needed, they are described as performance measures that shall

be met.

Response E-2: The commenter provides background information and case law citations regarding
project descriptions in EIRs. The commenter then states that the Recirculated Draft EIR Project
Description does not clearly articulate and quantify development in each of the land use categories that
will guide growth from existing conditions through to General Plan buildout. The commenter states that
no discussion describing where the land use changes would occur exists. The commenter then states that

there are substantial and meaningful changes proposed to agricultural lands.

Table 1.1-1 of the Existing Conditions Report! summarizes the City’s existing General Plan land use
designations for areas within the city limits, Sphere of Influence, and Planning Area by acreage and
parcels. Table 2.0-1 of Chapter 2.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR shows the total acreage within the
Planning Area for each land use designation shown on the proposed Land Use Map. The proposed land
use map identifies 4,004 total acres of land designated Agriculture in the Planning Area, and the existing
land use map includes 3,932.54 acres. The proposed land uses are shown in Figure 2.0-3 in Chapter 2.0
of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The proposed General Plan Update would redesignate 71.46 acres of non-

agricultural uses to agricultural land within the Planning Area.

Response E-3: The commenter states that the Project would designate hundreds of acres of agricultural
land north of the city limits as Residential. The commenter states the loss of agricultural lands is a direct
impact of the Project and a cumulatively significant loss. The commenter also states that the loss of
agricultural land can also have an adverse cumulative impact on the overall visual character and quality
of the region, even though the Recirculated Draft EIR concludes that the impacts to scenic vistas and
visual character are less than significant. The commenter further states that the Recirculated Draft EIR
fails to disclose the impacts that would occur if the proposed General Plan policies and actions do not
reach their intended goal and provide their intended mitigation. Additionally, the commenter states that
there is no way to consider much of the purported “mitigation” effective or enforceable, and that many
of the policies relied upon to self-mitigate the Project’s impacts are at best aspirational. Further, the
commenter states that, for scenic resources, the Recirculated Draft EIR does not quantify the loss of
agricultural land and does not describe the associated impacts pertaining to scenic resources. The
commenter concludes that the policies and actions are not enforceable mitigation, and the conclusions

are incorrect and violate CEQA.

As described in Impact 3.2-1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the proposed General Plan Update identifies

approximately 201.29 acres in the Planning Area which contain currently vacant Prime Farmland and are

! City of Manteca, 2017. Manteca General Plan Existing Conditions Report. Available:
https://manteca.generalplan.org/content/documents. October 2017.
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designated for urban land uses. Approximately 1,281.14 acres in the Planning Area contain Farmland of
Statewide Importance which is currently vacant and is designated for urban land uses by the proposed
General Plan Land Use Map. Although the proposed General Plan includes several policies and actions
that help minimize impacts to agricultural resources, and programs such as the City of Manteca
Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program help conserve agricultural lands offsite, the impact to agricultural
lands would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level due to the fact that active agricultural land

would still be permanently converted to urban uses.

The conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses would change the aesthetic landscape of those areas,
which primarily occur on the edges of the Planning Area. As stated in Impact 3.1-1 (page 3.1-8) in the
Recirculated Draft EIR, “Agricultural lands have become important visual resources that contribute to the
community identity of Manteca, and the Central Valley region. ... A central theme of the General Plan is
to preserve and protect the City’s natural resources and scenic resources, including by designating lands
for agricultural use in the eastern and southern portions of the Planning Area and designating open space
lands along Walthall Slough in the southwestern portion of the Planning Area.” Further, the Manteca
General Plan has been developed to preserve expansive areas of open space and to ensure that new
development is located in and around existing urbanized areas, thus ensuring that new development is
primarily an extension of the existing urban landscape, and minimizes interruption of views of nearby

visual features. These concepts would be enforced through the proposed General Plan policies such as:

RC-7.1: Support the continuation of agricultural uses on lands designated for urban use, until urban development is

imminent.

RC-7.2: Provide an orderly and phased development pattern, encouraging the development of vacant lands within
City boundaries prior to conversion of agricultural lands, so that farmland is not subjected to premature

development pressure.

RC-7.3: Encourage permanent agricultural lands surrounding the Planning Area to serve as community separators

and continue the agricultural heritage of Manteca.

RC-7.4: Support and encourage the preservation of designated Agriculture lands, without placing an undue burden

on agricultural landowners.
RC-7.5: Minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses.

RC-7.6: Ensure that urban development near existing agricultural lands will not unnecessarily constrain agricultural

practices or adversely affect the economic viability of nearby agricultural operations.

RC-7.7: Prohibit the fragmentation of agricultural parcels into small rural residential parcels except in areas

designated for urban development in the Land Use Diagram.

RC-7.10: Prohibit re-designation of Agricultural lands to other land use designations unless all of the following

findings can be made:
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a. Thereis a public need or net community benefit derived from the conversion of the land that outweighs the

need to protect the land for long-term agricultural use.

b. There are no feasible alternative locations for the proposed project that are either designated for non-

agricultural land uses or are less productive agricultural lands.

c. The use would not have a significant adverse effect on existing or potential agricultural activities on

surrounding lands designated Agriculture.

Implementation of these policies would reduce potential conflicts between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses, and preserve agricultural lands surrounding Manteca’s urban core. Additionally,
through the phasing of development, with development occurring first within the City boundaries before

converting agricultural lands, visual resources will also be preserved.

Response E-4: The commenter summarizes the conclusions in the Recirculated Draft EIR pertaining to
Prime Farmland and conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural uses or a Williamson Act contract. With
respect to Prime Farmland, the commenter states that the location of the land that is begin redesignated
from agricultural uses to non- agricultural uses is not identified. The commenter also states that the
information in Table 3.2-5 is outdated and devoid of information about the impacts of the Project on
Manteca’s agricultural lands. The commenter further states that the Recirculated Draft EIR does not
mitigate impacts to Agricultural Resources or Aesthetics and relies on uncertain implementation of future
General Plan policies in an unspecified timeframe. According to the commenter, the City’s Agricultural
Mitigation Fee does not adequately mitigate the impact and the land being preserved through the use of
these fees already exists. The commenter also states that the Prime Farmland conclusion is not supported
by substantial evidence, and this unavoidable impact could be reduced by converting less agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses. According to the commenter, the City could also increase the mitigation

fee or take other steps to reduce the conversion of farmland.

The information in Table 3.2-5 in the Recirculated Draft EIR is the most recent data available for farmland

conversion in San Joaquin County.?

Please see response to Comment E-4 for a discussion regarding the implementation of proposed General
Plan policies, their effect on reducing impacts to agricultural and visual resources, and the final
determination that impacts to agricultural resources would be significant and unavoidable under the

proposed General Plan Update.

In compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the Recirculated EIR described a range of

reasonable alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the

2 California Department of Conservation, 2016. Division of Land Resource Protection. 2014-2016
Farmland Conversion Report. Table A-30, San Joaquin County 2014-2016 Land Use Conversion.
Available: https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dIrp/fmmp/Pages/2014-
2016_Farmland_Conversion_Report.aspx. Accessed February 17, 2023.
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project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. As noted in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.
Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed
decision making and public participation. As discussed in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Recirculated
Draft EIR, several alternatives to the proposed General Plan were considered. Alternative B: Residential
and Balanced Employment Growth identified a major change from the proposed General Plan that would
reduce impacts to agricultural resources — “In the majority of the Planning Area, the Urban Reserve
overlay is removed and replaced with the Agriculture designation.” As shown in Table 5.0-2 in the
Recirculated Draft EIR, Alternative B would preserve 1,911 more acres than the proposed General Plan.

Alternative B is available to the decisionmakers to consider alongside the proposed General Plan.

Response E-5: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately address and mitigate Project
impacts to air quality. Specifically, the commenter states that the City of Manteca and the surrounding
region has some of the most polluted air and accounts for the second worst air quality region in the
United States, and the commenter describes health problems associated with various criteria pollutants.
The commenter states that motor vehicles are the largest source of air pollution in the region, and that
it is up to cities and counties to ensure that their general plans provide specific data and analysis
demonstrating that implementation of their plans will improve air quality. The commenter states that

neither the General Plan nor the Draft EIR provide this data or analysis.

The commenter further states that the Air District’s Air Quality guidance establishes thresholds of
significance for criteria air pollutants, and that only those projects that have emissions below these
thresholds can be considered to “not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the District’s air quality
plan”. The commenter states that, while the Draft EIR identifies a 164 percent increase in VMT that would
result from implementation of the General Plan, the Draft EIR does not attempt to identify the air
pollutant emissions that would be generated from this increased vehicular travel. The commenter also
states that the Draft EIR does not even mention, let alone quantify, the emissions that would result from

the development of the proposed General Plan.

The commenter also states that Impact 3.3-1 fails to evaluate whether emissions from the Project would
violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.
The commenter states that the Air District’s guidelines explicitly calls out the need for this evaluation.
The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to identify the increase in emissions that would result from
the General Plan and fails to provide the necessary air quality dispersion modeling, and that this

represents a fatal flaw in the Draft EIR, and that is must be revised and recirculated.

The commenter also states that, for Impact 3.3-2, the conclusion of ‘less than significant’ is flawed
because: 1) There is no information showing the location of sources and sensitive receptors; 2) the Draft
EIR contains no discussion of how/whether the Project would located sensitive receptors near emission

sources; 3) the location of future residential land use designations are inconsistent with General Plan
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Policy LU-3.9; 4) The project is inconsistent with one of the California Air Resource Board’s ‘Minimum

Separation Recommendations on Siting Sensitive Land Uses'.

The commenter also states that, lastly, Impact 3.3-3 (Odors) fails to disclose that the land use decisions
contemplated by the Project (i.e., placing future residential uses next to intensive agricultural and

industrial agricultural operations) would create an odor problem.

The commenter also states that the Draft EIR fails to mitigate impacts in Air Quality in the same fashion
as it fails to mitigate impacts to the Aesthetics and Agricultural Resources topics, by relying on the

uncertain implementation of future General Plan policies in an unspecified timeframe.

This comment is noted. Firstly, with regard to the need for general plans to ensure that implementation
of their plans improve air quality, as stated by the commenter, this is a requirement for general plans. As
provided on page 3.3-29 of the Draft EIR, the proposed General Plan would assist the city in achieving a
more balanced jobs to housing ratio, and would increase opportunities for transit ridership in Manteca
and the surrounding areas. Additionally, the list of policies and implementing actions listed on pages 3.3-
30 through 3.3-42 provide a wide range of policies and implementing actions that would reduce or limit
air emissions, including by reducing VMT, encouraging multi-modal transportation, encourage mixed-use
development, etc. For example, the General Plan Update incorporates mixed-use development and
walkable communities, such as Policy LU-6.8, which requires the encouragement of the mixing of retail,
service, residential, office, and institutional uses on the properties surrounding The Promenade to create
a significant retail, employment, and cultural center south of Highway 120; Policy LU-6.9, which requires
mixed-use development within Manteca to provide strong connections with the surrounding
development and neighborhoods through the provision of pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and
facilities and, where feasible, site consolidation; Policy LU-6.10, which encourage the reuse of existing
buildings within Downtown and in other developed locations designated for mixed-use development by
utilizing the California Existing Building Code which provides flexibility in the retrofitting of buildings;
Policy LU-6.11: Prioritize the revitalization of underutilized, deteriorated areas and buildings within
Downtown and in other developed locations designated for mixed-use development through

development incentives, public/private partnerships, and public investments.

It is noted that the specific air emissions associated with buildout of the General Plan cannot be known
at this time, given that the details on the specific individual developments (such as exact project building
type, size, and project trip generation estimates) that would occur due to buildout of the General Plan
are not yet known. Individual projects would be required to undergo individual environmental analysis,
including quantification of their air pollutant emissions, at the time that such information becomes
known. In the event that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or
energy impacts that would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider
implementing the recommended measure at the individual project level. Ultimately, it is not necessary

for the General Plan or the General Plan Draft EIR itself to make a quantitative estimate of the overall
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buildout of the General Plan, when such an estimate would rely on an enormous number of assumptions
that could not possibly be available at this time, since they would not be based on the specific nature of
the development that would ultimately occur. The burden for quantitative analysis of air impacts from a
CEQA perspective would be on individual projects undergoing their individual CEQA-level project review,

at the appropriate time for each individual project.

With regard to the commenter’s claim that Impact 3.3-1 fails to evaluate whether emissions from the
Project would violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation, this is unsubstantiated. As stated on pages 3.3-29 and 3.3-30 of the Draft EIR,
“Nevertheless, since implementation of the General Plan may result in population growth, and an
increase in vehicle miles traveled, that exceed the growth projections assumed in the applicable air
quality plans, the proposed Project has the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of an
applicable air quality plan.” The Draft EIR identified a ‘significant and unavoidable impact for Impact 3.3-
1, which addresses whether the General Plan has the potential to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
criteria pollutants. With regard to a quantitative assessment of the General Plan’s increase in emissions,
as stated above, the specific air emissions associated with buildout of the General Plan cannot be known
at this time, given that the details on the specific individual developments (such as exact project building
type, size, and project trip generation estimates) that would occur due to buildout of the General Plan
are not yet known. Therefore, the burden for quantitative analysis of airimpacts from a CEQA perspective
would be on individual projects undergoing their individual CEQA-level project review, at the appropriate

time for each individual project.

With regard to the commenter’s statement that a ‘less than significant’ impact for Impact 3.3-2 is flawed,
this claim is also unsubstantiated. Specifically, as described on page 7 of the HRA for the General Plan,
receptor locations were placed at locations of all nearby sensitive receptors, including residences and for
workplace locations. Secondly, with regard for the potential for the General Plan to locate new sensitive
receptors near emissions sources, while it is true that there is a risk of placing new sensitive receptors at
locations where there are sources of TACs, this is addressed by various General Plan policies and
implementing actions. For example, Policy LU-3.9 requires that land uses are located away from excessive
smoke, dust, and odors, including buffers for transitional uses, to ensure health and well-being of
residents. In addition, Policy LU-9.2 requires that, as part of land use decisions, environmental justice
issues related to potential health impacts associated with land use decisions are considered and
addressed. Policy RC-5.2 would ensure that exposure of the public to toxic or harmful air emissions would
be minimized by requiring an adequate buffer or distance between residential and other sensitive land
uses and land uses that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or
odors, and where uses or facilities pose substantial health risks, require that a Health Risk Assessment is
conducted to identify and mitigate exposure to toxic air contaminants. Thirdly, while the commenter

claims that the location of future residential land uses designations are inconsistent with General Plan
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Policy LU-3.9, the commenter does not provide specific evidence to substantiate this claim. Lastly, with
regard to the commenter’s statement that the project is inconsistent with one of the California Air
Resource Board’s ‘Minimum Separation Recommendations on Siting Sensitive Land Uses’, it should be
noted that this guidance document is advisory (rather than mandatory) in nature (that is, it only provides
recommendations, and not requirements). Ultimately, the implementation of the relevant General Plan
policies and implementation actions, including the requirement to require a Health Risk Assessment for
individual projects that pose substantial health risks, would ensure that General Plan implementation

would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

With regard to the commenter’s statement that Impact 3.3-3 (Odors) fails to disclose that the land use
decisions contemplated by the Project (i.e. placing future residential uses next to intensive agricultural
and industrial agricultural operations) would create an odor problem, it should be noted that individual
projects would require individual project-level CEQA review, to ensure that each individual project would
not result in emissions (such as odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people. Specifically,
future development under the proposed General Plan would be required to comply with all applicable
SIVAPCD rules and regulations, and the proposed General Plan policies and actions. The proposed
projects that could generate odor impacts on sensitive receptors are required to undergo an analysis
consistent with the SIVAPCD’s GAMAQI. CEQA does not require an analysis of the impact that the existing

setting has on new development projects; rather, it requires an analysis of new project’s impacts.

Lastly, with regard to the commenter’s claim that the Draft EIR fails to mitigate impacts in Air Quality in
the same fashion as it fails to mitigate impacts to the Aesthetics and Agricultural Resources topics, by
relying on the uncertain implementation of future General Plan policies in an unspecified timeframe, it
should be noted that, as stated above, future individual projects would be analyzed for their individual
impacts associated with air quality, at a time when individual-level project level details are known for
each individual project. Any impacts that would exceed applicable air quality criteria pollutant thresholds
or other air quality impacts would be required to mitigate the individual project-level air emissions, to

the maximum extent feasible. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response E-6: The commenter states that Impact 3.10-2 is improperly addressed because the proposed
land use map makes implementation of various policies impossible by redesignating hundreds of acres
of agricultural land to residential uses and a reduction in the distance between future residential and
existing agricultural industrial uses. The commenter lists various policies which are inconsistent with the

land use map. The commenter also states that Figures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 are missing.

Further, the commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR fails to consider feasible mitigation for land
use impacts. The commenter concludes that the City must revise and recirculate the Draft EIR to consider
the feasibility of land use designation or density changes, and the degree to which they would reduce the

Project’s impacts.
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Impact 3.10-2 on pages 3.10-21 through 3.10-27 of the Recirculated Draft EIR discusses whether the
proposed General Plan would cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
As described on page 3.10-23, “The proposed General Plan carries forward and enhances policies and
measures from the City’s existing General Plan that were intended for environmental protection and
would not remove or conflict with City plans, policies, or regulations adopted for environmental
protection. The proposed General Plan would require modifications to the City’s Zoning Ordinance to
provide consistency between the General Plan and zoning; however, these modifications will not remove
or adversely modify portions of the Manteca Municipal Code that were adopted to mitigate an
environmental effect.” The proposed General Plan would redesignate some land from open space,
agricultural, or urban reserve to land designated for urban uses. The environmental effects associated

with those redesignations are addressed throughout the Revised Draft EIR.

As the commenter noted, there are several proposed General Plan policies intended to reduce potential
use conflicts between agricultural uses and urban uses. The implementation of buffers, open spaces,
drainage corridors, roadways, parks, and greenbelts between residential uses and agricultural uses would
put distance between the two uses, allowing for a transition from one land use to the other. While there
may be nuisances caused by one land use on the other, no environmental impacts were identified.

Therefore, no mitigation is required.

The Recirculated Draft EIR did evaluate an alternative land use map (Alternative B) and the potential

impacts of that alternative are analyzed in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives.

Figures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 were erroneously left out of Section 3.10 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. See

Chapter 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR, for those figures’ inclusion.

Response E-7: The commenter states that the City took noise measurements for the Recirculated Draft
EIR on November 23, 2020, which they state is not a typical workday for industry or a typical travel day
for employees, school traffic, etc. and would not have captured any harvest season operations. The
commenter also states that the Recirculated Draft EIR fails to mitigate noise impacts. The commenter
concludes that the proposed General Plan policies and actions cannot effectively mitigate the noise, light,

and traffic impacts of the land use incompatibilities, but changes to the land use designations could.

Long-term and short-term noise measurements were taken on November 23, 2020, and reported in Table
3.12-6 and Table 3.12-7, respectively, of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The results of the community noise
survey shown in Table 3.12-6 and 3.12-7 indicate that existing transportation (traffic) noise sources were
the major contributor of noise observed during daytime hours, especially during vehicle pass-bys.
Vehicular noise measurements were likely less than they would be on a busier day, such as a day when

there would be maximum traffic on the roadways, which may include agriculture-related truck activities.
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In California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th
369, Case No. S213478, the Court determined that “agencies generally subject to CEQA are not required
to analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a project’s future users or residents.” The
commenter seems to be focused on the existing environment’s impacts on future potential residents
within the Planning Area. Even so, the proposed General Plan proposes policies that would reduce
potential future nuisance conflicts between land uses, including existing and ongoing agricultural

activities.

As discussed previously, Alternative B in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Recirculated Draft EIR analyzes

a different land use plan than the proposed land use plan.
Response E-8: The commenter states the following key points regarding transportation:

e The Recirculated Draft EIR ignores possible mitigation measures related to significant and
unavoidable impacts.

e The Recirculated Draft EIR could identify measures or alternatives that would reduce VMT, such
as an equal balance of residential and job-generating land uses.

e The Recirculated Draft EIR relies on General Plan policies and actions that have no quantifiable

metrics.

e Any mitigation measure language such as if feasible, where applicable, where appropriate, etc.

renders a measure ineffective and unenforceable.

Land use changes that would change the balance of residential and job-generating land uses are not
compatible with the General Plan, as described in Impact 3.14-1: “Although large changes in the proposed
General Plan Land Use Map could potentially reduce VMT of the City further, those changes would also
affect the achievement of other goals the City seeks to achieve with the General Plan, and would not
meet the City’s stated objectives for the General Plan Update.” Therefore, modification of the General
Plan Land Use Map was not considered a feasible mitigation. Further, Alternative B in Chapter 5.0,
Alternatives, of the Recirculated Draft EIR does evaluate a slightly different land use map. Table 5.0-7,
VMT Analysis by Alternative, discloses that Alternative B would have more total VMT than the proposed
General Plan, but slightly less VMT per service population than the proposed project. However,
Alternative B result in a different traffic pattern than the proposed General Plan, due to a shift in areas
identified for urbanization and areas identified for preservation and conservation during the buildout of
the General Plan. The environmental effects of Alternative B are further discussed in Chapter 5.0,
Alternatives, of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Several Circulation Element Actions include measures to reduce transportation impacts caused by VMT
generation. Strategies to reduce VMT are measurable on a project-by-project basis using transportation

guidance from sources such as the “Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions,
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Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity” (California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association, December 2021). Since certain VMT reduction strategies may or may not be feasible
and may apply to some land uses, but not others, terms such as “if feasible” and “where applicable” are

correctly applied.

As described in the General Plan, potential hazards associated with future projects, including
development projects, roadway improvement projects, and infrastructure projects, would be analyzed
and evaluated in detail based on the specific characteristics of individual projects through the entitlement

and environmental review processes.

Response E-9: The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR does not include an alternative
that would substantially lessen the most harmful impacts of the Project. The commenter also states that
such an alternative which would involve locating higher density residential uses in areas that are not
currently agricultural use and are located closer to jobs and transportation. This alternative should also

maintain the agricultural uses north-east of the City’s current boundaries.

Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Recirculated Draft EIR evaluates four alternatives to the proposed
General Plan: Alternative A: Existing General Plan/No Project; Alternative B: Residential and Balanced
Employment Growth; Alternative C: Increased Intensity Residential and Balanced Employment Growth;
and Alternative D: Previous Proposed Project (March 2021). As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6, “[a]n EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of
the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of
the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must
consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making
and public participation.” Table 5.0-26 in the Recirculated Draft EIR directly compares each alternative’s
environmental impacts as compared to the proposed General Plan. That table shows that Alternative B
would have better or slightly better impacts than the proposed General Plan for impacts to agricultural

resources, air emissions, and VMT, which are the three issues the commenter referenced.

Further, as discussed on page 5.0-37 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, Alternatives B and C were designed to
increase the amount of job opportunities to improve the jobs-housing balance and improve housing
opportunities, in order to increase the amount of employment-generated trips and to provide more

opportunities for employees to live locally.

Response E-10: The commenter states that the Project would make the City’s jobs/housing imbalance
worse and converting farmland to residential uses will severely affect the operations of agricultural and
industrial agricultural businesses. The commenter concludes that the Recirculated Draft EIR violates

CEQA and the city should not approve the proposed General Plan Update.

Please see Responses E-1 through E-9.
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Response to Letter F:  Mary Louise Kenefick, Charter Member, AIM

Response F-1: The commenter provides comments on the General Plan Update document, including
the Community Design section and Community Facilities and Services section. The commenter includes
suggestions for additional policies and revised policies in the Community Design section.

While these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the suggested revisions are
addressed for informational purposes.

® (CD-1.5: The recommended revision to Policy C-1.5 provides specificity for one issue and is not in
keeping with the broad intent of the policy. The policy is revised to reference fire safety, rather
than providing specific landscaping maintenance requirements.

® C(CD-5.1: The commenter is referred to the Circulation Element for policies and actions related to
truck traffic, including Policy C-6.2Actions C-6k and C6l which address environmental impacts
associated truck routes and operations.

® (CD-5.3: Policy C-5.3 is revised to reference improving air quality in association with street tree
planting.

Response F-2: The commenter includes suggestions for additional policies and revised policies in the
Community Facilities and Services section. The commenter questions where is the plan to reduce reliance
on fossil fuels, provide all-electric homes, and no longer approve wood and/or gas-burning fireplaces.
The commenter concludes by stating that they find many of the changes and additions to be positive and
forward thinking.

While these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the suggested revisions are
addressed for informational purposes.

® CF-5:The commenter suggests rephrasing Goal CF-5. The rephrasing appears to be a grammatical
preference and is noted for decision-maker consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the
Draft EIR.

e CF-9.3: This policy is revised to include libraries, community centers, and the Manteca Transit
Center.

e (CF-10: The commenter asks where reduced reliance on fossil fuels is addressed and raises
questions regarding the timing of all-electric homes and approval of wood and/or gas burning
fireplaces. The commenter is referred to the Resource Conservation Element, including Goal RC-
4 and implementing policies and actions which address reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
reducing energy usage, and supports use of renewable energy resources. Goal RC-5 and
implementing policies and actions address air quality, including requiring installation of energy-
efficient appliances, including wood-burning devices.
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Response to Letter G: Kenneth L. Stedtfeld, Charter Member, AIM

Response G-1: Please see Response A-1.
Response G-2: Please see Response A-2.
Response G-3: Please see Response A-3.
Response G-4: Please see Response A-4.
Response G-5: Please see Response A-5.
Response G-6: Please see Response A-6.

Response G-7: Please see Responses G-1 through G-6 and Responses A-1 through A-7.
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Response to Letter H: Mark Meissner, Community Development Director,
City of Lathrop

Response H-1: The commenter states the following key points regarding transportation:

e The previously-proposed truck route map has been deleted, leaving industrial uses to rely on
regional efforts to establish truck routes.

e The General Plan does not include a comprehensive plan to accommodate trucks without relying
on neighboring jurisdictions.

Land uses that generate truck trips exist and are planned within Manteca and neighboring jurisdictions,
including Lathrop and San Joaquin County. Trips generated within one jurisdiction may utilize roads
within other jurisdictions. As stated in proposed General Plan policy C-6.4, the City of Manteca will
support regional freight planning efforts including regional improvement of logically networked STAA
truck routes Roth Road, SR 99 Frontage Roads, and French Camp Road.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response H-2: The commenter states the following key points regarding transportation:

e Roadways which would result in LOS F on adjacent roadways areas are not addressed.
Requests a route along Airport Way from Roth Road to SR 120, or otherwise mitigate.

e The planned extension of Roth Road from Airport Way to SR-99 will become a bypass of SR 120
due to the short distance between I-5 and SR-99.

e Other roads will be impacted in the northwest corner of Manteca due to industrial expansion.

The City of Manteca does not interpret its goal of maintaining LOS D as an absolute threshold. Rather,
the proposed General Plan provides some flexibility regarding LOS, and contains several policies related
to LOS, including but not limited to:

e (C-1.1: Strive to balance levels of service (LOS) for all modes (vehicle, transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian) to maintain a high level of access and mobility, while developing a safe, complete,
and efficient circulation system. The impact of new development and land use proposals on VMT,
LOS, and accessibility for all modes should be considered in the review process.

e (C-1.2: Tothe extent feasible, strive for a vehicular LOS of D or better during weekday AM and PM
peak hours at all streets and intersections, except in the Downtown area or in accordance with
Policy C-1.3.

e (C-1.3: At the discretion of the City Council, certain locations may be allowed to fall below the
City’s LOS standard established by C-1.2 under the following circumstances: a. Where
constructing facilities with enough capacity to provide LOS D is found to be unreasonably
expensive. b. Where conditions are worse than LOS D and caused primarily by traffic from
adjacent jurisdictions. c. Where maintaining LOS D will be a disincentive to use transit and active
transportation modes (i.e., walking and bicycling) or to the implementation of transportation or
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land use improvements that would reduce vehicle travel. Examples include roadway or
intersection widening in areas with substantial pedestrian activity or near major transit centers.

e Since SB 743 became effective, LOS can no longer be considered an impact under CEQA.
Mitigation measures that can improve level of service without increasing VMT are very limited,
especially within a suburban city such as Manteca. Increasing the number of lanes on local roads
may result in induced vehicle travel demand and further impacts under CEQA, and increase the
potential for traffic bypassing SR 120.

Proposed General Plan policy C-6.2 requires that the City of Manteca “[d]evelop and maintain a truck
circulation network that connects Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) trucks to industrial
areas...” while proposed General Plan policy C-6.4 requires the City of Manteca to “[s]upport regional
freight planning efforts including regional improvement of logically networked STAA truck routes Roth
Road, SR 99 Frontage Roads, and French Camp Road...” The City is no longer identifying Airport Way as
an STAA truck route on its Circulation Diagram. Acknowledging the impacts that truck traffic may have
on the roadway network, proposed General Plan policy C-6.3 requires new industrial development to pay
a fair share toward improvements required to accommodate heavy vehicles, including increased
pavement wear.

Manteca will continue to participate in cooperative efforts to accommodate traffic resulting from
industrial development.
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Response to Letter I: = Marian Rawlins and Raymond Quaresma

Response I-1: The commenter provides feedback and criticism regarding the General Plan and the

Update process.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response I-2: The commenter provides various questions regarding drainage, flooding, evacuation,

and Reclamation District 17 levees.

Please see Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, regarding drainage and flooding, Section 3.14,
Transportation and Circulation, regarding emergency response, and Section 3.15, Utilities, regarding
storm drainage infrastructure. While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or
compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their

consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response I-3: The commenter expresses concerns regarding flooding and describes project
stakeholders. The commenter concludes by referencing various recent articles pertaining to flooding and

flood control.

Impacts associated with flooding are discussed in Section 3.9 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. While the
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the
adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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Via e-mail to cerias@ci.manteca.ca.us

Re: Comments on Draft Recirculated Environmental Impact Report for the Revised Manteca
General Plan

Mr. Erias:

The Sierra Club formally submits these comments on the Draft Recirculated Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the Revised Manteca General Plan (GP).

Several of our comments discuss the inadequacy of the DEIR and the proposed GP policies to
address air quality, transportation, and greenhouse gas impacts on affected residents, especially
those current and future residents who will reside in proximity to planned industrial development.

We have attached several documents that support our comments and recommendations. The City
should consider these materials, including the additional air quality and other mitigation measures
that have recently been recommended and adopted by the Stockton City Council for a large
warehouse project, the Mariposa project, on December 6, 2022 (Attachment A). The entire record of
the decision by the Stockton Council, including the revised final environmental impact report, may be
viewed at hitps://stockton.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?|D=5951308&GUID=F2A901E7-F7C3-
43A6-8C1B-6FBADSA3F4BE.

We would welcome an opportunity to meet with you and other City leaders to discuss these
comments before the Final EIR is prepared and before public hearings begin. Our contact info is at
the end of this letter

Background

San Joaquin County along with other inland areas of California have seen an explosion of very large
warehouse development due to demand from Internet shopping. Distribution warehouses have been
concentrated in locations with access to major metropolitan markets in southern and northern
California such as the Inland Empire (Riverside and San Bernardino counties) and now in San
Joaquin and other counties of the Central Valley. These projects have the potential, if not
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adequately mitigated, for adding large numbers of heavy duty trucks and contributing to an increase
in poor air quality in the Central Valley.

The Sierra Club together with other community organizations has been actively involved in J-1 Cont.
warehouse projects throughout the state and has secured very meaningful mitigation programs
along with environmental justice and community organization to address heavy duty diesel truck
emissions and protect the primarily disadvantaged neighborhoods that are most affected by the new

warehouses.

The DEIR Analysis Fails to Discuss and Incorporate Mitigation Measures Recommended by
the State Attorney General and Other Agencies

The issue of requiring adequate mitigation for local distribution warehouse projects has recently
come to the attention of the State Attorney General’s Office (AG). The office has recently published a
very helpful guide, updated in 2022, called “Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation
Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act” (Attachment C) and has become
actively involved in commenting on projects and negotiating with local agencies to secure additional
needed mitigation. The Sierra Club appreciates the AG’s actions and has worked to support their
advocacy in several cities.

For example, eatlier this year the Sierra Club initiated litigation and negotiated a settlement
agreement with the City of Fontana. The AG also negotiated a memorandum of agreement in
Fontana to resolve air quality and other issues for a large warehouse project located adjacent to a
high school (see https://oag.ca.gov/news/press-releases/attorney-general-bonta-announces-
innovative-settlement-city-fontana-address).

Additional Mitigation Measures Approved by Stockton City Council -2

Most recently, the AG and the Sierra Club engaged in extensive negotiations with the City of
Stockton over the proposed Mariposa warehouse project. Significantly, the City of Stockton and the
applicant (Greenlaw Parthers LLC/Grupe) have agreed to incorporate several additional air quality
and greenhouse gas emission mitigation measures which were added to the approved final
environmental impact report and mitigation monitoring program.

On December 6, 2022 the Stockton City Council approved the project along with the Sierra Club
settlement agreement (Attachment A) and the AG’s memorandum of agreement (Attachment C).

The memorandum of agreement with the AG commits the City to consider adoption of a ordinance
by the end of 2023 which would apply these measures to all approved industrial projects over
100,000 square feet.

The additional measures require, among other details, that:

e The City will draft and consider a comprehensive Warehouse Sustainability Ordinance for

future projects that establishes development standards for the construction of industrial
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warehousing and distribution facilities that exceed 100,000 square feet before December 31,
2023.

e The project shall include sufficient solar panels to provide power for the operation’s base
power use at the start of operations and as base power use demand increases.

e The project shall adopt standards to provide 100% electrification under the clean fleet
requirements The property owner/tenant/lessee shall ensure that all heavy-duty trucks
(Class 7 and 8) domiciled on the project site are model year 2014 or later from start of
operations and shall expedite a transition to zero-emission vehicles, with the fleet fully
zero-emission by December 31, 2025 or when commercially available for the intended
application, whichever date is later.

¢ The property owner/tenant/lessee shall utilize a "clean fleet" of vehicles/delivery
vans/trucks {Class 2 through 6) as part of business operations

s The Operator shall submit a condition of approval compliance report within30 days of,
but not |ater than, the following dates: December 31, 2023, December 31, 2025, and
December 31, 2027. The report shall outline clean fleet requirements applicable at each
report interval and include documentation demonstrating compliance with each
requirement.

¢ At all times during project operation, owners, operators or tenants shall be required to provide
electric charging facilities on the project site sufficient to charge all electric trucks domiciled
on the site and such facilities shall be made available for all electric trucks that use the
project site.

e The Applicant will provide $200,000 to a non-profit organization serving disadvantaged
residents of San Joaquin County approved by the City’'s Community Development Director, to
fund a program to reduce exposure to emissions and noise from vehicle and truck traffic and
industrial operations, for residents located within the project vicinity. The program may fund
or reimburse home air filtration systems, HVAC modifications, window replacements, weather
stripping, or similar improvements; publicly available electric vehicle charging station(s);
and/or air quality monitoring censors with publicly available real time data.

As part of this comment letter, we are requesting that the City of Manteca include similar measures

in the updated General Plan and require that the measures be included as conditions of approval for
all future industrial and warehouse projects in the city. Ve also request that the City of Manteca

consider adopting an ordinance to set a comprehensive set of mitigation measures for the approval

of all future warehouse projects in the city by a date certain, such as by the end of 2023. We are
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making similar reguests in comment letters on pending warehouse projects in the cities of Tracy and
Lathrop, and in unincorporated San Joaguin County, as well as Stockton.

