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SECTION I
INTRODUCTION

This document has been prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15132). CEQA
Guidelines require that San Joaquin County, after completion of a
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), consult with and obtain
comments from public agencies having legal jurisdiction
with respect to a proposed project, and to provide the applicant
and general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft
EIR. The County is also required to respond to significant
environmental points raised in the review and consultation
process.

This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to comments and
recommendations received from public agencies and the General

Public on the Draft EIR for the General Plan Amendment, Zone -

Reclassification and Major Subdivision applications for the
Crossroads Industrial Park, circulated for review in April 1989.

The following section of the Final EIR (Section II) provides
a list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on
the Draft EIR. Section III provides a copy of all written
comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR and
responses to significant environmental points raised in the
written comments. A public hearing on the Draft EIR was held on
May 4, 1989, by the San Joaquin County Planning Commission. A

summary of the oral comments made at this hearing is provided at -

the end of Section III.

Section IV contains a full copy of the Draft EIR with ;5ﬁ

revisions, where necessary.

Since publication of the Draft EIR, the community of Lathrop
incorporated. Many of the comments received during the public
review period focused on the issues of whether the project site

would be annexed to the City of Manteca, thereby receiving City &

services such as police and fire. Because of the recent Lathrop-
incorporation, the annexation issues are no longer relevant.
Although development of the site will occur wunder the
jurisdiction of the City rather than the County, this report has
not been changed. For the present time the County continues to
provide services to the Lathrop community until July 1, 1990. At
that time municipal services will be provided under the City’s
jurisdiction. For purposes of this Final EIR, the impact of the
development upon existing services will not diminish whether they
are provided by the County or the City. '

During the course of the public review period additional
studies were undertaken to clarify new information. Caltrans
asked that the traffic section include an analysis of the SR 120
freeway improvements that have been considered. Also the City of
Manteca’s latest sewage treatment capacity report was analyzed to




determine whether the City could adequately serve the site. The
conclusions of these analyses are included in the text of the
EIR. E 3 ‘ - :
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SECTION II
PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS AND PUBLIC AGENCIES
COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR
State of California, Department of Food and Agriculture, letter
dated May 12, 1989. :

State of California, Native American Heritage Commission, letter
dated April 20, 1989.

State of cCalifornia, Department of Transportation, letter dated
May 18, 1989. '

State of california, Public Utilities Commission, letter dated
April 20, 1989. .

San JoaQuin County Council of Governments, letter dated May 17,
1989.

San Joaquin Local Health District, letter dated May 5, 1989.

San Joaquin County Deparﬁﬁent of Public Works, letter dated May
19, 1989. :

San Joaquin County Department of Public Works, letter dated June
1, 1989. - =

Lathrop County Water District, letter daééd May 22, 1989.
Lathrop County Water District, letter dated May 22, 1989.
City of Manteca, letter dated May 19, 1989.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, letter dated May 3, 1989.

Law Office of Robert J. Logan, Paul Valle-Riestra, letters dated
May 3 and May 22, 1989.

Michael Barkley, letter dated May 7, 1989.

San Joaquin County Planning Commission Meeting of May 4, 1989,
Minutes. : _




SECTION III

- COMMENTS RECEIVED AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The following pages present the letters received inrresponsé ki
to the Draft EIR and the comments received during the public .
hearing before the San Joaquin County Planning Commission on May

4, 1989. Each substantive comment has been marked and numbered in
the right hand margin of the letter. Responses to these comments

are presented in a similar numerical sequence immediately

following each letter.




emorandum'

o - :John Keene Date : May 12, 1989

H State Clearlnghouse
Office of Planning and Research _ Place : Sacramento

1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, California 95814

—— From : Department of Food and Agriculture =——1220 N Street, P.O. Box 942871
Sacramento, CA 95814-0001

Subject: SCH No. 88070516-- San Joaquin County Crossroads Project

The Callfoza1a Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) has
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) concerning
the above referenced project which would invoive the development
of an industrial park on a 528 acre site. The CDFA has the
following comments and recommendations for the project.

The Department appreciates the thorough discussions on issues
pertinent to agriculture, and recommends approval of the DEIR. The 1
CDFA supports incorporation of all three measures to mitigate the
impact of converting 528 acres of agricultural land. (130 acres
of this land is designated prime farmland).

The CDFA supports the rlght of local agencies to develop and
| implement land-use policy in its area of influence, but also wants
} ' to assure that agricultural 1land is not prematurely and

irreversibly lost due to development which is not accurately

assessed for environmental impact.

Sincerely,

Donna McIntosh

Graduate Student Assistant
Agricultural Resources Branch
(916) 322-5227

i cc: San Joaquin County Agrlcultural Commissionex”;.
! California Association of Resource cOnservatloq;Ef?trlcts

. SURNAME
! 5

—— -

'——-———-—-———-——-———__—-—



letter from Department of Food and 'Agriculture, dated May 12,

1989. :
- " These comments are noted.




et i ot GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor |

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 288
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

(916) 322-7791
April 20, 1989 | RECEIVED
Ms. Kerry Sullivan APR 24 1989
Associate Planner SAN JOAQUIN
San Joaquin County PLANNI%G Dlg%ll-’gf\}'\’

Planning Department
1810 East Hazelton Avenue
Stockton, California 95205

re: SCH# 88070516-The Crossroads Industrial Park
Dear Ms. Sullivan:

In the review of the project by staff members of the Native American
Heritage Commission, due to the past experience in similar situations,
that certain comments be submitted for your consideration. Native
American cultural resources are a part of California history and are ad-
~versely effected with increasing frequency during the rapid growth in all
parts of the ciate. They are a resource which cannot be repaired or re-
placed, once impacted. , B

During construction of the Highway Interchange near the proposed indus-
trial park, Caltrans found it to be the location of an Indian burial ground.
The Human remains were removed from the site of the construction to a
place where they would be seéure and not subject to future disturbance.
Another area towards, but not on the site of, the proposed development
was considered as having the same potential.at that time.

The region zround that particular section of the Valley is part of what
would have been more than £.000 square kilometers of extensive ‘wet-
lands, and broad, shallow lakes. The area would have been occupied on a
year-round basis by various Indian tribal groups for approximately ten
thousand years. The siltation of the region has caused numerous prehis-,
toric archaeclogical sites to be buried under, what is now, the existing:
grade. -

1,

There have been Native American cultural resources, including numerous
old burials, discovered within the recent past, in the greater Stockton
area. The possibility of discovering previously detected cultural re-




sources should be addressed in any environmental document from that re-
gion. These sites do not always have surface indications of their pres-
ence. Archaeological sites have been discovered in the former floodplains
of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys at depths exceedmg eight feet

below the present ground surface. :

The California Environmental Quality Act, Appendix K, deals with the dis-
covery of archaeological sites and the procedures to follow. It also con-
tains the instructions to follow when human remains are found during any
phase of development.

The Native American Heritage Commission has prepared a pamphlet for use
by lead agencies, planners, developers and property owners. It provides an
easy-to-read breakdown of the California Codes pertaining to Native
" American human remains and their disposition. | have included a copy of
this brochure for your information.

If you have any questlons or need addltlona! information, please contact
this office.

Sincerely,

'

William "Ant hnson
Staff Analyst : c

Enclosuré

cc: John Keene, SCH




Letter from Native American Heritage Commission, dated April 20,
1989. ' ;

F : :

i These comments are acknowledged. As a condition of tentative
map approval, an archaeological monitoring program should be in

ro place during grading, excavation and trenching activities.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

| PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

| 505 VAN NESS AVEMNUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 T A | ' ‘ RECE'VED
4 | april 20, 1989 " APR 24 1989
| SAN
}! ' . Kerry Sullivan P JOAQuIN COUN

N
San Joaquin County NING DIVIS!ON
- 1810 East Hazelton Avenue
| Stockton, CA 95205
|

. Subject: California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) Response
| to DEIR (88-11) for The Crossroads Industrial Park
(SCH #88070516)

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

The California Public Utilities Comm1551on s staff has reviewed
the DEIR for the above-mentioned project.

Please note that altering at-grade crossings of rail tracks, as
mentioned on page 65, requlres the authorization of the CPUC. In :
addition, the CPUC requ1res that control of signalized 1,
intersections within 200 feet of railroad track crossings be pre-
empted by train traffic. Please call Roy Lathrop (415-557-1429)

if you have any questions about this comment.

Sincerely,

| Environmentdl Program Manager
Environmental Section
Commission Advisory and Compliance Division

cc: State Clearinghouse




Letter from State of California Public Ut111t1es COmm1551on, dated
~April 20, 1989.

These comments are noted and have been 1ncorporated in the
EIR on page 65.




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Gow&

- \DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

P.O. BOX 2048 (1976 E. CHARTER WAY)
STOCKTON, CA 95201

Q48-7853 ® " . -,
T ) 2 09)948-7906 PECEIVED

MRY 25 19R9 d
MAY 251983 10-SJ-5-16.47

e g o ine98n Joaquin County
C 5 N\ ;
"‘&H J?HQU,'!:_\',“',U«UI‘ zarny Ventures Crossroads
PLANNING DIVISIOW qystrial  Park/Draft
EIR - 88-11
SCH #88070516

‘May 18, 1989

Mr. John Keene

State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Streel
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Keene: _ .:la .

Caltrans has reviewed the Draft EIR for Kearny Ventures Crossroads Industrial Park and
offers the following comments: ‘ ;

1. Page 55, second paragraph. The scope and analysis of the study should also incl ,
1:5 and Route 120 ramps and mainline_highway capacity/operational analysis. 1

2. Page 55, third paragraph. This discussion should mention that ramp access at
Route 120/Guthmiller Road interchange only provides for Route 120 westbound on
and eas:bound off-ramps. The other two ramps would be added if the Manteca 2
Bypass widening project is funded. However, no funding commitment has been
made at this time. :

3. Page 55, fifth paragraph. The Route 120 description should be corrected to read 3
~ that the Manteca Bypass is officially a freeway, not an expressway, even though
most of it is only 2/3 lanes”- :

4. Page 56, Traffic Flow conditions, first paragraph. The AM and PM intersection
counts were counted in January, 1989. Generally, counts are low at this time of
year; were they adjusted?

S. Pages 57-60, Freeway operation. A comprehensive discussion of peal hour
volumes should be included here to clarify what the given peak hour volumes re-
present. Points for discussion should include: ¥
A. Comparison between a Monday to Thursday against a Friday or weekend
peak. _ . s
B. Decision as to what was accepted for analysis. That is, averages, 30th -
: peak hour. elc. ' ' v %
. C How this data was meshed with I-5 and Route 120 mainline peak hours.
D. Changes in truck factors between weekday and weekend peaks.

It should be noted that a January, 1989 classified Caltrans’ count shows truck percent
on Route 120 to be 19% with 13% trucks in both AM and PM peak hour volumes.

13
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May 18, 1989

Page 2

6.

10.

11.

12.

. Page 60, second paragraph. Oh I-5 south of Route 120, the 1987 truck percent of

Page 64 and 73, project trips on I-5 south of Route 120..

Page 60, first paragraph Caltrans desugn standards specify that a lwo lane ramp
entrance should be used when ramp volumes exceed 1,500 equivalent passenger
cars per hour and not “ramp design capacity to be 1,500 VPH per lane.”

ADT is 15% with 8% trucks in peak hour volume. On I-5 north of Route 120 the - b
1987 truck percent of ADT is 18% with 8% trucks in peak hour volume. /

Page 60. The weaving analysis for I-5 should also include a weaving analysis on
Route 120 between 1-5 and Guthmiller Road.

Page 64, Project Trip Distribution. This section should be split into two parts, {
such as trip distribution and trip assignment. Trip distribution would show in R

'what general directions trips would be expected to go to or come from. Trip , .

assignment would show which roads were used by assigning the actual volumes to - i
the network. Assignment should include volumes and turn moves at entrance and A .
exit points of project. i ;

One Page 64, it is stated that the proposed project would generate 3,060 trips .
during the PM peak hour. Given the 25% trip distribution (P. 64, C.) and assuming

.2 50% directional spiit, there would be 382.5 project trips in lhe peak hour, peak

direction on 1-5 south of Route 120. However, on page 73, it uses a lower number o
of 180 project trips in the peak hour and states that the added project traific on I-5, 4
south of Route 120 (Both northbound and southbound) would have no measurable |m :

pact on peak hour conditions beyond that identified in the "without project" scenario. Fhog
Given the 9,360 P.M. peak hour trips with project (Page 73, 2nd paragraph) on S
northbound I-5, south of Route 120, and minus the 9,180 P.M. peak hour trips -
without project, there would -only be 180 project trips in the peak hour on the I-5‘_ S
northbound lane south of Route 120. According to page 64, it appears the project trip . " i
number of 180 on page 73 is doubled. .If this is correct, would lhe no measurable o

impact" statement on page 73 be correct? 2

Page 64, Site Circulation. The proposal to relocate Harlan Road east by 600 feet is a
good concept and needs 1o be listed as a mitigation measure. However, on page 76, it
proposes 1o construct a partial cloverleaf interchange at I-5/Louise as a mitigation
for cumulative buildout. In order to provide adequate distance for this improvement,
a Project Study Report (PSR) needs to be conducted to determine adequate set-back of
the Harlan Road relocation proposal on Page 64. The project proponents or all "
successors/owners of subject project should be required to contribute their fair -
share for the PSR and subsequent improvements for the I-5/Louise imerchzgnge.
Page 65, item E, first paragraph. We disagree with the statement that inter-regional
recreationzi traffic is responsible for most of the peak hour traffic. We believe daily
commute traffic is responsible for most of the peak hour traffic.

14



Mr. John Keene

May 18, 1989
Page 3
13. Pége 66, Intersections. The project's intersections to county roads should be included

14.

in this section.

Page 67, I-5 Northbound (south of Route 120), second paragraph. "Southbound” in

~ the first sentence should be corrected to read "northbound.” Also, I-5 and Route 120

15.

16.

7.
.cumulative plus project numbers.

18.

18,

20.

21.

22,

along with ramps need 1o be addressed regarding capacity/operational analysis.

Page 70, Route 120 '(easl of I-5). Need weaving analysis from Guthmiller Road to

'1-5. "VPH" should be "PCPH." The discussion of ramp capacily should include ramp

junctions with mainline traffic.