If enacted by all jurisdictions in San Joaquin County, a standard set of air quality and greenhouse
gas emission standards will create a level playing field for all warehouse developers and protect the
health of San Joaquin County residents and lessen the impacts of climate change. J-2 Cont

In our comments below, we have recommended specific edits to proposed GP polices and action
measures to reference these most recent guidelines and standards for warehouse development, and
to incorporate measures where appropriate.

Our specific comments on the individual DEIR sections follows.

The Introduction Fails to Explain Why 37 “Potentially Significant” Impacts Identified in the
previous DEIR Have Now Been Changed to “Less Than Significant” in this Recirculated DEIR

The text of the new DEIR states “This Recirculated Draft EIR resulted in numerous changes to the
significance determination of impacts compared to the conclusions contained in the original Draft
EIR”. (page 1.0-3).

In fact, a mind boggling 37 separate impact findings have been changed from “Potentially
Significant” in the original DEIR to “Less Than Significant” in this DEIR. The altered significance
findings cover a wide range of impacts including scenic resources (2 changes); air quality (1); J-3
biological resources (5); archaeological resources (3); geology (4); hazards (3); water quality (3);
housing (3); and cumulative impacts (11).

This is especially baffling and troubling since the Project Description seems to indicates that this new
revised GP allows a similar amount of growth overall, not less, than the previously considered land
use diagram.

This DEIR must explain in detail in this and each other section how and why so many critical
significance findings were changed in the original DEIR to less than significant in this DEIR.

General Comments on the DEIR’s Reliance on Proposed GP Polices and Actions to “Mitigate”
Future Development

A large number of pages in the DEIR are devoted to lengthy listings of proposed GP policies and
actions. Within individual chapters some of the same lists are repeated two or three times.

Virtually every chapter of the analysis contains statements that indicate future implementation of GP -4
policies and programs will mitigate environmental impacts when individual projects are proposed.
Unfortunately, many of these statements are not supported by any qualitative data about how
individual policies and programs will reduce identified impacts to a less than significant level.

We have noted in our comments where the analysis of specific issues has suffered from this this

flaw.
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The DEIR Inappropriately Defers Environmental Impact Analysis

In many of the chapters, the DEIR’s analysis of environmental impacts is strikingly deficient. In
violation of CEQA, the DEIR provides no indication as to how environmental impacts were
determined and fails to describe their nature and extent. Its analyses read more like a set of general
discussions of these types of impacts in a generic city anywhere in California, rather than analyses
of how this General Plan would affect this City.

CEQA allows a lead agency to defer mitigation only when: (1) an EIR contains criteria, or
performance standards, to govern future actions implementing the mitigation; (2) practical
considerations preclude development of the measures at the time of initial project approval; and (3)
the agency has assurances that the future mitigation will be both “feasible and efficacious.”
Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 94-95; San
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 669-71; CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B). In instances where the DEIR defers migration to future new or
updated plans or policies, the DEIR meets none of these requirements.

The “programmatic”’ nature of this DEIR is no excuse for its lack of detailed analysis. Indeed, the
DEIR grossly misconstrues the requirements of a “program” EIR by repeatedly asserting that
environmental impacts will be analyzed and mitigated when future development is proposed. See
e.g., DEIR at 3.3-36 stating that the potential for exposure to toxic air contaminants will be assessed
at the project-level; id.at 3.14-35 stating that the potential for transportation hazards will be assessed
at the project-level. This approach is flawed, at the outset, because CEQA requires that a program
EIR provide in-depth analysis of a project, looking at effects “as specifically and comprehensively as
possible.” CEQA Guidelines § 15168 (c)(5). Indeed, because it looks at the big picture, a program
EIR must provide “more exhaustive consideration” of effects and alternatives than can be
accommodated by an EIR for an individual action, and must consider “cumulative impacts that might
be slighted in a case-by-case analysis.” CEQA Guidelines § 15168(b)(1)-(2).

Further, it is only at this early stage that the City can design wide-ranging land use alternatives and
measures to mitigate City-wide environmental impacts. See CEQA Guidelines § 15168(b)(4)
(programmatic EIR “[a]llows the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and programwide
mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility”). A “program” or “first
tier” EIR is expressly not a device to be used for deferring the analysis of significant environmental
impacts. Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal App.4th 182, 199.
It is instead an opportunity to analyze impacts common to a series of smaller projects, in order to
avoid repetitious analyses.

Thus, it is particularly important that the DEIR for the proposed General Plan analyze the impacts of
the land use development decisions the City is authorizing now, rather than deferring that analysis to
a later point when individual specific projects are proposed. A general plan, as the constitution for all
future development (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 570),
dictates the location and type of future development in the County. An EIR for a general plan must
take into account the environmental impacts of all future development permitted by the general plan.

5
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City of Redlands v. County of San Bemnardino (2002) 96 Cal.App.4th 398, 409; see also City of
Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Bd. of Supervisors (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229, 245. Given the potential for
serious environmental degradation that would accompany the General Plan’s proposed aggressive
residential and industrial development, there is no excuse for the City to not provide detailed J-5 Cont.
environmental analysis now. Once this analysis is conducted, and the full range of environmental

impacts is disclosed, the City will be in a better position to study land use alternatives.

The Project Description for the Proposed Manteca General Plan is Deceptive and Should be
Clarified

The proposed General Plan would allow very aggressive industrial and low density residential
growth. The text of the Project Description in the DEIR should be amended to clarify the points we
make below.

The Project Description in the DEIR now states:

As shown in Table 2.0-2, buildout of the proposed General Plan could yield new growth that
totals up to 38,103 housing units, a population of 121,168 people, 28,713,612 square feet of
non-residential building square footage, and 27,448 jobs within the Planning Area. As shown
in Table 2.0-3, this represents development growth over the existing General Plan of up to
11,948 new housing units, 38,005 more people, and 1,372 more jobs.

This description is brief and somewhat deceptive. It compares the incremental growth allowed
beyond buildout of the existing General Plan, not the increment of growth based on the current
housing stock, population, and employment base.

The previous Table 2.0-1 notes that the current population of Manteca is 89,835. An increase of
121,168 new residents would explode the city’s population by 141 percent, to an estimated
population of 211,003, more than a doubling of the size of the existing city. The amount of housing J-6
growth that would accommodate this very large future population (38,103 additional housing units)
represents an increase of 135 percent over the existing housing stock, again more than a doubling of
the size of the existing city.

The text of the Project Description in the DEIR should be amended to more clearly identify the
amount of growth the new plan would allow, in terms of the existing conditions.

Job growth is expected to be even more aggressive than housing and population growth. Existing
jobs are estimated to be 16,381 positions; the new GP has enough industrial and commercial land to
increase the employment base by about 27,500 jobs, an increase of 167 percent. A significant
portion of this new job growth can be expected to be distribution warehouses given recent
development trends and the location of Manteca and southern San Joaquin County on the edge of a
major metropolitan area.

Again, the text of the Project Description in the DEIR should be amended to reflect the amount of
projected job growth compared to the existing employment base.
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The Majority of the Growth in the Proposed GP is Low Density Suburban Sprawl and
Warehouse Development

The DEIR text must be amended to note that the majority of housing growth called for in the new GP
outside the existing city limits and in the Urban Reserves is more low density sprawl development.
That conclusion, never discussed or admitted anywhere in the DEIR, is inescapable when you add
up the housing acreage projections in the Project Description (Table 2.0-1):

In the Planning Area (outside the current city limits), much more future development is proposed for
low density suburban homes: 2,940 acres (90 percent of the total) with medium and high density
units planned for only 322 acres (10 percent).

In the Urban Reserves a total of 1,583 acres of land outside the existing city limits is planned for very
low and low density homes (98 percent) and only 47 acres (3 percent) accommodate medium and
high density units.

The total projected units by density are not as lopsided, but low density still prevails. Outside the city
limits in the large planning area a total of 11,092 low density units are projected (62 percent) while
6,727 multiple family units are expected (38 percent).

If the Projected Jobs Housing Balance is Not Realized the Environmental Impacts Are
Seriously Underestimated

Related to the very aggressive housing and job growth that is projected at full buildout of the GP, the
DEIR analysis fails to discuss and offer mitigation for a scenario where less employment growth
occurs and housing growth continues unabated. There does not appear to be any discussion or
analysis of jobs/housing balance issues. This must be corrected.

What happens if 80% of the housing growth occurs over the next 30 years but only 40 or 50% of the
job development happens? If the City faces a more serious jobs/housing imbalance in the interim
period before bull buildout, several key environmental impacts will be exacerbated.

If there are fewer job opportunities but suburban sprawl continues unchecked, more residents will
drive longer distances to reach jobs out of the city. The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric
projected in the air quality, greenhouse gas, transportation, and other analyses will be greater and
the impacts will be increased.

The DEIR must be amended to discuss impacts related to a more market-driven scenario where new
jobs fail to keep pace with a rapid increase in new housing.

The DEIR must discuss the City’s existing Growth Management policy or program. Ve understand

that the Growth Management policy has a so-called growth cap that limits new housing to an annual
rate of 3.9 percent, which is very high. The average annual growth rate in the state is now less than

1 percent per year and the proposed GP assumes a rate of 1.4 percent.
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We recommend additional policies and actions that would ensure that the rate of housing growth is
reasonable and better synchronized with job creation by carefully monitoring residential and job
development on a regular basis, with annual reports to the Planning Commission and City Council.

New Policy: To ensure that Manteca’s future growth will proceed in an orderly manner, encourage

and provide incentives for infill development, prevent urban sprawl onto adjacent agricultural lands

and promote the efficient and equitable provision of public services.

New Policy: It is the policy of this plan that the City shall meet its regional housing needs by allowing

growth at an annual rate (approximately 2%) that is not significantly greater than the statewide, and
countywide, rates. J-8 Cont.

New Policy: The Growth Management program shall be amended to ensure that new job

development is in balance with new housing (retaining a jobs/housing balance of at least 1.2 jobs for
every employed resident).

New Action: The Growth Management program shall be amended to require the City to carefully
monitor residential and job development on a regular basis, with annual reports prepared for the
Planning Commission and City Council. If the annual monitoring indicates that housing construction
is far outpacing job creation, the City Community Development Department shall prepare strategies
to improve the jobs/housing ratio and make specific recommendations to the Commission and
Council.

The DEIR Fails to Include Growth Projections for Urban Reserve Areas

A major deficiency of this DEIR (and the GP) is that the environmental impacts associated with
growth planned in the so-called Urban Reserve areas (a total of 2,677 acres) is ignored and not
analyzed.

The growth projections presented in the Project Description may be significantly underestimated
since the DEIR admits that “Growth is projected for the area within the City as well as for the
Planning Area, which includes areas outside of the City but within the SOI [Sphere of Influence]. It is
noted that the total growth estimates anticipate buildout of the entire Planning Area, with the
exception of areas identified as Urban Reserve.” (emphasis added, page 2.0-22).

The Project Description notes that: -9

The Urban Reserve Overlay designation is applied to select properties around the perimeter
of the City and the Planning Area where the City intends to expand its urbanized

development pattern in the time horizon beyond the General Plan. The overlay accompanies
an underlying Agricultural, Very Low Density Residential, Low Density Residential, Business

Industrial Park, or Industrial land use designation. The maximum intensity of development is
based on the undetlying land use designation.” (p. 2.0-19)

The acreage devoted to Urban Reserves is 1,630 acres of additional housing growth and almost
1,000 acres (996) of Business Park and Industrial development.
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However, the DEIR cites no policies in the proposed GP that would prevent the premature
development of these Urban Reserve areas if a developer requests a General Plan Amendment to
annex a portion of an Urban Reserve Area into the City.

A GP policy and action must be added that states unequivocally that all lands within Urban Reserve
Areas will not be considered for development during this proposed GP planning period of 20 to 30
years and then, only until after the City GP undergoes a major update and revision.

New Policy: All lands within the Urban Reserve Areas shall not be considered for development

during this proposed General Plan planning period of 20 to 30 years. Any proposal to develop within

an Urban Reserve shall occur only after the City has adopted a major update and revision of the
General Plan.

In the absence of such a binding policy that precludes development of any of the Urban Reserve
Areas, the impacts of their development must be analyzed in this DEIR.

Policies to Reduce Impacts to Prime Farmlands and Williamson Act Contracts Are Inadequate

Placing an Urban Reserve designation on farmland means that a farmer may think twice before he
or she buys another tractor or makes any serious investments in the ag operations. A farmer with
land within an Urban Reserve may instead wait for a developer to show up and offer to buy the land
(or offer an option of the land to perhaps purchase it and develop it in the future).

Put simply, you can’t be half pregnant. Either the land is planned for urban growth or it is preserved
for agriculture.

The analysis and policies cited to reduce impacts to Prime Farmlands and Williamson Act Contracts
are inadequate. Figure 3-2-2 and the text note that “the General Plan would allow the conversion of
lands zoned for agricultural uses as well as approximately 407 acres of properties with Williamson
Act Contracts to be developed with non-agricultural uses. This is considered a significant and
unavoidable impact (p. 3-2-22).

An additional GP policy and action must be added that states the City shall not seek the early
cancellation of any Williamson Act contract and development on contracted lands could only occur
after a ten-year non-renewal period has passed (as required by State law).

New Policy: The City shall not seek the early cancellation of any Williamson Act contract and

development on contracted lands could only occur after a ten-year non-renewal period has passed
(as required by State law).

Air Quality Analysis Inconsistency with Summary Table

The DEIR contains a gross inconsistency between the text of the analysis for AQ Impact 3.3.2 and
the Summary Table. The table (page ) states:

“Impact 3.3-2: General Plan implementation would expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations
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PS (potentially significant)

Minimized to the greatest extent feasible through General Plan Policies and Actions.
No feasible mitigation is available.

SU (significant and unavoidable)

In contrast, the text in Chapter 3.3 calls the impact “less than significant” which we vehemently J-11 Cont.
disagree with (see our comments below).

This discrepancy between the text of Chapter 3.3 and the Summary Table must be corrected.

We believe the conclusion included in the Summary Table is the correct one and the AQ analysis in
Section 3.3 is deficient and its conclusion of a “less than significant impact” is unsupported (see
below). This inadvertent error by the EIR preparer speaks volumes about how this critical issue has
been mishandled in the DEIR.

This DEIR Improperly Fails to Include Feasible Mitigation Measures Such as Requiring the
Installation of Solar Panels and Requiring all Heavy-Duty Trucks to be Zero-Emission in the
Future

The Sierra Club strongly urges the City of Manteca to strengthen the proposed GP policies and
actions that address air quality, transportation, greenhouse gas, and all other impacts.

The long list of GP policies and action items recited throughout the DEIR include vague measures
that are often qualified with permissive language, e.g., “if feasible.” Many of the action items include
verbs that “encourage,” not “require,” applicants to meet some policy or standard. We have
discussed the short-coming of some of these proposed GP polices and measures in this comment
letter and have recommended specific edits to strengthen the intent of the policies and
implementation. Most of these recommendations are based on guidance from State agencies and
the most recent settlement agreement with the cities of Stockton, Fontana, and other jurisdictions.

J-12
The DEIR must seriously consider each of these recommendations and justify why the DEIR is not
including these additional measures.

We remind the City and the DEIR authors that one of the central purposes of an EIR is to identify
ways to avoid or minimize a project’s significant effects. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002.1(a), 21061. The
document must therefore identify any mitigation proposal that is not “facially infeasible” and then
demonstrate that the measure either: (1) will be effective in reducing a significant environmental
impact; or (2) is ineffective or infeasible due to specific legal or “economic, environmental, social and
technological factors.” Los Angeles Unified School Dist. v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th
1019, 1029-31 (“LA Unified”); §§ 21002, 21061.1; Guidelines §§ 15021(b), 15364.

A public agency must adopt any feasible mitigation that can substantially lessen a project’s
significant environmental impacts. §§ 21002, 21002.1(b); Guidelines § 15002(a)(3); City of Marina v.
Bd. of Trustees (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 368-69.
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The City, therefore, is not excused from considering and adopting feasible mitigation measures to
reduce the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. The evidence in the record shows that the
additional measures we are recommending are feasible. The state agencies proposing these
measures noted that they have been applied to similar projects.

The Proposed GP Policies Fail to Adequately Protect Residents from Toxic Air Contaminants
Related to Increased Truck Traffic Serving Warehouse and Industrial Growth

The DEIR analyzes air quality, transportation, and greenhouse gas impacts for current and future
residents who will reside in proximity to planned industrial development, but offers no effective
additional General Plan policies and action (implementation) measures that will mitigate these
impacts. The DEIR simply lists the same two or three dozen or so policies and action measures and
repeats the unsubstantiated conclusion that these policies and measure will magically reduce
impacts to an acceptable level. Many of these policies are so broadly written as to be meaningless.
Additionally, the DEIR consistently fails to cite available sources for estimating the reduction in
impacts that some measures may achieve.

The Warehouse Good Neighbor Guidelines are lllegally Deferred Sometime into the Future

In some key cases, proposed General Plan policies and measures illegally defer the effective
implementation to a future report or ordinance to be adopted by the City to deal with an impact. Yet
the required criteria and content of these reports and ordinances are very vague and are not detailed
in a manner that is required by CEQA statutes and recent CEQA case law. (citations)

This deficiency is most notable with the update of the City’s Climate Action Plan (see below) and
with the adoption of a so-called “Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities”
ordinance.

Proposed GP Policy LU-9.2 is laudable in its broad intent: “As part of land use decisions, ensure
that environmental justice issues related to potential adverse health impacts associated with land
use decisions, including methods to reduce exposure to hazardous materials, industrial activity,
vehicle exhaust, other sources of pollution, and excessive noise on residents regardless of age,
culture, gender, race, socioeconomic status, or geographic location, are considered and addressed.

However, the implementing action statement LU-5f outlining the content and standards to be
included in the future Good Neighbor Guidelines ordinance is much too vague:

Recommended Changes to Proposed General Plan Policies and Action Measures Regarding
Warehouse Development

The vaguely defined “standards and practices” and “strategies” outlined in Action LUSf do not
incorporate the standards that are now routinely required by other jurisdictions, based on recent
guidance from the SJAPCD, the Attorhey General, and CARB.

This particular action item must be seriously edited to include reference to many of the very specific
measures already noted above, and placing a time limit when the ordinance must be completed.

11
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\We recommend the following changes. The recommended language is based on the most recent
guidance from the SJAPCD, the Attorney General, and CARB, and incorporates specific language
contained in the Stockton settlement agreement and memorandum of agreement. Some of the
recommended language is also based on policies and measures calling for Health Risk
Assessments included in the recently adopted Lathrop General Plan.

Recommended edits are shown in underline and strikethreugh-

LU-9.2: As part of land use decisions, ensure that environmental justice issues related to potential
adverse health impacts associated with land use decisions, including methods to reduce exposure
to hazardous materials, toxic air contaminants generated by industrial activity, ¥ehisle-exhaust, other
sources of pollution, and excessive noise on residents regardless of age, culture, gender, race,
socioeconomic status, or geographic

location, are considered and addressed

LU-5f; Update the Municipal Code by the end of 2023 to include Good Neighbor Guidelines for
Warehouse Distribution Facilities ordinance, which includesirg:

A _dofinition-o ha Ba-ahd -0 A hicctto

o Establishes development standards for the approval and construction of industrial

warehousing and distribution facilities that exceed 100,000 square feet before December 31,
2023.

¢ Requires that all industrial projects, including warehouse projects, fulfilment centers, and
other projects that may generate high volumes of truck trips and/or air quality emissions are
proposed within 1,000 feet of existing or planned residential uses or other sensitive
receptors, the City shall require the preparation of a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) that
meets the standards established by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA). and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). Projects
shall not be approved until it can be demonstrated that the project would not result in an

exceedance of the established thresholds of significance for public health risks at nearby
sensitive receptors.”

o Requires the implementation of best management practices (BMPs) to reduce pollution

exposure to sensitive receptors, particularly diesel particulate matter (DPM). The appropriate
BMPs shall be established on a case-by-case basis, and shall include all measures

recommended by the Attorney General’'s “\WWarehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation
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Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act’, and the latest SJAPCD

and CARB guidance, as updated.

¢ Requires every project to include sufficient solar panels to provide power for the operation’s
base power use at the start of operations and as base power use demand increases.

e Requires all industrial projects to adopt standards to provide 100% electrification under the
clean fleet requirements. The property owner/tenant/lessee shall ensure that all heavy-
duty trucks (Class 7 and 8) domiciled on the project site are model year 2014 or later
from start of operations and shall expedite a transition to zero-emission vehicles, with the
fleet fully zero-emission by December 31, 2025 or when commercially available for the
intended application, whichever date is later.

¢ Requires the property owner/tenant/lessee to utilize a "clean fleet” of vehicles/delivery
vans/trucks {Class 2 through 6) as part of business operations

» Requires the operator to submit a condition of approval compliance report on an annual
basis. The report shall outline clean fleet requirements applicable at each report interval
and include documentation demonstrating compliance with each requirement.

e Requires electric charging facilities on the project site sufficient to charge all electric trucks

domiciled on the site and such facilities shall be made available for all electric trucks that use
the project site.

The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the General Plan’s Air Quality Impacts.

Perhaps the most gaping flaws in this DEIR involve deficiencies in the air quality, public health, and
related greenhouse gas emissions analyses.

The failure to analyze these impacts is especially striking since the City of Manteca and the
surrounding San Joaquin Valley has some of the most polluted air and accounts for the second
worst air quality region in the United States.! San Joaquin County is in non-attainment of the ozone,
PM1g and PM2s air quality standards. PMig and PM2 s cause health problems such as asthma and
can lead to premature death. Breathing in ground level ozone can also trigger a variety of health
problems.

In those Manteca neighborhoods where the General Plan would concentrate industrial land uses,
residents would end up being disproportionately exposed to concentrated air pollutant emissions
generated by industrial development and truck traffic. It is therefore critically important that the DEIR
thoroughly assess the General Plan’s potential to further degrade local and regional air quality.

1 Air Pollution in the SanJoaquin Valley; available at:
https://www.csustan.edu/sites/default/files/groups/Geography/images/airpe.pdf; accessed May 27, 2021.
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Unfortunately, the DEIR’s analysis of these impacts is severely flawed. And because the DEIR
concludes that the General Plan’s air quality impacts would be less than significant, it proposes no
mitigation for these impacts. As we already noted above, the DEIR fails to comply with CEQA J-15 Cont.
statutes and guidelines that require a public agency to adopt any feasible mitigation that can
substantially lessen a project’s significant environmental impacts.

The DEIR Determines that the Proposed General Plan Growth Projections and Traffic Impacts
are Significant and Unavoidable

The text on page 3.3-29 of the DEIR starkly admits that the proposed General Plan growth
projections and traffic impacts are significant and unavoidable.

The General Plan policies ensure that individual projects will be reviewed for compliance and
adherence to SJVAPCD standards. Nevertheless, since implementation of the General Plan
may result in population growth, and an increase in vehicle miles traveled, that exceed the
growth projections assumed in the applicable air quality plans, the proposed Project has the J-16
potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air guality plan. Mitigation
measures that would limit population or VMT growth to the levels assumed in the applicable
air guality plans in order to ensure consistency would conflict with the proposed General
Plan’s goals to encourage high quality housing types and a variety of housing for all income
levels and to provide and promote high-paying, local employment opportunities and retain
and attract high-quality businesses and industry so that residents can live, shop, and work in

Manteca. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable. (emphasis
added)

The DEIR Lacks Support for Its Conclusion that the General Plan Would Not Conflict with
Adopted Thresholds of Significance for Criteria Air Pollutants

Land use decisions are critical to air quality planning because land use patterns greatly influence
transportation needs, and motor vehicles are the largest source of air pollution in the San Joaquin
Valley Air Basin. See SIVAPCD Guidance for Assessing and Mitigation Air Quality Impacts
(SJVAPCD Air Quality Guidance) at 40.2 Because air districts have no authority over land use
decisions, it is up to cities and counties to ensure that their general plans provide specific data and
analysis demonstrating that implementation of their plans will improve air quality. /d. at 41, citing
California Government Code § 65302.1. Here, neither the proposed General Plan nor the DEIR for
the General Plan provide this data or analysis. 1-17

The SJVAPCD Air Quality Guidance establishes thresholds of significance for criteria air pollutants.
SJVAPCD Air Quality Guidance at 65. Only those projects which have emissions below these
thresholds can be determined to “not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the District's air
quality plan.” /d. While the DEIR identifies the increase in VMT that would result from the General
Plan, it makes no attempt to identify the air pollutant emissions that would be generated from this

2 http://www.vallevair.org/transportation/GAMAQI.pdf; accessed May 27, 2021.
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increased vehicular travel. Nor does the DEIR even mention, let alone quantify, the emissions that
would result from the development proposed by the General Plan.

The DEIR also fails to evaluate whether emissions from the General Plan would violate an air quality
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. The need for this
evaluation is set forth in the CEQA Guidelines Sample Questions and is also explicitly called out in
the SJVAPCD Air Quality Guidance. SJVAPCD Air Quality Guidance at 4. As the SIVAPCD Air
Quality Guidance explains, determining whether a project’s {(or General Plan’s) emissions would
violate any ambient air quality standards is largely a function of air quality dispersion modeling. If
project emissions would not exceed State and Federal ambient air quality standards at the project’s
property boundaries, the project would be considered to not violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. /d. at 65. Here, the DEIR fails
to identify the increase in emissions that would result from the General Plan and fails to provide the
necessary air quality dispersion modeling. These omissions constitute fatal flaws requiring that the
DEIR be revised and recirculated.

The text describes impacts related to toxic air contaminants (TACs) generated by diesel trucks and
other sources. The DEIR includes an abbreviated health risk assessment (HRA) that fails to analyze
cumulative impacts on a planning area wide basis. The DEIR must include such an analysis.

Instead, the HRA only examines TACs projected along segments of twenty some truck routes. The
DEIR then jumps to the unsubstantiated conclusion that the impacts of buildout of the GP for all air
contaminants are “less than significant.”

This deeply flawed, incomplete analysis must be replaced with a a comprehensive examination of
impacts related to all criteria pollutants, including particulate matter (PMz2s)and PMio), volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), nitrous oxides (NOx), ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO). sulfur dioxide (SO2)
and lead

The DEIR Lacks Support for Its Conclusion that the General Plan Would Not Expose Sensitive
Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations.

The DEIR analysis for Impact 3.3.2 states that this impact is less than significant:

In the event that future individual projects may result in exposure to TACs by sensitive
receptors, these future individual projects would be required to analyze and mitigate TAC
impacts on an individual project level, per SJIVAPCD requirements, and in accordance with
OEHHA guidance. The General Plan set of policies at a program level set forth the
parameters wherein future individual projects may be required to perform HRAs. The General
Plan, the policies therein coupled with the routine implementation of the project review
hecessary for zonhing entitlements will ensure compliance with all applicable polices and
implementing actions that address exposure to TACs. Therefore, this impact is less than
significant. (emphasis added)

The DEIR lacks evidentiary support for its conclusion. A summary of the DEIR’s deficiencies follows.
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First, the DEIR myopically focuses its health risk assessment on locations near proposed truck
routes. While trucks on the proposed truck routes are an important source of toxic air contaminants
(TACs), they are by no means the only source of TACs. Trucks on existing city streets are also a
source of TACs. Motor vehicles on freeways and roads (i.e., not designated truck routes) and off-
road sources such as construction equipment and trains are additional significant sources of TAC
and PM2s emissions. In addition, as the DEIR acknowledges, there are numerous common
stationary sources of TAC and PM2s emissions including gasoline stations, dry cleaners, and diesel
backup generators. And, of course, TAC and particulate emissions would undoubtedly be generated
from the General Plan’s industrial development itself. The fact that the DEIR focuses only on TAC
emissions from new truck routes, as opposed to all of the sources of TAC and particulate emissions,
is yet another egregious flaw.

Second, the DEIR’s health risk assessment relies on a threshold of significance that is inconsistent
with the threshold identified in the SJVAPCD Air Quality Guidelines. The DEIR states that a project
that contributes a cancer risk in excess of 20 new cases in a population of one million persons would
result in a significant impact. DEIR at 3.3-39 (Table 3.3-9). However, the SIVAPCD identifies a
cancer risk significance threshold of 10 cases in one million. See SUIVAPCD Air Quality Guidance at
99. The DEIR provides no explanation as to why it relies on an overly lenient threshold of
significance. J-18 Cont.

Third, the DEIR does not provide any information about the assumptions or methodology that were
used to calculate the health risk from trucks. The DEIR asserts that the risk assessment used certain
procedures and data from the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) but that
the assessment is not intended to satisfy the reporting requirements under AB-2588 “Air Toxics” Hot
Spots program. DEIR at 3.3-45. The DEIR’s health risk assessment should have been prepared in
compliance with the OEHHA requirements. Alternatively, the DEIR must document, and support with
substantial evidence, how its assessment ensures a commensurate protection of public health.

Fourth, largely because the DEIR’s health risk assessment focuses only on risks near the proposed
truck routes, it fails to adequately describe the location of all existing sensitive receptors (and their
vulnerability to air pollution exposure) that would result from all of the development proposed by the
General Plan. The General Plan proposes 18 million square feet of industrial development, some of
which would undoubtedly be in the immediate vicinity of homes, schools, businesses, and churches.
DEIR at 3.14-22. The DEIR does not identify the location of existing sensitive receptors which may
be exposed to air pollution as a result of the Project. This omission renders the EIR inadequate. An
EIR’s description of the environmental setting must contain sufficient information to “permit the
significant effects of the project to be considered in the full environmental context.” CEQA Guidelines
§ 15125(c). “If the description of the environmental setting ‘is inaccurate, incomplete or misleading,
the EIR does not comply with CEQA.” Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of
Governments (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413, 439 (citation omitted). An accurate description of the
environmental setting is critical, because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting.
CEQA Guidelines, § 15064(b). A “project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the
environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant.” CEQA Guidelines §
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15300.2(a); see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 718,
721. The revised DEIR must identify the location of sensitive receptors in relation to areas
designated for industrial development and other land uses which may be expected to generate
substantial quantities of TACs and particulate emissions.

As a result of the aforementioned deficiencies, there is insufficient information provided in the DEIR
to determine whether implementation of the General Plan would expose sensitive populations to
significant health risks. In its current form, the DEIR certainly lacks the evidentiary basis that such
impacts would be less than significant.

The Methodology Employed by the DEIR Analysis to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions is
Fatally Flawed

We are distressed to see that such critical issues as climate change and greenhouse gas emissions
are treated so cavalierly and erroneously in the DEIR.

The notion that a proposed GP calling for more than a doubling of a city’s population could be found
to have “less than significant” greenhouse gas impacts is astounding and defies common sense.

We totally disagree with the methodology and conclusions that are included in the DEIR’s
greenhouse gas (GHG) analysis.

Climate Change is the defining issue of our time and we are at a defining moment. From shifting
weather patterns that threaten food production, to rising sea levels that increase the risk of
catastrophic flooding, the impacts of climate change are global in scope and unprecedented in
scale.®

CEQA serves as one of the State’s frontline tools in combatting climate change; careful attention to
analyzing and mitigating the air quality impacts and greenhouse gas emissions of projects are
paramount to improving community conditions on the local scale and combating climate change at
every level. As the Supreme Court found in Center for Biological Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish
& Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4'" 204 (“Newhall Ranch”), it may not make sense to translate a general
standard (in that case AB 32’s requirement to reduce emissions to 1990 levels by 2020) to a specific
project. In fact, Newhall Ranch noted that new projects—such as this Project—may require a greater
level of emission reduction because “[d]esigning new buildings and infrastructure for maximum
energy efficiency and renewable energy use is likely to be easier, and is more likely to occur, than
achieving the same savings by retrofitting of older structures and systems.” Newhall Ranch, 62
Cal.4th at 226.

® United Nations: https:/fwww.un.orglen/global-issues/climate-
change# ~:text=Climate %20Change %20is%20the %20defining,scope%20and%20unprec
edented%20in%20scale.
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Since 2010, it has become clear from a scientific perspective that any additional

GHG emissions will contribute to a serious and growing climate crisis.* Recognizing this
reality, in 2018 Governor Brown signed Executive Order 55-18 calling for the state to
achieve carbon neutrality as soon as possible and no later than 2045 .® Given these facts
on the ground, the DEIR should establish a net zero threshold for new emissions. See
e.g., CARB 2017 Scoping Plan at 101 (“Achieving no net additional increase in GHG
emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, is an appropriate overall
objective for new development.”)® Not only does the DEIR neglect to reference EO 55-
18, it also fails to explain why this project should not be judged by a significance
threshold requiring no net increase in GHG emissions, since that is the standard necessary
to comply with the State’s climate change plans and policies.

The DEIR comes to a totally different interpretation of the Center for Biological Diversity v. California
Dept. of Fish & Wildlife. The DEIR fails to even consider, much less give a coherent reason why a
“no net increase” methodology should not be used. Instead, the DEIR analysis uses a torturous (and
circuitous) argument to propose a methodology that bypasses a consistency determination with
State statutes and recent court decisions. The DEIR erroneously offers a methodology relying solely
on a consistency determination with the City’s 10 year old outdated and deficient Climate Action Plan
(CAP). The DEIR states:

J-19 Cont.
...[lIn Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Court

ruled that showing a “project-level reduction” that meets or exceeds the Scoping Plan’s
overall statewide GHG reduction goal is not necessarily sufficient to show that the project’s
GHG impacts will be adequately mitigated: “the Scoping Plan nowhere related that statewide
level of reduction effort to the percentage of reduction that would or should be required from
individual projects...” According to the Court, the lead agency cannot simply assume that the
overall level of effort required to achieve the statewide goal for emissions reductions will
suffice for a specific project.

Given this Court decision, reliance on a 29 percent GHG emissions reduction from projected
BAU levels compared to the Project’s estimated 2020 levels as recommended in the
SJVAPCD’s guidance documents will not be the basis for an impact conclusion in this EIR.
Given that the SJIVAPCD staff has concluded that “existing science is inadequate to support

“Summary for Policymakers (SPM) presents key findings of the Working Group | (WGI)
contribution to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC):
https:/iwww. ipce.chireport/aré/wgl/downloads/report/IPCC_ARG6_WGI_SPM.pdf

> Executive Order to Achieve Carbon Neutrality: https://www.ca.gov/archive/gov39/wp-
content/uploads/2018/09/9.10.18-Executive-Crder. pdf

6 California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan:
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/ce/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf?
utm_medium=email&utm_source=govdelivery
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quantification of impacts that project specific GHG emissions have on global climatic
change,” this EIR will instead rely on a gualitative approach for this analysis. Specifically, the

analysis relies on an assessment of the proposed project for consistency with the City of

Manteca CAP, which is specifically designed to reduce GHG emissions in accordance with
the GHG emission reduction targets identified by the State of California in the CARB Scoping
Plan. Additionally, a qualitative analysis of the proposed project's consistency with

other relevant planning documents and relevant laws is provided herein (emphasis added,
page 3.7-24)

However, there is a major problem here. The DEIR fails to list or even summarize the policies and
programs in the outdated 2013 CAP that would purportedly help mitigate the greenhouse gas
impacts of new development under the GP.