Page 70, Travel Forecast. How was the "45% diverted trips,” mentioned on page 64,
accounted for in forecasts? :

Page 71, cumulative Impacits. Sludy needs curnulative traffic numbers and

Page 74, first paragraph. The "14 times" should be converted to specific numbers
for specific ramps o indicate what is being presented. ‘

Also, the statement is made that projected volumes "would far exceed the current
ramp design capacity” at the Route 120/Guthmiller interchange. Then on page 75,
third paragraph, the report states that “intersection operation could be improved to
very slable (LOS "A") peak hour conditions by traffic signalization.” While this
might be true in theory, it ignores the backup of traffic on the ramp and onto the
freeway that would be created. - '

Page 74, Louise/I-5 Ramps. There is some confusion regarding the chart on page 72
and Page 74. On page 72, the chart states that the -5 southbound ramps, at Louise,
under cumulative plus mitigaticn, would experience "D LOS during AM peak hour and
“E" LOS at PM peak hour. However, on page 74, it states that the subject ramp inter-
sections could be improved fo operate at "A" LOS with mitigation? Also, we have the
same questions regarding the northbound ramps.

Page 75, fifth paragraph. Additional lanes on I-5 would not "require motorisis to
weave across a wider cross section of the freeway,” since the weaving areas are still -
on the same side of the highway (the outside) and any widening would be on the inside.
The widening would have no effect on the lanes in which the weaving takes place:

Page 75, last paragraph. To date, there are no state highway improvements (inter-
change ramps, mainline, etc.) in the Lathrop traffic impact mitigation fee program,
only signals at ramp intersections. The County will need to add the Crossroads identi-
fied Draft EIR State highway improvements to the impact fee program. i #

: K=
Rage 76, Mitigation for Cumulative Build-out. The report refers to interchange |
modifications including partial cloverleafs that would be needed, but no proposals are
shown. Projects of this magnitude will require the completion and approval of a PSR.
As a condition.of project approval, the developer/project owner should be required to
pay their fair share based on traffic loadings for necessary PSR's and any identified

15
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Mr. John Keene
May 18, 1989
Page 4

improvements to the state highway sysiem. These improvements should assume non-
state resources will be used for financing. * =Lt LT

_The report also states (Page 76, second paragraph) that »Caltrans' plans to add two
travel lanes to 1-5 at build-out. It should be noted that Caltrans' concept for I-5 7
south of Route 120 calls for one additional lane in each direction, but there is no pro- '
ject in the five year STIP or ten year Route Development Plan. This is only a concept,

- with no fund commiiment. '

23, Pages 77/78. Itis recommended that the project dedicate two acres for a park and
23 ride lot which would help mitigate traffic (cumulative and project) via Manteca and
__ Lathrop and commuter use.

4. The issue of the Route 120 Manteca Bypass project needs to be addressed. The project
is currently on the STIP standby list and is the number one unprogrammed capacity
project in San Joaquin County, which consists of a four-lane divided freeway. -This
project will provide a new interchange at McKinley and construct a full interchange
at Guthmiller. Whatl effect will this have on the analysis of the ‘Route 120/Airport

 interchange, etc.? Wil there still be a need for a partial cloverleaf at the Route

24 120/Airport interchange once the four-lane project takes place? Or will impact

and potential mitigation be shifted to interchanges identified above?

We remain concerned that further analysis will indicate additional impacts to I-5
mainline. If this is the case the proponents should be responsible for 2 fair share
of improvements required to mitigate these impacts. This includes operational im-
provements such as extended ramps and auxiliary lanes. The amount of project re-
lated peak period traffic seems low as indicated by specific comments.

- We appreciate the opportunity 1o review and comment on the Crossroads Draft EIR.
We also request a copy of the Final EIR.

If you have any,quéstions. please give me a call at the above noted telephone number or Ken
Baxter at (209)948-7936. ' ' i 2

Sincerely,

- DANA COWELL E " £1 A% oy o
(_:hie_f', ATSD Branch

cc: P. Verdoorn/SJCCOG ‘ ' H. Islas/SJ Co. Planning

T. Walker/SJ Co. Planning _ T. Gau/SJ Co. Public Works, ~
K. Walker/SJ Co. Planning ] D. Cote/SJ Co. Public Works

16




Letter from State of Ccalifornia Department of Transportation,
dated May 18, 1989. A

In response to Caltrans’ letter of May 18, 1989, a meeting
was held on June 22, 1989, to resolve the various comments. This
meeting was attended by representatives from Omni-Means (the EIR
traffic consultant), Caltrans, the County Planning Department and
the County Public Works Department. Based upon this meeting, it
was determined that those comments requiring clarifications would
be responded to with minor text changes. Comments on the effects
of Route 120 freeway improvements are responded to with a new EIR
section on this issue. Finally, comments requiring extensive new
analyses were determined to be outside the scope of work for this
EIR and will be addressed in subsequent area-wide traffic
studies.

1. Comment noted.

2 See text revision on page 76.
3. See text reviéion on ﬁage 55.
4. Comment noted. '

5. Comment noted. (More detailed studies will be included in
the I-5 and Route 120 project study reports.)

6. See text revision on page 60.

7- Comment noted. (New truck volume data differs slightly from
EIR references but would not measurably affect the EIR analyses.)

B. See text revision on page 76.

9. The EIR outlines the basic distribution of project traffic.
The specific assignment of project trips is reflected in Figures
10 and 11. - '

10. It is incorrect to assume a 50 percent directional split for
PM peak hour trips. As shown in Table 7, PM peak hour project
trips are expected to be 26 percent inbound and 74 percent
outbound.

11. This issue will be addressed in a subsequent, more detailed
study.

17




1?{;-See text revision on page 65.
13. Comments noted.

14. Seé.text :evision on page 76.
15. See texf‘revision on page 76.

16. The 45 percent factor for diverted trips was obtained
directly from the ITE document, Trip Generation, (Fourth Edition,
1989). Because these trips represent traffic already on the.
street network which diverts to/from retail areas, the diverted -
trips were subtracted from the gross trip generation for retail
land use. :

17. Figures 11A and 11B, depicting cumulative traffic projections
for the AM and PM peak hours, have been added to the EIR.

18. See text revision on page 76.
19. Tables 10 and 11 refer to traffic conditions with cumulative .|
development while the mitigation text on page 74 refers to project - . -
traffic effects. A discussion of mitigation for cumulative
development appears on page 82 of the EIR. oy s
20. See text revision on page 82. 3

21. Comment noted.

22. Comment noted. Regarding Route 120, see text revision on .
page 76. e

23. Comment noted.

24. See text revision on page 76. i ‘ .

18
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1860 EAST HAZELTON AVENUE
- STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 85205

TELEPHONE (209) 468-3913 May 17, 1989
Ms. Kerry Sullivan ' RECEIVED
Associate Planner . . :
i £ _ d
County Planning Departmen IAY 17 1989

1850 East Hazelton Avenue
Stockton, CA 95205

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
‘Dear Ms. Sullivan: PLANNING BIVISION ;

Per your request, the COG is pleased to submit the following
comments regarding the DEIR for the proposed "Crossroads" project
(DEIR No. ER-88-11, C/0 Kearny Ventures, LTD., SCH# 88070516).

on page 74 of the TRAFFIC section, Table 12 projects that the
implementation of this project will cause freeway weaving condi-
tions to deteriorate on Interstate 5 south of Route 120. Specif-
ically, Table 12 projects that the PM peak hour levels of service - | 2%
will fall from E to F Northbound, and C to D Southbound, with -
project implementation. . ' f

This projected deterioration of the freeway weaving levels of
service is a source of concern to the COG. This concern is il 3
increased due to the lack of.any identifiable mitigation meas- I e
ures. The discussion under Freeway on page 75 notes that ade- i
quate freeway signing is currently in place. Also, Caltrans’ :
plans to widen the freeway in 20 years are mentioned, accompanied H“
by an acknowledgement that widening would create additional pro- b
blems by requiring motorists to weave across a wider cross sec-
tion of the freeway. No mitigation measures are offered or dis-
cussed. s

Can the deteriorating freeway weaving levels of service in fact
be mitigated? If so, such mitigation measures should be identi-
fied and discussed. If not, the inability to mitigate this
impact should be clearly stated and acknowledged, both in the
traffic section and in the Section III summary in the front of
the document. In the latter case, it is my understanding that
the Board of Supervisors would be required to adopt a finding of
overriding Considerations, if this project is to go forward.