Use of such a flimsy qualitative analysis leads to the following fatally flawed conclusion based on this
circuitous argument:

These General Plan policies and implementing actions would support and implement the
goals established by the CAP, and that would minimize potential impacts associated with
GHG emissions in the Planning Area. Subsequent development projects will be required to
comply with the General Plan and adopted Federal, State, and local regulations for the
reduction of GHG emissions, including the adopted CAP. The City of Manteca has prepared
the General Plan to include numerous policies and actions intended to reduce GHG
emissions associated with future development and improvement projects. GHG emissions
would be minimized through the implementation of the policies and actions listed below.

The DEIR analysis goes on to argue:

Crucially, the proposed General Plan includes implementation measure RC-4a, which
requires the City to update the City’s existing CAP to achieve the State’s greenhouse gas
reduction targets beyond 2020, which would include the 2030 and 2050 targets. Updates to
the CAP would align the City’s GHG reduction targets and associated reduction measures
with the statewide GHG reduction targets established by AB 32, SB 32, and SB 375 and EOs
8-03-05 and B-30-15. The proposed General Plan’s consistency with the existing 2013
Manteca CAP ensures that the proposed project is consistent with a current Qualified GHG
Reduction Strategy (i.e., the CAP) and the proposed General Plan ensures that the 2013
Manteca CAP is updated to address State-established GHG reduction targets.

Therefore, potential impacts to this topic would therefore be less than significant. (emphasis
added, page 3.7-31)

The DEIR concludes absurdly and without any quantitative justification:

As demonstrated in the analysis provided above, the proposed General Plan is consistent
with the existing 2013 CAP, ensuring consistency with a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy.
Additionally, the proposed General Plan policy RC-4.3 and implementation measure RC-4a
ensures the City will maintain and update the City’s existing CAP to achieve the State’s
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greenhouse gas reduction targets beyond 2020, which would include the 2030 and 2050
targets. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions,

either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment. (emphasis
added, page 3.7-31)

While future development would generate GHGs that would contribute to climate change, the
implementation of the General Plan policies and action listed below, as well as Federal and
State regulations, and implementation of the adopted Manteca CAP would result in a less
than significant impact. (emphasis added, page 3.7-31)

So, the City would like us to accept an argument that growth allowed by this aggressive General
Plan would not generate significant GHG impacts because individual projects will conformto a 10-
year old Climate Action Plan that will be updated sometime in the future.

This analysis is flawed on the face of it for the reasons that we outlined above, and should be
rejected. This DEIR analysis must be revised to include a quantitative assessment of the total GHG
emissions expected under the proposed GP, based on VMT and other metrics. Other jurisdictions
routinely prepare EIRs that include such quantitative projections. The City of Mantca must also do
So.

As we have already stated, arguing that projects approved under this GP will mitigate GHG
emissions by adhering to some future CAP is illegal under CEQA. Deferral of measures to reduce
impacts to a future time is contrary to CEQA requirements and flies in the face of one of the most
important court cases (Sundstrom).

Recommended Changes to Proposed General Plan Policies and Action Measures Regarding
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Efficiency

The following policies must be clarified, strengthened, and assured implementation by a date certain
to serve as effective mitigation for development projects.

Policies

RC-4.2 Support and actively participate with the state, regional, and local agencies and
stakeholders toward State greenhouse gas emission reduction goals.

RC-4.3 Maintain an updated Climate Action Plan that addresses State-adopted GHG reduction goals
and provides effective measures to meet GHG targets.
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RC-4.5 Enseurage Require private development to explereandapply incorporate ren-traditionat
non-polluting renewable energy sources such as co-generation, wind, and solar to reduce

dependence on traditional-energy-sources fossil fuels and meet climate goals.

RC-4.6 Requwe all new publlc and privately constructed buildings to exceed the meest-and-comphy

“green” development standards in the California Green Building Standards Code.

RC-4.7 Require
limited-to; LEED certification for all new development and retroflttlng existing uses—and—eneewage

Actions

RC-4a: Continue to assess and monitor performance of greenhouse gas emissions reduction efforts,
including progress toward meeting longer-term GHG emissions reduction goals for 2035 and 2050.

by Reporting on the City’s progress annually, and schedule public hearings at the Planning
Commission and City Council. Updateirg the 2013 Climate Action Plan by the end of 2023. ard

Update the GHG inventory regularly at least every two years to demonstrate consistency with State-
adopted GHG reduction targets, including those targets established beyond 2020., and-updating-the

CHG-SHategy-irthe-Ceneral-Rlan—asappreprater The Climate Action Plan shall be reviewed every
S-rears on an annual basis and updated as necessary to be consistent with State-adopted GHG

reduction targets, including revisions to GHG reduction measures to ensure effective
implementation.

RC-4b: Implement development standards, mitigation measures, and best practices that prermete
reguire energy conservation and the reduction in greenhouse gases, including:

* Require new development to be incorporate energy-efficient through passive designh concepts (e.q.,
techniques for heating and cooling, building siting orientation, street and lot layout, landscape
placement, and protection of solar access);

* Require construction standards which promote energy conservation including window placement,
building eaves, and roof overhangs;

* Require all projects to_exceed meet the most current “green” development standards in the

California Green Building Standards Code. reet-ririrrm-State-andlecal-erergy-conservation
standates:

Require all development project to include sufficient solar panels to provide power for the operation’s
base power use at the start of operations and as base power use demand increases.
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¢ Require all industrial projects to adopt standards to provide 100% electrification under the

clean fleet requirements.
* Require developments to include vehicle charging stations that meet or exceed the

requirements of State law and to include outdoor electrical outlets. Discourage te
reduce-the-needfor portable generators or other portable power sources —ihcluding

» Require best practices in selecting construction methods, building materials, project
appliances and equipment, and project design;

» Encourage Require projects to incorporate enhanced energy conservation
measures, electric-only appliances, and other veluntary methods of reducing energy
usage and greenhouse gas emissions; and

* Require large energy users to implement an energy conservation plan as part of the
project review and approval process, and develop a program to monitor compliance
with and effectiveness of that plan.

Proposed Public Health Polices and Actions Must be Strengthened

The DEIR fails to recommend any additional edits to strengthen the very weak GP policies and
action requiring Health Risk Assessments (HRAs) for industrial projects located in proximity to
residences.

We observe that your adjacent neighboring jurisdiction has recently adopted the Lathrop General
Plan which includes the following relevant policies and action measures. We recommend that the
proposed Manteca GP policies and action items be amended to at least match the Lathrop policies.

Lathrop Policy LU-5.5 states: "Ensure that industrial development projects, including warehouse,
distribution, logistics, and fulfilment projects, mitigate adverse impacts (including health risks and
nuisances) to nearby residential land uses and other existing and planned sensitive receptors.”

Lathrop Implementation Action LU-5.¢ requires:

“When industrial projects, including warehouse projects, fulfillment centers, and other
projects that may generate high volumes of truck trips and/or air quality emissions are
proposed within 1,000 feet of existing or planned residential uses or other sensitive
receptors, the City shall require the preparation of a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) that
meets the standards established by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA), and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). Projects
shall not be approved until it can be demonstrated that the project would not result in an
exceedance of the established thresholds of significance for public health risks at nearby
sensitive receptors.”
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Implementation Action LU-5.d further requires:

“When industrial projects, including warehouse projects, fulfilment centers, and other
projects that may generate high volumes of truck trips and/or air quality emissions are
proposed within 1,000 feet of existing or planned residential uses or other sensitive
receptors, the City shall require the implementation of best management practices (BMPs) to
reduce pollution exposure to sensitive receptors, particularly diesel particulate matter (DPM).
The appropriate BMPs shall be established on a case-by-case basis, and should consider the
following tools, methods, and approaches...:”

We have included these edits to the Warehouse ordinance already discussed above.
The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate the General Plan’s Noise Impacts.

Although the DEIR does not disclose this, a significant portion of the General Plan’s 18 million
square feet of industrial development would undoubtedly include warehouse projects.

The California Attorney General recently observed that the noise from warehouses causes intrusive
impacts to nearby sensitive receptors:

The noise associated with logistics facilities can be among their most intrusive impacts to nearby
sensitive receptors. Various sources, such as unloading activity, diesel truck movement, and rooftop
air conditioning units, can contribute substantial noise pollution. These impacts are exacerbated by
logistics facilities’ typical 24-hour, seven-days-per-week operation. Construction noise is often even
greater than operational noise, so if a project site is near sensitive receptors, developers and lead
agencies should adopt measures to reduce the noise generated by both construction and operation
activities. See Attorney General, “YWarehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to
Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act” at 9.

Given that the development of warehouses and other industrial uses would be located immediately
adjacent to homes and schools, it is imperative that the DEIR include a comprehensive analysis of
these impacts. Unfortunately, as discussed below, the DEIR’s analysis is incomplete and superficial
and therefore does not meet CEQA’s minimum standards. See Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project,
48 Cal.App.4th at 196-97 (a conclusion regarding the significance of an environmental impact that is
not based on an analysis of the relevant facts fails to fulfill CEQA’s informational goal); Citizens of
Goleta Valley, 52 Cal.3d at 568 (same).

The DEIR ’s Noise Analysis Relies on Problematic General Plan Policies to “Mitigate” Impacts
from Future Development

The DEIR identifies the change in noise levels associated with development proposed by the
General Plan (Tables 3.12-14 and 3.12-15) and determines that noise impacts would be significant
and unavoidable.

The DEIR asserts that the implementation of certain General Plan policies would ensure that future
development would be designed to include noise-attenuating features. DEIR at 3.12-23. Yet, many
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of these policies are vague and unenforceable and therefore would not ensure that sensitive
receptors would not be subjected to ongoing excessive noise from future development and truck
traffic.

Policy S-6.7 is key. Unfortunately, the policy is written using permissive language which will not
guarantee that effective mitigation will be implemented to reduce impacts to an acceptable level.
The policy must be edited as proposed to be effective.

Where the development of residential or other noise-sensitive land use is proposed for a noise-
impacted area or where the development of a stationary noise source is proposed in the vicinity of
noise- sensitive uses, an acoustical analysis is shall be required by the City as part of the

development review process so that noise mitigation may shall be censidered included in the project
design and operation. The acoustical analysis shall:

* Be the responsibility of the applicant.

* Be prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant experienced in the fields of environmental noise
assessment and architectural acoustics.

* Include representative noise level measurements with sufficient sampling periods and locations to
adequately describe local conditions and the predominant noise sources.

« Estimate existing and projected (20 years) noise levels in terms of the standards of Table S-1 or
Table S-2, and compare those levels to the adopted policies of the Noise Element.

* Recommend apprepriate specific mitigation measures to achieve compliance with the adopted
policies and standards of the Noise Element.

* Estimate noise exposure after the pressribed required mitigation measures have been
implemented.

* If necessary, describe a post-project assessment program to monitor the effectiveness of the

propesed required mitigation measures.

The DEIR also looks to Policy 8-6g to mitigate noise impacts from future development. This policy
calls for the City to evaluate new transportation projects, such as truck routes, rail or public transit
routes, and transit stations, against the General Plan’s standards. Yet, this policy explicitly allows
noise from these projects to exceed the General Plan’s standards, if the City Council finds that there
are special overriding circumstances. A policy that allows the City to approve a project to generate
noise that exceeds the City’'s standards not only fails to comply with CEQA, it also constitutes
extraordinarily poor land use planning. This exemption should be removed.

Although the DEIR sets forth a number of other policies suggesting that future development would
be required to mitigate its noise impacts, these policies contain humerous caveats and conditions
that make them unenforceable. Moreover, the DEIR offers no assurance that any of these policies
would be sufficient to protect nearby sensitive receptors. The analysis states that General Plan
Policies S-6.1 through S-6.4, S-6.7 through S$S-6.12, S-6.15 and Implementation measure S-5 “are
intended to minimize exposure to excessive noise, including noise associated with traffic.”

Initially, the DEIR asserts that the policies and actions of the General Plan “would ensure that hew
development is designed to include noise-attenuating features.” The DEIR mentions specific features
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such as rubberized asphalt, soundwalls, berms and sound-insultation acknowledging that such
measures could prevent transmission of excessive noise. But then the document does an immediate
about face and states that, in many cases, aesthetic concerns, costs, physical constraints, or other
issues would actually prevent the implementation of these noise-attenuating features. As a result,
the public is left with no assurance that future development would not inundate noise receptors with
excessive noise.

Railroad noises have been shown to typically be higher in lower income areas and is an
environmental justice issue that must be analyzed separately before making a finding of less than
significant. Existing neighborhoods are currently being impacted with loud train related noises.

While the DEIR finds that impacts of future vehicular traffic is significant and unavoidable, the DEIR
finds the opposite with railroad noise, which is fund to be less than significant. The DEIR simply
states: “Implementation of these General Plan policies and actions would ensure that development
allowed under the proposed General Plan is not exposed to noise levels associated with railroad
operations in excess of the City’s established standards.” The latter finding is unsupported by
empirical evidence. The analysis does not even quantify the number of current trains passing thrugh
the City and describe potential growth in train traffic due to industrial and other development under
the proposed GP fails to recognize that allowing new industrial uses immediately adjacent to existing
residential uses would be directly inconsistent with a key policy intended to ensure that noise from
future development does not adversely affect residential communities. Goal N-1 calls for the City to
protect the residents of Manteca from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to excessive
noise. Because the General Plan’s noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable, this
inconsistency not only constitutes a significant impact on the environment but it also renders the
General Plan internally inconsistent.

Some of the noise action items that are proposed have proven to be ineffectual.

Action S-6h: Work with the Federal Rail Authority and passenger and freight rail service providers to
establish a Quiet Zone and/or Wayside Horns at at-grade crossings in the City. Where new
development would be affected by the train and rail noise, require project applicants to fund a fair-
share of: a) studies associated with the application for a Quiet Zone and/or Wayside Horns, and b)
alternative safety measures associated with the Quiet Zone (including, but not limited to signage,
gates, lights, etc.).

Manteca does not have a single established quiet zone.

Action S-6i is similarly ineffectual and fails to mitigate anything. Action S-6i states: “Work in
cooperation with Caltrans, the Union Pacific Railroad, San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, and
other agencies where appropriate to maintain noise level standards for both new and existing
projects in compliance with Table S-1.”

25

Final Environmental Impact Report - Manteca General Plan Update 2.0-107

J-23 Cont.



2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

Geology Analysis is Inadequate

A primary hazard in the sandy/silt soils of Manteca and the Delta region is liquification especially
where groundwater levels are high. Liquification can result in the shifting of structures due to large
earthquakes from distant faults such as those in the San Francisco Bay Area or east of the Sierra
Nevada. These can cause significant damage to homes, businesses, and communities, especially in
areas where water levels are high in soft soils that can settle unevenly during shaking.” 124
The revised EIR did not include any analysis in regards to liquification hazards other than Impact
3.6-3. The DEIR states “General Plan implementation would not result in development located on a
geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse
(PS to LTS). The DEIR analysis must be amended to include an evaluation of the suitability of the
planned urban facilities or structures on current open space or agricultural lands or the likelihood that
liquification related damage may be significant.

Flooding

We note that the analysis on flooding impacts (pages 3.9-32) states: “The Planning Area is subject to
flooding problems along the natural creeks and drainages that traverse the area. The primary flood
hazard is the San Joaquin River (four miles outside the Study Area) and its tributaries, notably
Walthall Slough (contiguous with the southwestern Study Area boundary).” J-25

The analysis fails to mention or even describe how the massive growth in development and
increases in impervious surfaces would affect projected flood levels in the San Joaquin River. This
should be rectified.

Groundwater Sustainability Plan

The DEIR states on page 3.9-9 that “The Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Subbasin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (ESJGS-GSP) (Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority, 2019) was prepared J-26
in November 2019.” The text should be amended to add: The Sustainability Plan was submitted for
review to the State and the Plan was rejected as incomplete.

Proposed Edits to Community/Public Facilities Policies
The following edits are recommended.

Policy CF-9.3 It would be helpful to specify “main and branch libraries and/or community centers”
and delete “Downtown” as being too vague to be helpful.

J-27
Policy CF — 10: Language should be added to encourage/facilitate reductions in the use of natural
gas and/or other fossil fuels.

Policy CF-11f Replace “Consider” with “Mandate.”

7 See https://www.earthquakeauthority.com/California-Earthquake-Risk/Faults-By-County San Joaquin County selected
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The DEIR Must Be Revised and Recirculated

Under California law, this DEIR cannot properly form the basis of a final EIR, support the findings
required by CEQA, or justify the City’s approval of the General Plan. CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines require recirculation of a draft EIR when: (1) the addition of significant new information to
the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the DEIR but before certification, or (2) the
draft EIR is so “fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful
public review and comment were precluded.” CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5.

Here, both circumstances apply. Decisionmakers and the public cannot possibly assess the General
Plan’s environmental impacts through the present DEIR, which is riddled with errors and omissions.
Among other fundamental deficiencies, the DEIR repeatedly understates the Project’s significant
environmental impacts and fails to identify feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to effectively
reduce these impacts. To correct these issues, the City must prepare a revised EIR that will
necessarily include substantial new information and analysis.

Conclusion

The City of Manteca, along with the other jurisdictions in San Joaquin County must address the
serious health, air pollution, and energy impacts of the rapidly growing housing and distribution
warehouse development in our communities. Lead agencies in preparing General Plans and
applicants must do all that is possible to minimize the very real environmental impacts that an
explosive rate of suburban growth and warehouse development projects pose.

We are available to meet with your staff and applicants at any time to further discuss the programs
that may be implemented to achieve our mutual goals. If you have any questions about this letter,
you may contact Eric Parfrey at parfrey@sbcglobal.net or (209) 641-3380.

Sincerely,

s/s Margo Praus, Chair

Delta-Sierra Group, Sierra Club

ce: Scott Lichtig, California Attorney General's Office
Stanley Armstrong, California Air Resources Board
Patia Siong and Harout Sagherian, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District
Harrison Beck, Sierra Club Environmental Law Program
Manteca City Council
Manteca Planning Commission
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Attachment A: Sierra Club Settlement Agreement with City of Stockton

Attachment B: Attorney General's report “Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation
Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act”

Attachment C: Attorney General’'s Memorandum of Agreement with City of Stockton
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Response to Letter J: Margo Praus, Chair, Delta-Sierra Group, Sierra Club
Response J-1: The commenter provides introductory comments regarding the provided attachments
(included as Appendix A of this Final EIR) and general concerns regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

The commenter provides background information regarding other Central Valley projects.
Please see Responses J-2 through J-29.

Response J-2: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to discuss and incorporate mitigation
measures recommended by the State Attorney General and other agencies. The commenter states that
the issue of requiring adequate mitigation for local distribution warehouse projects has recently come to
the attention of the State Attorney General’s (AG) Office. The commenter states that the AG’s Office has
recently published a very helpful guide, updated in 2022, called “Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and
Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act” and has become actively

involved in commenting on projects and negotiating with local agencies to secure additional mitigation.

The commenter also states that the City of Stockton and the applicant for a proposed Mariposa
warehouse project have agreed to incorporate several additional air quality and greenhouse gas
measures which were added to the approved final environmental impact report and mitigation
monitoring program for the project. The Stockton City Council approved the project with the settlement
agreement and the AG’s memorandum of agreement. The memorandum of agreement committed the
City of Stockton to consider adoption of an ordinance by the end of 2023 which would apply various
measure to all approved industrial projects over 100,000 square feet. The commenter lists these
additional measures. The commenter further states that, the commenter is requesting that the City of
Manteca include similar measures in the updated General Plan and require these measures to be
included as conditions of approval for all future industrial and warehouse projects in the city. The
commenter also requests that the City of Manteca consider adopting an ordinance to set a
comprehensive set of mitigation measures for the approval of all future warehouse projects in the city
by a date certain, such as by the end of 2023. The commenter states that, in their comments below, they
have recommended specific edits to the proposed General Plan policies and action measures, to
reference the most recent guidelines and standards for warehouse development, and to incorporate

measures where appropriate.

This comment is noted. It should be noted that General Plan includes Implementation Action LU-5f
requires that the Municipal Code be updated to include Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse
Distribution Facilities. The specific standards and requirements associated with the ordinance would be
subject to determination by the City of Manteca, and would be based on the Attorney General’s
“Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act,” and the latest SJVAPCD and CARB guidance, consistent with the

commenter’s statement in this regard. Implementation Action LU-5f has also been revised to require
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standards for on-site energy production and to address minimum requirements for “clean” or electric
vehicles in vehicle fleet.

While the commenter requests incorporation of several additional air quality and greenhouse gas
measures which were added to the approved final environmental impact report and mitigation
monitoring program for the Mariposa warehouse project in Stockton, the proposed General Plan is a
Plan-level document; individual projects would still be required to undergo individual project-level review
under CEQA. The Mariposa warehouse project that is referenced by the commenter is an individual
project, where individual, project specific mitigation measures were required, which differs substantially
from the General Plan in terms of its breadth and project type. Moreover, the General Plan includes a
wide array of policies and implementing actions that reduce warehouse-related emissions, similar to
many of the air quality and greenhouse gas measures which were added to the approved final
environmental impact report and mitigation monitoring program for the Mariposa warehouse project.
Implementation Action LU-5f has been revised, as previously described. Proposed General Plan policy RC-
5.2 requires HRAs to be developed for individual development projects that pose substantial health risks;
Policy LU-3.9 requires that land uses are located away from excessive smoke, dust, and odors, including
buffers for transitional uses, to ensure health and well-being of residents; Policy LU-9.2 requires that, as
part of land use decisions, environmental justice issues related to potential health impacts associated
with land use decisions are considered and addressed; Implementation Action RC-4j, which requires the
City of Manteca to develop a Zero Emissions Vehicle Market Development Strategy that ensures
expeditious implementation of the systems of policies, programs and regulations necessary to address
Executive Order N-79-20.

The Omnibus Low-NOx Rule was approved by CARB August 28, 2020, which will require heavy-duty truck
engine NOx emissions to be cut to approximately 75 percent below current standards beginning in 2024,
and 90 percent below current standards in 2027. The rule also places nine additional regulatory
requirements on new heavy-duty truck and engines. Those additional requirements include a 50 percent
reduction in particulate matter emissions, stringent new low-load and idle standards, a new in-use testing
protocol, extended deterioration requirements, a new California-only credit program, and extended
mandatory warranty requirements. Separately, the California Governor’s Order N-79-20 requires the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) is mandated to develop and propose strategies to achieve 100
percent zero-emissions from medium and heavy-duty on-road vehicles in the State by 2045 where
feasible and by 2035 from drayage trucks. Ultimately, requiring individual projects to adopt standards to
provide 100 percent electrification is not appropriate at the Plan-level, and would be best determined at
the individual project-level.

Further, to ensure that projects that move forward in advance of the amendment to the Municipal Code
required by Implementation Action LU-5f adhere to Good Neighbor Guidelines and other best
management practices, Implementation Action LU-5e has been revised to require that projects that may

generate high volumes of truck trips and/or air quality emissions that are proposed within 1,000 feet of

2.0-112 Final Environmental Impact Report — Manteca General Plan Update



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

existing or planned residential uses or sensitive receptors implement BMPs, with BMPs based on those
recommended by CARB, SIVAPCD, and the California Attorney General.

Response J-3: The commenter states that 37 impacts changed from “Potentially Significant” in the
original Draft EIR to “Less Than Significant” in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter concludes by

stating that the Recirculated Draft EIR must explain how and why so many findings were changed.
Please see Response A-1.

Response J-4: The commenter states that the Draft EIR indicates that future implementation of the
General Plan policies and programs will mitigate environmental impacts when individual projects are
proposed. The commenter also states that qualitative data about how the policies and actions will reduce

identified impacts to a less-than-significant level.

The General Plan policies and actions are not treated as mitigation measures in the Recirculated Draft
EIR. The General Plan is intended to be a self-mitigating plan, to the extent possible. Implementation of
the policies and actions would minimize the potential for impacts to occur because future development
projects would be subject to these policies and actions. For example, clustering development and
preserving agricultural areas, as a matter of policy, would reduce effects on the conversion of agricultural

land, reduce effects on biological resources, and maintain aesthetic vistas.

Response J-5: The commenter states that the Draft EIR lacks detailed analysis and has deferred analysis
to a later point when individual specific projects are proposed. The commenter also states that, once
additional detailed analysis is conducted, and the full range of impacts is disclosed, the City will be in a

better position to study land use alternatives.

As discussed in Chapter 1.0, Introduction, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the Recirculated Draft EIR was
prepared as a Program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. Section 15168 states:

A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one

large project and are related either:

1) Geographically;

2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions;

3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the
conduct of a continuing program; or

4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority

and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways.

The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the proposed project. The EIR
anticipates implementation of the General Plan, including future development under the General Plan
Land Use Map as described in RDEIR Chapter 2.0, Project Description. The General Plan does not entitle

nor approve development projects and detailed review of subsequent projects will be conducted at the
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project-level as individual development projects are proposed. This EIR will be used to evaluate
subsequent projects and activities under the proposed project. This EIR is intended to provide the
information and environmental analysis necessary to assist public agency decision-makers in considering
approval of the proposed project, but not to the level of detail to consider approval of subsequent

development projects that may occur after adoption of the General Plan.

Additional environmental review under CEQA may be required for subsequent projects and would be
generally based on the subsequent project’s consistency with the General Plan and the analysis in this
EIR, as required under CEQA. It may be determined that some future projects or infrastructure
improvements may be exempt from environmental review. When individual subsequent projects or
activities under the General Plan are proposed, the lead agency that would approve and/or implement
the individual project will examine the projects or activities to determine whether their effects were
adequately analyzed in this program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). If the projects or activities
would have no effects beyond those disclosed in this EIR, no further CEQA compliance would be required.

Response J-6: The commenter reproduces portion of the Project Description of the Recirculated Draft
EIR and discusses the Project Description of the original Draft EIR. The commenter also states that the
jobs growth is expected to be even more aggressive than housing and population growth. The commenter
concludes by stating that the Project Description should be amended to reflect the amount of projected

job growth compared to the existing conditions.

The growth projections for the proposed land use map are shown in Table 2.0-2 in Chapter 2.0, Project
Description, of the Recirculated Draft EIR. Among other information, the table shows existing population,
housing units, and jobs and the table also shows the total (existing conditions plus General Plan)
population, housing units, and jobs that would occur with development accommodated by the General
Plan. The table also shows the net growth resulting from buildout of the proposed land use map, and the
total growth (existing plus net growth). Chapter 4.0, Other CEQA-Required Topics, includes discussion of
the cumulative growth, including net growth associated with the General Plan as well as future conditions
when taking existing population, housing, and jobs into account. It is noted that the total net growth jobs
associated with the General Plan (27,448) and the total existing plus net growth jobs (43,829) are correct,
but that the jobs for the net growth outside of the Planning Area are 11,067 not 17,783. This correction
is made to Table 2.0-2 and shown in the Errata provided in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.

As described on pages 5.0-3 through 5.0-5 in Chapter 5.0, Alternatives, of the Recirculated Draft EIR,
buildout of Manteca under the current General Plan was considered and analyzed as Alternative A. Under
Alternative A, the existing General Plan policy framework would still be in effect, which would constitute
a status quo approach to land use regulation in the City. Implementation of Alternative A would result in
increased housing and job growth within the Manteca city limits when compared to existing conditions,
but substantially less overall growth than all other alternatives. Under Alternative A at full buildout, there

would be an increase over existing conditions in residential growth (approximately 26,152 dwelling units)
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and nonresidential growth (approximately 24,541,050 square feet) within City limits. Under cumulative
conditions, development in Planning Area combined under Alternative A would result in a population of
172,998 and 42,457 jobs.

Please see Response A-2 regarding evaluation of a scenario that includes unabated housing growth.

Response J-7: The commenter states that the Draft EIR text must be amended to note that the majority
of the housing growth called for in the General Plan is located outside the City limits and in the Urban

Reserves.

See Response A-2 regarding the Urban Reserve Overlay designation and consideration of growth within
the Urban Reserve Overlay.

Response J-8: The commenter states that vehicle miles traveled (VMT) will increase with fewer job
opportunities and urban sprawl, and the Draft EIR must be amended to discuss effects if jobs do not keep
pace with increased housing. The commenter also states that the City’s Growth Management Policy or
Program should be discussed in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter also suggests additional

policies and actions for the General Plan.

It is noted that the analysis in the Recirculated Draft EIR is based on the proposed project, which plans
for both housing and employment-generating growth. Implementation of the General Plan includes
development in accordance with the Land Use Map and implementation of multiple policies and actions
that support growth, including the Economic and Fiscal Vitality Element. The analysis of the General Plan
project is based on implementation of the General Plan project as envisioned by the Land Use Map and
the goals, policies, and actions established by the General Plan. Regarding the jobs-housing balance and
the potential effect in a shift in the amount of housing in the future, the commenter is referred to the
analysis provided in Section 3.14 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. The VMT analysis in Impact 3.14-1 in
Section 3.14 compares the VMT per dwelling unit and VMT per employee associated with proposed
General Plan implementation to the established VMT threshold. As shown in Table 3.14-9, the proposed
General Plan would exceed VMT thresholds. While the proposed General Plan is not expected to result
in VMT per dwelling unit exceeding 85 percent of baseline for residential-related land uses, the proposed
General Plan is expected to result in VMT per employee exceeding 85 percent of baseline for
employment-related land uses. This result is due to the change in the balance between jobs and housing
in Manteca, which is based upon the large increases in employment shown in Table 3.14-6. In the future,
fewer residents are expected to leave the City for employment, reducing VMT per dwelling unit, but more
employees and customers are expected to travel to employment centers, increasing VMT per employee.
If such employment growth does not occur, actual VMT per dwelling unit could be higher, and VMT per

employee could be lower, than estimated for General Plan buildout conditions.

The Growth Management Program is discussed in the Recirculated Draft EIR, including but not limited to

Section 3.10, Land Use, Population, and Housing. Additionally, Policy LU-2.1 of the General Plan states
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the following: “Continue to maintain and implement the City’s Growth Management Program, as set
forth in the Growth Management Element.” The Growth Management Program would not result in a
change in the housing, population, and non-residential growth accommodated by the General Plan and
evaluated in the EIR.

The commenter suggests the following policy: “To ensure that Manteca’s future growth will proceed in
an orderly manner, encourage and provide incentives for infill development, prevent urban sprawl onto
adjacent agricultural lands, and promote the efficient and equitable provision of public services.” The
commenter is referred to Goal LU-2 which promotes infill development and orderly, well-planned and
balanced growth, Policy LU-2.3 which promotes infill development, Policy LU-3.3 which encourages
residential development to occur in a balanced and efficient pattern that provides residential,
employment-generating, and community services, ensures contiguous community-serving and urban
development, reduces sprawl, preserves open space, and creates convenient connections to other land
uses, Policy LU-11.1 which protects agricultural land from urban development except where the Land
Use Map designates land for urban uses, and to the Community Facilities Element which addresses the

efficient and equitable provision of public services.

The commenter suggests a policy that the City meet its regional housing needs by allowing growth at an
annual rate that is not significantly greater than the Statewide and Countywide rates. This suggestion is

noted for the decision-makers consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

The commenter suggests a policy that the Growth Management program be amended to require balance
housing and employment by requiring a balance of 1.2 jobs for every employed resident. This suggestion

is noted for the decision-makers’ consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

The commenter suggests a policy that the Growth Management program be amended to monitor
residential and job development and that addresses if housing construction outpaces jobs creation. This
suggestion is noted for the decision-makers’ consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft
EIR.

Response J-9: The commenter states that the Urban Reserve area growth is ignored and not analyzed,
and the General Plan does not include a policy that would prevent premature development of these
Urban Reserve areas. The commenter also includes a suggested policy relating to development of these
Urban Reserve areas.

As noted on page 2.0-22 of Chapter 2.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the total growth estimates
anticipate buildout of the entire Planning Area, with the exception of areas identified as Urban Reserve.
The Urban Reserve areas would be not be developed under the proposed General Plan. Please also see
Response A-2 and J-7. The commenter’s suggested policy is noted for the decision-makers consideration

of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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Response J-10: The commenter states that the analysis and policies cited to reduce impacts to Prime
Farmlands and Williamson Act contracts. The commenter states that an additional policy must be added

to, and the commenter includes a suggested policy addition.

Lands within the Urban Reserve Overlay are not envisioned for development during the General Plan
horizon and would require a General Plan Amendment (e.g., a change to the proposed project). Under
the General Plan, agricultural lands would continue to operate as such until a General Plan Amendment
is approved that would change the land use designation to allow for development. Urban Reserve lands

would continue to be governed by their existing zoning.

The General Plan envisions development on lands designated for residential, mixed use, commercial,
industrial, professional, and public uses. This includes lands in agricultural production, as discussed in
the Recirculated Draft EIR, and conversion of such lands, including lands under Williamson Act contracts,
could occur with implementation of the project as recognized by the commenter. Williamson Act
nonrenewals are governed by State law. A landowner a jurisdiction may initiate a Notice of Nonrenewal
for the entire contract or a portion of the contracted land, which begins a nine-year countdown to the
expiration of the contract for standard contracts, or a nineteen-year countdown for Farmland Security
Zone contracts. The land is subject to all the requirements of the contract until it expires (Government
Code Section 51245). A Williamson Act contract cancellation is an option under limited circumstances
and conditions set forth in Government Code Section 51280 et seq. In such cases, landowners may
petition a local jurisdiction for Williamson Act contract cancellation. The jurisdiction may grant tentative
cancellation only if it makes required statutory findings (Government Code Section 51282(a)).
Cancellation of a Farmland Security Zone contract is subject to Government Code Section 51297, and

requires additional findings compared with a standard Williamson Act contract.

The commenter’s recommended policy regarding early cancellation of a Williamson Act contract is noted

for the decision-maker’s consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response J-11: The commenter comment states that the Air Quality discussion for Impact 3.3-2 does not

match what is shown in the Executive Summary.

The Executive Summary was revised to reflect the analysis in Impact 3.3-2. See Chapter 3.0, Errata, of
this Final EIR.

Response J-12: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to include feasible mitigation measures
such as requiring the installation of solar panels and requiring all heavy-duty trucks to be zero-emission
in the future, and that the proposed General Plan policies fail to adequately protect residents from toxic

air contaminants related to increased truck traffic serving warehouse and industrial growth.

Specifically, the commenter states that they strongly urge the City of Manteca to strengthen the
proposed General Plan policies and actions that address air quality, transportation, greenhouse gas, and

all other impacts. The commenter says that the long list of General Plan policies and action items recited
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throughout the Draft EIR include vague measures that are often qualified with permissive language, e.g.,
“if feasible.” The commenter states that this is a short-coming, and the commenter would like specific
edits to strengthen the intent of the policies and implementation actions. The commenter states that
most of these recommendations are based on guidance from State agencies and the most recent

settlement agreement with the cities of Stockton, Fontana, and other jurisdictions.
The commenter is referred to Response A-4.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR must consider each of these recommendations and justify why
the Draft EIR is not including these additional measures. One of the purposes of the Draft EIR is to identify
ways to avoid or minimize a project’s significant effects. The commenter states that the document must
therefore identify any mitigation proposals that are non “facially infeasible” and then demonstrate that
the measure either: (1) will be effective in reducing a significant environmental impact; or (2) is
ineffective or infeasible due to specific legal or “economic, environmental, social, and technological
factors.” The commenter states that a public agency must adopt any feasible mitigation that can
substantially lessen a project’s environmental impacts. The commenter says that, therefore, the City is
not excused from considering and adopting feasible mitigation measures to reduce the project’s
significant and unavoidable impacts. The commenter states that the evidence in the record shows that
the additional measures they are recommending are feasible, as the State agencies proposing these

measures have been applied to similar projects.