A second concern appears on page 76, under the Mitigation for
cumulative Buildout section. The statement is made that. cumula-
tive buildout would require "widening Louise Avenue, Yosemite
Avenue, McKinley Avenue, and Airpoirt Avenue to eight travel lanes

with provision for protected left turn lane."

« COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN  CITIES OF STOCKTON, LOD:, TRACY, MANTECA, ESCALON, RIPON <
19



Page 2
May 17, 1989
Ms. Kerry Sullivan

COG staff would like to know more about the assumptions behind

the above projections. The CoOG’s own traffic model, which uti-
lizes land use projections developed by County Planning in 1988,
only envisions a need for a maximum of 4 through lanes on McKin-
ley, and 4-6 through lanes on Yosemite, Airport, and Louise, in
the vicinity of the project, by the year 2010. This information
provided the basis for the Lathrop Traffic Impact Mitigation Fees
recently developed by the County Public Works Department.

P —

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. I
would be happy to answer any questions regarding these comments.
Also, the COG would like to request a copy of the final EIR for
this project. ; , s ; y

-Sincergly,

GARY C. DICKSON
Associate Planner

cc. Dana Cowell, Céitrans District 10 -
. Tom Flinn, County Public Works_

20




Letter from San Joaquin County Council of Governments, dated Hay
17, 1989. ]

1. Potential weaving mltlgatlon measures have been discussed &
with caltrans. However, due to the basic design features of the
freeways (w1dths and distances between ramps), it does not appear
that weaving problems can be readily mitigated.

2. The EIR traffic section lncorrectly implies that all of the
area’s major streets would require elght lanes plus turn lanes.ﬂ
In fact, the EIR concluded that the major roadways would require

six through lanes, plus turn lanes at intersections. The EIR text £
(page 82) has been revised. ;

21
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES SAN JOAQUIN LOCAL HEALTH DISTRICT SERVING

Al Crow, Pres. San Joaquin County

Earl Pimentel, Vice Pres. 1601 East Hazelton Avenue : City of Manteca °
Tommy Joyce, Sec'y. : Stockton, California 85205 City of Escalon 3
James F. Culbertson (}lty of Lod
John D. Mast, M.D. JOGI KHANNA, M.D., M.P.H., DISTRICT HEALTH OFFICER ) C‘lty of T.rac
Virginia Mathews Cltyr of Ripon
Thomas Schubert, D.V.M. San anqum Coun
Daphne Shaw . ) City of. Stgckto ¥
Harvey Williams, ?h.D. _ ~ ! : . -~ San Joaquin nun%
‘May 5, 1989 g RECEIVED %
. ' 1

Kerry Sullivan WAY & 1989

Associate Planner )

San Joaquin County SANJOAQUIN CUUNTY

Planning Division PLANNING DIVISION

1810 E. Hazelton Ave.
Stockton, CA 95205

RE: ER-89-11. Crossroads Industrial Park

The San Joaquin County Air Pollution Control District has
reviewed the EIR for the project submitted by Kearney Ventures,
LTD. parcel is proposed for future development of an Industrial
Park. The project is located on I-5/Harlan Road to the west,
Howland Road and Southern Pacific Railroad to the south and the
Simplot Chemical Company to the east.

1. The entire wvalley is facing a serious problem «witih
particulate matter, specially PM-10 ( less than 10 microns in
aerodynamic diameter, see attachment A). Since PM-10 1is a

problem throughout the Air.Basin, it is expected that PM-10

levels 1in Lathrop will be similar or greater than those in
Stockton.

Watering of the site shall not be limited to once in the morning
and once in the afternoon, but rather to as often as necessary
to maintain wvisible emissions below 20% opacity. The
feasibility of the wuse of EPA approved chemicals for dust
control should be explored. :

2. A 1list of =all proposed transportation mitigation measured
and names of parties responsible for implementing these measures
shall be developed and surrendered to the APCD.

3. As reported on the California Air Quality Report for 1887,
which is developed by the Air Resources board, exceedances were

3

as follows: =
Pollutant Standard # of ex:eedances*'87
Ozone 0.12 PPM 1
co 0.1 PPM 1
PM-10 _ 50 ug/m”~3 22 out of 57
Administration Clinical Services - Environmental Health Public Health Nursing
468-3400 _ 468-3830 468-3420 468-3860
Air Pollution Community Services Laboratory wic
468-3470 468-3820 23 468-3460 . 468-3280

AIDS Information 468-3820



-4

The District appreciates the opportunity to commend on the
application. If you have any questions regarding the matter,
please do not he51tate to contact Abdul Salaam (209) 468 3470.

Jogi Khanna,‘M.D.;.M.P.H.
District Health Officer and
Air Pollution Officer

a/{ /\} rfmmﬁ

khmir Director.
Air Pollutlon Control Dlstrict

JI{\LG\Asg - = T 5




R

r . ‘
») Letter from San Joaquin Local Health District, dated May 5, 1989.
[ 3 Mitigation measures have been revised to reflect this
l_ . information. '

2. This mitigation has been included in the EIR on page 105.
ﬂ 3. This information is incorporated in the EIR on page 87.
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COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN ————

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS il s i
P. O. BOX 1810 — 1810 E. HAZELTON AVENUE
STOCKTON. CALIFORNIA 985201 :

(209) 468-3000 i MANUEL LOPEZ
g i DEPUTY DIRECTOR

THOMAS R. FLINN
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

RICHARD C. PAYNE
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

HENRY M. HIRATA

DIRECTOR

May 19, 1989

RECEWED
EEEQEAEEEE ] B 1ray &0 a3
. ‘ ‘ e
0: Rerry Sullivan “h,n\',\“n o Or Ry b
—_—a : i Tt Tl R L S L

. Associate Planner

FROM: Ron Palmjquist
Environmental Coordinator

SUBJECT: KEARNY VENTURES DRAFT EIR
ER-88-11, SU-87-25

The following camments are submitted with respect to this Department's review of
the subject environmental document:

The EIR for this projecthéhould include a discussion of solid waste 1
generation, collection and disposal.

Signalized intersections chould be widened to the ultimate design
width and provide for LOS C or better.

ILevels of Service D, E, and F are not acceptable for either the
existing conditions plus the project or the existing plus the project
plus curmlative impacts. Mitigation should be defined, and s
appropriate financing alternatives identified, in order to adequately T, i
address the INS problem. Figures should be provided, similar to those 378
jllustrated in tables 8 through 11, which would reflect the impacts of
programmed improvements and other mitigation not currently programmed
in the existing plus the project plus cumulative scenerio.