Lastly, the commenter states that the Draft EIR offers no effective additional General Plan policies and
action measures that mitigate air quality, transportation, and GHG impacts. The commenter states that
the Draft EIR simply lists the same policies and action measures and repeats the conclusion that these
policies and measures will reduce impacts to an acceptable level. The commenter states that many of
these policies are so broadly written as to be meaningless. The commenter states that the Draft EIR
consistently fails to cite available sources for estimating the reduction in impacts that some measures

may achieve.

The General Plan contains the goals and policies that will guide future decisions within the city and
identifies implementation measures to ensure the vision and goals of the General Plan are carried out.
As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the proposed General Plan, “In reading the General Plan, one
should infer that the goals, policies, and implementation measures are limited to the extent that it is
financially feasible and appropriate for the City to carry them out and to the extent legally permitted by
Federal and State law. For example, policies and measures which indicate that the City will “provide,”

” u

“support,” “ensure,” or otherwise require or carry them out do not indicate an irreversible commitment
of City funds or staff resources to those activities, but rather, that the City will support them when the
City deems that it is financially feasible and appropriate to do so. In some cases, the City will carry out
various policies and measures by requiring development, infrastructure, and other projects to be

consistent with the policies and actions of the General Plan. In other cases, the City may include General
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Plan items in the Capital Improvement Program, annual budget, or other implementation mechanisms,
as the City deems appropriate.” Where policies and actions state “shall”, “require”, or “ensure,”, future
projects are required to comply with the policies and actions. This language is not meaningless, as stated
by the commenter, but rather has been thoughtfully crafted to ensure that future projects implement

requirements to address their impacts. As previously described,

As previously described, the General Plan Update includes a wide range of policies and implementation
actions that reduce impacts, including air quality, greenhouse gas, and energy impacts. Implementation
Action LU-5e requires that future industrial projects and other projects with high volumes of truck trips
that are located within 1,000 feet of existing or planned residential uses or other receptors prepare a
health risk assessment and demonstrate the project would not exceed established thresholds of
significance of health risks and implement BMPs, and has been revised to based BMPs on those
recommended by CARB, SJVAPCD, and the Attorney General, to reduce pollution exposure to sensitive
receptors. Implementing action LU-9a requires the City of Manteca to review all development proposals,
planning projects, and infrastructure projects to ensure that potential adverse impacts to disadvantaged
communities, such as exposure to pollutants, including toxic air contaminants, and unacceptable levels
of noise and vibration are reduced to the extent feasible and that measures to improve quality of life,
such as connections to bicycle and pedestrian paths, community services, schools, and recreation
facilities, access to healthy foods, and improvement of air quality are included in the project. Each review

shall address both the construction and operation phases of the project.

State regulations already require new developments to include installation of solar panels and require all
heavy-duty trucks to be zero-emission in the future. Specifically, the California 2022 Building Energy
Efficiency Standards (effective as of January 2023) require solar panel installation for residential and
commercial properties. Separately, the California Governor’s Order N-79-20 requires the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) is mandated to develop and propose strategies to achieve 100 percent zero-
emissions from medium and heavy-duty on-road vehicles in the State by 2045 where feasible and by

2035 from drayage trucks.

Additionally, it is important to note that individual projects would be required to provide their own
environmental assessments to determine impacts from their projects, and implement additional
mitigation measures, where appropriate. In the event that future individual projects may generate
impacts that would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider implementing
the recommended measure at the individual project level, where they would be most appropriate to be
implemented. Furthermore, the Omnibus Low-NOx Rule was approved by CARB August 28, 2020, which
will require heavy-duty truck engine NOx emissions to be cut to approximately 75 percent below current
standards beginning in 2024, and 90 percent below current standards in 2027. The rule also places nine
additional regulatory requirements on new heavy-duty truck and engines. Those additional requirements
include a 50 percent reduction in particulate matter emissions, stringent new low-load and idle

standards, a new in-use testing protocol, extended deterioration requirements, a new California-only
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credit program, and extended mandatory warranty requirements. Separately, the California Governor’s
Order N-79-20 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is mandated to develop and propose
strategies to achieve 100 percent zero-emissions from medium and heavy-duty on-road vehicles in the
State by 2045 where feasible and by 2035 from drayage trucks. Ultimately, requiring individual projects
to adopt standards such as those recommended is not most appropriate at the Plan-level, and would be
best determined at the individual project-level. Nevertheless, the City will consider additional General
Plan policies and actions recommended by commenters and has included revisions to General Plan

policies and actions to strengthen implementation (see Responses to Letters C, D, and F).

Response J-13: The commenter states that the General Plan policies and measures defer the effective
implementation to a future report or ordinance to be adopted by the City to deal with an impact. The

commenter discusses Policy LU-9.2.

Proposed General Plan Policy LU-9.2 addresses the need for individual projects to implement appropriate
environmental justice measures based on the type of project, location of the project site, surrounding
environment and community, and other site-specific factors. When individual projects are proposed
within the city, the City will require project applicants to conduct appropriate health risk assessments to
ensure equitable land use decisions. This is not deferring mitigation. The General Plan is a programmatic,
policy document that does not approve or entitle future development projects. Each future development
project must comply with General Plan requirements, including policies and actions that ensure

evaluation of project-level details as future projects are proposed.

Response J-14: The comment addresses the specific language included in Implementation Action LU-5f,
which addresses updating the Municipal Code to include Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse

Distribution Facilities. The commenter is referred to Response A-4.

It is recognized that BMPs and measures will change from time to time and the specific language
recommended by the commentor may not be appropriate for all future projects. Therefore, the City has
made three revisions to address the intent of this comment. First, Implementation Acton LU-5d, which
addresses development review of employment-generating projects, is revised to expand protections to
sensitive receptors and disadvantaged communities and to ensure that site design and BMPs are based
on BMPs recommended by CARB, SJVAPCD, and the California Attorney General. Second,
Implementation Action LU-5e, which establishes review requirements for industrial projects,
warehouses, fulfillment centers, and other projects that may generate high volumes of truck trips or air
quality emissions, is revised to require that BMPs are based on BMPs recommended by CARB, SJVAPCD,
and the California Attorney General, including the Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Facilities.
Last, Implementation Action LU-55, which requires an update to the Municipal Code, is revised to ensure
that the Good Neighbor Guidelines based on BMPs recommended by CARB, SIVAPCD, and the California
Attorney General, including the Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Facilities, and to require that

the code amendment include standards for on-site energy production to reduce reliance of fossil fuels,
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to address “clean fleet” requirements for operational vehicles and trucks domiciled on the site, and to

include infrastructure to support transition to a 100% electric fleet.

Response J-15: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the
General Plan’s air quality impacts. The commenter states that there are deficiencies in the air quality,
public health, and related GHG analyses.

The commenter also states that, in those Manteca neighborhoods where the General Plan would
concentrate industrial land uses, residents would end up being disproportionally exposed to
concentrated air pollutant emissions generated by industrial development and truck traffic. The
commenter states that it is therefore critically important that the Draft EIR thoroughly assesses the
General Plan’s potential to further degrade local and regional air quality. The commenter further opines
that the Draft EIR’s analysis of these impacts is flawed, and because the Draft EIR concludes that the
General Plans’ air quality impacts would be less than significant, it proposes no mitigation for these
impacts. The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to comply with CEQA statutes and guidelines that
require a public agency to adopt any feasible mitigation that can substantially lessen a project’s

significant environmental impacts.

This comment is noted. While Impact 3.3-2 (i.e., impacts associated with the Project’s potential to expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations) was found to have a less-than-significant
impact, Impact 3.3-1 (i.e., impacts associated with the potential for the project to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan) were found to be significant and unavoidable. With
regard to the ‘less than significant’ impact associated with Impact 3.3-2, it should be noted that the
proposed General Plan includes policies and programs that would limit exposure to TAC and PM
concentrations within the city. These policies and actions are included within various elements of the
General Plan. For example, Policy LU-3.9 requires that land uses are located away from excessive smoke,
dust, and odors, including buffers for transitional uses, to ensure health and well-being of residents. In
addition, Policy LU-9.2 requires that, as part of land use decisions, environmental justice issues related
to potential health impacts associated with land use decisions are considered and addressed. Policy RC-
5.2 would ensure that exposure of the public to toxic or harmful air emissions would be minimized by
requiring an adequate buffer or distance between residential and other sensitive land uses and land uses
that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors, and where
uses or facilities pose substantial health risks, require that a Health Risk Assessment is conducted to
identify and mitigate exposure to toxic air contaminants. Furthermore, Implementation Action RC-5e
requires that, prior to entitlement of a project that may be an air pollution point source, such as a
manufacturing and extracting facility, developers must provide documentation that the use is located
and appropriately separated from residential areas and sensitive receptors (e.g., homes, schools, and
hospitals). This is ensured through the development of an air toxics HRA for individual projects that

propose air pollution point sources.
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Additionally, crucially, as described on page 3.3-43 of the Draft EIR, individual projects would be required
to provide their own environmental assessments to determine health impacts from the construction and
operation of their projects. In the event that future individual projects may result in exposure to TACs by
sensitive receptors, these future projects would be required to analyze TAC impacts on an individual
project level, per SIVAPCD requirements, and in accordance with OEHHA guidance. This is also true for
other air quality impacts, as well as impacts to other relevant environmental topics. Mitigation measures
would be required, as needed, at the individual project-level. Therefore, individual projects would comply
with CEQA, and would adopt all feasible applicable mitigation to substantially lessen those individual

project’s significant environmental impacts.

Response J-16: The commenter quotes the text on page 3.3-29 which discusses a significant and

unavoidable traffic impact.

Impacts associated with VMT were determined to be significant and unavoidable. The commenter has

correctly summarized the VMT impact discussed in the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response J-17: The commenter states that the Draft EIR lacks support for its conclusion that the General
Plan would not conflict with adopted thresholds of significance for criteria air pollutants. The commenter
states that, because air districts have no authority over land use decisions, it is up to cities and counties
to ensure that their general plans provide specific data and analysis demonstrating that implementation
of their plans will improve air quality. The commenter states that neither the proposed General Plan nor

the Draft EIR for the General Plan provides this data or analysis.

The commenter also states that the Air District’s guidance establishes thresholds of significance for
criteria air pollutants, and that only those projects which have emissions below these thresholds can be
determined to “not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the District’s air quality plan.” The
commenter further states that, while the Draft EIR identifies the increase in VMT that would result from
the General Plan, it makes no attempt to identify the air pollutant emissions that would be generated
from this increased vehicular travel. The commenter also states that the Draft EIR also does not mention

nor quantify the emissions that would result from the development proposed by the General Plan.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR also fails to evaluate whether emissions from the General Plan
would violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation. The commenter states that the need for this evaluation is set forth in the CEQA Guidelines and
is also explicitly called out in the Air District guidelines. The Air District guidelines state that, determining
whether a project’s emissions would violate any ambient air quality standards is largely a function of air
quality dispersion modeling. If a project’s emissions would not exceed the State and Federal ambient air
quality standards at the project’s property boundaries, the project would be considered to not violate
any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. The

commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to identify the increase in emissions that would result from the
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General Plan and fails to provide the necessary air quality dispersion modeling. The commenter states

that these omissions constitute fatal flaws requiring that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated.

The commenter also states that the text describes impacts related to TACs generated by diesel trucks
and other sources, and that the Draft EIR include an abbreviated HRA that fails to analyze cumulative
impacts on a planning area wide basis, and that such an analysis must be included in the Draft EIR. The
commenter also states that the HRA only examines TACs projected along segments of twenty some truck
routes, and that the Draft EIR then jumps to an unsubstantiated conclusion that the impacts of buildout
of the General Plan for all air contaminants are “less than significant.” The commenter states that this is
a deeply flawed, incomplete analysis that must be replaced with a comprehensive examination of impacts

related to all criteria air pollutants.

This comment is noted. Specific air emissions associated with buildout of the General Plan cannot be
known at this time, given that the details on the specific individual developments (such as exact project
building type, size, and project trip generation estimates) that would occur due to buildout of the General
Plan are not yet known. Individual projects would be required to undergo individual environmental
analysis, including quantification of their air pollutant emissions, at the time that such information
becomes known. In the event that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas,
and/or energy impacts that would exceed any of the applicable thresholds, these future projects would
be required to implement all feasible mitigation at the project level. Ultimately, it is not necessary for the
General Plan or the General Plan Draft EIR itself to make a quantitative estimate of the overall buildout
of the General Plan, when such an estimate would rely on an enormous number of assumptions that
could not possibly be available at this time, since they would not be based on the specific nature of the
development that would ultimately occur. The burden for quantitative analysis of air impacts from a
CEQA perspective would be on individual projects undergoing their individual CEQA-level project review,

at the appropriate time for each individual project.

With regard to the commenter’s claim that Impact 3.3-1 fails to evaluate whether emissions from the
Project would violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation, this is unsubstantiated. As stated on pages 3.3-29 and 3.3-30 of the Draft EIR,
“Nevertheless, since implementation of the General Plan may result in population growth, and an
increase in vehicle miles traveled, that exceed the growth projections assumed in the applicable air
quality plans, the proposed Project has the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of an
applicable air quality plan.” The Draft EIR identified a ‘significant and unavoidable impact’ for Impact 3.3-
1, which addresses whether the General Plan has the potential to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
criteria pollutants. With regard to a quantitative assessment of the General Plan’s increase in emissions,
as stated above, the specific air emissions associated with buildout of the General Plan cannot be known
at this time, given that the details on the specific individual developments (such as exact project building

type, size, and project trip generation estimates) that would occur due to buildout of the General Plan
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are not yet known. Therefore, the burden for quantitative analysis of air impacts from a CEQA perspective
would be on individual projects undergoing their individual CEQA-level project review, at the appropriate

time for each individual project.

With regard to the commenter’s statement that the air quality analysis in the Draft EIR only describes
TAC impacts for diesel trucks and other sources, and that the HRA is an abbreviated HRA that fails to
analyze cumulative impacts on a planning area wide basis, it should be noted that the HRA analysis
included within the Draft EIR was only intended to analyze TAC impacts from heavy-duty trucks, to
address the potential for increased truck traffic on the roadway system along those routes with the most
truck traffic, as described on page 3.3-44 of the Draft EIR. Individual projects would be required to provide
their own environmental assessments to determine health impacts from the construction and operation
of their projects, as applicable. In the event that future individual projects may result in exposure to TACs
by sensitive receptors, these future projects would be required to analyze TAC impacts on an individual
project level, per SIVAPCD requirements, and in accordance with OEHHA guidance. It is not feasible to
develop an HRA at the Plan-level for individual development projects whose specific project details (such
as site use, size, and trip generation) are not well known at the this time. It should also be pointed out
the modeling software utilized for HRAs (such as AERMOD) are designed for individual projects, rather
than Plan-level analyses — in fact, Plan-level analyses are not even appropriate at all at such a level.
Rather, project-specific analysis is the appropriate level of analysis, at the time that each individual
project-level details are available. Implementation of General Plan Policy RC-5.2 would ensure that
exposure of the public to toxic or harmful air emissions would be minimized for each individual project,
by requiring an adequate buffer or distance between residential and other sensitive land uses and land
uses that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors. Where
uses or facilities pose substantial health risks, an project-level HRA is required to be conducted to identify

and mitigate exposure to toxic air contaminants. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response J-18: The commenter states that the Draft EIR lacks support for its conclusion that the General
Plan would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. The commenter then

provides a list of the Draft EIR’s deficiencies.

The commenter states that the first deficiency is that the Draft EIR only focuses the health risk assessment
on locations near proposed truck routes. The commenter states that these are by no means the only
source of TACs. The commenter states that trucks on existing city streets are also a source of TACs. The
commenter also states that, in addition, motor vehicles on freeways and roads (i.e. not designated truck
routes) and off-road sources such as construction equipment and trains are additional significant sources
of emissions. The commenter states that, in addition, as the Draft EIR acknowledges, there are numerous
common stationary sources of emissions, including gasoline stations, dry cleaners, and diesel backup
generators. The commenter also states that emissions would be undoubtedly generated from the

industrial development planned in the General Plan itself. The commenter states that, the fact that the
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Draft EIR focuses only on TAC emissions from new truck routes, as opposed to all of the sources of

emissions, is another serious flaw.

The commenter states that the second deficiency of the Draft EIR is that the health risk assessment relies
on a threshold of significance that is inconsistent with the threshold identified by the Air District’s
guidelines. The commenter states that the Draft EIR states that a project that contributes a cancer risk in
excess of 20 new cases in a population of one million persons would result in a significant impact,
however, the commenter states that the Air District threshold is a one of 10 cases in a million. The
commenter states that the Draft EIR provides no explanation for why it relies on this more lenient
threshold.

The commenter states that the third deficiency of the Draft EIR is that it does not provide any information
on the assumption or methodology that were used to calculate the health risks from trucks. The
commenter states that the health risk assessment in the Draft EIR but that it was not intended to satisfy
the reporting requirements under AB-2588’s “Air Toxics” Hot Spots program, which the commenter
disagrees with. The commenter states that, alternatively, the Draft EIR must document and support with

substantial evidence how its assessment ensures a commensurate protection of public health.

The commenter states that the fourth deficiency of the Draft EIR’s health risk assessment is that it focuses
only on risks near the proposed truck routes, and that it fails to adequately describe the location of all
existing sensitive receptors (and their vulnerability to air pollution exposure) that would result from all
of the development proposed by the General Plan. The commenter states that the General Plan proposes
18 million square feet of industrial development, some of which would undoubtedly be in the middle of
the vicinity of homes, schools, businesses, and churches. The commenter states that the Draft EIR does
not identify the location of existing sensitive receptors which may be exposed to air pollution as a result
of the General Plan. The commenter states that this omission renders the Draft EIR inadequate. The
commenter states that the Draft EIR did not provide sufficient description of the environmental setting,
and that a revised EIR must be prepared to identify the location of sensitive receptors in relation to areas
designated for industrial development and other land uses that could be expected to generate substantial

quantities of TACs and particulate emissions.

The commenter states that, as a result of the aforementioned deficiencies, there is insufficient
information provided in the Draft EIR to determine whether implementation of the General Plan would
expose sensitive populations to significant health risks. The commenter states that the Draft EIR certainly

lacks the evidentiary basis that such impacts would be less than significant.

This comment is noted. Firstly, the commenter is correct to state that other sources of TACs are present
within the City of Manteca, beyond the TACs associated with the heavy-duty truck routes analyzed in the
HRA associated with the Draft EIR. It should be noted that the HRA analysis included within the Draft EIR
was only intended to analyze TAC impacts from heavy-duty trucks, to address the potential for increased

truck traffic on the roadway system, as described on page 3.3-44 of the Draft EIR. Individual projects
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would be required to provide their own environmental assessments to determine health impacts from
the construction and operation of their projects, as applicable. In the event that future individual projects
may result in exposure to TACs by sensitive receptors, these future projects would be required to analyze
TAC impacts on an individual project level, per SJVAPCD requirements, and in accordance with OEHHA
guidance. It is not feasible to develop an HRA at the Plan-level for individual development projects whose
specific project details (such as site use, size, and trip generation) are not well known at the this time. It
should also be pointed out the modeling software utilized for HRAs (such as AERMOD) are designed for
individual projects, rather than Plan-level analyses — in fact, Plan-level analyses are not even feasible at
such a level. Rather, project-specific analysis is the appropriate level of analysis, at the time that each
individual project-level details are available. Implementation of General Plan Policy RC-5.2 would ensure
that exposure of the public to toxic or harmful air emissions would be minimized for each individual
project, by requiring an adequate buffer or distance between residential and other sensitive land uses
and land uses that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors.
Where uses or facilities pose substantial health risks, an project-level HRA is required to be conducted to

identify and mitigate exposure to toxic air contaminants.

With regard to the commenter’s second concern, the commenter is incorrect to state that the HRA relies
on a threshold inconsistent with the threshold identified by the Air District’s guidelines. Though the
commenter claims that the Air District threshold for cancer risk is a one of 10 cases in a million, it is in
fact one of 20 cases in a million, as provided within the HRA. Specifically, these thresholds were revised
in June 2015. That is, while prior to June 2015, the threshold was one 0of10 cases in a million, after June
2015, the Air District revised the threshold to 20 cases in a million. See the SJVAPCD CEQA ‘Thresholds of

Significance’ page for further detail: http://valleyair.org/transportation/cega idx.htm

For the specific thresholds, see: http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/0714-GAMAQI-TACs-

Thresholds-of-Significance.pdf

With regard to the commenter’s third concern, that the HRA is not intended to satisfy the reporting
requirements under AB-2588’s “Air Toxics” Hot Spots program, it should be noted that, since that the AB-
2588’s “Air Toxics” Hot Spots program is associated with stationary sources of TACs. Since the HRA
prepared for the Draft EIR only analyzed the TACs associated with the heavy-duty trucks along the road
segments with the highest increased in daily truck trips combined with the nearest sensitive receptors,
and no stationary sources were analyzed, it is appropriate that the HRA does not satisfy the reporting
requirements under AB-2588’s “Air Toxics” Hot Spots program. Ultimately, the commenter’s concern in
this regard is unfounded. As described previously (above), the HRA analysis included within the Draft EIR
was only intended to analyze TAC impacts from heavy-duty trucks, to address the potential for increased
truck traffic on the roadway system, rather than to try to address all possible sources of TACs that could
occur in Manteca. Individual projects would be required to provide their own environmental assessments
to determine health impacts from the construction and operation of their projects, as applicable. In the

event that future individual projects may result in exposure to TACs by sensitive receptors, these future

2.0-126 Final Environmental Impact Report — Manteca General Plan Update



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

projects would be required to analyze TAC impacts on an individual project level, per SJVAPCD
requirements, and in accordance with OEHHA guidance. It is not feasible to develop an HRA at the Plan-
level for individual development projects whose specific project details (such as site use, size, and trip
generation) are not well known at the this time. It should also be pointed out the modeling software
utilized for HRAs (such as AERMOD) are designed for individual projects, rather than Plan-level analyses
—infact, Plan-level analyses are not feasible or even meaningfully possible at such a level. Rather, project-
specific analysis is the appropriate level of analysis for individual projects, at the time that each individual

project-level details are available.

Lastly, with regard to the fourth concern identified by the commenter, refer to the previous paragraph
(above) for the reasoning behind why the TAC risks associated with heavy-duty trucks along the road
segments with the highest increased in daily truck trips combined with the nearest sensitive receptors
were the only TAC risks modeled and analyzed in the project HRA. Separately, it should be noted that all
nearby existing sensitive receptors that could meaningfully be affected by such TACs were modeled
within the HRA modeling software, as described in the project HRA. Specifically, as described on page 7
of the HRA, “Receptors were placed at locations of nearby sensitive receptors, including residential and
workplace locations. This allows for an analysis of the receptors that have the potential be most affected
by the TACs generated by the proposed project.” Ultimately, it is neither reasonable nor expected by the
Air District to model all possible sensitive receptors, since TACs disperse geometrically, thereby affecting
the sensitive receptors that surround sources of TACs, rather than those at distances much farther from
the source of TACs; rather, the SIVAPCD advises that those sensitive receptors that are closest to the
sources of TACs being modeled should be analyzed (in all directions). The HRA prepared for the Draft EIR
followed such an approach, ensuring that the sensitive receptors that have the most potential to be
affected by TACs generated by the proposed project were modeled. No further response to this

comment is warranted.

Response J-19: The commenter states that the methodology employed in the Draft EIR to address
greenhouse gas emissions is fatally flawed. The commenter states that the “less than significant” impact
identified for greenhouse gas impacts is astounding and defies common sense. The commenter states
that they disagree with the methodology and conclusions that are contained within the Draft EIR’s GHG

analysis.

Further, the commenter states that, as the Supreme Court found in Center for Biological Diversity v.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) (“Newhall Ranch”), it may not make sense to translate
a general standard to a specific project. The commenter states that, in fact, Newhall Ranch noted that
new projects — such as this Project — may require an even greater level of emission reduction. The
commenter states that, since 2010, it has become clear that any additional GHG emissions will contribute
to a serious and growing climate crisis. The commenter states that, given the facts on the ground, the
Draft EIR should establish a ‘net zero’ threshold for new emissions. The commenter states that the Draft

EIR neglects reference to California Executive Order 55-18, while also failing to explain why this project
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should not be judged by a significance threshold requiring no net increase in GHG emissions, since, the
commenter claims that this is the standard necessary to comply with the State’s climate change plans

and policies.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR comes to a totally different interpretation of the Center for
Biological Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife. The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to
even consider, much less give a coherent reason why a “no net increase” methodology should not be
used. The commenter states that, instead, the Draft EIR analysis uses a tortuous (and circuitous)
argument to propose a methodology that bypasses a consistency determination with State statutes and
recent court decisions. The commenter states that the Draft EIR erroneously offers a methodology relying
solely on a consistency determination with the City’s 10-year old outdated deficient Climate Action Plan
(CAP).

The commenter states that there is a major problem with the methodology for analyzing GHG emissions
within the Draft EIR. The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to list or even summarize the policies
and programs in the “outdated” 2013 CAP that would purportedly help mitigate the greenhouse gas
impacts of new development under the General Plan. The commenter states that, use of such a “flimsy”
gualitative analysis leads to the fatally flawed conclusion contained in the Draft EIR. The commenter finds
fault with the lack of quantitative justification for the ‘less than significant’ GHG impact found by the
Draft EIR.

The commenter concludes by stating that the argument utilized to justify a ‘less than significant’
determination for GHG impacts in the Draft EIR is insufficient, since it relies on the fact the individual
projects would conform to a 10-year old CAP to be updated sometime in the future. The commenter
states that this analysis is flawed for the reasons outlined above, and should be rejected. The commenter
states that the Draft EIR analysis must be revised to include a quantitative assessment of the total GHG
emissions expected under the proposed General Plan, based on VMT and other metrics. The commenter
states that other jurisdictions prepare EIRs that include such quantitative projections, and that the City
of Manteca must do also. The commenter states that deferral of measures to reduce impacts to a future

time is contrary to CEQA requirements and flies in the face of one of the most important court cases.

This comment is noted. Firstly, it should be noted that the Draft EIR does in fact make reference to
Governor Brown’s Executive Order 55-18. Specifically, page 3.7-10 of the Draft EIR states that “In 2018,
the Governor issued Executive Order B-55-18, which established a statewide goal to “achieve carbon
neutrality as soon as possible, and no later than 2045, and maintain and achieve negative emissions
thereafter.” The order directs the CARB to work with other State agencies to identify and recommend

measures to achieve those goals.”

With regard to the commenter’s request that the Draft EIR should establish a net zero threshold for new
emissions, it should be noted that the Draft EIR’s approach to addressing potential greenhouse gas and

climate impacts is to rely on an assessment of the proposed project for consistency with the City of
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Manteca Climate Action Plan (CAP), which is specifically designed to reduce GHG emissions in accordance
with the GHG emission reduction targets identified by the State of California in the CARB Scoping Plan.
Additionally, a qualitative analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with other relevant planning
documents and relevant laws was also provided in the Draft EIR. Ultimately, consistency with a Qualified
GHG Reduction Plan, such as the CAP, which is required to be updated to be consistent with future state
requirements for greenhouse gas emissions (i.e. for years 2030 and 2050), supersedes any specific
numerical threshold identified at this point in time for the City of Manteca. It should also be noted that
a guantitative analysis of the General Plan’s potential GHG impacts is not appropriate at this level, since
the details regarding the individual projects associated with buildout of the General Plan are not known

at this time.

Further, as described in Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and Energy of the Draft EIR, the
various policies and implementing actions provided within the General Plan would support and
implement the goals established by the CAP, and that would minimize potential impacts associated with
GHG emissions in the Planning Area. Crucially, as described by the commenter, the proposed General
Plan includes Implementation Action RC-4a, which requires the City to update the City’s existing CAP to
achieve the State’s greenhouse gas reduction targets beyond 2020, which would include the 2030 and
2050 targets. Updates to the CAP would align the City’s GHG reduction targets and associated reduction
measures with the statewide GHG reduction targets. Should the State of California move forward with a
“net-zero” goal by 2045, as identified in Governor Brown’s 23018 Executive Order 55-18, then future
CAPs for the City would be required to establish such a goal for the City for year 2045. Therefore, rather
than prematurely established a “net-zero” goal for the City as a threshold for the General Plan, it would
be more appropriate to follow the approach taken in the Draft EIR for analyzing the General Plan’s impact
on GHGs and climate change (That is, evaluating the Project’s consistency with the Manteca CAP and the
State’s GHG reduction goals, which the General Plan policies require the City to be consistent with). In
contrast to the commenter’s claim that the GHG analysis simply ‘relies on a 10-year old CAP’, the Draft
EIR describes how the City’s CAP is required to be updated to reflect the new future year GHG reduction
targets established by the State for future years, including years 2030 and 2050.

Response J-20: The commenter lists suggested revisions to General Plan Policy RC-4.1, Policies RC-4.3
through RC-4.9, and Implementation Actions RC-4a and RC-4b.

While these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the suggested revisions are

addressed for informational purposes.

e Policy RC-4.1: The commenter suggests deleting this policy. The policy was not deleted as this
policy, which supports and encourages the conservation of energy, is warranted.

e Policy RC-4.3: The commenter suggests adding “updated” to the policy. This revision was made.
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e Policy RC-4.4: The commenter suggests deleting this policy. The policy was not deleted as this
policy, which ensures that land use and circulation improvements are coordinated to reduce the
number and length of vehicle trips, is warranted.

e Policy RC-4.5: The commenter suggests revising this policy. These revisions were made, along
with additional edits to ensure feasibility of the requirement.

e Policy RC-4.6: The commenter suggests revising this policy. These revisions were made, along
with additional edits to ensure feasibility of the requirement.

e Policy RC-4.7: The commenter suggests revising this policy. These revisions were made, along
with additional edits to ensure feasibility of the requirement.

e Policy RC-4.8: The commenter suggests deleting this policy. The policy was not deleted as this
policy, which aims to increase energy efficiency and conservation in public buildings and
infrastructure, is warranted.

e Policy RC-4.9: The commenter suggests deleting this policy. The policy was not deleted as this
policy, which encourages the conservation of public utilities and use of renewable energy
technologies in new development, rehabilitation projects, and in City buildings and facilities, is
warranted.

e Action RC-4a: The commenter suggests revising this policy. These revisions were made, except
that the Climate Action Plan will be updated by 2025.

e Action RC-4b: The commenter suggests revising this policy. The policy has been revised to reflect

the majority of the recommendations.

Response J-21: The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to recommend any additional edits to
strengthen the General Plan policies and actions requiring HRAs for industrial projects located in
proximity to residences. The commenter states that they observe at the adjacent neighboring jurisdiction
(City of Lathrop) recently adopted the Lathrop General Plan, which includes relevant policies and action
measures. The commenter states that they recommend that the proposed Manteca General Plan policies

and action items be amended to at least match the Lathrop policies.

The commenter cites Lathrop Policy LU-5.5 that “Ensure that industrial development projects, including
warehouse, distribution, logistics, and fulfillment projects, mitigate adverse impacts (including health
risks and nuisances) to nearby residential land uses and other existing and planned sensitive receptors.

The commenter also cites Lathrop Implementation Action LU-5.c and Implementation Action LU-5.d.

This comment is noted. While the City of Manteca is near to the City of Lathrop, and the City of Lathrop’s
General Plan also recently underwent an update, each City is different. Moreover, the City of Manteca
General Plan Update already includes several policies and implementing actions that require HRAs for
individual development projects in the City of Manteca, including for industrial projects located in

proximity to residences.
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The commenter is referred to Policy LU-5.4 which ensures that employment-generating development,
such as industrial, warehouse, distribution, logistics, and fulfillment projects, does not result in adverse
impacts (including health risks and nuisances), particularly to residential uses and other sensitive
receptors. This has the same result as Lathrop Policy LU-5.5 referenced by the commenter. Similarly,
Implementation Action LU-5e (see paragraph 1 of the action) has the same effect as Lathrop
Implementation Action LU-5c referenced by the commenter. Implementation Action LU5e (see
paragraph 2 of the action) has the same effect as Lathrop Implementation Action 5d, except that
Manteca’s action ensures that the BMPs are based on those recommended by CARB, SIVAPCD, and the

California Attorney General.

Further, General Plan Implementing action LU-5f, has been revised in response to comments on the
Recirculated Draft EIR and Revised Draft General Plan, requires that the Municipal Code be updated to
include Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities. That said, it should be noted
that there is no legal requirement for the City of Manteca to require that all projects proposed within
1,000 square feet of existing or planned residential uses or other sensitive receptors must prepare an
HRA. Rather, an HRA is required on a project-by-project basis, if it will generate a substantial number of
TACs. Policy RC-5.2 of the General Plan requires HRAs to be developed where individual development

projects pose substantial health risks, rather than delineating an arbitrary distance to sensitive receptors.

Overall, the proposed General Plan includes policies and programs that would limit exposure to TAC and
PM concentrations within the city. These policies and actions are included within various elements of the
General Plan. For example, Policy LU-3.9 requires that land uses are located away from excessive smoke,
dust, and odors, including buffers for transitional uses, to ensure health and well-being of residents. In
addition, Policy LU-9.2 requires that, as part of land use decisions, environmental justice issues related
to potential health impacts associated with land use decisions are considered and addressed. Policy RC-
5.2 would ensure that exposure of the public to toxic or harmful air emissions would be minimized by
requiring an adequate buffer or distance between residential and other sensitive land uses and land uses
that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors, and where
uses or facilities pose substantial health risks, require that a Health Risk Assessment is conducted to
identify and mitigate exposure to toxic air contaminants. No further response to this comment is

warranted.

Response J-22: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not disclose the amount of industrial
development that could result, and that the noise analysis is incomplete and does not meet CEQA

standards.

The amount of industrial uses is disclosed in Chapter 2.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. See Table 2.0-1 of
Chapter 2.0. As shown, the General Plan designates 295 acres for Business Industrial Park uses, 2,262

acres of Industrial uses, and 232 acres of Agricultural Industrial uses. Industrial uses are also discussed in
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the Noise section of the Recirculated Draft EIR. See Impact 3.12-3, for example, which discusses various

industrial stationary noise sources.
With respect to noise, see Response J-23 which addresses the commenter’s specific concerns.

Response J-23: The commenter states that the policies in the noise section are vague and unenforceable
and would not ensure that sensitive receptors would not be subjected to ongoing excessive noise from
future development and truck traffic. The commenter provides suggested policy language changes. The
commenter also states that Policy S-6g allows a project that exceeds the noise standards to be approved,
and this should be removed. The commenter further states that the policies and actions are not sufficient

to protect receptors.

Additionally, the commenter states that the railroad noises have been shown to be higher in lower
income areas, and this impact was determined to be less than significant. The commenter then provides

comments on the General Plan policies.

In accordance with Policy S-6g, if the City Council finds through the CEQA process that there are
overriding considerations, a project may be able to exceed the noise standards. The policies and actions
are adequate to ensure impacts related to railroad noise are less than significant. For example, Policy S-
6.4 requires residential and other noise-sensitive development projects to satisfy the noise level criteria
in Tables S-1 and S-2. Additionally, in accordance with Policy S-6.7, where the development of residential
or other noise-sensitive land use is proposed for a noise-impacted area or where the development of a
stationary noise source is proposed in the vicinity of noise-sensitive uses, an acoustical analysis is
required as part of the development review process so that noise mitigation may be considered in the

project design. The acoustical analysis shall:

e Be the responsibility of the applicant.

e Be prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant experienced in the fields of environmental
noise assessment and architectural acoustics.