The discussion of freeway interchange modifications (page 76) needs
expansion and clarification. Right of way issues are involved for I-5
widening, ramp reconfiguration, and surface road widening. All of

these should be delineated and financial issues addressed. rne right

of way issues appear to warrant modification to the development in ..
order to accomodate the mitigation necessary for future area build

out. Conceptual plans are needed for ramp revisions, for intersection
modifications and I-5 widening. L

The impact of Transportation System Management should be calculated and
resulting changes in LOS, if any, shown.
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Memorandum

Rerry Sullivan
" KEARNY VENTURES DRAFT EIR
. ER-88-11, SU-87-25

A

10

The EIR should consider the realignment of Howland Road to the easterly
edge of lot 36 with extension into the development on the alignment of the
power transmission line and related internal circulation revisions. '

The traffic analysis should include an assessment of the potential to
mitigate the ILOS for intersection No. 6 by channelizing to allow only south
bound McKinley right turns and east bound Vierra rights turns.

Extension of the southerly project entrance road should be considered
across the railroad tracks, then southeasterly to Yosemite Avenue. Vierra
Road could then be realigned to intersect midway along this section. :
P.U.C. approval will be required for railroad crossing reconstruction,
widening and for the installation of protection amms.
The proposed intersection of the realigned Harlan.Road at Louise Avenue
should be examined further to determine capacity and the need for a traffic _
signal..

Flocding — an assessment of the capacity of the receiving waters should be
provided in order to determine the allowable ocutflow rate for this
development. Pumps should be able to empty detention ponds within 24 hours,
psr County standards. Also County standards require that a minimim design
storm would be equivalent to a 10 year, 48 hour event. "

RLP:hb
D 9E281RPHL
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COUNTY OF SAN JOAQUIN

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS - T
P. 0. BOX 1810 — 1810 E. HAZELTON AVENUE THOMAS R. FLINN
STOCKTON. CALIFORNIA $5201 REFUTYDIRTOTON
(2089) 488-3000 MANUEL LOPEZ
Y 9 DEPUTY DIRECTOR
HENRY M. HIRATA _RICHARD C. PAYNE

DIRECTOR
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM
June 1, 1988

T0: Kerry Sullivan
Associate Planner

FROM: Ron Palmguist
Environmental Coordinator

SUBJECT: KEARNY VENTURES DRAFT EIR
ER-88-11, SU-87-25

The following comment was jnadvertently omitted from my memo dated May 18,
1989 regarding this departments review of the above named environmental

document. It would be appreciated if this comment could be considered due to R
its importance to the County. I apologize for any inconvan1ence this may cause o
you.

GROUNDWATER - Page 111. Suggested Mitigation Measures.

While it is possible that this project will use a similar amount
of water as is now used by the current agricultural practices on
the subject property, it is anticipated that water for the project
will need to come from deeper, higher quality ground water strata.
This may result in the depletion of significant amounts of this
groundwater and as a result may create a significant adverse
effect on the environment.

The suggested mitigation is essentially to monitor for brackish
water intrusion and if necessary enter into negotiations for a
long-term surface water source. This department believes that in
order to provide adequate mitigation, the developer should agree
at this time to participate in a future funding mechanism for a
surface water treatment and distribution system that would fairly
apportion all related costs required to el1m1nate or raduce the
effects on the groundwater supply.

RLP
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Letters from San Joaquin County Public Works Department, dated Hayr
19 and June 1, 1989. :

s This issue was not identified as a significant impact in the
Initial Study, thus it was not included in the scope of work for.
this EIR. A . :

2. As outlined in Tables 8 and 9, improvement measures would"
mitigate project impacts back to conditions of LOS "C" or better.

3. While it is recognized that LOS "D," "E" or "F" conditions’
are not acceptable to the County, these conditions reflect the '~

large traffic increases associated with cumulative non-project ’fn
development. Substantial improvements would be needed to achieve :
LOS "C" throughout the network. These issues can only be °

-addressed through a comprehensive area-wide traffic study of
future conditions, needed improvements and funding programs. This
project EIR cannot address the scope of these issues. o

are incorporated into the DEIR text on page 76. This EIR cannot
address right-of-way needs ' associated with necessary road . -
~widenings. Conceptual plans are beyond the scope of this EIR. - -

4. Potential improvements to Route 120 have been assessed and -j‘

5. Potential TSM measures are outlined in the EIR but their
effectiveness would depend upon a variety of factors including
employee travel patterns, congestion levels, employer involvement,

etc. It would be extremely tenuous to predict the benefits of,qﬁ
TSM and reduce traffic impacts accordingly. It should also be '
noted that since trip generation rats are based on counts at other : -
existing developments, some TSM factors are already included in" =4
the calculation of project trips. S0

6. The suggested roadway realignment cannot be assessed within “39
the EIR scope of work. iy

7. Rather than limiting turning movements, the EIR concluded <
that fundamental reconstruction and reroutlng of traffic would be
needed at McKinley/Yosemite/Vierra. :

8. = The suggested roadway changes cannot be assessed within the
scope of work for this EIR.

> P Slgnallzatlon of Louise/Harlan is assumed as a part of the
pro;ect design.

lom As discussed on page 145 of the DEIR, the”conveyance capacity’
of the San Joaquin River at the point of discharge is unknown. i
Generally, the river has insufficient capacity to accept i
additional runoff. Several flood control measures are recommendedl
in the DEIR. Additional recommendations have been incorporated in
the EIR.

11. These comments are acknowledged and the text has been
modified to include this information.
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LATHROP COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

15755 SOUTH 7th STREET/ P.O. BOX 335
LATHROP, CALIFORNIA 95330

TELEPHONE (209) 858-2357 or STOCKTON (209) 982-0320

RECEIED

JARY 20 1n2q
May 22, 1989 . ' '
Q;\\lg;'”, Pliese Tt

rLJ'H\ ’-I'u ..;- i

Lein ilingn

Department of Planning and
Building Inspection

San Joaquin County

1810 E, Hazelton Avenue

Stockton, CA 95205

Attention: Ms. Kerry Sullivan
Gentlemen:

Subject: Draft EIR Report No. ER-88-11
Crossroads Project

Enclosed herewith are comments on the subject draft EIR:

= Page 19-a. Sewage Lathrop County Water District (LCvD):
Change impact from "No" to "Maybe" LCWD has agreement with Manteca to
purchase 14,77 of any plant enlargement at the exlstlng regional plant
site.

2. Page 2]1-b. Manteca:
Manteca's water supﬁly may be inadequate to meet domestit, industrial

and fire flow requirements. Comment should be included” regarding the
impacts on the groundwater supply.

3. Page 100, Para. 1 - Delete the second sentence and insert:

"The project site is within the sphere of influence of the Lachrop
County Water District, as established by the San Joaquin County LAFCO
in 1983. The City of Manteca extended its Secondary Urban Service
Boundary of its General Plan to include the project site within the
last year. The proposed boundary for the incorporation of Lathrop is
not coterminous with neither the existing LCWD boundaries nor the
sphere of influence of the Lathrop County Water District as prev10usly
established by LAFCO in 1983."

4. Page 100, Para. 4 - Delete the third sentence and insert:

-

"All wells are sealed and meet the State Health Department Standards
for potable water wells. The combined pumping capacity of the three
wells is 3,200 gpm or, with the storage tanks and booster pump station
the full capacity for fire flow is 4,400 gpm for four hours."

(Cont'd.)
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Dept. of Planning & Bldg. Insp. ' o May 22, 1989
Attention: Ms. Kerry Sullivan :

Subject: Draft EIR leport No. ER-88-11
! Crossroads Project

5 Page 102, Figure 15 - The District boundary should be revised to _
reflect the recent annexed land. See attached red lined‘Figuye 15.