¢ Include representative noise level measurements with sufficient sampling periods and locations
to adequately describe local conditions and the predominant noise sources.

e Estimate existing and projected (20 years) noise levels in terms of the standards of Table S-1 or
Table S-2, and compare those levels to the adopted policies of the Noise Element.

e Recommend appropriate mitigation measures to achieve compliance with the adopted policies
and standards of the Noise Element.

e Estimate noise exposure after the prescribed mitigation measures have been implemented.

e If necessary, describe a post-project assessment program to monitor the effectiveness of the

proposed mitigation measures.
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Further, in accordance with Policy S-6.12, for new residential development backing on to a freeway or
railroad right-of-way, the developer shall be required to incorporate appropriate noise-attenuation

measures to satisfy the performance standards in Table S-1.

Response J-24: The commenter states that the Recirculated Draft EIR did not include any analysis
regarding liquefaction hazards other than Impact 3.6-3. The commenter concludes that the analysis must
be amended to include an evaluation of the suitability of the planned urban facilities or structures on
current open space or agricultural lands or the likelihood that liquefaction related damage maybe

significant.

As discussed on page 3.6-5 of Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the potential
for liquefaction is highest when groundwater levels are high, and loose, fine, sandy soils occur at depths
of less than 50 feet. Soil data from the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey
(NRCS 2020) suggests that the potential for liquefaction ranges from low to high within the Planning Area

given that many soils are high in sand and the water table is moderately high.

Impacts related to liquefaction related to seismic-related ground failure is discussed in Impact 3.6-1,
while non-seismic related liquefaction is discussed in Impact 3.6-3. As discussed in Impact 3.6-3, areas
along existing waterways, such as San Joaquin River, are defined as having the greatest potential for
liquefaction. Future development and improvement projects would be required to have a specific
geotechnical study prepared and incorporated into the improvement design, consistent with the
requirements of the State and City codes. In addition to the requirements associated with the CBSC and
the Municipal Code, the General Plan includes policies and actions to ensure that development projects
address potential geologic hazards, at-risk buildings and infrastructure is evaluated for potential risks,

and site-specific studies are completed for area subject to liquefaction.

The liquefaction related analyses included in the Recirculated Draft EIR are adequate and no revisions

are warranted or required.

Response J-25: The commenter cites page 3.9-32 of Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the
Recirculated Draft EIR related to flooding and concludes by stating that the analysis does not describe

how future growth would increase impervious surfaces and affect flood levels in the San Joaquin River.

Stormwater runoff as it relates to flooding is discussed in various sections of the Hydrology and Water
Quality section of the Recirculated Draft EIR. For example, as discussed on page 3.9-30 of the Recirculated
Draft EIR, a gradual increase in impervious cover associated with new development could increase
operational storm water runoff. An agreement between the City and South San Joaquin Irrigation District
(SSJID) requires that the City monitor stormwater discharges to SSJID facilities to make sure that facilities
capacities are not exceeded. The City is also required to control stormwater quality to meet applicable
regulations. The detention basins are used to detain stormwater to attenuate peak flows before pumping

drainage flows into SSJID facilities. Where required, to meet NPDES permit requirements, stormwater is
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treated prior to release to natural water bodies within the area. Treatment is provided at detention basin
sites, or by on-site source control. Most of the City’s pump stations pump from detention basins into the
SSJID laterals and drains. The City system also includes 10 water level monitoring stations that are used
to obtain real-time water level measurements at critical low points in the system, to prevent flooding.

The storm drain system is monitored and controlled remotely through SCADA (City of Manteca, 2013).

Additionally, as noted on page 3.9-31, the City manages local storm drain facilities and the SJAFCA is
responsible for regional flood control planning. The City utilizes SSJID facilities for local storm water
management. Provision of stormwater detention facilities as needed would reduce runoff rates and peak
flows. The City has developed the General Plan to include policies and actions that, when implemented,
will reduce flooding from new development, reduce storm water pollution from new development, and
protect and enhance natural storm drainage and water quality features, which will in turn minimize water

quality impacts.

Further, increased impervious surface which would result from future development in the Planning Area
are discussed on pages 3.9-32 through 3.9-37 of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

The stormwater runoff analyses included in the Recirculated Draft EIR are adequate and no revisions are

warranted or required.

Response J-26: The commenter states that the following text should be added to page 3.9-9 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR: “The Sustainability Plan was submitted for review to the State and the Plan was

rejected as incomplete.”

The suggested text addition is not currently accurate. As noted in the Notice of Intent (NOI) to Adopt an
Amended Groundwater Sustainability Plan (Eastern San Joaquin Groundwater Authority, April 2022)3, in
a letter dated January 28, 2022, the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was determined to be
incomplete and identified corrective actions that must be completed within 180 days of the
determination. In response to this determination, the GSP was revised in June 2022. Each of the GSAs
intend to hold separate public hearings to consider adoption of the amended GSP after July 15, 2022,
which is no earlier than 90 days from the date of the NOI.

See Chapter 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR for the updated text which describes the status of the GSP.
Response J-27: The commenter suggests edits to the Community Facilities Element.

While these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the suggested revisions are

addressed for informational purposes.

3 Available: http://www.esjgroundwater.org/Documents/GSP
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e CF-9.3: This policy is revised to include libraries, community centers, and the Manteca Transit
Center.

e CF-10: The commenter recommends adding language to encourage/facilitate reductions in the
use of fossil fuels. This section has been revised to refer the reader to the Resource Conservation
Element in relation to reducing fossil fuels use. The commenter is referred to the Resource
Conservation Element, including Goal RC-4 and implementing policies and actions which address
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, reducing energy usage, and supports use of renewable
energy resources. Goal RC-5 and implementing policies and actions address air quality, including
requiring installation of energy-efficient appliances, including wood-burning devices.

e CF-11f: The comment’s suggestion that “Consider” be replaced with “Mandate” in reference to
an ordinance requiring single-use foot utensils, wrappers, and containers be made from
biodegradable materials and prohibiting Styrofoam containers and coolers is noted for the
decision-makers’ consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response J-28: The commenter discusses the CEQA Guidelines and concludes that the City must prepare
a revised EIR that will include substantial new information and analysis. The revisions to the Recirculated
Draft EIR and the Revised Draft General Plan do not result in any new significant information or changes

to the project that would warrant recirculation.
Please see Responses J-1 through J-27.

Response J-29: The commenter provides conclusionary language and states that they are available to

meet with staff and applicants to further discuss.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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To: Chris Erias, Director
City of Manteca Development Services Planning
Manteca Mayor and City Council Members
Manteca Planning Commission Members

From: Beatrice Lingenfelter, Resident
2353 Fawnwood Lane
Manteca, CA 9533 (209)765-0576

Date: January 5, 2023

Re: Comments on Draft Recirculated Environmental Impact Report for
the Revised Manteca General Plan

After reading the DEIR for the Revised Manteca General Plan, | have some
concerns and questions which | am requesting you to address. These are listed
below:

1. There are numerous separate impact findings that were categorized as
“Potentially Significant” in the original draft EIR that in this current
document have been changed to “Less than Significant” with no substantial
reasoning other than to indicate that issues related to these impacts would
be dealt with or mitigated in the future. Most of these items relate to air
quality, impact of growth of warehouse projects, increased housing
development, traffic congestion and noise.

2. | am concerned that the City has no comprehensive plan to mitigate air
pollution and noise pollution of warehouse projects developed in proximity
to residential areas. How will the city ensure that these projects do not
negatively impact the health and well-being of residents? | am requesting
that the city address the following in the General Plan.

a. Requirements for clean energy fueled trucks traveling to and from
warehouses

b. Requirements for clean energy such as solar panels for operations of
warehouse facilities

2.0-136 Final Environmental Impact Report — Manteca General Plan Update

K-1

K-2



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

2.0

c. Requirements for charging stations for EV trucks, vans etc. using these
warehouse facilities

d. Assist nearby residents with funding to mitigate exposure tc emissions
and noise from warehouse and industrial operations.

e. Set a date within the next 12 months by which the City adopts specific
comprehensive mitigation measures prior to approval of any future
warehouse projects and set specific enforceable penalties for
noncompliance to those measures.

3. | am requesting that the city address each of the numerous items changed
from “Potentially Significant” to “Less than Significant” in this revised EIR.
The current proposed General Plan estimates that the population of
Manteca will be 211,003 with much of the housing being low density
developments increasing the suburban sprawl currently occurring. All of the
items considered “Less than Significant” such as air quality, water quality,
traffic congestion and emissions and noise will be unavoidably impacted by
such a major increase in population. Vague references to future proposed
actions are not sufficient to generate support for this plan. | am requesting
specific data to support why these items were reduced to “Less than
Significant Impact”.

4. | am requesting that the City meet with representatives from concerned
parties and with concerned individual city residents to collaboratively work
to address these and other concerns related to the proposed Geneal Plan.
This current DEIR has too many gaps and omissions to stand as a
foundational plan for the future of Manteca. | urge the city to really hear
the concerns expressed in my letter and in others submitted and to find
ways to move forward positively and together.

Thank you.
Sincerely yours,
Beatrice Lingenfelter

Cc:  Mayor and City Council members
Planning Commission members
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Response to Letter K:  Beatrice Lingenfelter, Resident

Response K-1: The commenter states that numerous impacts changed from “Potentially Significant” in
the original Draft EIR to “Less Than Significant” in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The commenter concludes
by stating that most of the items relate to air quality, impact of growth of warehouse projects, increased

housing development, traffic congestion, and noise.
See Response A-1.

Response K-2: The commenter expresses concerns regarding air and noise pollution and requests that
the General Plan address requirements for clean energy fueled trucks, solar panels, EV charging, exposure

to emissions and noise, and specific measures for warehouse projects.

Please Responses A-4 through A-6. Please see Section 3.3, Air Quality, and Section 3.12, Noise, of the
Recirculated Draft EIR for a complete discussion of impacts related to air and noise pollution. While the
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is
noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the
adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response K-3: The commenter requests that the City address the impact conclusions which changed
from “Potentially Significant” in the original Draft EIR to “Less Than Significant” in the Recirculated Draft
EIR. The commenter also states that the references to proposed actions are not sufficient to generate
support for the General Plan Update. The commenter requests specific data to support why these

impacts were reduced to “Less Than Significant” in the Recirculated Draft EIR.
Please see Response A-1.

Response K-4: The commenter requests that the City meet with concerned parties and individual

residents to address these and other concerns.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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January 6, 2023

Lea Simvoulakis

1001 W. Center St

Manteca, CA 95337

Re: Manteca’s Revised Draft General Plan Update and Recirculated Draft Program EIR

In 2021 five people including myself from the Democratic Club of Manteca submitted questions,
comments and concerns regarding the proposed General Plan. We recommended stronger wording in
the GP (such as should vs shall, regularly vs periodically, and ensure vs support) with the goal of
bringing the General plan to a position of regular oversight vs occasional. We focused our comments on
the Land use section and Circulation Implementation section. We did not receive a response from the
city although it appears that in the revised General Plan of 2022 some of our comments were
incorporated into the GP. Another outcome we wanted to see was better communication with the
residents of Manteca regarding resident input for important decisions concerning the city’s future
through the city using social media, print media, and now the upgraded city website. What methods of
communication have been employed to let Mantecans know about the Revised Manteca General Plan
and the Rec. Draft EIR in 2022. Yes, there was a public meeting on December 7" but | didn’t see any
posts thereafter on the city’s FB page {(of which | am a member) regarding the comment period. | found
out about it by word of mouth. The city needs to do a better job of informing residents of comment
periods and deadlines for them.

In our 2021 comments about the GP we were and still are concerned about urban sprawl.. with low
density structures (overtaking agricultural land) and we now ask what provisions are there for balancing
that with employment opportunities. Without sufficient jobs to employ the proposed increase of
residents, we will become a bedroom community with residents who spend less time in Manteca and
more on the road going to and from their jobs in other areas. We also wanted (then) and still want now
for developers to be good neighbors and contribute to the betterment of our community from which
they so amply benefit. We asked for then and still want to see a community benefits agreement with
developers. We are a struggling community economically and all we have to offer these developers is
our land and resources. Their projects may result in congestion on our roads and contaminants in our air
and less land to grow food on. Is it too much to ask them to help our community and mitigate some of
the impact of their developments.

| also wish to add additional comments on the Draft Recirculated Environmental impact report (DEIR)
and the revised Manteca General Plan. | am knowledgeable of Eric Parfrey from the Sierra Club and his
comment letter regarding serious concerns about the GP and DEIR and the lack of substantive analyses
and data. |agree with his statements of the serious violations of current legal requirements for cities in
the general plan. The statement that has been put forth by someone on city staff that the General Plan
is a requirement by the state and that it does not have to be specific and is just a road map that may or
may hot happen is soundly debunked in Eric’s letter. Here are a few specifics..

1. The downgrading of 37 impact findings from Potentially Significant in 2021 to Less than
Significant in this current DEIR iteration. An unprecedented action without any justification. This
must be addressed and corrected.

2. The lack of adequate analyses when it comes to the air quality, green gas emissions and public
health. Considering San Joaquin Valley is notorious for its poor air quality, why is the GP not
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taking it seriously and doing a better job of analyzing the problem and requiring solutions. The
Sierra Club’s letter does a great service to Manteca by exposing in detail toxic air contaminants
TAC and green house gases GHG and why the General Plan must correct the errors and
omissions of the current DEIR. The Sierra Club rightfully demands that the city prepare a revised
EIR to include substantial new information and analysis. | agree.

Population growth must be managed with the best practices available or there will be
congestion, pollution, overuse of resources, inadequate services and insufficient employment.
Also, is the city planning for the many children that will need to educated, will need parks and
activities and libraries as a resource where they can go and do their homework in a quiet place
and have access to the internet that they may not have at home. Is the city planning for
libraries closer to where many young families live and will live. Our present situation with one
downtown library will not meet the needs of a growing city. If this is truly the family city, then
open a library south of 120 and north of Louise. Make the children here a priority. They are our
future.

I am concerned that the DEIR does not address mitigating the use of fossil fuels in buildings by
the installation of solar panels and by using zero emission trucks. This is especially needed in
our area due to poor air quality. If companies want to come here, let them be good neighbors.
The city code needs to include Good neighbor Guidelines for warehouse distribution facilities.
The Sierra Club letter does an excellent job of laying out the steps the city needs to take
regarding making warehouses a good neighbor to those who are close to them and to the rest of
the city residents.

Finally | will close with saying let Manteca champion environmental justice, economic justice
and social justice in our community. Let there be opportunities for success and support systems
in place that give a leg up to its residents. Then Manteca will truly live up to its claim as the
family city.

Sincerely yours,

Phyllis McDonald

Member of AIM

(advocates for improving Manteca)
fillus@comcast.net
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Response to Letter L:  Phyllis McDonald, Member, AIM

Response L-1: The commenter provides background information regarding the commenter’s
experience with past outreach during the General Plan process. With respect to the Recirculated Draft
EIR, the commenter states they agree with the Sierra Club letter and states specific comments that they

agree with.

This comment is noted. The Notice of Availability of the Recirculated Draft EIR and Revised Draft General
Plan was published in the Manteca Bulletin on November 22, 2022, posted at City Hall, posted on the
City’s website, posted on the General Plan Update website, sent to individuals and entities that had
commented on the May 2021 Draft General Plan and Draft EIR, posted on the State Clearinghouse

website, and sent to local and regional agencies. See Responses L-2 through L-5.

Response L-2: The commenter lists a specific concern regarding 37 impacts changing from “Potentially
Significant” in the original Draft EIR to “Less Than Significant” in the Recirculated Draft EIR. See Response
A-1.

Response L-3: The commenter states that the analyses pertaining to air quality, greenhouse gas

emissions, and public health is inadequate.

Please see the responses to the Sierra Club letter (Letter J). Without more detailed comments on the

listed topics, a detailed response cannot be provided.

Response L-4: The commenter states that population growth and associated increased demand for
public services and increased emissions and traffic must be managed with best practices available. The

commenter recommends opening a library south of 120 and north of Louise.

The commenter is directed Section 3.10, Land Use, Population and Housing, Section 3.14, Transportation
and Circulation, Section 3.15, Utilities, and Section 3.13, Public Services and Recreation. Each section
contains detailed impact discussions pertaining to the general concerns listed by the commenter. The
recommendation for a new library location is noted for the decision-makers’ consideration of topics

beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response L-5: The commenter states concerns that the Draft EIR does not address mitigating the use
of fossil fuels in buildings by the installation of solar panels and by using solar panels and zero emission
trucks. The commenter also states that the City code needs to include Good Neighbor Guidelines for

warehouse distribution facilities.

See Responses A-4 through A-6.
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To: Lea Simvoulakis 1/3/2023
From: Louie Tallerico
Re: Policy Area 4 of the Draft General Plan dated 11/6/2022

| am opposed to the zoning designation of Business Industrial Park (BIP) on the south side of
Lovelace Road that is shown for Policy Area 4 in the latest Draft General Plan. | have partial
ownership in properties on the north, west, and south side of the Lovelace Transfer Station.
In the latest Draft General Plan land use map, my two land parcels south of Lovelace Road
were changed from Low Density Residential (LDR), in the current general plan, to two
completely separate land uses. The southerly portion of my parcels remaining as LDR and the
northerly portion of the land rezoned to BIP. This adds a zoning designation that is
inappropriate for the area south of Lovelace Road. A BIP zoning designation would back to
adjacent residential resulting in two unrelated uses adjoining each other. It is my belief that a
true physical feature such as a roadway, cannel, park, open space, etc., is necessary to
separate these two unrelated land uses. Lovelace Road is such a feature that would divide
these uses. Having all residential south of Lovelace and Industrial along with BIP north of
Lovelace in the vicinity of the Lovelace Transfer Station makes sense from a planning

standpoint. These are similar zoning designations and uses.

| presume these changes were incorporated because of the location of the Lovelace Transfer
Station. A recent study conducted by the county identified challenges with location, safety,
inefficiencies and insufficiencies of the Lovelace Transfer Station. It also identified significant
deficiencies. Based on this study, the county developed conceptual designs of a state of the
art facility and studied alternate locations. They then selected a preliminary design and a
new location for the facility. It is also my understanding that Manteca will most likely
continue sending garbage to the county when it establishes the new facility. The timeframe
for the new county facility has not been finalized. But, it most likely will occur within 5 years.
Thus, there is a high probability that the Lovelace Transfer Station will not be operational
after another five years.

The land use for Policy Area 4 which covers the transfer station is presented in Figure LU-7.
The land use shown on the figure is based on the transfer station being operational. It states
that the goal is to reduce conflicts “while the facility is operational”. If development occurs
after the transfer station is closed, the updated General Plan should capture this transition
for the Lovelace Transfer Facility and posture the surrounding area for alternate land uses.
The buffer specified for the Lovelace Transfer Station was increased from 100 feet to 500 feet
in the latest draft of the Updated General Plan. | feel this should be reduced to 200 feet. This

approach will allow the city planners and the development community the options required
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Response to Letter M: Louie Tallerico

Response M-1: The commenter provides comments regarding the proposed land use designation for
parcels they own. The commenter discusses the Lovelace Transfer Station and their future plans for
expansion. The commenter states that the buffer between the Station and other uses was increased from
100 to 500 feet, and suggests reducing it to 200 feet.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR and is noted for the decision-

makers’ consideration.
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From: cardozent@aol.com

Sent: Friday, January 6, 2023 3:07 PM
To: Simvoulakis, Lea

Subject: LU-2 Land use map.

WARNING! This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Lea

’

In reviewing the land use map I'm not in favor as proposed.

The land South of Lovelace Rd between Airport Way and Union Rd has always been residential on the sphere of
influence map and the proposed use of a business industrial park has never been talked about. Lovelace Rd can be a
natural buffer between residential to the South and industrial to the North and placing industrial South of Lovelace Rd will
only increase heavy truck traffic and turn Union Rd into a non-approved truck route.

Residential South of Lovelace Rd makes sense since City services are in place up Airport Way. As you know City
residential areas cannot grow West, are limited to the South because of flooding and does not have proper infrastructure
to the East.

We have been actively marketing this property for residential development and have been under contract twice.

Please keep this area residential.

| own the Northwest corner of Cottage and Louise Ave and this land was always future residential and | had MCR meet
with you about a proposed residential development. | can see maybe an acre or 2 of commercial on the corner but not 10
acres, there is not enough residential in the area to support a project of that size.

The need for large commercial centers is in decline with people shopping online, home delivery and the future use of
delivery drones. Over the past years big box retailers have fallen by the wayside with Sears, K-mart, Toys R Us, Mervyns,
Circuit City, Radio Shack etc. just name a few.

I'would like this property to remain residential.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Ed Cardoza Jr.
Cardoza Enterprises
P.O. Box 1022
Manteca, Ca 95336
209-239-M141
209-823-3414 (Fax)
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Response to Letter N: Ed Cardoza Jr., Cardoza Enterprises
Response N-1: The commenter states that they are not in favor of the proposed land use designation
for the property they own. The commenter also states that residential land south of Lovelace Road makes

sense since City services are in place up Airport Way.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR, or compliance with
CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of
topics beyond the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

Response N-2: The commenter states that they own land at the northwest corner of Cottage and Louise
Avenue and they can see two acres, not ten acres, of commercial on the corner. The commenter states
that the need for large commercial centers is in decline. The commenter concludes by stating that they

would like the property to remain residential.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR, or compliance with
CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of
topics beyond the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR.
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From: Cynthia Schisler <ces95135@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Friday, January 6, 2023 5:28 PM

To: Erias, Chris; MayorCouncilClerk; Simvoulakis, Lea; Smith, Kristy
Subject: Comments on Proposed Manteca General Plan and DEIR

WARNING! This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

| have reviewed your latest submission to the public for comment regarding above subject and have found some
deficiencies.

However, before | dive into my comments, a few remarks:

1) your latest submission was sent over the 2022 Thanksgiving & Christmas & New Year holidays providing much
less than 45 days available for review & comment;

2) in the initial DEIR submitted for review, thirty-seven items have changed from “potentially significant” to “less
than significant.” 1st, both of these terms need specific definition; 2nd, what was the reasoning for diminishing the
weight of these items. | believe a letter dated today from Eric Parley of the Sierra Club has identified these 37 items for
your edification.

Comments from 5/29/21 letter to J. D. Hightower, Interim Community Development Director:

C-5g Comment - Developers must pay their share to maintain and improve the use of our roads. Their impact is
significant with regard to air quality, noise pollution, and the finances needed for maintenance. They place a huge
burden on our community.

C-2i Comment - Aggressively pursue available Grant funding to reduce financial burden to the City. Does the City employ
a staff Grant writer or does it get contracted to a consultant? It would seem a reasonable expense to augment the City’s
coffers.

C-6e - 6g Comment - Community meetings should be continually held for public input. Trucking issues impact us with
regard to air quality, noise pollution, road degradation and in general, quality of life. Trucking requirements should be
tailored to our community needs not the needs of the trucking industry. Environmental concerns should be addressed

through CEQA guidelines.

These are but a few comments of the many identified previously. | look forward to your next DEIR submission for public
comment.

Regards,

Cynthia (Cindi) Schisler
AIM Member

Sent from my iPad
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Response to Letter O:  Cynthia Schisler, Member, AIM

Response O-1: The commenter states that the latest submission provided during the 2022 holidays
provided less than 45-days to review and comment. The commenter also states that 37 impact findings
were changed from “Potentially Significant” in the original Draft EIR to “Less than Significant” in the
Recirculated Draft EIR and questions the reasoning for this. The commenter reproduces a comment made
on May 29, 2021, which states: “Developers must pay their share to maintain and improve the use of our
roads. Their impact is significant with regard to air quality, noise pollution, and the finances needed for

maintenance. They place a huge burden on our community.”

The comment period began November 22, 2023 and ended January 6, 2023, which met the 45-day period
required by CEQA.

Implementation Action C-2d requires new development to participate in the implementation of
transportation improvements identified in the Major Street Master Plan, Implementation Action C-2h
ensures the Public Facilities and Infrastructure Program is regularly updated to ensure that fees collected
to address a project’s impacts on public facilities and infrastructure are consistent with construction costs
and that the project list in the PFIP is updated, and Implementation Action CF-la requires new
development to offset or mitigate impacts to community services and facilities, including fair-share

contribution of the costs of required public infrastructure and services.

Response 0-2: The commenter reproduces two comments made on May 29, 2021, which state: (1)
“Aggressively pursue available grant funding to reduce financial burden to the City. Does the City employ
a staff grant writer or does it get contracted to a consultant. It would seem a reasonable expense to
augment the City’s coffers;” and (2) Community meetings should be continually held for public input.
Trucking issues impact us with regard to air quality, noise pollution, road degradation and in general,
quality of life. Trucking requirements should be tailored to our community needs not the needs of the

trucking industry. Environmental concerns should be addressed through CEQA guidelines.”

While these comments do not address the adequacy of the Recirculated Draft EIR, the following

responses are provided for informational purposes.

Implementation Action EF-1r is added to the Economic and Fiscal Vitality Element to pursue grant funds

to reduce the financial burden to the City.

The truck issue was discussed at numerous public meetings. In addition, a more detailed truck route plan
is an implementation item of this General Plan, C-6.2. Truck trips were considered in the evaluation of
the General Plan project, including for impacts associated with air quality, discussed in Chapter 3.3,
impacts associated with noise discussed in Chapter 3.12, and impacts associated with transportation and

circulation discussed in Chapter 3.14 of the Recirculated Draft EIR.
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From: Jerry Madzier <bjmadzier@verizon.net>

Sent: Friday, January 6, 2023 4:37 PM

To: Simvoulakis, Lea

Cc: Jerry Madzier

Subject: Manteca's 2035 General Plan Comments- Being located in the County and to be

incorporated into the City of Manteca in the next 10 years maybe ?110018 E ste Rte 120,
11006 E Ste Rte 120, and 11022 E Ste Rte 120

Attachments: 10 acres- Parcel Details.pdf, Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022+Vol+2_reduced updated
Tumn SR 120 into 4 lanes from 99 to Jack Tone.pdf; Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022
+Vol+2_reduced updatedfig 3.14-1 SR 120 to be an expresswayu.pdf;
Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022+Vol+2_reduced updated pg 425 fg 3.14-14 Major St
circualtion plan, Austin goes to 4 lanes fig 3.14-14.pdf; Cal trans 405.7a Corner site
distance.pdf; Chapter 400 Intersection design, pedestrian & bicycles.pdf, STAA vehicle
designs on STAA routes.pdf, Chapter 400 405.2b decelaration lane length pdf,
CALTRANS - TRUCK MAP LEGEND- STAA 56' radius].pdf; Cal Trans STAA truck
identifier.pdf, STAA Caltrans map for district 10 truckmap-d10-a11y.pdf,
Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022 +Vol+2_reduced updated- truck traffic increase up to
227% & approx 4 yearly deaths.pdf; Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022 +Vol+2_reduced
updated pg 479 fig 3.15-1 exusting water wells pdf; table 201.7 sight distance.pdf

WARNING! This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Manteca’s 2035 General Plan Comments-

| haven’t read the entire General Plan, skimmed thru it, and am only picking at the
points that will affect me, and my local neighbors in the future!

Being located in San Joaquin County, and to be incorporated into the City of Manteca in
the next 10 years maybe ?

County Site address’ for the permitted homes:

11006 E Ste Rte 120
Manteca Ca 95336

11018 E Ste Rte 120
Manteca, Ca 95336

11022 E Ste Rte 120
Manteca Ca 95336
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down or sped up to traffic speeds safely in high traffic flows, and 11150 can’t make the
visual sight to HDM standards, to make us or our surrounding neighbors industrial.

9) 11150 E Ste Rte 120 Manteca — Truck terminal and parking proposed but they can’t
see to make a decision on a turn, make the turn into or across the highway with a big
rig, stop or accelerate the trucks, and is in the 4" year of the approval process. |
don’t want to spend tax money on a poorly designed and located truck facility, that
risks my life and other drivers just passing thru town.

10) The Roth Rd expansion and overpass. | see it on SJ counties public works website
and Cal Trans has no news of this on their budgets or future builds. Cal Trans
publicly has little information on the Austin Rd overpass, that were waiting on. Only
the City of Manteca knows anything about expanding Roth Rd over to Austin Rd, as
projected on your circulation maps and no one has exact landing points of this.

It's a great idea, but it's going to impact Austin Rd severely if you propose to add
traffic flow east of 99 and funnel it onto Austin Rd, and turn it here on the STAA
route E Ste Rte 120, with multiple trucks. Again, who intends to pay for the
improvements ? How will this be paid for ? Who pays for deaths of residents

? Where will the Roth Rd Extension land ?

The simple version is to put the trucks on 99, at the Roth Rd extension and don’t use
local roads for truck traffic.

Was a traffic study made on how many trucks would need to go Eastbound on 120
leaving the Proposed Roth Rd Extension ?

How many trucks need to leave the Roth Rd overpass and use E STE RTE 120 to
head to Escalon or Oakdale ?

Why not use the Roth Rd overpass your presenting, to put the traffic on 99 for a
short distance if the truckers need to travel east on E Ste Rte 120, instead of taking
the traffic east into the country, and down Austin Rd and E State Route 120 ? Use an
existing highway and don’t risk the existing residents lives, or expense on new roads
and developments.

The roads serve multiple purposes of development, I'm starting to realize.
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Land, right of way, water, gas, sewer, storm drains, and electrical. You need the
roads to make the other utilities work in development, it’s not just traffic! So the
Roth Rd extension to Austin may have to happen for utilities !

| guess if you take land thru eminent Domain, it doesn’t cost so much!

11)  Austin Rd is undersized for the development/ traffic increase it will see from the
Austin Rd development and overpass. The city and county fight over Austin roads
ownership, as its split East and West with Jurisdiction, and it’s in terrible need of an
upgrade where it floods out in the winter, south of E State Route 120.

What’s Manteca’s strategy to upgrade Austin Rd and pay for it ?

Who will pay to move PGE’s large overhead lines to be altered, on the West side of
Austin Rd ?

Has anyone gathered a plan, to upgrade Austin Rd and its flooding issues with the
current home owners, and safety of the existing residents that may lose a percentage
of their front yards! Anyone start a study or report of what this may take ?

The new home subdivision brought some of these items to the surface, but who
will pay for all this ? City ? How ? Without raising measures or taxes ?

The existing Austin road design cannot support the traffic your proposing in the
next 10 years. Widening Austin road is one issue, but the flooding and drainage is
another, along with safety of residents living on Austin Rd. I'd like to hear a
proposition of their safety/relocation.

What'’s the plan for the Austin Rd homeowners and residents when you plan to
modify Austin Rd ? Eminent Domain, and just take the space ? We saw the survey
stakes of the road widening/proposed sidewalk and having to move PGE’s power
poles, but thankfully there aren’t many residents on the west side, the East side
residents should be worried.

12) Water- Being a farmer and using SSJID irrigation water | understand water use.
We installed a new 30k well and have SSJID irrigation water that’s cleaner and more
affordable than well water.

The water here in the local area is high in nitrates, and new wells are expensive! 30k
for domestic and maybe 60k for irrigation wells, not including power costs so the
well works.
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Your 2005 water report shows many city wells failing and the use of SSJID water
to support the residents of Manteca. | would suspect most well casings are estimated
to last 30 yrs if steel, and how old are a majority of your water wells ?

How many new wells are planned, timelines of wells to be installed/built
with the cities new expansion by 30% population growth ? Remember, 3 major cities
rely on SSJID, glad Manteca is first in line geographically, but water is key to our
survivals.

Thankfully SSJID has a great supply at this time and manages their water system
well, but it the city needs more water for human consumption, or water parks, will
that increase the farmers cost of water, when the city drives the demand up ?

By growing Manteca how many farmers are being threatened of higher SSIJID
water costs ?

Will human consumption of water, then overtake the need of the farmers, and
existing farmers will get second rights to the water?
P-12 Cont.
| briefly looked at the SSJID 2020 water report they put out, and read thru
some of the history and new meters they are installing to track their water flow on
SSJID water. They explain how they’re feeding water to Manteca, Lathrop, and Tracy.

My fear is, Manteca is overbuilding relying on others for a water supply! Water is
more important than power, just ahead of waste water. Manteca doesn’t appear to
have water wells to support the residents, and is relying on SSJID, which was
designed to support the farmers.

When farmers are bought out for development, and some farmers that were
fortunate to get SSJID water, stop irrigating /flushing the water table with SSJID
water, what do you expect to happen?

| expect less replenishment of the water table from farmers, with these massive
warehouses you want to build replacing the farmer, and quality to get worse.

Wells will become more polluted by local contaminates with less water being
inserted, and the water table will drop to the surviving residents/farmers on
wells. Unhealthy Water doesn’t have to be consumed, we absorb nitrates thru the

skin in bathing and other contacts, but what do farmers do with contaminated crops
?

10
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More people/120k residents, have more water demand, no matter how you
conserve or use the water! More people, will need more water. An estimated 30%
increase from now!

The existing tax paying residents will have issues, so what is the plan for the
farmers or residences that support the city of Manteca, that stay that run into water
issues ?

Will there be City financing to support the existing residents should they need
new wells, filtration systems, or improvements ? It’'s not feasible for farmers to
irrigate with city water, so whats the plan for exiting residents and farmers ?

A new domestic well maybe 30k, but an irrigation well could be 60k or more if you
can get it, and you have to irrigate with it. Reverse Osmosis is what is used to filter
out the nitrates we have an abundance of, some systems running 10k to 15k dollars.

Your water plan is from 2005, and | briefly reviewed the water plan? Areyou
going to sink more city wells and treat the water? Where will the money for the
facilities and treatment come from? | would anticipate you build the water facility
before the residents come in ? My question still becomes, where does the money
come from for the water ?

13) Aswe report our water well test yearly to the state of California, our samples
keep getting better due to our SSJID water and cleaner farming practices. Some
residents with well water aren’t so lucky and their water continues to stay at unsafe
levels. ARS GIS from the Ca water board is what | was using or attached.

14)  With drinking water and new homes/people comes wastewater and sewer lines- |
didn’t look to far into all that, but | know sewer will be coming our way, someday

15) |seethe 2012 Waster Water Collection system, | see multiple Sewer line lift
stations, upgrades proposed, and expansions that will be needed. My concern is the
location, or need for a new sewer treatment plant thatis land locked by a Field of
Dreams and surrounding . Where will the expansion grow ?

1
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P-15 Cont.
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revisions are made to the 2035 General Plan in my area in regards to Zoning, safety,

traffic, water, and cost of living for my safety, and my neighbors. P-15 Cont.

Jerry Madzier
Accent Homes of Manteca

**% Updated Contact Information ***

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This message and the accompanying documents contain information that belongs to the sender and may
contain information that is privileged, confidential, or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the
reader of this e-mail is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you are strictly prohibited from
reading, disseminating, distributing, copying, or taking action in reliance on the content of this
communication. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the
original transmission. Thank you.
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Response to Letter P:  Jerry Madzier
Response P-1: The commenter expresses concerns regarding growth in Manteca, affordable housing,

taxes, and other fees and costs.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-2: The commenter states they don’t agree with what is proposed at their SR 120 frontage
or surrounding area on Austin Road. The commenter questions why Manteca needs to grow to its limits.
The commenter concludes by stating that population would increase by 30 percent while traffic risk

would increase by 237 percent, mainly to residents of STAA SR 120.