6. Page 103, Figure 16 - The District Water Master Plan indicates a
ground level storage tank and booster station within the project site.
See attached red lined Figure 16. Also some line sizes have been
added in red pencil. : :

7. Page 105, Para. 3 - The first sentence should read:

"'Two wells were closed in 1984 and 1985, Well No. 1 due to caving
problems and Well No. 2 due to water quality problems."

8. Page 105, Para. 3 - The last sentence should read:

"The danger of contamination of the groundwater from both the
Occidental Chemical Company and Sharpe Army Depot has been diminished
due to the cleanup operations at both sites."

9. Page 105, Para. 4 - The first sentence should read:

"LCWD maintains a sampling and testing program that confirms that
presently they do not have significant water quality problems."

10 10. Page 105, Para. 5 - The first sentence should read

"The County has approved or has pendlng approximately 16 new
subdivisions as of December 1988 for the Lathrop area."-

El

11. Page 109, Para. 3 - The last sentence should read:

g "This intrusion may threéaten the existing LCWD water Supﬁly depending
".on the location of the project well 51tes regardless ~f whether
Manteca or LCWD provides water.

12. Page 109, Para. 3 . . | - B s
12 \ | -

Comment - the growth inducing impacts along McKinley Avenue and Vlerra
Road would be the same regardless of who provides water. : s

13, Page 110, Para. 2
13 L ‘Comment " Since Manteca must extend their distribution lines farther

than Lathrop, there would be greater growth induc1ng impacts by
Manteca's extension of their water system to serve the project.

(Cont'd.)
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Dept. of Planning & Bldg. Insp. : May 22, 1989
Attention: Ms. Kerry Sullivan

Subject: Draft EIR Report No. ER-88-11
Crossroads Project

14. Page 114, Para. 2
Change the word Lathrop to Counti in the fourth line. "

15. Page 118, Para. 2

Comment - We question the growth inducing aspect of the 8-inch force

main. Since it conveys sewage from the project area under pressure,

] gravity connections could not be made to the force main. A separate

| : gravity collection system would have to be provided along Vierra Road
’ and Yosemite Avenue. The growth inducing effect would be the same if
‘'either Lathrop or Manteca provided sewer service for the project.

b 16. Page 119, under Lathrop Para. 2 - The last sentence should read:
"Lathrop has the right under its Agreement with Manteca to purchase
14.7% of any future enlargement of the Regional Wastewater Treatment
Plant, and therefore should be able to provide sewage capacity for the
project on a phased basis similar to that proposed by Manteca.”

17. Page 119, under Manteca:

Comment - Any allocation of Phase III expcnsion at the Regional Plaat
would have to account for the 14.7% capac1ty avallable for Lathrop.

If you have any questions in regard to the above comments, please contact

me at (209)943 2021. p ; v
[ . " : ' Sincerely,
I Lathrop County Water District
| -
- BY S
‘ Arnold R. Schamber
i i District Engineer .
L. ARS:dt i : :
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Letter from Lathrop County Water District, (Schamber), dated May
22, 1989. ¢ ¥ .

1. No change. As stated on page 114 of the DEIR, Lathrop has
fully committed it’s phase I capacity and the majority of its .
phase II capacity (assuming this expansion is approved) has been
contracted by another developer. LCWD could provide partial
service if the appllcant purchased the capacity from the other
developer but this is only 162,000 GPD out of a total project need
of approxlmately 600,000 GPD. Therefore, even if an agreement for
serving the prOJect could be reached, it would only serve
approx1mately one-third of the total sewage treatment needs.

2. Comment is noted and text has been changed accordingly.

3. This information is herewith incorporated into the EIR text
on page 107, including information regarding the successful
incorporation bid. - : ;

4. Comment is noted and the text on page 107 has been changed.

5. Comment is noted and the figure has been changed.

6. It is noted on page 109 of the DEIR that the applicant will
have a 500,000 gallon storage tank and booster pump.

7. These changes are incorporated into the text on page 111.

8. This is noted and the information incorporated into the
text on page 111.

9. This change is incorporated into the text on page 111.
10. Changes noted.

11. Changes noted and relevant 1nformatlon incorporated into the
text on page 116.

12. Refer to page 110 of the DEIR regarding growth inducing
effects.

13. We concur with this comment. The text on page 118 has been
changed to reflect this comment.

14. Changes noted.
15. We concur with this comment. The growth-inducing effect will

be the same regardless of which agency provides sewer service for
the project. The positioning of the 1lift station and possible

connection to that lift station is the main growth-inducing effect gl

of sewer line service to the progect EPA is concerned about just
this issue and wants the service boundaries for the phase II
expan51on more clearly delineated before granting approval for the
expansion (Gail Eisner, personal communication).
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16. This comment is noted and the 1nformat10n 1ncorporated into
the report on page 128. : Soa -

17. This J.nfor‘mat:.on :|.s acknowledged 'and incorporated in the
EIR on page 128. : SR :
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v UHRGSN. LATHROP COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

‘could not be provided to the project site from their Phase II allocatlon can

15755 SOUTH 7th STREET/ P.Q. BOX 335
A LATHROP, CALIFORNIA 95330

e TELEPHONE (209) 858-2357 or STOCKTON (209) 982-0320

May 22, 1989

San Joaquin County Planning Department , R stk pee
1810 East Hazelton Avenue : g - RECEN ED
Stockton Ca 95205

. Y 99 402
Attn: Ms. Kerry Sullivan . S
~ |:':-.
RE: Draft EIR - Crossroads Industnal Park SAN -l"“":‘l;‘ o i
SCH #88070516 : PLANNING wi s

Dear Ms. Sullivan:

The above project is located within the sphere of influence of the Lathrop
County Water District as established in 1983 by the San Joaguin LAFCO. On
December 23, 1987, the LCWD issued a letter of intent to provide sewer and
water services to the project under terms and conditions to be set forth in
the usual annexation agreement utilized by the District.

Since that date, Mr. D'Arcy and the city of Manteca have apparently
negotiated some type of agreement to provide domestic water and sewer
services to the project site. However; the LCWD notified the City during
its general plan update hearings in 1987 that the project site was targeted
for annexation to the LCWD. After some delay, those proceedings are now in 4
the final stages and application to LAFCO is forthcoming withir. a matter of
weeks.

Neither the city of Manteca nor the LCWD are in a position to provide
imnediate sewer capacity for the entire buildout of this proposed project.
Both agencxes are relying on the development of Phase II of the sewer plant
expansion to cover immediate needs. Manteca, according to the DEIR, is
relying on the development of the Phase III expansion (p. 119 DEIR) to
accomodate the remaining 230,000 GPD need of the project. 3

However, LCWD has the ab:LlJ.ty to forcast allocation cf a portion of the
14.7% share -of capacity from the Phase III expansion in the same manner,
under provisions of the initial expansion agreement. Therelcre, whatever 2

be prom:.sed from the future Phase III expansion project. -

Recent comments to the pr:ess, however, _indicate that Phase III is rerely a
concept at this stage (Manteca Bulletin, 5/6/89, Pg. 3). This raises the
very real ‘concern that San Joaquin County is being asked to approve a highly 3
complex development with uses which could place an intense demand for sewer

and water services (i.e., hotel/motel, service station) — without knowing
when or whether those services can even be provided within a reasonable time
frame.
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San Joaquin County Planning
Crossroads DEIR Response
May 22, 1989

Page 2

Throwing a further cloud on the issue is a recent Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) request for additional explanatlons on the Phase II expansion
project. Their questions cover many issues which should be more clearly
explained in the DEIR for the Crossroads Industrial Park, particularly since
both Manteca and the LCWD are utilizing expected capacity from Phase II for
the initial service to the development.