The commenter is referred to Impact 3.14-3, presented in Chapter 3.14 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, for
a discussion of roadway safety as associated with hazards due to a design feature, incompatible uses, or

inadequate emergency access.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-3: The commenter discusses widening SR 120 to four lanes. The commenter questions why
spend the money for two blocks, and questions if they would keep the center turn lane. The commenter

also discusses adding a Class 3 bike land on Highway 120.

The widening of SR 120 east of SR 99 has been in the City’s public facilities improvement plan since at
least 2017. This roadway improvement has not yet been designed. The future design of this State highway

will be done in conjunction with Caltrans and their requirements.

The Manteca Active Transportation Plan proposes a Class Il bike lane on SR 120 from Cottage Avenue to
Austin Road and a Class Ill bike route from Austin Road to the study area boundary. Class Il bike routes
are different than Class Il bike lanes; Class Ill bike routes do not have separate space for bicycles within
the roadway, as Class Il bike lanes do. Typically, on roads such as this section of SR 120 with Class Il bike
routes, bikes would ride on the shoulder.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-4: The commenter states that STAA trucks or other large trucks cannot make the
acceleration or deceleration into the highway. The commenter provides a snapshot of the area of

concern.
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The future design of SR 120 east of SR 99 will be done in conjunction with Caltrans and their
requirements, including those for trucks. The commenter is referred to Impact 3.14-3, presented in
Chapter 3.14 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, for a discussion of roadway safety as associated with hazards

due to a design feature, incompatible uses, or inadequate emergency access.

Response P-5: The commenter states that they know San Joaquin County Public Works waived the
requirement for acceleration and deceleration lanes at the truck terminal at 11150 E. SR 120. The
commenter questions why the County waived the requirements, and includes information from the

Caltrans Highway Design Manual.

The commenter raises a question regarding a design issue in an adjacent jurisdiction, which Manteca has
no control over. The City of Manteca does not have information or comment on this issue in San Joaquin

County.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-6: The commenter discusses the acceleration and deceleration lane requirement and

includes information from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual.
Please see Responses P-4 and P-5.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-7: The commenter further elaborates on truck movement in their location in San Joaquin

County.
Please see Responses P-4 and P-5.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-8: The commenter states that they are not happy about the widening of SR 120 from four
lanes east of Austin Road in front of their shop at 11006 E. SR 120. The commenter questions how much
of their property will be required to widen SR 120. The commenter also questions if a new bike facility is

planned in their area.

The Manteca Active Transportation Plan proposes a Class Il bike lane from Cottage Avenue to Austin Road
and a Class Il bike route from Austin Road to the study area boundary. Class Il bike routes are different
than Class Il bike lanes; Class Il bike routes do not have separate space for bicycles within the roadway,
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as Class Il bike lanes do. Typically, on roads such as this one, bikes would ride on the shoulder. This bike
route provides connections to destinations beyond Manteca City limits, such as Escalon.

The future design of SR 120 east of SR 99 will be done in conjunction with Caltrans and their
requirements.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-9: The commenter discusses truck movement issues at 11150 E. SR 120.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-10: The commenter discusses the Roth Road expansion and overpass and questions who will
pay for the improvement, and where the extension will land.

The exact location for the extension of Roth Road east of SR 99 to Austin Road has not been finalized.
Funding is expected to come from future development projects and public facilities improvement plans.

An updated truck route map has not been adopted. However, the study of proposed truck routes
conducted from 2018 to 2020 noted in Section 3.14.2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR did not propose a
through truck connection parallel to SR 99 from the Roth Road extension on Austin Road or any other
road. General Plan Policy C-6.3 also supports truck routes that “minimize impacts to existing City
residents.” Keeping trucks traveling from the Roth Road extension to SR 120 east of the city on SR 99 and
off parallel roads would be consistent with this policy.

The commenter is referred to Impact 3.14-3, presented in Chapter 3.14 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, for
a discussion of roadway safety as associated with hazards due to a design feature, incompatible uses, or
inadequate emergency access.

Response P-11: The commenter states that Austin Road is undersized and questions what the strategy
and funding source would be for the upgrades to the roadway and PG&E overhead lines. The commenter

also states that roadway width, flooding, drainage, and safety are all issues for Austin Road.

The design of the Austin Road improvements has not been completed. Design will consider drainage and
utilities. Funding is expected to come from future development projects and public facilities

improvement plans.

Response P-12: The commenter discusses their water infrastructure and questions how old the City’s

wells are, how many new wells are planned, and when they will be built. The commenter also makes
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statements regarding water rights and water costs. The commenter further makes statements regarding

provision of water in the City.

The City owns and operates 17 potable groundwater wells and 31 irrigation wells, ranging in depth from
190 feet to 400 feet. The shallower wells have more nitrogen contamination and are thus typically used
for irrigation. The City completed construction of two new potable water wells, Wells 28 and 29, in 2019.
As future development occurs under the proposed General Plan, new roads, infrastructure, and services
would be necessary to serve the development, and this infrastructure would accommodate planned
growth.

The commenter is referred to Section 3.15.1, presented in Chapter 3.15 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, for
a discussion of water supply and analysis of impacts associated with water supply, water treatment, and
water facilities.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-13: The commenter states that the water from their well has become cleaner over time. The

commenter also states that some residents with well water has unsafe levels.

The commenter is referred to Section 3.15.1, presented in Chapter 3.15 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, for
a discussion of water supply and analysis of impacts associated with water supply, water treatment, and
water facilities.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-14: The commenter states that, with new homes/people comes wastewater and sewer lines.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response P-15: The commenter discusses the wastewater collection system and questions where a new

wastewater treatment expansion would grow.

As discussed in Impact 3.15-4 in Section 3.15 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, development contemplated
under the proposed General Plan would result in increased wastewater flows, resulting in the need for

additional or expanded wastewater treatment facilities and conveyance infrastructure.

The City has planned for the expansion of the WQCF. The NPDES Permit Order R5-2021-0003 NPDES NO.
CA0081558 allows an increase discharge flow to 17.5 mgd conditional upon compliance with permit

limitations and completion of the Facility Phase IV expansion and other projects. During the planned
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Phase IV expansion, the City is proposing to increase the permitted wastewater discharge capacity of the
WQCF to 17.5 mgd (ADWF) and construct new trunk sewers to accommodate growth contained in the
City’s General Plan (City of Manteca, 2003). Subsequent phases are planned to increase the permitted
discharge capacity to 27 mgd. The project includes treatment plant improvements for both river and
land-based wastewater effluent disposal based on current and future probable water quality discharge
requirements and projected flows. The City proposes to accommodate the increase in capacity by using
the City’s long-term effluent disposal strategy that includes land application, urban landscape irrigation,
and river discharge. The proposed project would also include the incremental construction of new trunk
sewers and improvements to the existing collection system. Subsequent expansion of the wastewater
treatment and conveyance facilities would be evaluated at the project-level in association with
subsequent development projects. However, the facilities would be primarily provided on sites with land
use designations that allow such uses and the environmental impacts of constructing and operating the
facilities would likely be similar to those associated with new development, redevelopment, and

infrastructure projects under the General Plan.
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From: Linda Madzier <lkmadzier@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, January 6, 2023 4:43 PM

To: Simvoulakis, Lea

Subject: Manteca's 2035 General Plan Comments- Being located in the County and to be

incorporated into the City of Manteca in the next 10 years maybe ?110018 E ste Rte 120,
11006 E Ste Rte 120, and 11022 E Ste Rte 120

Attachments: 10 acres- Parcel Details.pdf, Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022+Vol+2_reduced updated
Tumn SR 120 into 4 lanes from 99 to Jack Tone.pdf; Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022
+Vol+2_reduced updatedfig 3.14-1 SR 120 to be an expresswayu.pdf;
Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022+Vol+2_reduced updated pg 425 fg 3.14-14 Major St
circualtion plan, Austin goes to 4 lanes fig 3.14-14.pdf; Cal trans 405.7a Corner site
distance.pdf; Chapter 400 Intersection design, pedestrian & bicycles.pdf, STAA vehicle
designs on STAA routes.pdf, Chapter 400 405.2b decelaration lane length pdf,
CALTRANS - TRUCK MAP LEGEND- STAA 56' radius].pdf; Cal Trans STAA truck
identifier.pdf, STAA Caltrans map for district 10 truckmap-d10-a11y.pdf,
Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022 +Vol+2_reduced updated- truck traffic increase up to
227% & approx 4 yearly deaths.pdf; Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022 +Vol+2_reduced
updated pg 479 fig 3.15-1 exusting water wells.pdf; table 201.7 sight distance.pdf

WARNING! This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Manteca’s 2035 General Plan Comments-

| haven’t read the entire General Plan, skimmed thru it, and am only
picking at the points that will affect me, and my local neighbors in the future!

Being located in San Joaquin County, and to be incorporated into the City
of Manteca in the next 10 years maybe ?

County Site address’ for the permitted homes:

11006 E Ste Rte 120
Manteca Ca 95336

11018 E Ste Rte 120
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Manteca, Ca 95336

11022 E Ste Rte 120
Manteca Ca 95336

e All located on one 10 acre parcel APN 22803026

1) Manteca’s desire to grow at such a rapid rate has me concerned for
affordable housing as it will drive up home/land prices, to where local
residents cannot afford to live in their community, by the demand of
outside residents coming in, and forcing us out.

2) | just paid Impact fees to build another home in the county limits, and
then | refer to my tax bill.

What a shock, as | pay impact fees to build for development, but then
get taxed again thru sales and property taxes. Then added tax
measures/bonds/levies if the city heeds more money, are added to the
tax bills. We often don’t have a say in the measures, bonds, taxes, or
levies that are forced onto us.

Things that may increase my taxes, when Manteca decides they need to
spend more money !

:right of ways, eminent domains, pay outs, road improvements, schools,
fire, police, utilities, water, sewer, underground, homeless improvements, and
etc.

Manteca’s C2 Major Streets Master Plan, is what the existing and new
residents get to pay for, as | like some of the concepts, understand the
heed, but don’t agree with what’s proposed at my Highway frontage or
surrounding area on Austin Rd.

From C1 transportation map
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Q-2 Cont.
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3)

4)

Safety- Widening SR 120 east of 99 to 4 lanes up to Ideal Parkway on
3.14-14 ? Fig 3.14- 2 “4 lanes from 99 to Jack Tone” shows SR120 being
4 lanes out to Jack Tone Rd .

Why spend the money for two blocks on 3.14-14 , and would we keep
the center turnlane ? Has anyone looked at this ? | never heard
anything about it until | saw the General Plan maps, and now I’'m
worried about losing my frontage and PGE power cause someone thinks
this is a good idea to widen the existing road to SR 120.

Then you want to add a class 3 bike lane on highway 120 to Ideal
Parkway ? Is there a bike use | don’t know of in that area ? The road
harrows back to two lanes on E Ste Rte 120 at |deal Parkway, so what’s
the point of the expense ? You don’t have the room on E Ste Rte 120,
unless you start taking business’, land, and taking homes.

| guess if you take land thru eminent Domain, it doesn’t cost so much!

Turning my area’s future zoning into industrial as you propose,

is increasing the death risk. No large STAA trucks or loads on this STAA
route can make the acceleration or deceleration into the highway from
these narrow lots with a big rig, on this STAA route, and my neighbors
have been trying for 4 years. Their current site plan shows STAA trucks
turning into oncoming traffic because they cannot make the turn
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Q-4 Cont.

Q-5
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Q-5 Cont.
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Table 405.2B

Deceleration Lane Length

Design Speed Length to
(mph) Stop (ft)
30 235 Q-6 Cont.
40 315
50 435
60 530

** Ifyou slow the STAA route to 25 mph you can reduce the acceleration or
deceleration length, but only certain lots have the location capability to
make that work, not 11150 E Ste Rte 120.

7} QOur lots are approx. 332" wide at the SR 120, frontage. Unless you slow
the highway to 25 mph in this area, the acceleration and deceleration
lanes, won’t work due to the narrow lots, or a joint acceleration or
deceleration lane ,might work

Our neighbor 11150 E Ste Rte has been trying to make thiswork for 4
years with a proposed 80 truck trips a dayin and out of the site, and it
won't fit, as there isn’t enough room to start, stop, view, or turn the
trucks safely.

I would further be afraid of waiving requirements like acceleration or

deceleration lanes as San Joaquin County Public Works is proposing on
the current project, and then having conflicts with major companies like Q-7
PGE’s electrical yard and $SJID vard across the highway.

DO you want to shut down PGE in an emergency due to a trucking
conflict ? Or stop 55JID from a major water issue because a truck driver
made a bad decision ? Right now we have impacts with PGE with STAA
trucks, and I'd hate for the city to not be aware of the safety issues
they're proposing,.

There is only so much room to share on this STAA SR120 hishway , safely
and Industrial in this area is impacting the safety of the proposed
housing subdivision your propose next to me. | would feel housing or a
use.
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Q-7 Cont.

Q-8
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c. |would worry about the safety of PGE and SSIID, over the
bicyclists. PGE has a yard that has no room to lose any more space
on the north side for access and will probably ruin their existing
site!

*E** My suggestion is to make our lot APN 22803026,11006 E Ste Rte 120
Manteca Ca 95336, commercial zoning up by the highway (or the entire lot
commercial), or Ag or another use in the rear. Not one lot in this area has
the room to get big rigs slowed down or sped up to traffic speeds safely in
high traffic flows, and 11150 can’t make the visual sight to HDM
standards, to make us or our surrounding neighbors industrial.

9) 11150E Ste Rte 120 Manteca — Truck terminal and parking proposed
but they can’t see to make a decision on a turn, make the turn into or
across the highway with a big rig, stop or accelerate the trucks, and is in
the 4% year of the approval process. | don’t want to spend tax money on
a poorly designed and located truck facility, that risks my life and cther
drivers just passing thru town.

10) The Roth Rd expansion and overpass. | see it on SJ counties public
works website and Cal Trans has no news of this on their budgets or
future builds. Cal Trans publicly has little information on the Austin Rd
overpass, that were waiting on. Only the City of Manteca knows
anything about expanding Roth Rd over to Austin Rd, as projected on
your circulation maps and no one has exact landing points of this.

It's a great idea, but it’'s going to impact Austin Rd severely if you
propose to add traffic flow east of 99 and funnel it onto Austin Rd, and
turn it here on the STAA route E Ste Rte 120, with multiple trucks. Again,
who intends to pay for the improvements ? How will this be paid for ?
Who pays for deaths of residents ? Where will the Roth Rd Extension
land ?

The simple version is to put the trucks on 99, at the Roth Rd extension
and don’t use local roads for truck traffic.

Was a traffic study made on how many trucks would need to go
Eastbound on 120 leaving the Proposed Roth Rd Extension ?
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How many trucks need to leave the Roth Rd overpass and use E STE
RTE 120 to head to Escalon or Oakdale ?

Why not use the Roth Rd overpass your presenting, to put the traffic on
99 for a short distance if the truckers need to travel east on E Ste Rte
120, instead of taking the traffic east into the country, and down Austin
Rd and E State Route 120 ? Use an existing highway and don’t risk the
existing residents lives, or expense on new roads and developments.

The roads serve multiple purposes of development, I'm starting to
realize.

Land, right of way, water, gas, sewer, storm drains, and electrical.
You need the roads to make the other utilities work in development, it’s
not just traffic! So the Roth Rd extension to Austin may have to happen
for utilities !

| guess if you take land thru eminent Domain, it doesn’t cost so much!

11)  Austin Rd is undersized for the development/ traffic increase it will
see from the Austin Rd development and overpass. The city and county
fight over Austin roads ownership, as its split East and West with
Jurisdiction, and it’s in terrible need of an upgrade where it floods out
in the winter, south of E State Route 120.

What’s Manteca’s strategy to upgrade Austin Rd and pay forit ?

Who will pay to move PGE’s large overhead lines to be altered, on the West
side of Austin Rd ?

Has anyone gathered a plan, to upgrade Austin Rd and its flooding
issues with the current home owners, and safety of the existing
residents that may lose a percentage of their front yards! Anyone start a
study or report of what this may take ?

The new home subdivision brought some of these items to the

surface, but who will pay for all this ? City ? How ? Without raising
measures or taxes ?

10
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The existing Austin road design cannot support the traffic your
proposing in the next 10 years. Widening Austin road is one issue, but
the flooding and drainage is another, along with safety of residents
living on Austin Rd. I’d like to hear a proposition of their
safety/relocation. Q-11 Cont.

What's the plan for the Austin Rd homeowners and residents when
you plan to modify Austin Rd ? Eminent Domain, and just take the space
? We saw the survey stakes of the road widening/proposed sidewalk
and having to move PGE’s power poles, but thankfully there aren’t many
residents on the west side, the East side residents should be worried.

12)  Water- Being a farmer and using SSJID irrigation water | understand
water use. We installed a new 30k well and have SSJID irrigation water
that’s cleaner and more affordable than well water.

The water here in the local area is high in nitrates, and new wells are
expensive! 30k for domestic and maybe 60k for irrigation wells, not
including power costs so the well works.

Your 2005 water report shows many city wells failing and the use of
SSJID water to support the residents of Manteca. | would suspect most
well casings are estimated to last 30 yrs if steel, and how old are a
majority of your water wells ?

Q-12

How many new wells are planned, timelines of wells to be
installed/built with the cities new expansion by 30% population growth
? Remember, 3 major cities rely on SSJID, glad Manteca is first in line
geographically, but water is key to our survivals.

Thankfully SSJID has a great supply at this time and manages their
water system well, but it the city needs more water for human
consumption, or water parks, will that increase the farmers cost of
water, when the city drives the demand up ?

By growing Manteca how many farmers are being threatened of
higher SSJID water costs ?

Will human consumption of water, then overtake the need of the
farmers, and existing farmers will get second rights to the water?

1
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| briefly looked at the SSJID 2020 water report they put out,
and read thru some of the history and new meters they are installing to
track their water flow on SSJID water. They explain how they’re feeding
water to Manteca, Lathrop, and Tracy.

My fear is, Manteca is overbuilding relying on others for a water supply!
Water is more important than power, just ahead of waste water.
Manteca doesn’t appear to have water wells to support the residents,
and is relying on SSJID, which was designed to support the farmers.

When farmers are bought out for development, and some farmers
that were fortunate to get SSJID water, stop irrigating /flushing the
water table with SSJID water, what do you expect to happen?

| expect less replenishment of the water table from farmers, with
these massive warehouses you want to build replacing the farmer, and
quality to get worse.

Wells will become more polluted by local contaminates with less
water being inserted, and the water table will drop to the surviving
residents/farmers on wells. Unhealthy Water doesn’t have to be
consumed, we absorb nitrates thru the skin in bathing and other
contacts, but what do farmers do with contaminated crops ?

Q-12 Cont.

More people/120k residents, have more water demand, no matter
how you conserve or use the water! More people, will need more
water. An estimated 30% increase from now!

The existing tax paying residents will have issues, so what is the plan
for the farmers or residences that support the city of Manteca, that stay
that run into water issues ?

Will there be City financing to support the existing residents should
they need new wells, filtration systems, or improvements ? It's not
feasible for farmers to irrigate with city water, so whats the plan for
exiting residents and farmers ?

A new domestic well maybe 30k, but an irrigation well could be 60k
or more if you can get it, and you have to irrigate with it. Reverse

12
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Osmosis is what is used to filter out the nitrates we have an abundance
of, some systems running 10k to 15k dollars.

Your water plan is from 2005, and | briefly reviewed the water
plan? Are you going to sink more city wells and treat the water? Where
will the money for the facilities and treatment come from? | would
anticipate you build the water facility before the residents comein ? My

question still becomes, where does the money come from for the water
?

13)  Aswe report our water well test yearly to the state of California, our
samples keep getting better due to our SSJID water and cleaner farming
practices. Some residents with well water aren’t so lucky and their water
continues to stay at unsafe levels. ARS GIS from the Ca water board is
what | was using or attached.

14)  With drinking water and new homes/people comes wastewater and
sewer lines- | didn’t look to far into all that, but | know sewer will be
coming our way, someday

15) |seethe 2012 Waster Water Collection system, | see multiple
Sewer line lift stations, upgrades proposed, and expansions that will be
needed. My concern is the location, or need for a new sewer treatment
plant that is land locked by a Field of Dreams and surrounding . Where
will the expansion grow ?

At the field of dreams you can smell the plant on a hot day! | remember
smelling the Spreckels Plant back in the 80’s and 90’s, but now it may
become a new smell we all remember.

Can the current Sewer treatment facility and output onto the San Joaquin
River support what your proposing ? A 30% increase in population | found
the Ca Water resources board report online, and began to look at what’s
downstream. | then notice the abandoned state facility/prison that could
be your new homeless camp, but wonder why the state closed the facility ?

13
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Response to Letter Q: Linda Madzier

Response Q-1: The commenter expresses concerns regarding growth in Manteca, affordable housing,

taxes, and other fees and costs.
See Response P-1.

Response Q-2: The commenter states they don’t agree with what is proposed at their SR 120 frontage
or surrounding area on Austin Road. The commenter questions why Manteca needs to grow to its limits.
The commenter concludes by stating that population would increase by 30 percent while traffic risk

would increase by 237 percent, mainly to residents of STAA SR 120.
See Response P-2.

Response Q-3: The commenter discusses widening SR 120 to four lanes. The commenter questions why
spend the money for two blocks, and questions if they would keep the center turn lane. The commenter
also discusses adding a Class 3 bike land on Highway 120.

See Response P-3.

Response Q-4: The commenter states that STAA trucks or other large trucks cannot make the
acceleration or deceleration into the highway. The commenter provides a snapshot of the area of

concern.
See Response P-4.

Response Q-5: The commenter states that they know San Joaquin County Public Works waived the
requirement for acceleration and deceleration lanes at the truck terminal at 11150 E. SR 120. The
commenter questions why the County waived the requirements, and includes information from the
Caltrans Highway Design Manual.

See Response P-5.

Response Q-6: The commenter discusses the acceleration and deceleration lane requirement and

includes information from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual.
Please see Responses P-4, P-5, and P-6.

Response Q-7: The commenter further elaborates on truck movement in their location in San Joaquin
County.

Please see Responses P-4, P-5, and P-7.

Response Q-8: The commenter states that they are not happy about the widening of SR 120 from four

lanes east of Austin Road in front of their shop at 11006 E. SR 120. The commenter questions how much
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of their property will be required to widen SR 120. The commenter also questions if a new bike facility is

planned in their area.

See Response P-8.

Response Q-9: The commenter discusses truck movement issues at 11150 E. SR 120.
See Response P-9.

Response Q-10:The commenter discusses the Roth Road expansion and overpass and questions who will
pay for the improvement, and where the extension will land.

See Response P-10.

Response Q-11:The commenter states that Austin Road is undersized and questions what the strategy
and funding source would be for the upgrades to the roadway and PG&E overhead lines. The commenter

also states that roadway width, flooding, drainage, and safety are all issues for Austin Road.
See Response P-11.

Response Q-12:The commenter discusses their water infrastructure and questions how old the City’s
wells are, how many new wells are planned, and when they will be built. The commenter also makes
statements regarding water rights and water costs. The commenter further makes statements regarding

provision of water in the City.
See Response P-12.

Response Q-13:The commenter states that the water from their well has become cleaner over time. The

commenter also states that some residents with well water has unsafe levels.

See Response P-13.

Response Q-14:The commenter states that, with new homes/people comes wastewater and sewer lines.
See Response P-14.

Response Q-15:The commenter discusses the wastewater collection system and questions where a new

wastewater treatment expansion would grow.

See Response P-15.
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From: Mike Barkley <mjbarkl@inreach.com>

Sent: Friday, December 30, 2022 10:07 AM

To: Simvoulakis, Lea

Cc: dwyatt@mantecabulletin.com

Subject: City of Manteca Revised Draft General Plan and Recirculated Draft EIR

WARNING! This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recoghize the sender and know the content is safe.

City of Manteca

Attn: Lea Simvoulakis
1001 W. Center Street
Manteca, CA 95337

Email: Isimvoulakis@manteca.gov

December 30, 2022

Hello,

| submit the following as comment on the City of Manteca Revised
Draft General Plan and Recirculated Draft EIR. Please see that the
requested language is added to the General Plan:

| understand, and | have not proven or disproven the risk by an
appropriate engineering study, that the flows at New Melones Dam
on the Stanislaus River twice in January 1862 exceeded 280,000
cubic feet per second and the Dam was built with only 128,000 cfs

1
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of bypass capacity and there is a risk that Stanislaus River flow was
sufficient in seven different seasons over the past 1800 years to
overtop the Dam and wash it out.

Accordingly, until the New Melones bypass deficiency is cured or
proven not to be a risk, the following notice shall be provided to
anyone taking out a building permit for locations within the City of
Manteca General Plan Planning Area:

R-1 Cont.

"Until such time as the spillway capacity of New Melones Dam is
increased sufficiently to handle the flooding flows of 1861-62 or the
risk is disproven, there is a risk that New Melones Dam will wash
out and your Manteca property modifications may be swept away
by the subsequent flood."

For more information see, generally, mjbarkl.com/floods.htm .
Michael J. Barkley

167 N. Sheridan Ave., Manteca, CA 95336 209/823-4817
mjbarkl@inreach.com
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Response to Letter R:  Michael J. Barkley

Response R-1: The commenter states that flows at the New Melones Dam exceeded 280,000 cubic feet
per second (cfs) in 1862 and, until the Dam bypass deficiency is cured or proven not to be a risk, the
following notice shall be provided to anyone taking out a building permit in the City: “Until such time as
the spillway capacity of New Melones Dam is increased sufficiently to handle the flooding flows of 1861-
62 or the risk is disproven, there is a risk that New Melones Dam will wash out and your Manteca property

modifications may be swept away by the subsequent flood.”

The dam inundation area for the New Melones Dam is shown in Figure 3.9-4 in Section 3.9, Hydrology
and Water Quality of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As shown, over half of the city is located in the New
Melones Dam inundation area. As such, properties within the city are at significant risk from a dam
failure, should one occur. Dam failure is generally a result of structural instability caused by improper
design or construction, instability resulting from seismic shaking, or overtopping and erosion of the dam.
As discussed previously, larger dams that are higher than 25 feet or with storage capacities over 50 acre-
feet of water are regulated by the California Dam Safety Act, which is implemented by the California
Department of Water Resources, Department of Sustainable Development (DSD). The DSD is responsible
for inspecting and monitoring these dams. The Act also requires that dam owners submit to the California
Office of Emergency Services inundation maps for dams that would cause significant loss of life or
personal injury as a result of dam failure. The applicable County Office of Emergency Services is
responsible for developing and implementing a Dam Failure Plan that designates evacuation plans, the

direction of floodwaters, and provides emergency information.

Additionally, as discussed on page 3.9-17 of Section 3.9 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, sellers of real estate
within inundation zones are required by the Natural Hazards Disclosure Act, section 1103 of the California
Civil Code, to disclose this information to prospective buyers. As such, the addition of further language

to the proposed General Plan is not required.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Attachments:

matt madzier <mmadzier@verizon.net>

Friday, January 6, 2023 4:33 PM

Simvoulakis, Lea

Manteca's 2035 General Plan Comments- Being located in the County and to be
incorporated into the City of Manteca in the next 10 years maybe ?110018 E ste Rte 120,
11006 E Ste Rte 120, and 11022 E Ste Rte 120

10 acres- Parcel Details.pdf, Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022+Vol+2_reduced updated
Tumn SR 120 into 4 lanes from 99 to Jack Tone.pdf; Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022
+Vol+2_reduced updatedfig 3.14-1 SR 120 to be an expresswayu.pdf;
Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022+Vol+2_reduced updated pg 425 fg 3.14-14 Major St
circualtion plan, Austin goes to 4 lanes fig 3.14-14.pdf; Cal trans 405.7a Corner site
distance.pdf; Chapter 400 Intersection design, pedestrian & bicycles.pdf, STAA vehicle
designs on STAA routes.pdf, Chapter 400 405.2b decelaration lane length pdf,
CALTRANS - TRUCK MAP LEGEND- STAA 56' radius].pdf; Cal Trans STAA truck
identifier.pdf, STAA Caltrans map for district 10 truckmap-d10-a11y.pdf,
Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022 +Vol+2_reduced updated- truck traffic increase up to
227% & approx 4 yearly deaths.pdf; Manteca+GPU+RDEIR_Nov+2022 +Vol+2_reduced
updated pg 479 fig 3.15-1 exusting water wells.pdf; table 201.7 sight distance.pdf

WARNING! This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Manteca’s 2035 General Plan Comments-

| haven’t read the entire General Plan, skimmed thru it, and am only picking at the
points that will affect me, and my local neighbors in the future!

Being located in San Joaquin County, and to be incorporated into the City of Manteca in

the next 10 years maybe ?

County Site address’ for the permitted homes:

11006 E Ste Rte 120
Manteca Ca 95336

11018 E Ste Rte 120
Manteca, Ca 95336

11022 E Ste Rte 120
Manteca Ca 95336

e All located on one 10 acre parcel APN 22803026

1
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down or sped up to traffic speeds safely in high traffic flows, and 11150 can’t make the
visual sight to HDM standards, to make us or our surrounding neighbors industrial.

9) 11150 E Ste Rte 120 Manteca — Truck terminal and parking proposed but they can’t
see to make a decision on a turn, make the turn into or across the highway with a big
rig, stop or accelerate the trucks, and is in the 4" year of the approval process. |
don’t want to spend tax money on a poorly designed and located truck facility, that
risks my life and other drivers just passing thru town.

10) The Roth Rd expansion and overpass. | see it on SJ counties public works website
and Cal Trans has no news of this on their budgets or future builds. Cal Trans
publicly has little information on the Austin Rd overpass, that were waiting on. Only
the City of Manteca knows anything about expanding Roth Rd over to Austin Rd, as
projected on your circulation maps and no one has exact landing points of this.

It's a great idea, but it's going to impact Austin Rd severely if you propose to add
traffic flow east of 99 and funnel it onto Austin Rd, and turn it here on the STAA
route E Ste Rte 120, with multiple trucks. Again, who intends to pay for the
improvements ? How will this be paid for ? Who pays for deaths of residents

? Where will the Roth Rd Extension land ?

The simple version is to put the trucks on 99, at the Roth Rd extension and don’t use
local roads for truck traffic.

Was a traffic study made on how many trucks would need to go Eastbound on 120
leaving the Proposed Roth Rd Extension ?

How many trucks need to leave the Roth Rd overpass and use E STE RTE 120 to
head to Escalon or Oakdale ?

Why not use the Roth Rd overpass your presenting, to put the traffic on 99 for a
short distance if the truckers need to travel east on E Ste Rte 120, instead of taking
the traffic east into the country, and down Austin Rd and E State Route 120 ? Use an
existing highway and don’t risk the existing residents lives, or expense on new roads
and developments.

The roads serve multiple purposes of development, I'm starting to realize.
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Land, right of way, water, gas, sewer, storm drains, and electrical. You need the
roads to make the other utilities work in development, it’s not just traffic! So the
Roth Rd extension to Austin may have to happen for utilities !

| guess if you take land thru eminent Domain, it doesn’t cost so much!

11)  Austin Rd is undersized for the development/ traffic increase it will see from the
Austin Rd development and overpass. The city and county fight over Austin roads
ownership, as its split East and West with Jurisdiction, and it’s in terrible need of an
upgrade where it floods out in the winter, south of E State Route 120.

What’s Manteca’s strategy to upgrade Austin Rd and pay for it ?

Who will pay to move PGE’s large overhead lines to be altered, on the West side of
Austin Rd ?

Has anyone gathered a plan, to upgrade Austin Rd and its flooding issues with the
current home owners, and safety of the existing residents that may lose a percentage
of their front yards! Anyone start a study or report of what this may take ?

The new home subdivision brought some of these items to the surface, but who
will pay for all this ? City ? How ? Without raising measures or taxes ?

The existing Austin road design cannot support the traffic your proposing in the
next 10 years. Widening Austin road is one issue, but the flooding and drainage is
another, along with safety of residents living on Austin Rd. I'd like to hear a
proposition of their safety/relocation.

What'’s the plan for the Austin Rd homeowners and residents when you plan to
modify Austin Rd ? Eminent Domain, and just take the space ? We saw the survey
stakes of the road widening/proposed sidewalk and having to move PGE’s power
poles, but thankfully there aren’t many residents on the west side, the East side
residents should be worried.

12) Water- Being a farmer and using SSJID irrigation water | understand water use.
We installed a new 30k well and have SSJID irrigation water that’s cleaner and more
affordable than well water.

The water here in the local area is high in nitrates, and new wells are expensive! 30k
for domestic and maybe 60k for irrigation wells, not including power costs so the
well works.
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Your 2005 water report shows many city wells failing and the use of SSJID water
to support the residents of Manteca. | would suspect most well casings are estimated
to last 30 yrs if steel, and how old are a majority of your water wells ?

How many new wells are planned, timelines of wells to be installed/built
with the cities new expansion by 30% population growth ? Remember, 3 major cities
rely on SSJID, glad Manteca is first in line geographically, but water is key to our
survivals.

Thankfully SSJID has a great supply at this time and manages their water system
well, but it the city needs more water for human consumption, or water parks, will
that increase the farmers cost of water, when the city drives the demand up ?

By growing Manteca how many farmers are being threatened of higher SSIJID
water costs ?

Will human consumption of water, then overtake the need of the farmers, and
existing farmers will get second rights to the water?

| briefly looked at the SSJID 2020 water report they put out, and read thru
some of the history and new meters they are installing to track their water flow on
SSJID water. They explain how they’re feeding water to Manteca, Lathrop, and Tracy.

My fear is, Manteca is overbuilding relying on others for a water supply! Water is
more important than power, just ahead of waste water. Manteca doesn’t appear to
have water wells to support the residents, and is relying on SSJID, which was
designed to support the farmers.

When farmers are bought out for development, and some farmers that were
fortunate to get SSJID water, stop irrigating /flushing the water table with SSJID
water, what do you expect to happen?

| expect less replenishment of the water table from farmers, with these massive
warehouses you want to build replacing the farmer, and quality to get worse.

Wells will become more polluted by local contaminates with less water being
inserted, and the water table will drop to the surviving residents/farmers on
wells. Unhealthy Water doesn’t have to be consumed, we absorb nitrates thru the

skin in bathing and other contacts, but what do farmers do with contaminated crops
?

10
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More people/120k residents, have more water demand, no matter how you
conserve or use the water! More people, will need more water. An estimated 30%
increase from now!

The existing tax paying residents will have issues, so what is the plan for the
farmers or residences that support the city of Manteca, that stay that run into water
issues ?

Will there be City financing to support the existing residents should they need
new wells, filtration systems, or improvements ? It’'s not feasible for farmers to
irrigate with city water, so whats the plan for exiting residents and farmers ?

A new domestic well maybe 30k, but an irrigation well could be 60k or more if you
can get it, and you have to irrigate with it. Reverse Osmosis is what is used to filter
out the nitrates we have an abundance of, some systems running 10k to 15k dollars.

Your water plan is from 2005, and | briefly reviewed the water plan? Areyou
going to sink more city wells and treat the water? Where will the money for the
facilities and treatment come from? | would anticipate you build the water facility
before the residents come in ? My question still becomes, where does the money
come from for the water ?

13) Aswe report our water well test yearly to the state of California, our samples
keep getting better due to our SSJID water and cleaner farming practices. Some
residents with well water aren’t so lucky and their water continues to stay at unsafe
levels. ARS GIS from the Ca water board is what | was using or attached.

14)  With drinking water and new homes/people comes wastewater and sewer lines- |
didn’t look to far into all that, but | know sewer will be coming our way, someday

15) |seethe 2012 Waster Water Collection system, | see multiple Sewer line lift
stations, upgrades proposed, and expansions that will be needed. My concern is the
location, or need for a new sewer treatment plant thatis land locked by a Field of
Dreams and surrounding . Where will the expansion grow ?

1
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revisions are made to the 2035 General Plan in my area in regards to Zoning, safety,

traffic, water, and cost of living for my safety, and my neighbors. 5-15 Cont.

Matt Madzier

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This message and the accompanying documents contain information that belongs to the sender and may
contain information that is privileged, confidential, or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the
reader of this e-mail is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you are strictly prohibited from
reading, disseminating, distributing, copying, or taking action in reliance on the content of this
communication. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the
original transmission. Thank you.
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Response to Letter S:  Matt Madzier
Response S-1: The commenter expresses concerns regarding growth in Manteca, affordable housing,

taxes, and other fees and costs.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response S-2: The commenter states they don’t agree with what is proposed at their SR 120 frontage
or surrounding area on Austin Road. The commenter questions why Manteca needs to grow to its limits.
The commenter concludes by stating that population would increase by 30 percent while traffic risk

would increase by 237 percent, mainly to residents of STAA SR 120.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response S-3: The commenter discusses widening SR 120 to four lanes. The commenter questions why
spend the money for two blocks, and questions if they would keep the center turn lane. The commenter

also discusses adding a Class 3 bike land on Highway 120.

The widening of SR 120 east of SR 99 has been in the City’s public facilities improvement plan since at
least 2017. This roadway improvement has not yet been designed. The future design of this State highway

will be done in conjunction with Caltrans and their requirements.

The Manteca Active Transportation Plan proposes a Class Il bike lane on SR 120 from Cottage Avenue to
Austin Road and a Class Il bike route from Austin Road to the study area boundary. Class Il bike routes
are different than Class Il bike lanes; Class Il bike routes do not have separate space for bicycles within
the roadway, as Class Il bike lanes do. Typically, on roads such as this section of SR 120 with Class Il bike
routes, bikes would ride on the shoulder.

Response S-4: The commenter states that STAA trucks or other large trucks cannot make the
acceleration or deceleration into the highway. The commenter provides a snapshot of the area of

concern.

The future design of SR 120 east of SR 99 will be done in conjunction with Caltrans and their

requirements, including those for trucks.

Response S-5: The commenter states that they know San Joaquin County Public Works waived the
requirement for acceleration and deceleration lanes at the truck terminal at 11150 E. SR 120. The
commenter questions why the County waived the requirements, and includes information from the

Caltrans Highway Design Manual.
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The commenter raises a question regarding a design issue in an adjacent jurisdiction, which Manteca has
no control over. The City of Manteca does not have information or comment on this issue in San Joaquin

County.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response S-6: The commenter discusses the acceleration and deceleration lane requirement and

includes information from the Caltrans Highway Design Manual.
Please see Responses P-4 and P-5.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response S-7: The commenter further elaborates on truck movement in their location in San Joaquin

County.
Please see Responses P-4 and P-5.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response S-8: The commenter states that they are not happy about the widening of SR 120 from four
lanes east of Austin Road in front of their shop at 11006 E. SR 120. The commenter questions how much
of their property will be required to widen SR 120. The commenter also questions if a new bike facility is

planned in their area.

The Manteca Active Transportation Plan proposes a Class Il bike lane from Cottage Avenue to Austin Road
and a Class Il bike route from Austin Road to the study area boundary. Class Il bike routes are different
than Class Il bike lanes; Class Il bike routes do not have separate space for bicycles within the roadway,
as Class Il bike lanes do. Typically, on roads such as this one, bikes would ride on the shoulder. This bike
route provides connections to destinations beyond Manteca City limits, such as Escalon.

The future design of SR 120 east of SR 99 will be done in conjunction with Caltrans and their
requirements.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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Response S-9: The commenter discusses truck movement issues at 11150 E. SR 120.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response S-10: The commenter discusses the Roth Road expansion and overpass and questions who will
pay for the improvement, and where the extension will land.

The exact location for the extension of Roth Road east of SR 99 to Austin Road has not been finalized.
Funding is expected to come from future development projects and public facilities improvement plans.

An updated truck route map has not been adopted. However, the study of proposed truck routes
conducted from 2018 to 2020 noted in Section 3.14.2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR did not propose a
through truck connection parallel to SR 99 from the Roth Road extension on Austin Road or any other
road. General Plan Policy C-6.3 also supports truck routes that “minimize impacts to existing City
residents.” Keeping trucks travelling from the Roth Road extension to SR 120 east of the city on SR 99
and off parallel roads would be consistent with this policy.

Response S-11: The commenter states that Austin Road is undersized and questions what the strategy
and funding source would be for the upgrades to the roadway and PG&E overhead lines. The commenter

also states that roadway width, flooding, drainage, and safety are all issues for Austin Road.

The design of the Austin Road improvements has not been completed. Design will consider drainage and
utilities. Funding is expected to come from future development projects and public facilities

improvement plans.

Response S-12: The commenter discusses their water infrastructure and questions how old the City’s
wells are, how many new wells are planned, and when they will be built. The commenter also makes
statements regarding water rights and water costs. The commenter further makes statements regarding

provision of water in the City.

The City owns and operates 17 potable groundwater wells and 31 irrigation wells, ranging in depth from
190 feet to 400 feet. The shallower wells have more nitrogen contamination and are thus typically used
for irrigation. The City completed construction of two new potable water wells, Wells 28 and 29, in 2019.
As future development occurs under the proposed General Plan, new roads, infrastructure, and services
would be necessary to serve the development, and this infrastructure would accommodate planned
growth.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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Response S-13: The commenter states that the water from their well has become cleaner over time. The

commenter also states that some residents with well water has unsafe levels.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response S-14: The commenter states that, with new homes/people comes wastewater and sewer lines.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response S-15: The commenter discusses the wastewater collection system and questions where a new

wastewater treatment expansion would grow.

As discussed in Impact 3.15-4 in Section 3.15 of the Recirculated Draft EIR, development contemplated
under the proposed General Plan would result in increased wastewater flows, resulting in the need for

additional or expanded wastewater treatment facilities and conveyance infrastructure.

The City has planned for the expansion of the WQCF. The NPDES Permit Order R5-2021-0003 NPDES NO.
CA0081558 allows an increase discharge flow to 17.5 mgd conditional upon compliance with permit
limitations and completion of the Facility Phase IV expansion and other projects. During the planned
Phase IV expansion, the City is proposing to increase the permitted wastewater discharge capacity of the
WQCF to 17.5 mgd (ADWF) and construct new trunk sewers to accommodate growth contained in the
City’s General Plan (City of Manteca, 2003). Subsequent phases are planned to increase the permitted
discharge capacity to 27 mgd. The project includes treatment plant improvements for both river and
land-based wastewater effluent disposal based on current and future probable water quality discharge
requirements and projected flows. The City proposes to accommodate the increase in capacity by using
the City’s long-term effluent disposal strategy that includes land application, urban landscape irrigation,
and river discharge. The proposed project would also include the incremental construction of new trunk
sewers and improvements to the existing collection system. Subsequent expansion of the wastewater
treatment and conveyance facilities would be evaluated at the project-level in association with
subsequent development projects. However, the facilities would be primarily provided on sites with land
use designations that allow such uses and the environmental impacts of constructing and operating the
facilities would likely be similar to those associated with new development, redevelopment, and

infrastructure projects under the General Plan.
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From: Marcia Perkins <mperkinsHIRT@outlook.com>

Sent: Friday, January 6, 2023 2:59 PM

To: Simvoulakis, Lea

Subject: 11-22-22 Revised Draft General Plan and Land Use Map for City of Manteca

WARNING! This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

TERRA LAND GROUP, LLC

January 6, 2023

Attn: Lea Simvoulakis

City of Manteca

1001 W. Center Street
Manteca, CA 95337
<Isimvoulakis@manteca.gov>

Re: 11-22-22 Revised Draft General Plan and Land Use Map for City of Manteca
Dear Council Members and City Planners:

As property owners, we are concerned about the proposed land use map in the 11-22-22 Revised Draft
General Plan.

In the current plan, our property at 3220-3250 Woodward Ave, Manteca 95337 (APN # 241-330-32, 241-330-
33, 241-033-34 and 241-320-60) is listed as Agriculture.

It has come to our attention that the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Authority (SJAFCA) has recently
identified a preferred alignment of the dryland levee that will bisect our large almond orchards. Leaving
portions on the property on the dry side of the proposed levee alignment and the remaining portion
unprotected. Ve anticipate under this scenario, that the northern section of the property protected by the
realigned dryland levee will make farming a challenge due to the encroaching residential uses and limited
access on this side of the levee. This designation seems incompatible with adjacent and nearby land use
designations, which is overwhelmingly residential.

The highest and best use of this land on the northern side of the re-aligned levee seems to be residential, not
agricultural.

My co-trustees and | would be interested in meeting with Manteca City Planners to discuss this issue as you
continue to refine plans for growth.

Marcia Perkins
President/CEQO, Terra Land Group

Marcia Pevking
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Response to Letter T: Marcia Perkins, Terra Land Group

Response T-1: The commenter states that they are concerned about the proposed land use designation
for their property (Agriculture) because the San Joaquin Area Flood Control Authority recently identified
a preferred alignment of the dryland levee that would bisect the property. The commenter states that

the highest and best use of this land on the northern side of the realigned levee seems to be residential.

The existing and proposed land use map for the City of Manteca at the subject property are the same.
The proposed Project would not alter the existing land use. While the comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the

decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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From: Reuben Silva <rjsilva24@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 7:40 AM
To: Simvoulakis, Lea

Subject: Aquatic Center

WARNING! This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello does the city plan on ever building an aquatic center for our community. There is alot of revenue coming in from The
Great Wolf, Costco, The Big league Dreams and Bass Pro shop. Not to mention all of the taxes all of the Home owners
pay. Tracy has a beautiful facility also Galt. We can do better all i see is HOUSES being built. Also there shouldnt be a
truck stop off of airport exit thank you have a nice day..
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Response to Letter U: Reuben Silva
Response U-1: The commenter questions if the city plans to build an aquatic center and states that there

shouldn’t be a truck stop off of the Airport Way exit.

While the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, or compliance with CEQA, this
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration of topics beyond
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
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address air pollution impacts as “practices” which may apply to the siting, design,
construction, and operation of freight facilities to minimize health impacts on nearby
communities. The concept paper is available at:

https:/iww?2 arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-03/2019.12.12%20-
%20Concept%20Paper%20for%20the % 20Freight%20Handbook 1.pdf

Project Related Emissions

At the federal level under the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), the
District is designated as extreme nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone standards and
serious nonattainment for the particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
(PM2.5) standards. At the state level under California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS), the District is designated as nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone, PM10,
PM2.5 standards.

The District understands that the Manteca General Plan Update is a program-level
project where future individual project-specific data may not be available at this time.
As such, the Recirculated DEIR and the Manteca General Plan Update should
include a discussion of policies, which when implemented, will require assessment
and characterization of project-level emissions, and subsequently require mitigation
of air quality impacts to the extent feasible at the individual project-specific level.
Environmental reviews of potential impacts on air quality should incorporate the
following items:

2a) Construction Emissions

The District recommends, to reduce impacts from construction-related diesel
exhaust emissions, future development projects should utilize the cleanest

V-2

Cont.
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emissions increases from a project will cause or contribute to a violation of State or
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The District recommends an AAQA be
performed for any future development projects with emissions that exceed 100
pounds per day of any pollutant.

An acceptable analysis would include emissions from both project-specific permitted
and non-permitted equipment and activities. The District recommends consultation
with District staff to determine the appropriate model and input data to use in the
analysis.

Specific information for assessing significance, including screening tools and
modeling guidance, is available online at the District's website:
www.valleyair.org/ceqa.

V-4
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the form of grants for projects that achieve emission reductions. Thus, project-
related impacts on air quality can be mitigated. Types of emission reduction

projects that have been funded in the past include electrification of stationary V-8
internal combustion engines (such as agricultural irrigation pumps), replacing
old heavy-duty trucks with new, cleaner, more efficient heavy-duty trucks, and Cont.

replacement of old farm tractors.

In implementing a VERA, the District verifies the actual emission reductions
that have been achieved as a result of completed grant contracts, monitors the
emission reduction projects, and ensures the enforceability of achieved
reductions. After the project is mitigated, the District certifies to the Lead
Agency that the mitigation is completed, providing the Lead Agency with an
enforceable mitigation measure demonstrating that project-related emissions
have been mitiogated. To assist the Lead Aaencv and proiect brononent in

V-9
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The District recommends the City continue evaluating HHD truck routing
patterns for future development projects, with the aim of limiting exposure of
residential communities and sensitive receptors to emissions. This evaluation
would consider the current truck routes, the quantity and type of each truck
(e.g., Medium Heavy-Duty, HHD, etc.), the destination and origin of each trip,
traffic volume correlation with the time of day or the day of the week, overall
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and associated exhaust emissions. The truck
routing evaluation would also identify alternative truck routes and their impacts
on VMT and air quality.

Cleanest Available Heavy-Duty Trucks

The San Joaquin Valley will not be able to attain stringent health-based federal

T T TR AT TR T ST T T TSR T W SR T RSERTT (T T e T

operational emissions:
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restriction and requiring appropriate signage and enforcement of idling
restrictions.

Electric On-Site Off-Road and On-Road Equipment

Since future development projects may have the potential to result in increased use
of off-road equipment (e.g., forklifts) and on-road equipment (e.g., mobile yard trucks
with the ability to move materials). The District recommends that the Recirculated
DEIR include requirements for project proponents to utilize electric or zero emission
off-road and on-road equipment.

Under-fired Charbroilers

Future development projects have the potential to occupy restaurants with under-
fired charbroilers. Such charbroilers may pose the potential for immediate health
risk, particularly when located in densely populated areas or near sensitive
receptors.

Since the cooking of meat can release carcinogenic PM2.5 species, such as
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, controlling emissions from new under-fired
charbroilers will have a substantial positive impact on public health. The air quality
impacts on neighborhoods near restaurants with under-fired charbroilers can be
significant on days when meteorological conditions are stable, when dispersion is

V-12
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control systems for new large restaurants operating under-fired charbroilers.

The District is available to assist the City and project proponents with this
assessment. Additionally, the District is currently offering substantial incentive
funding that covers the full cost of purchasing, installing, and maintaining the system
during a demonstration period covering two years of operation. Please contact the
District at (559) 230-5800 or technology@valleyair.org for more information, or visit:
http://valleyair.org/grants/rctp.htm

9) Vegetative Barriers and Urban Greening

For future development projects within the Project area, and at strategic locations
throughout the Project area in general, the District suggests the City consider
incorporating vegetative barriers and urban greening as a measure to further reduce

V-16
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Since future development projects consist of residential and commercial
development, gas-powered residential and commercial lawn and garden equipment
have the potential to result in an increase of NOx and PM2.5 emissions. Utilizing
electric lawn care equipment can provide residents with immediate economic, V-17
environmental, and health benefits. The District recommends the Project proponent
consider the District's Clean Green Yard Machines (CGYM) program which provides
incentive funding for replacement of existing gas powered lawn and garden
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Guidelines and Project Eligibility for the grant program can be found at:
http://valleyair.org/grants/documents/bikepaths/2015 Bikeway Guidelines.pdf

12)Nuisance Odors

While offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they can be unpleasant,

leading to considerable distress among the public and often resulting in citizen
complaints.

The City should consider all available pertinent information to determine if future
development projects could have a significant impact related to nuisance odors.
Nuisance odors may be assessed qualitatively taking into consideration the
proposed business or industry type and its potential to create odors, as well as

V-19
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potentially significant odor impact to draft and implement an odor management plan
as a mitigation measure in the Recirculated DEIR.

13)District Rules and Requlations

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 regulatery framework. In general, a regulation is a collection of individual
rules, each of which deals with a specific topic. As an example, Regulation Il
(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.

V-20
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13b) District Rule 9510 - Indirect Source Review (ISR)

The purpose of District Rule 8510 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 future development projects 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. V-20
Accordingly, future development projects covered by the Manteca General Plan Cont
Educational Office | 9,000 square feet | 45,000 square feet_
Government 10,00 square feet 50,000 square feet
Recreational 20,000 square feet 100,000 square feet
Other 9,000 square feet 45,000 square feet
District Rule 9510 also applies to any transportation or transit development
projects where construction exhaust emissions equal or exceed two tons of
NOx or two tons of PM.
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Information about how to comply with District Rule 9510 can be found online at:
http://www.vallevair.org/ISR/ISRHome .htm.

The AlA application form can be found online at:
http://www.valleyair.org/ISR/ISRFormsAndApplications.htm.

District staff is available to provide assistance with determining if future
development projects will be subject to Rule 9510, and can be reached by
phone at (559) 230-5900 or by email at ISR@valleyair.org.

13c) District Rule 9410 (Employer Based Trip Reduction)

Future development projects may be subject to District Rule 2410 (Employer
Based Trip Reduction) if the project would result in employment of 100 or more
“eligible” employees. District Rule 9410 requires employers with 100 or more
“eligible” employees at a worksite to establish an Employer Trip Reduction
Implementation Plan (e TRIP) that encourages employees to reduce single-
occupancy vehicle trips, thus reducing pollutant emissions associated with work
commutes. Under an eTRIP plan, employers have the flexibility to select the
options that work best for their worksites and their employees.

Information about District Rule 9410 can be found online at:
www.valleyair.org/tripreduction.htm.

For additional information, you can contact the District by phone at 559-230-
6000 or by e-mail at etrip@valleyair.org

V-20
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VIII, specifically Rule 8021 — Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extracfion,
and Other Earthmoving Activities.

Should future development projects result in at least 1-acre in size, the project
proponents 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://iwww.valleyair.org/busind/comply/PM10/forms/DCP-Form.docx

Information about District Regulation VIl can be found online at:
http://www.valleyair.org/busind/comply/pm10/compliance_pm10.htm

13f) District Rule 4901 - Wood Burning Fireplaces and Heaters

The purpose of this rule is to limit emissions of carbon monoxide and
particulate matter from wood burning fireplaces, wood burning heaters, and
outdoor wood burning devices. This rule establishes limitations on the
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Response to Letter V:  Brian Clements, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District

Response V-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement to the comment letter. No response
to this comment is warranted.

Response V-2: The commenter states that they recommend that the Draft EIR and the General Plan
Update incorporate strategies that reduce VMTs and require the cleanest available HHD trucks and
vehicles, including zero and near-zero technologies. The commenter also states that VMTs can be
reduced through encouragement of mixed-use development, walkable communities, etc. The
commenter also states that they recommend that the Draft EIR incorporate strategies that will advance
implementation of the best practices listed in Tables 5 and 6 of the CARB’s Freight Handbook Concept
Paper, to the extent feasible. The commenter states that this document complies with best practices
designed to address air pollution impacts.

This comment is noted. It should be noted that the Draft EIR and General Plan Update incorporate several
strategies that reduce VMTs, such as Policy C.4-6, which would reduce VMTs by requiring the provision
of on-street Class Il bike lanes, Class IV protected bike lanes, or off-street Class | bike paths along major
collector and arterial streets whenever feasible; and Policy C-7.4, which requires proposed development
projects that could have a potentially significant VMT impact to consider reasonable and feasible project
modifications and other measures during the project design and environmental review stage of project
development that would reduce VMT effects in a manner consistent with state guidance on VMT
reduction. Additionally, Policy C-7.5 requires the evaluation of the feasibility of a local or regional VMT
impact fee program, bank, or exchange, and Implementation Action C-7d provides a list of measures to
reduce VMT for that proposed development projects must incorporate, the extent feasible. It should be
noted that the requirement to use the cleanest available HHD trucks and vehicles is most appropriate to
be made at the individual project-level, rather than the plan level, since not all project would be able to
comply with such a strict requirement.

The General Plan Update also incorporates mixed-use development and walkable communities,
consistent with this comment, such as Policy LU-6.8, which requires the encouragement of the mixing of
retail, service, residential, office, and institutional uses on the properties surrounding The Promenade to
create a significant retail, employment, and cultural center south of Highway 120; Policy LU-6.9, which
requires mixed-use development within Manteca to provide strong connections with the surrounding
development and neighborhoods through the provision of pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and
facilities and, where feasible, site consolidation; Policy LU-6.10, which encourage the reuse of existing
buildings within Downtown and in other developed locations designated for mixed-use development by
utilizing the California Existing Building Code which provides flexibility in the retrofitting of buildings;
Policy LU-6.11: Prioritize the revitalization of underutilized, deteriorated areas and buildings within
Downtown and in other developed locations designated for mixed-use development through
development incentives, public/private partnerships, and public investments.
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With regard to incorporating strategies that will advance implementation of the best practices listed in
Tables 5 and 6 of the CARB’s Freight Handbook Concept Paper, it should be noted that many of the
strategies within Tables 5 and 6 of the CARB’s Freight Handbook Concept Paper are designed for the
individual project-level, whereas the proposed project is a General Plan Update. Nevertheless, the
General Plan Update includes many policies and implementing actions that are consistent with the best
practices provided within Tables 5 and 6 of the CARB’s Freight Handbook Concept Paper, such as Policy
RC-4.10, which encourages measures, including building siting and shading and use of shade trees, to
reduce urban heat island effects; Policy RC-5.2, which requires the minimization of exposure of the public
to toxic or harmful air emissions and odors through requiring an adequate buffer or distance between
residential and other sensitive land uses and land uses that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air
contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors. Additionally, implementing measure LU-5f requires the City
to update the Municipal Code to include Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities,
including: A definition of the type and size of facility that is subject to the Guidelines; Standards to
minimize exposure to diesel emissions to sensitive receptors that are situated in close proximity to the
proposed facility; Standards and practices that eliminate diesel trucks from unnecessarily traversing
through residential neighborhoods; Standards and practices that eliminate trucks from using residential
areas and repairing vehicles on the streets; and Strategies to reduce and/or eliminate diesel idling within
the facility’s site. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-3: The commenter describes the criteria pollutants that the Air District is currently in
nonattainment for. The commenter then states that the Air District understands that the Manteca
General Plan is a program-level, where future individual-level project-specific data may not be available
at this time. The commenter states that, therefore, the Draft EIR and General Plan Update should include
a discussion of policies, which when implemented, would require assessment and characterization of
project-level emissions, and subsequently require mitigation of air quality impacts to the extent feasible
at the individual project-specific level. The commenter then states that environmental reviews of
potential impacts on air quality for future individual projects should include analysis of both construction
emissions and operational emissions, following the Air District’s guidance, and the commenter also
provides a recommended mitigation measure such that project-related impacts should incorporate
design elements such as the use of cleaner HHD trucks and vehicles; measures that reduces VMTs; and
measures that increase energy efficiency. The commenter also states that CalEEMod is the recommended
model for quantifying air emissions.

This comment is noted. The General Plan Update includes various policies and implementing actions that
require individual projects to require an assessment and characterization of project-level emissions, and
subsequently require mitigation of air quality impacts to the extent feasible at the individual project-
specific level. For example, Policy C-7.4 requires proposed individual development projects that could
have a potentially significant VMT impact to consider reasonable and feasible project modifications and
other measures during the project design and environmental review stage of project development that
would reduce VMT effects in a manner consistent with state guidance on VMT reduction. Separately,
Policy RC-4.7 requires the City to support expanded innovative and green building best practices
including, but not limited to, LEED certification for all new development and retrofitting existing uses,
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and encourage public and private projects to exceed the most current “green” development standards
in the California Green Building Standards Code. Further, Policy RC-5.4 requires installation of energy-
efficient appliances and equipment, including wood-burning devices, in development projects to meet
current standards for controlling air pollution, including particulate matter and toxic air contaminants.
Another example is Implementation Action LU-9a, which requires review all development proposals,
planning projects, and infrastructure projects to ensure that potential adverse impacts to disadvantaged
communities, such as exposure to pollutants, including toxic air contaminants, and unacceptable levels
of noise and vibration are reduced to the extent feasible and that measures to improve quality of life,
such as connections to bicycle and pedestrian paths, community services, schools, and recreation
facilities, access to healthy foods, and improvement of air quality are included in the project. The review
shall address both the construction and operation phases of the project. A further example is
Implementation Action C-7d, which requires proposed development projects to incorporate measures to
reduce VMT. A final (though non-exhaustive) example of a General Plan implementing measure that
would require individual projects to reduce air quality impacts is implementing measure RC-4b, which
requires individual projects to implement development standards and best practices that promote
energy conservation and the reduction in greenhouse gases. No further response to this comment is
warranted.

Response V-4: The commenter states that the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR includes a conclusion
of “Significant and Unavoidable” for Air Quality Impact 3.3-2, which is inconsistent with the significance
determination made for this impact within the Air Quality section of the Draft EIR.

The commenter also states that, to determine potential health impacts on receptors for projects
requirement risk assessment on sensitive receptors, a Prioritization and/or HRA should be performed for
individual development projects. The commenter also states that the HRAs should include all potential
air emissions from future development projects, which include emissions from construction of the
project, as well as on-going operation activities. The commenter describes two common sources of TACs.
The commenter describes the threshold within the Air District’s Prioritization calculator that should be
used to determine whether a detailed HRA is required. The commenter also describes that, prior to
performing an HRA, the commenter strongly recommends that land use agencies/project proponents
develop and submit for Air District review a health risk modeling protocol that outlines the sources and
methodologies that will be used to perform the HRA. The commenter then provides the thresholds of
significance for cancer and non-cancer HRA risks. The commenter also provides contact information to
send files to the Air District for review. The commenter also provides a recommended measure that
development projects resulting in TAC emissions should be located an adequate distance from residential
areas and other sensitive receptors according to the CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A
Community Health Perspective.

With regard to the conclusion of “Significant and Unavoidable” for Air Quality Impact 3.3-2 being
inconsistent with the significance determination made for this impact within the Air Quality section of
the Draft EIR, this impact has been revised in the Final EIR (see Chapter 3).
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With regard to the commenter’s comments regarding potential individual project risks associated with
TACs, this comment is noted. Individual projects with the City of Manteca would be required to conduct
detailed HRAs, should their Prioritization scores exceed 10, which is the threshold provided by the Air
District. It should be noted that the General Plan Update includes many policies and implementing actions
that would require individual projects to conduct such analyses, buffer such projects from nearby
sensitive receptors, and include other mitigation measures to reduce TAC impacts on nearby sensitive
receptors, as applicable. For example, Policy LU-3.9 requires that individual projects locate residences
and sensitive receptors away from areas of excessive noise, smoke, dust, odor, and lighting, and ensure
that adequate provisions, including buffers or transitional uses separate any proposed residential uses
from more intensive uses, including industrial, agricultural, or agricultural industrial uses and designated
truck routes, to ensure the health and well-being of existing and future residents. Additionally, Policy RC-
5.2 requires that individual projects minimize exposure of the public to toxic or harmful air emissions and
odors through requiring an adequate buffer or distance between residential and other sensitive land uses
and land uses that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors.
Further, implementing measure LU-9a requires review all development proposals, planning projects, and
infrastructure projects to ensure that potential adverse impacts to disadvantaged communities, such as
exposure to pollutants, including toxic air contaminants, and unacceptable levels of noise and vibration
are reduced to the extent feasible and that measures to improve quality of life, such as connections to
bicycle and pedestrian paths, community services, schools, and recreation facilities, access to healthy
foods, and improvement of air quality are included in the project. In addition, implementing measure RC-
5b requires review of development, land use, transportation, and other projects that are subject to CEQA
for potentially significant climate change and air quality impacts, including toxic and hazardous emissions
and require that projects provide adequate, appropriate, and cost-effective mitigation measures reduce
significant and potentially significant impacts. Implementing measure RC-5e requires that, prior to
entitlement of a project that may be an air pollution point source, such as a manufacturing and extracting
facility, the developer shall provide documentation that the use is located and appropriately separated
from residential areas and sensitive receptors (e.g., homes, schools, and hospitals). Appropriate
separation is to be determined through a Health Risk Assessment that demonstrates the project would
not expose sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants at or above significance thresholds as
determined by the SJIVAPCD. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-5: The commenter describes the requirements for an ambient air quality analysis. The
commenter states that an ambient air quality analysis is recommended to be performed for any future
development projects with emissions that exceed 100 pounds per day of any pollutant.

This comment is noted. An ambient air quality analysis is not required for the General Plan Update, since
guantitative analysis of the overall General Plan buildout’s air emissions was not conducted, as individual
projects would require their own CEQA analysis. Ambient air quality analyses are relevant at the
individual project level. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-6: The commenter states that, in some cases, for future development projects, the City may
determine that a project be approved as an allowed use by not requiring a project-specific discretionary
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approval from the City. The commenter states that the Air District recommends that the Draft EIR include
language supported by policy requiring such projects to prepare a technical assessment in consultation
with the Air District, and the commenter also recommends that a VERA be considered for development
projects determined to result in a significant impact on air quality.

This comment is noted. It should be noted that, as described on page 3.3-52 of the Draft EIR, future
development under the proposed General Plan would be required to comply with all applicable SJVAPCD
rules and regulations, and the proposed General Plan policies and actions. In the event that future
individual projects may result in exposure to TACs by sensitive receptors, these future individual projects
would be required to analyze and mitigate TAC impacts on an individual project level, per SIVAPCD
requirements, and in accordance with OEHHA guidance. The General Plan set of policies at a program
level set forth the parameters wherein future individual projects may be required to perform HRAs. It
should also be noted that individual development projects that have the potential to exceed criteria air
pollutant emissions thresholds would also require individual development project CEQA review.

It should be noted that a VERA would not be required in such a case. Given that a VERA is a “Voluntary
Agreement,” the feasibility of entering into such an agreement cannot be measured because the terms
of the agreement and the party’s willingness to “agree” to such terms is not known. A “voluntary
agreement” cannot be mandated through CEQA because it cannot be guaranteed that the terms of the
agreement would be agreeable to both parties. Nevertheless, the City recognizes that a VERA is one
method that can be used to try to reduce emissions. The City can educate applicants on the benefits of a
VERA, and recommend consulting with the Air District to see if such “voluntary agreement” can be
reached. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-7: The commenter states that the Draft EIR for the Manteca General Plan Update includes
land designated to be zoned for future Industrial/Warehouse development. The comment further states
that, therefore, the Air District recommends that the City consider the feasibility of incorporating
emission reduction strategies that can reduce potential harmful health impacts; the commenter provides
a list of examples of such measures.

This comment is noted. As described under previous responses to this comment letter, individual projects
would be analyzed at the individual level under CEQA, at the time specific detail regarding the individual
development is available, thus ensuring that proper mitigation measures would be applied specifically at
the project level. For example, as described under Response V-2, the General Plan Update includes many
policies and implementing actions that are consistent with the best practices provided within Tables 5
and 6 of the CARB’s Freight Handbook Concept Paper, such as Policy RC-4.10, which encourages
measures, including building siting and shading and use of shade trees, to reduce urban heat island
effects; Policy RC-5.2, which requires the minimization of exposure of the public to toxic or harmful air
emissions and odors through requiring an adequate buffer or distance between residential and other
sensitive land uses and land uses that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or
obnoxious fumes or odors. Additionally, implementing measure LU-5f requires the City to update the
Municipal Code to include Good Neighbor Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities, including: A
definition of the type and size of facility that is subject to the Guidelines; Standards to minimize exposure
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to diesel emissions to sensitive receptors that are situated in close proximity to the proposed facility;
Standards and practices that eliminate diesel trucks from unnecessarily traversing through residential
neighborhoods; Standards and practices that eliminate trucks from using residential areas and repairing
vehicles on the streets; and Strategies to reduce and/or eliminate diesel idling within the facility’s site.

Furthermore, as described under Response V-4, individual projects with the City of Manteca would be
required to conduct detailed HRAs, should their Prioritization scores exceed 10, which is the threshold
provided by the Air District. It should be noted that the General Plan Update includes many policies and
implementing actions that would require individual projects to conduct such analyses, buffer such
projects from nearby sensitive receptors, and include other mitigation measures to reduce TAC impacts
on nearby sensitive receptors, as applicable. For example, Policy LU-3.9 requires that individual projects
locate residences and sensitive receptors away from areas of excessive noise, smoke, dust, odor, and
lighting, and ensure that adequate provisions, including buffers or transitional uses separate any
proposed residential uses from more intensive uses, including industrial, agricultural, or agricultural
industrial uses and designated truck routes, to ensure the health and well-being of existing and future
residents. Additionally, Policy RC-5.2 requires that individual projects minimize exposure of the public to
toxic or harmful air emissions and odors through requiring an adequate buffer or distance between
residential and other sensitive land uses and land uses that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air
contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors.

Further, implementing measure LU-9a requires review all development proposals, planning projects, and
infrastructure projects to ensure that potential adverse impacts to disadvantaged communities, such as
exposure to pollutants, including toxic air contaminants, and unacceptable levels of noise and vibration
are reduced to the extent feasible and that measures to improve quality of life, such as connections to
bicycle and pedestrian paths, community services, schools, and recreation facilities, access to healthy
foods, and improvement of air quality are included in the project. In addition, implementing measure RC-
5b requires review of development, land use, transportation, and other projects that are subject to CEQA
for potentially significant climate change and air quality impacts, including toxic and hazardous emissions
and require that projects provide adequate, appropriate, and cost-effective mitigation measures reduce
significant and potentially significant impacts. Implementing measure RC-5e requires that, prior to
entitlement of a project that may be an air pollution point source, such as a manufacturing and extracting
facility, the developer shall provide documentation that the use is located and appropriately separated
from residential areas and sensitive receptors (e.g., homes, schools, and hospitals). Appropriate
separation is to be determined through a Health Risk Assessment that demonstrates the project would
not expose sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants at or above significance thresholds as
determined by the SIVAPCD.

Overall, the proposed General Plan Update includes extensive policies and implementing measures for
individual projects to implement, including individual future industrial/warehouse development projects,
including the need for individual-project level CEQA review, in the case where such have the potential to
exceed applicable Air District air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy thresholds. Therefore, no further
response to this comment is warranted.
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Response V-8: The commenter recommends that the Draft EIR include a feasibility discussion on
implementing a VERA as a mitigation measure for future individual development projects.

This comment is noted. Individual development projects would undergo independent CEQA review;
therefore, a discussion of the appropriateness of implementing a VERA for individual development
projects would make most sense during CEQA review for each individual development project. A
determination on including site specific mitigation is based, in part, on the specific characteristics of the
site, end user, and the building(s) that would be constructed on each individual lot. Those characteristics
would help determined the need and applicability of future development requirements, each future
project will be reviewed for air quality impacts and opportunities for emission reduction strategies to
reduce emissions. Future projects will be reviewed and required to meet relevant General Plan and Air
District standards, and future projects will be referred to the District for review and comment. Various
General Plan policies and implementing actions require the review development, infrastructure, and
planning projects be reviewed for consistency with SJVAPCD requirements during the CEQA review
process. Project applicants are required to prepare air quality analyses to address SIVAPCD and General
Plan requirements, which include analysis and identification of mitigation measures to reduce significant
impacts to less than significant or the maximum extent feasible where impacts cannot be mitigated to
less than significant.