The EPA comments cover identification of the planning area, prime ag lands,
air quality, floodplain, wildlife, wetlands, and water issues. Additionally
they question whether the project alternatives for expansion of the sewer
plant have been adequately investigated, and a more thorough explanation to
mitigate land use conflicts.

We feel that these questlons are also pertinent for the Crossroads project
and that they have not been adequately addressed in the DEIR. (A copy of
the EPA questlons are attached ) ;

There are several progects underway which dlrectly or 1nd1rectly affect the -
subject property. Cumulative impact is a true issue which observed from the
overview:

1. (1987) Amendment of ‘Manteca's general plan
2. - (1988) Proceedings to incorporate Lathrop
3. (1988) - BApplication for development of Crossroads Industrlal
.~ Park ;
4. (1988) Phase II Expans1on, Manteca Sewer Plant (EPA PrOJect No.
C-06-2017-110) '
5. (1989) Minor  Subdivision  of Libby-Owens—Fomd property
' (MS—89—60) . 3

The Crossroads Industr1a1 Park 15 an 1ntegra1 part of each of the above
projects:’ A

1. Manteca expanded its Secondary .Urban Service Boundary to .
spec1f1cally 1nc1ude the proposed development. '

2. Pr0posed 1ncorporatlon of Lathrop 1nc1udes the same area within
; 1ts boundarles- - '

3. Crossroads development proposes being served water and sewer by
the c1ty of Manteca which will have to annex in excess of 500
acres in order to*reach the project site." S

- %

4. Capacity from Phase II Expansion: of the Manteca sewer plant is
pr0posed to serve the initial development of the prOJect. '
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Jan Joaquin County Planning
Crossroads Industrial Park DEIR -
May 22, 1989 '

Page 3

5. . The subdivision will create the parcels to be developed by the
Crossroads Industrial Park. '

Separate environmental reviews were utilized for each action which may have
mentioned some of the other proposed actions, but did not address the whole
of the project at any one point. It would seem that several of the
cumulative impact issues may have been circumvented during the development
of this plan.

Additionally, the LCWD has been on public record both at its own hearings .
and before the Manteca City Council as to its intent to annex the subject
property as part of an overall annexation program currently in progress.

Interrelative discussion of the above issues is absent from the DEIR review
of the project and should be included in order to provide the reader with a
full picture of the project. It does not suffice to simply say "this is
going on;" the impacts of what "this" may be need to also be discussed in
the text. . ‘ i

As it is written, the DEIR gives the impression that the next logical step
in the process will be for Manteca to annex the area into the city. ‘This
will be rather difficult if water and sewer services are designated to be
provided by the LCWD.

LCWD is the closest service provider. LCWD currently has sewer and water
lines within 1,000 feet of the project site. Two businesses (Carpenter and
Co—Gen) are currently under service contract with the LCWD — and intervene
between the north and south portions of the Crossroads Industrial Park
project. Manteca will have to.initiate extensive development of sewer and
water lines in order to reach the project site. Economically, it is more
reasonable to obtain services from the closest agency: the Lathrop County
Water District.

There are a number of inconsistencies and statements which could serve to
misrepresent information to the degree that the reader would not receive an
objective view of the project. : 5

Particular to this point is the discussion on page 110 where 100% increase
in LCWD water usage is compared to 11% increase in Manteca water usage.

. Since both agencies have different loads, the percentages will represent -

different GPD usages. What are the actual projected GPDs for these
percentages? .
i

Additionally the lack of any real discussica of the LCWD's participation in
the sewer treatment plant expansion project and the mandated 14.7% capacity
LCWD has an option to purchase of any and all expansions, leads the reader
to presume that LCWD will not have the ability to purchase additional sewer
capacity. This is misleading and not consistent with the federal agreement
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San Joaquin County Planning
Crossroads Industrial Park DEIR
May 22, 1989

Page 4

between Manteca, Lathrop, and the EPA. A more thorough discussion of the
Phase II EA should also occur in those sections refering to sewer capacity
and development. Since the Phase II EA was submitted in June 1988, it is
presumed that the consultants had access to that document.

It would also do well for the consultants to contact the Lathrop County ol
Water District more directly in order to gain a better perspective of the : Ay
LCWD and its role in the development of this project. ;

We are attaching copies of our initial review of this DEIR which we :
submitted to LCWD staff in April, and of our initial comments regarding the r
Phase II Expansion Environmental Assessment. All comments are incorporated !
as a part of this letter of response. * f ‘ ‘

Since we are just about to prepare our initial study for the proposed #89-1
annexation, which incidently includes the subject project, we would
appreciate being kept advised of all proposed actions.

If you have any questions or require further information please contact {
either the District General Manager Roy Casteel (for water and sewer
statistics, etc) or myself (for annexatlon—related issues). Will be more

than happy to be of 3551stance. ' %

L /;/,{//ﬂf// lvin

Jan Mariano
President : g
COORDINATIONS.- A CONSULTING VENTURE - i 4
i , : P.O. Box 512 - S TR ¢
f 8 Colusa, California 95932 cad

LAFCO Consultant
; for the :
Lathrop County Water Dlstrlct

cc: LCWD Board of Directors = .
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Letter from Lathrop County Water District, (Mariano), dated May

22, 1989.
1. Comments acknowledgéd,

-1 The text has been revised to indicate the 1level of plant
expansion that would give LCWD enough capacity to serve the
project. Further sewer allocations would be suspended.

3. This information is noted. Manteca can serve the project at
buildout with its phase II capacity whereas Lathrop can only
supply half of the required capacity. Note that phase II is not
yet a reality and the comment regarding San Joaquin stands and
should be fully considered.

4. These comments related to issues regarding the Phase TII plant
expansion and should be addressed in a separate EIR for that
project. To address these issues in the project EIR is beyond the
scope of work.

5. The analysis included projects currently under consideration
by both LCWD and the City of Manteca.

6. This issue is no longer relevant since Lathrop incorporated.
75 Information acknowledged.

8. The text states that water use is estimated to be
approximately equal to the sewage generation rates plus
landscaping requirements. Refer to Table 23.

9. Refer to text on page 128.
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[ Coou{énationﬁ,

LATHROP COUNTY WATER DISTRICT H Consulting Venture

- Analysis of Draft Environmental Impact Statement , 3

: Crossroads Industrial Park ~
(Kearney Yentures)

e

April 24, 1989

The draft EIR for the Crossroads Industrial Park (Kearney Ventures, D'Arcy)
was received by the LCWD on April 5, 1989. The period for submitting written’
- comments will close on May 15, 1989. A hearing to receive oral comments

% before the County Planning Dgpartment has been scheduled for ﬁ;iday, May 5th.

: This review will be to identify areas of concern which may affect the

( annexation project currently being conducted by LCHD and to identify other

| areas of concern which may require response by LCWD. This project is being
conducted for three actions: - _

1. General plan amendment from General Industrial to Highway Service
and Limited Industrial.

2. Zone reclassification for portions of M-2 changing to H-S (Highway
Service) and from M-2 to C-M (Commercial Manufacturing).