Given that a VERA is a “Voluntary Agreement,” the feasibility of entering into such an agreement cannot
be measured because the terms of the agreement and the party’s willingness to “agree” to such terms is
not known. A “voluntary agreement” cannot be mandated through CEQA because it cannot be
guaranteed that the terms of the agreement would be agreeable to both parties. Nevertheless, the City
recognizes that a VERA is one method that can be used to try to reduce emissions. The City can educate
applicants on the benefits of a VERA, and recommend consulting with the Air District to see if such
“voluntary agreement” can be reached. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-9: The commenter states that it is the policy of the State of California that renewable energy
resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100 percent of retail sales of electricity to California and
end-use customers by December 31, 2045. The commenter states that the Air District supports the City’s
consideration to incorporate solar power systems as an emission reductions strategy for future
development projects.

This comment is noted. The commenter states their support for the City’s consideration to incorporate
solar power systems as an emission reductions strategy for future development projects. No response to
this comment is warranted.

Response V-10: The commenter states that the Air District offers incentives to public agencies,
businesses, and property owners of multi-unit dwellings to install electric charge infrastructure. The
commenter states that the Air District recommends that the City and project proponents install electric
vehicle chargers at project sites, and at strategic locations.
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This comment is noted. Individual development projects would undergo independent CEQA review;
therefore, a discussion of the appropriateness of installing electric vehicle chargers at individual
development projects would make most sense during CEQA review for each individual development
project. Separately, General Plan Implementation Action RC-4b includes a measure that requires
developments to include vehicle charging stations that meet or exceed the requirements of State law
and to include outdoor electrical outlets to reduce the need for portable generators or other portable
power sources, including for residential, commercial, industrial, park, and public/quasi-public uses. No
further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-11: The commenter states that truck routing involves the assessment of which roads that
HHD trucks take to and from their destination, and the emissions impact that the HHD trucks may have
on residential communities and sensitive receptors. The commenter states that the Air District
recommends that the City continue evaluating HHD truck routing patterns for future development
projects, with the aim of limiting exposure of residential communities and sensitive receptors to
emissions. The commenter states that the truck routing evaluation would also identify alternative truck
routes and their impacts on VMT and air quality.

This comment is noted. As described on pages 3.3-43 of the Draft EIR, the proposed General Plan includes
policies and programs that would limit exposure to TAC and PM concentrations within the city. These
policies and actions are included within various elements of the General Plan. For example, Policy LU-3.9
requires that land uses are located away from excessive smoke, dust, and odors, including buffers for
transitional uses, to ensure health and well-being of residents. In addition, Policy LU-9.2 requires that, as
part of land use decisions, environmental justice issues related to potential health impacts associated
with land use decisions are considered and addressed. Policy RC-5.2 would ensure that exposure of the
public to toxic or harmful air emissions would be minimized by requiring an adequate buffer or distance
between residential and other sensitive land uses and land uses that typically generate air pollutants,
toxic air contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors, and where uses or facilities pose substantial health
risks, require that a Health Risk Assessment is conducted to identify and mitigate exposure to toxic air
contaminants.

Furthermore, Implementing Measure RC-5e requires that, prior to entitlement of a project that may be
an air pollution point source, such as a manufacturing and extracting facility, developers must provide
documentation that the use is located and appropriately separated from residential areas and sensitive
receptors (e.g., homes, schools, and hospitals). This is ensured through the development of an air toxics
HRA for individual projects that propose air pollution point sources.

Individual projects would be required to provide their own environmental assessments to determine
health impacts from the construction and operation of their projects. In the event that future individual
projects may result in exposure to TACs by sensitive receptors, these future projects would be required
to analyze TAC impacts on an individual project level, per SJVAPCD requirements, and in accordance with
OEHHA guidance.
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In addition, it should also be noted that the Omnibus Low-NOx Rule was approved by CARB August 28,
2020, which will require heavy-duty truck engine NOx emissions to be cut to approximately 75 percent
below current standards beginning in 2024, and 90 percent below current standards in 2027. The rule
also places nine additional regulatory requirements on new heavy-duty truck and engines. Those
additional requirements include a 50 percent reduction in particulate matter emissions, stringent new
low-load and idle standards, a new in-use testing protocol, extended deterioration requirements, a new
California-only credit program, and extended mandatory warranty requirements.

Compliance with the applicable policies and programs in the proposed General Plan as well the applicable
CARB and SIVAPCD rules and regulations, would minimize the potential exposure of sensitive receptors
to substantial concentrations of TACs and PM, s within the City.

It should be noted that the Circulation Element plans for a full multi-modal system. Although heavy-duty
truck routes are not proposed as part of the proposed General Plan, an analysis of TAC impacts from
heavy-duty trucks is provided within the Draft EIR, to address the potential for increased truck traffic on
the roadway system. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-12: The commenter states that the San Joaquin Valley will not be able to attain stringent
health-based federal air quality standards without significant reductions in emissions from HHD trucks.
The commenter states that the Air District’'s CARB-approved 2018 PM2.5 Plan includes significant new
reductions from HHD trucks. The commenter further states that, additionally, to meet federal air quality
attainment standards, the Air District’s Plan relies on a significant and immediate transition of HHD fleets
to zero or near-zero emissions technologies, including the near-zero truck standard of 0.02 g/bhp-hour
NOx established by CARB.

The commenter further states that the Draft EIR includes land designated to be zoned for future
Industrial/Warehouse development. The commenter states that, for future Industrial/Warehouse
development projects, the Air District recommends that the following measures be considered by the
City to reduce project-related operational emissions:

e Fleets associated with operational activities utilize the cleanest available HHD trucks, including
zero and near-zero technologies;

e All on-site service equipment (cargo handling, yard hostlers, forklifts, pallet jacks, etc.) utilize
zero-emission technologies.

This comment is noted. Individual projects would be required to provide their own environmental
assessments to determine impacts from the operation of HHD trucks from their projects. In the event
that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts that
would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider implementing these
recommended measures at the individual project level.

In addition, it should also be noted that the Omnibus Low-NOx Rule was approved by CARB August 28,
2020, which will require heavy-duty truck engine NOx emissions to be cut to approximately 75 percent
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below current standards beginning in 2024, and 90 percent below current standards in 2027. The rule
also places nine additional regulatory requirements on new heavy-duty truck and engines. Those
additional requirements include a 50 percent reduction in particulate matter emissions, stringent new
low-load and idle standards, a new in-use testing protocol, extended deterioration requirements, a new
California-only credit program, and extended mandatory warranty requirements. No further response to
this comment is warranted.

Response V-13: The commenter states that, since the Draft EIR includes land designated to be zoned for
future industrial/warehouse development, the Air District recommends that the Draft EIR be revised to
include measures to ensure anti-idling regulation and to discuss the importance of limiting the amount
of idling, especially near sensitive receptors. In addition, the commenter states that the Air District
recommends that the City consider the feasibility of a more stringent 3-minute idling restriction and
requiring appropriate signage and enforcement of idling restrictions.

This comment is noted. Individual projects would be required to provide their own environmental
assessments to determine on air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts from their projects. In
the event that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts
that would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider implementing the
recommended measure at the individual project level. Furthermore, it should be noted that General Plan
Implementation Action LU-5f requires the City to update their Municipal Code to include Good Neighbor
Guidelines for Warehouse Distribution Facilities, including strategies to reduce and/or eliminate diesel
idling.

In addition, it should also be noted that the Omnibus Low-NOx Rule was approved by CARB August 28,
2020, which will require heavy-duty truck engine NOx emissions to be cut to approximately 75 percent
below current standards beginning in 2024, and 90 percent below current standards in 2027. The rule
also places nine additional regulatory requirements on new heavy-duty truck and engines. Those
additional requirements include a 50 percent reduction in particulate matter emissions, stringent new
low-load and idle standards, a new in-use testing protocol, extended deterioration requirements, a new
California-only credit program, and extended mandatory warranty requirements.

The City of Manteca will consider the feasibility of a more stringent 3-minute idling restriction and
requiring appropriate signage and enforcement of idling restrictions. No further response to this
comment is warranted.

Response V-14: The commenter states that, since future development projects may have the potential
toresult in increased use of off-road equipment on on-road equipment, the Air District recommends that
the Draft EIR include requirements for project proponents to utilize electric or zero emission off-road and
on-road equipment.

This comment is noted. Individual projects would be required to provide their own environmental
assessments to determine on air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts from their projects. In
the event that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts
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that would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider implementing the
recommended measure at the individual project level. Furthermore, it should be noted that General Plan
Implementation Action RC-4j requires the City to develop a Zero Emissions Vehicle Market Development
Strategy that ensures expeditious implementation of the systems of policies, programs and regulations
necessary to address Executive Order N-79-20.

In addition, it should also be noted that the Omnibus Low-NOx Rule was approved by CARB August 28,
2020, which will require heavy-duty truck engine NOx emissions to be cut to approximately 75 percent
below current standards beginning in 2024, and 90 percent below current standards in 2027. The rule
also places nine additional regulatory requirements on new heavy-duty truck and engines. Those
additional requirements include a 50 percent reduction in particulate matter emissions, stringent new
low-load and idle standards, a new in-use testing protocol, extended deterioration requirements, a new
California-only credit program, and extended mandatory warranty requirements. No further response to
this comment is warranted.

Response V-15: The commenter states that future development projects have the potential to occupy
restaurants with under-fired charbroilers. Such charbroilers may pose the potential forimmediate health
risks, particularly when located in densely populated areas or near sensitive receptors. The commenter
states that, since the cooking of meet can release carcinogenic PM2.5 species, controlling emissions from
new under-fired charbroilers will have a substantial positive impact on public health. The commenters
states that this causes air quality concerns.

The commenter also states that reducing charbroiling emissions is essential to achieving attainment of
multiple federal PM2.5 standards. The commenter states that, therefore, the Air District recommends
that the Draft EIR include a measure requiring the assessment and potential installation, as
technologically feasible, of particulate matter emission control systems for new large restaurants
operating under-fired charbroilers.

This comment is noted. This comment is noted. Individual projects would be required to provide their
own environmental assessments to determine on air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts
from their projects. In the event that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas,
and/or energy impacts that would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider
implementing the recommended measure at the individual project level. No further response to this
comment is warranted.

Response V-16: The commenter states that, for future projects within the Project area, and at strategic
locations throughout the Project area in general, the District suggests that the City consider incorporating
vegetative barriers and urban greening as a measure to further reduce air pollution exposure on sensitive
receptors. The commenter provides examples of vegetative barriers. The commenter also states that
urban greening is also a way to improve air quality and public health in addition to enhancing the
beautification of a community.
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This comment is noted. Individual projects would be required to provide their own environmental
assessments to determine on air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts from their projects. In
the event that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts
that would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider implementing the
recommended measure at the individual project level. In addition, General Plan implementing measure
RC-5c provides a potential mitigation measure for projects to provide adequate electric or natural gas
outlets to encourage use of natural gas or electric barbecues and electric gardening equipment. No
further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-17: The commenter states that utilizing electric lawn care equipment can provide residents
with immediate economic, environmental, and health benefits. The commenter states that the Air
District recommends the Project proponent consider the District’s Clean Green Yard Machines (CGYM)
program, which provides incentive funding for replacement of existing gas powered lawn and garden
equipment.

This comment is noted. Individual projects would be required to provide their own environmental
assessments to determine on air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts from their projects. In
the event that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts
that would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider implementing the
recommended measure at the individual project level. In addition, General Plan implementing measure
RC-5c provides a potential mitigation measure for projects to provide adequate electric or natural gas
outlets to encourage use of natural gas or electric barbecues and electric gardening equipment. No
further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-18: The commenter recommends incorporating design elements within projects to enhance
walkability and connectivity, which can result in the reduction in vehicle miles travelled and improve air
quality within the area. The commenter states that individual projects may be eligible for the Air District’s
Bikeway Incentive Program.

This comment is noted. Individual projects would be required to provide their own environmental
assessments to determine on air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts from their projects. In
the event that future individual projects may generate air quality, greenhouse gas, and/or energy impacts
that would exceed the applicable thresholds, these future projects may consider implementing the
recommended measure at the individual project level. In addition, it should be noted that the General
Plan Update includes various policies and implementing actions that include installation of bikeways and
enhancements to walkability, to reduce overall VMT. One example of such a policy is General Plan policy
C-4.5, which requires the City to expand the existing network of off-street bicycle facilities as shown in
the City’s Active Transportation Plan. Another example of a General Plan policy is Policy C-4.8, which
requires provision of sidewalks and/or walkways connecting to the residential neighborhoods, primary
public destinations, major public parking areas, transit stops, and intersections with the bikeway system.
No further response to this comment is warranted.
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Response V-19: The commenter states that the City should consider all available pertinent information
to determine if future development projects could have a significant impact to nuisance odors. The
commenter states that, since the future development projects that would fall within the General Plan do
not yet exist, the City should stipulate odor mitigation measures in the Draft EIR, as conditions of approval
for those business and industry types.

This comment is noted. Individual projects would be required to provide their own environmental
assessments to determine impacts to odors from their individual projects. In the event that future
individual projects may generate odor impacts, these future projects may consider implementing the
recommended measure at the individual project level. In addition, it should be noted that the General
Plan itself contains policies and implementing actions that would reduce the potential impact of odors
on nearby receptors, such as Policy RC-5.2, which requires the City to minimize exposure of the public
to toxic or harmful air emissions and odors through requiring an adequate buffer or distance between
residential and other sensitive land uses and land uses that typically generate air pollutants, toxic air
contaminants, or obnoxious fumes or odors. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-20: The commenter provides a non-exhaustive list of Air District rules and regulations that
individual projects may be subject to.

This comment is noted. Individual projects would be required to comply with all applicable Air District
rules and regulations. No further response to this comment is warranted.

Response V-21: The commenter states that future development projects may require environmental
review and air emissions mitigation. The commenter states that a project’s referral documents and
environmental review documents should be provided to the Air District for review. The commenter
provides a hyperlink to their CEQA Guidance document.

This comment is noted. No response to this comment is warranted.
Response V-22: The commenter provides contact information.

This comment is noted. No response to this comment is warranted.
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Response to Letter W: Brian Olson, California Geological Survey

Response W-1: The commenter states that the Draft EIR erroneously states that Figure 3.6-4 depicts
liguefaction seismic hazard zones mapped within the Planning Area. The commenter further states that
this figure does not depict liquefaction hazard/susceptibility zones. The commenter concludes by
providing regulatory maps which depict seismic hazard zones in California.

This comment is noted. The reference to Figure 3.6-4 has been deleted as a result of this comment. As
discussed in Chapter 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR, the following change was made to page 3.6-19 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR:

the landslide potential increases in the southwestern corner of the City, which contains areas with
increased elevation change.

Additionally, the provided mapping tools were reviewed for liquefaction data for Manteca. There is no
seismic regulatory data for the Manteca area, including data which could be used for a liquefaction figure
(as requested by the commenter). The weblinks provided by the commenter in Comment W-1 are the
links and sources that were referenced to research seismic hazards for the Planning Area as part of the
Recirculated Draft EIR. As shown under the first provided weblink, there are no "colored rectangles" in
Manteca. As shown under the second provided weblink, when one clicks on one of the rectangles
covering Manteca, the map says "Unevaluated". Nevertheless, as discussed in Response W-2, the
Recirculated Draft EIR was revised to note that the California Geological Survey maintains continually-
updated maps on their website which show fault zones and fault traces.

Response W-2: The commenter states that the Safety Element provides a discussion of the probability
of large earthquakes in the region on page 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR. The commenter provides an updated
recent version of the National Seismic Hazard Model from the USGS and provides a webtool which

estimates the earthquake ground motions for various earthquake probability levels.

This comment is noted. According to the National Seismic Hazard Model, the earthquake hazard for San
Joaquin County is medium to medium-high. This information has been added as a revision to Section 3.6,
Geology and Soils, of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR, the
following change was made to page 3.6-2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR:

According to the California Geological Survey’s Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Assessment Program, San
Joaquin County is considered to be within an area that is predicted to have a 10 percent probability that a
seismic event would produce horizontal ground shaking of 10 to 20 percent within a 50-year period.
According to the National Seismic Hazard Model, the earthquake hazard for San Joaquin County is medium

to medium-high.

A reference to the webtool was added to Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of the Recirculated Draft EIR as
a result of this comment. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR, the following change was
made to page 3.6-4 of the Recirculated Draft EIR:

2.0-238 Final Environmental Impact Report — Manteca General Plan Update



COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

Fault Rupture

A fault rupture occurs when the surface of the earth breaks as a result of an earthquake, although this
does not happen with all earthquakes. These ruptures generally occur in a weak area of an existing fault.
Ruptures can be sudden (i.e., earthquake) or slow (i.e., fault creep). The Alquist-Priolo Fault Zoning Act
requires active earthquake fault zones to be mapped and it provides special development considerations
within these zones. Manteca does not have surface expression of active faults and fault rupture is not
anticipated. Figure 3.6-2 shown regional faults in relation to Manteca.t

1t is noted that the California Geological Survey maintains continually-updated maps on their website which show

fault zones and fault traces: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/.

Response W-3: The commenter states that the City has a map depicting locations of Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zones (Figure 3.6-2). The commenter concludes by referring to the California Geological

Survey (CGS) website for a map of earthquake fault zones which is continually updated.

This comment is noted. The reference to the CGS website and map has been added to Section 3.6,
Geology and Soils, of the Recirculated Draft EIR. See Response W-2.

Final Environmental Impact Report - Manteca General Plan Update 2.0-239



2.0

COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

IVIUNITTSUU, MR 7I007

Dear Ms. Simvoulakis:

RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND REVISED DRAFT GENERAL
PLAN NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY FOR THE MANTECA GENERAL PLAN UPDATE PROJECT,
SCH# 2020019010

The Department of Conservation’s (Department) Division of Land Resource Protection
(Division) has reviewed the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report and the
Revised Draft General Plan for the Manteca General Plan Update Project (Project). The
Division monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis, provides technical
assistance regarding the Wiliamson Act, and administers various agricultural land
conservation programs. We offer the following comments and recommendations with
respect to the project’s potential impacts on agricultural land and resources.

Project Description

The City of Manteca is preparing a comprehensive update to its existing General Plan.
The updated Manteca General Plan is expected to be adopted in 2023 and will guide
the City’s development and conservation. The Planis intended to be an expression of
the community’s vision for the City and Planning Area and constitutes the policy and
regulatory framework by which future development projects will be reviewed and
public improvements will be implemented. The City willimplement the Plan by requiring
development, infrastructure improvements, and other projects to be consistent with its
policies and by implementing the actions included in the Plan.

X-1
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2.0

All mitigation measures that are potentially feasible should be included in the project’s
environmental review. A measure brought to the attention of the lead agency should
not be left out unless it is infeasible based on its elements.

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, the Department recommends the consideration of
agricultural conservation easements, among other measures, as potential mitigation.
(See Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15370 [mitigation includes “"compensating for the impact
by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments, including through
permanent protection of such resources in the form of corservation easements.”1)
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Response to Letter X: Monique Wilber, California Department of
Conservation

Response X-1: The commenter provides introductory comments regarding their review of the Draft EIR
for the Project and the California Department of Conservation’s responsibilities. The commenter also

summarizes the Project Description.
Please see Responses X-2 and X-3.

Response X-2: The commenter states that CEQA requires all feasible and reasonable mitigation, and
that a lead agency should not approve a project if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures that would lessen the significant effects of the project. The commenter recommends the
consideration of agricultural conservation easements as potential mitigation, outlines the two forms of
agricultural easements, and provides the California Council of Land Trust guidebook for agricultural
mitigation banks. The commenter also discusses the recent judicial opinion in King and Gardiner Farms,
LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814.

The proposed General Plan includes policies and actions that are intended to reduce the conversion of
farmlands, including Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance, to non-
agricultural uses. These include policies that encourage the development of vacant lands within City
boundaries prior to conversion of agricultural lands (Policy LU-11.1) and ensure that urban development
near existing agricultural lands will not unnecessarily constrain agricultural practices or adversely affect
the economic viability of nearby agricultural operations (Policy LU-11.4). Policy LU-11.2 encourages the
continuation of agricultural uses on lands within and adjacent to the sphere of influence and Planning
Area. Overall, the policies and actions included in the proposed General Plan are intended to support and
preserve the agricultural heritage of Manteca as development continues to occur within the Planning
Area (Goal LU-11).

In addition to the proposed General Plan’s policies and actions, the City implements other programs and
regulations aimed at protecting agricultural lands throughout the Planning Area. For example, as
discussed on pages 3.2-14 and 3.2-18 of the Draft EIR, Chapter 13.42 of the Municipal Code establishes
the City's Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program, which authorizes the collection of development impact
fees to offset costs associated with the loss of productive agricultural lands converted for urban uses
within the City. Use of the Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program is also discussed in proposed Policy LU-
11b, where the fee could be used to ensure long-term conservation and protection of agricultural lands
to the west and south of Manteca. The reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the
cost of the specified farmland conservation easement or farmland deed restriction attributable to the
development project on which the fee is imposed is documented in a nexus report. The Agricultural
Mitigation Fee is currently $3,418.02 (effective November 1, 2021) per acre of agricultural land converted
to non-agricultural use. Agricultural mitigation fees are required to be paid prior to issuance of any

building permit as established by resolution of the City Council. The fee is determined by the fee schedule

Final Environmental Impact Report - Manteca General Plan Update 2.0-243



2.0 COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

in effect on the date the vesting tentative map or vesting parcel map application is deemed complete, or
the date a permit is issued. If a development contains multiple types of uses, the fee will be collected

proportionately on each use (see City Code section 13.42.080).

Fees are used to protect agricultural lands planned for agricultural use. Fees collected under Chapter
13.42 may be used as fair compensation for farmland conservation easements or farmland deed
restrictions that conserve existing agricultural land. For example, fees collected by the City are distributed
to the California Farmland Trust on a quarterly basis. The Trust then acquires conservation easements

from the funds collected.

The Agricultural Mitigation Fee is a flat rate per acre, dependent on the type of development proposed,
and as updated periodically and analyzed in a nexus report. The fee does not dictate that mitigation ratios
are more than, less than, or equal to 1:1. As a result, the payment of the Agricultural Mitigation Fee may
result in agricultural land conservation at a different ratio than 1:1. Policy RC-7.11 is revised in the
proposed General Plan to address collection of the Agricultural Mitigation Fee to address impacts on
Agricultural Land. Action RC-7b has been added to the proposed General Plan to require development
to address conversion development to address conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses
through payment of the Agricultural Mitigation Fee and, by July 2024, review and update the Agricultural
Mitigation Fee to address preservation of comparable agricultural land at a 1:1 ratio to that being
removed or developed by a project. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, Errata of this Final EIR, these revisions
are reflected in revisions to the Recirculated Draft EIR. On page 3.2-17, the Recirculated Draft EIR is

revised as shown below:

The proposed General Plan includes policies and actions, identified below, that are intended to reduce the
conversion of farmlands, including Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide
Importance, to non-agricultural uses. These include policies that encourage the development of vacant
lands within City boundaries prior to conversion of agricultural lands and ensure that urban development
near existing agricultural lands will not unnecessarily constrain agricultural practices or adversely affect
the economic viability of nearby agricultural operations_and ensure fees are collected to preserve

agricultural lands and address the conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. Overall, the

policies and actions included in the proposed General Plan are intended to support and preserve the
agricultural heritage of Manteca as development continues to occur within the Planning Area.

On page 3.2-19, the Recirculated Draft EIR is revised as shown below:

RC-7.11: Require the development projects to reduce impacts on agricultural lands through the use of
buffers, such as greenbelts, drainage features, parks, or other improved and maintained features, in order
to separate residential and other sensitive land uses, such as schools and hospitals, from agricultural
operations and from lands designated Agriculture and through payment of the Agricultural Mitigation Fee
established by Municipal Code Chapter 13.42, as may be amended.

On page 3.2-20, the Recirculated Draft EIR is revised as shown below:
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RC-7b ___Require development to address conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses through
payment of the Agricultural Mitigation Fee and, by July 2024, review and update the Agricultural Mitigation
Fee to address preservation of comparable agricultural land at a 1:1 ratio to that being removed or
developed by a project.

The City also implements a Right-to-Farm ordinance, as described in greater detail in the Regulatory
Setting section of Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources. One purpose of this ordinance is to prevent the
loss of agricultural resources and damage to the local agricultural industry by creating a presumption that
proper agricultural operations may not be deemed a public nuisance. An additional purpose of this
ordinance is to promote a good neighbor policy by requiring notification to purchasers and users of
property near agricultural operations of the inherent inconveniences associated with such operations.

The proposed General Plan would accommodate development that would result in the conversion of
farmlands within the Planning Area to non-agricultural uses. The conversion of these farmlands requires
mitigation through the City of Manteca Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program, which would be updated by
Action RC-7b, and Right to Farm Ordinance, as described previously. The project has been revised to
While the above-identified impact would be reduced through preservation of agricultural land resulting
from the proposed Policies and Actions as well as the Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program and Right to
Farm Ordinance, the impact would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level due to the fact that
active agricultural land would still be permanently converted to urban uses. Feasible mitigation measures

do not exist to reduce the above impact to a less-than-significant level.

Response X-3: The commenter recommends further discussion of the following issues:

e Type, amount, and location of farmland conversion resulting directly and indirectly from
implementation of the proposed project.

¢ Impacts on any current and future agricultural operations in the vicinity; e.g., land-use conflicts,
increases in land values and taxes, loss of agricultural support infrastructure such as processing
facilities, etc.

¢ Incremental impacts leading to cumulative impacts on agricultural land. This would include
impacts from the proposed project, as well as impacts from past, current, and likely future
projects.

* Proposed mitigation measures for all impacted agricultural lands within the proposed project
area.

* Projects compatibility with lands within an agricultural preserve and/or enrolled in a Williamson
Act contract.

e If applicable, notification of Williamson Act contract non-renewal and/or cancellation.

The commenter provides conclusionary comments and requests to be noticed of future hearings dates
and staff reports regarding the Project.
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The City has ensured that the California Department of Conservation will receive notification of future
hearings and staff reports regarding the Project.

Impacts associated with agricultural resources are discussed in Section 3.2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR.
With regard to the commenter’s first bullet point, as discussed in Impact 3.2-1 on page 3.2-16, Table 3.2-
4 shows the amount of Important Farmland in the Planning Area. As shown in Table 3.2-4, there are
approximately 4,533.35 acres of Important Farmlands located within the city, including approximately
925.16 acres of Prime Farmland, 2,986.52 acres of Statewide Important Farmland and 621.67 acres of
locally important farmland. As shown on Figure 3.2-1, the proposed General Plan Planning Area is
designated as Urban and Built-Up (approximately 9,831.90 acres), Prime Farmland (4,636.38 acres),
Farmland of Statewide Importance (9,948.09 acres), Farmland of Local Importance (1,016.53 acres),
Semi-Agricultural and Rural Commercial Land and Vacant or Disturbed Land and Rural Residential
(1,272.26 acres). Approximately 201.29 acres in the Planning Area contain Prime Farmland which is
currently vacant and is designated for urban land uses (including the following land uses: Business
Industrial Park [BIP], Commercial [C], Commercial Mixed-Use [CMU], Industrial [I], High Density
Residential [HDR], Medium Density Residential [MDR], Low Density Residential [LDR], Very Low Density
Residential [VLDR], Park [P], Public/Quasi Public [PQP], and roadway right of way) by the proposed
General Plan Land Use Map. Approximately 1,281.14 acres in the Planning Area contain Farmland of
Statewide Importance which is currently vacant and is designated for urban land uses (including the
following land uses: Business Industrial Park [BIP], Commercial [C], Commercial Mixed-Use [CMU],
Industrial [1], High Density Residential [HDR], Medium Density Residential [MDR], Low Density Residential
[LDR], Very Low Density Residential [VLDR], Park [P], Public/Quasi Public [PQP], and roadway right of way)
by the proposed General Plan Land Use Map.

Additionally, with regard to indirect farmland conversion and the comments in the commenter’s second
bullet point, Impact 3.2-4 in Section 3.2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR discusses indirect impacts to
Farmland. Future development in areas within the Planning Area may involve other changes in the
existing environment that could result in the conversion of farmland. Depending on the type of uses, an
indirect impact of converting agricultural uses to urban uses could be increased water use. However, as
mentioned above the proposed General Plan includes policies which would reduce the impact of
development resulting in the conversion of existing farmland. This includes policies which encourage
coordination LAFCO on issues of the conservation of agricultural land; promote the enrollment in
Williamson Act contracts; promote the establishment of adequate buffers between agricultural and
urban land uses; prohibit the redesignation of Agricultural lands to other land use designations unless
specific findings are made; and require future development projects to reduce impacts on agricultural
lands through the use of buffers, such as greenbelts, drainage features, parks, or other improved and
maintained features. In addition, the City’s Right to Farm Ordinance is intended to reduce the occurrence
of conflicts between nonagricultural and agricultural land uses within the City by requiring the transferor
of any property in the City to provide a disclosure statement describing that the City permits agricultural
operations, including those that utilize chemical fertilizers and pesticides. Compliance with the City’s
Right to Farm Ordinance, as well as General Plan Policy RC-8e, would ensure that projects include
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adequate measures to buffer project uses from adjacent agricultural uses and would reduce adverse
effects on neighboring agricultural uses.

Itis noted that, as defined by state law, the purpose of the Draft EIR is specifically to address the potential
for significant adverse environmental impact as a result of the project; fiscal impacts and property values
are not considered environmental topics under CEQA. The City agrees there are many other important
factors to consider during deliberations on this Project, including fiscal and financial outcomes. The
commenter’s concerns regarding land values and taxes have been forwarded to the City for their
consideration.

With respect to the commenter’s third bullet point, cumulative impacts on agricultural land are discussed
in Impact 4.2 in Chapter 4.0, Other CEQA-Required Topics, of the Recirculated Draft EIR. These impacts
were determined to be cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.

With respect to the commenter’s fourth bullet point, impacts associated with agricultural resources are
discussed in Section 3.2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As described in Impact 3.2-1 of the Recirculated
Draft EIR, the proposed General Plan Update identifies approximately 201.29 acres in the Planning Area
which contain currently vacant Prime Farmland and are designated for urban land uses. Approximately
1,281.14 acres in the Planning Area contain Farmland of Statewide Importance which is currently vacant
and is designated for urban land uses by the proposed General Plan Land Use Map. Although the
proposed General Plan includes several policies and actions that help minimize impacts to agricultural
resources, and programs such as the City of Manteca Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program help conserve
agricultural lands offsite, the impact to agricultural lands would not be reduced to a less-than-significant

level due to the fact that active agricultural land would still be permanently converted to urban uses.

The conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses would change the aesthetic landscape of those areas,
which primarily occur on the edges of the Planning Area. As stated in Impact 3.1-1 (page 3.1-8) in the
Recirculated Draft EIR, “Agricultural lands have become important visual resources that contribute to the
community identity of Manteca, and the Central Valley region. ... A central theme of the General Plan is
to preserve and protect the City’s natural resources and scenic resources, including by designating lands
for agricultural use in the eastern and southern portions of the Planning Area and designating open space
lands along Walthall Slough in the southwestern portion of the Planning Area.” Further, the Manteca
General Plan has been developed to preserve expansive areas of open space and to ensure that new
development is located in and around existing urbanized areas, thus ensuring that new development is
primarily an extension of the existing urban landscape, and minimizes interruption of views of nearby

visual features. These concepts would be enforced through the proposed General Plan policies such as:

RC-7.1: Support the continuation of agricultural uses on lands designated for urban use, until urban development is

imminent.
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RC-7.2: Provide an orderly and phased development pattern, encouraging the development of vacant lands within
City boundaries prior to conversion of agricultural lands, so that farmland is not subjected to premature

development pressure.

RC-7.3: Encourage permanent agricultural lands surrounding the Planning Area to serve as community separators
and continue the agricultural heritage of Manteca.

RC-7.4: Support and encourage the preservation of designated Agriculture lands, without placing an undue burden

on agricultural landowners.
RC-7.5: Minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses.

RC-7.6: Ensure that urban development near existing agricultural lands will not unnecessarily constrain agricultural

practices or adversely affect the economic viability of nearby agricultural operations.

RC-7.7: Prohibit the fragmentation of agricultural parcels into small rural residential parcels except in areas
designated for urban development in the Land Use Diagram.

RC-7.10: Prohibit re-designation of Agricultural lands to other land use designations unless all of the following

findings can be made:

a. Thereis a public need or net community benefit derived from the conversion of the land that outweighs the
need to protect the land for long-term agricultural use.

b. There are no feasible alternative locations for the proposed project that are either designated for non-

agricultural land uses or are less productive agricultural lands.

c. The use would not have a significant adverse effect on existing or potential agricultural activities on

surrounding lands designated Agriculture.

Implementation of these policies would reduce potential conflicts between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses, and preserve agricultural lands surrounding Manteca’s urban core. Additionally,
through the phasing of development, with development occurring first within the City boundaries before

converting agricultural lands, visual resources will also be preserved.

With respect to the commenter’s fifth bullet point, impacts related to compatibility with agricultural
preserves and/or lands enrolled in a Williamson Act contract as they pertain to CEQA-related questions
are discussed in Impact 3.2-2 of Section 3.2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. As discussed, the Planning Area
includes approximately 1,375 acres of lands that are under a Williamson Act Contract. Currently, the
majority of the Williamson Act Contract land within the Planning Area are designated for agricultural land
uses and will continue to be used for agricultural purposes under the proposed General Plan. Under the
proposed General Plan Land Use Map, the approximately 1,375 acres of Williamson Act Contract land are
proposed for agriculture, very low density residential, business park industrial and industrial land uses.
Therefore, the implementation of the proposed General Plan could conflict with existing Williamson Act
Contracts because non-agricultural uses, such as proposed business park industrial and industrial land
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uses to the north, are not allowed on the existing Contract land. As a result, the proposed project could
result in a significant impact on existing Williamson Act Contract land.

The proposed General Plan includes policies and actions that are intended to reduce conflict between
existing agricultural zones, or a Williamson Act Contract with new development as a result of the
proposed general plan. Additionally, the City’s Right to Farm Ordinance is intended to reduce the
occurrence of such conflicts between nonagricultural and agricultural land uses within the City through
requiring the transferor of any property in the City to provide a disclosure statement describing that the
City permits agricultural operations, including those that utilize chemical fertilizers and pesticides
Compliance with the City’s Right to Farm Ordinance as well as the proposed General Plan policies and
actions would ensure that projects include adequate measures to buffer project uses from adjacent
agricultural uses and would reduce adverse effects on neighboring agricultural uses.

With respect to the commenter’s sixth bullet point, this comment is noted. A new General Plan Policy
was added and a reference to this new Policy was added in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, of the
Recirculated Draft EIR as a result of this comment. As discussed in Chapter 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR,
the following policy was added to page 3.2-22 of the Recirculated Draft EIR:

RC-7.18: Require that agricultural landowners in Manteca’s Planning Area which are under a current Williamson
Act contract and plan to file for non-renewal or cancel the contract notify the California Department of
Conservation.
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