3. Major subdivision. The major subdivision would create 61 Tots.

The following co&nentskére made during review of the Initial Study prepared by
San Joaquin County on 5/4/88. '

; 1. Under Environmental Effects, A(3) indicates that water cuality and water
' quantity may be affected. Either LCWD or City of Manteca will serve the

site with potable water. Unknown but potentially significant impact upon
= the aquifer from additional pumping and drawdown.

Under 3(b), Surface Hater,.ﬁua]ity, quantity and flow are marked as "no
significant effect.” The reasons given are:

- Increase in the amount of impervious surfaces will increase the
amount of sheet flow across the site. Terminal drainage is proposed
J that will mitigate these impacts to a level of non-significznce.

| (Need to find where the terminal drainage is discussed and who is
going to receive that water.)

] '_ 2. Under B, Land Use, subsection 3: It is mentioned that the proposed .
Highway Service and Commercial Manufacturing uses are NOT consistent with
planned uses for this area. The item is marked “maybe" not "yes."

[ Under #4, it indicates approximately 10% of the site, 40-50 acreé, is
prime Class II farmland; the rest is Class III non-prime land. That has
been marked as "maybe."

3. Under item C, Transportation: Traffic impacts for road congestion and
interchange/intersection congestion are marked "yes," traffic hazards and

Post Office Bex 512 43 Colusa, California 95832
(916) 458-8938



access to surrounding area are marked "maybe."

Under D, Utilities: It is marked "maybe." Comment is: " Development will
utilize either the City of Manteca or the LCWD for public water and

sanitary sewer.

Under 3, Drainage, it indicates no effect, stating that public terminal
drainage is proposed to the San Joaquin River.

Under E, Other Public Services. Indicates a need for police, fire,

-schools, and park services.

Under H, Cumuiative Impacts. Indicates "yes" for traffic stating, -
cumulative traffic impacts anticipated on Louise Avenue, Harlan Road,
Vierra Road, and at the I-5/Louise Avenue interchange.

Under Sewage Dfqusa1,'marked “maybe;" unknown but potentially
significant impacts upon the City of Manteca or the LCWD from serving
this development. ‘ = . wily

Water availability is marked "maybe" with no comment.
Drainage Systeh is marked "no."

Item #6, Deétription of Significant Impacts and Constraints to
Development. (These comments will reflect comments marked on the initial
study.) '

Item C: Water and Sanitary Sewer. Issues were raised about the effects
on the groundwater and whether the City of Manteca may be excluding some
areas within its boundaries in order to provide service to the project.
The statement refers to Part H under Growth Inducement for additional
details on that iscue. o ' '

The following comments are from responses to the DEIR notice of

preparation. ;

Of particular note is a ietter from County Counsel cated 10/19/88 which
addresses the circulation of traffic as it relates to subdivision
approvals. In this instance a court decision upheld the General Plan

policy that the level of service is prohibited from dropping below a."C"

category, which is written to insure that roads of adequate capacity and
design standards be developed to provide reasonable and safe access. We
will see if the text addresses these issues sufficiently.

~ The 1etter'by Ron Ste%n. 7/5/88, indicated the need to also address.

impacts of traffic on Lathrop Road. Stein also notes that he assumes a
study 'will be conducted to show the effects on both the City of Manteca
and the LCWD with regard to providing watzr and sewer service.

Department of Transportation letter, 7/22/88, indicates the need to
address an evaluation of the project's impact on the level of service of
the key intersections in the area. Also, a discussion which recommends
mitigation measures for significant impacts and a reference to funding
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responsibility for any imprd#ements made necessary by project traffic.’

NOTE: Appendix C in the DEIR contains information regarding Manteca's
_water service, but does not have anything in there about LCKD.

Primarily we will begin with Page 99, Section Y, Services and Facilities.
Corrections and notations will reflect our comments on statements made within
this particular section.

9. On page 100, 1. The second sentence should read: "The project site is
within the sphere of influence of. the Lathrop County Water District, as S
established by the San Joaquin County LAFCO in 1983. The City of Manteca i
extended its Secondary Urban Service Boundary of its General Plan to 1
include the project site within the last year. The proposed boundary for
the incorporation of Lathrop is not coterminous with neither the existing
LCHD boundaries nor the sphere of influence of the Lathrop County Water
District as previously established by LAFCO.in 1983.

NOTE: We need to check with Roy on the comments in %4 under Lathrop e
describing the capacity and operation wells within the LCHWD. 4
(Information on LCWD water is within the DEIR and Manteca's is
located in the appendix; should they be together?)

10. Page 109, 92. Indicates that one irrigation ﬁe]] may be maintained for
landscape purposes and that if it should, they can anticipate
approximately 280,000 gpd at buildout, or 138.7 million gallons annually.

93 indicates that development of the well for irrigation would threaten o g

LCWD water supplies because their wells are between the Delta and the 2 =
- project well sites. (I think this needs to be clarified.) The sentence

goes on to say that all of Manteca's wells are to the east of the project

site.

11. Page 110, ¥1: Indicates an adverse effect is the LCWD providing water
which is 100% above its current level of service would be adversely 3
affecting groundwater quality by speeding the entrance of salt water into
the aquifer.

There are a couple of omissions here in comparing Lathrop and the City of L
Manteca on their provision of water services. ' ’ s

a. The Y3 at the bottom on page 109 indicates that "the environmental
impact of the extension of existing water distribution network is
that it possibly hastens industrial development along McKinley .
Avenue and Yierra Roadk (see Figure 15)." However there is no ,
discussion under the following section for Manteca that describes
the impact of extending water services from the City of Manteca to
the development through currently undeveloped areas of large-acreage -
and what the growth impacts would be on that. That may be found in
the Growth-Inducing section of this DEIR, but we want to make note
of that here.

b. On page 110, the report indicates that 854,237,425 galions would be
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lthe annual groundwater draw at complete project buildout for the’

LCWD. On 93 of the same page, it indicates that the City of
Manteca's groundwater draw would increase to 3,320,000,000 per year.
Although Lathrop's draw would increase 100% from EXISTING usage, and
Manteca's would increase by approximately 11% over its present
groundwater draw, there is no indication of what that difference is.
Nor is there a discussion on the impacts of the increased
groundwater draw to the groundwater table of the area around the
City of Manteca.

Suggested mitigation measures;

Under mitigation it suggests that Lathrop's groundwater maybe be
adversely affected and that monitoring should occur, and be
coordinated with the County's groundwater model. -

For Manteca it is recommended that improvements identified in two
previous studies should take place BEFORE the City of Manteca
considers serving the remote subdivision.

12. Sewage Disposal.

a.
7

b

e
8

d *
9

e.
10
11

12 1.

. developed. One possibility is that Lathrop could purchase more

Page 114, ¥2. Sentence 2 should be changed to read: "Currently, the

community only uses about half of its allotment (415,000 gpd),
however the County has given the approval for 16 new subdivisions in
Lathrop as of December 1988."

- On page 116, Roy needs to look closely at environmental impacts and

the adjacent tables.

On page 118, ¥2. Sentence 2, the report indicates a growth inducing
aspects of an 8 inch force main to'the Manteca Wastewater Treatment
Plant.  The last sentence in that paragraph also describes the
growth inducing impacts.

On page 118, bottom ¥ under Lathrop. Indicates a discussion on the
capacity of sewage available to Lathrop. It says that LCWD has only
38,000 gpd remaining for Lathrop projects.

On page 119 it infers that even if the developer were to obtain the
162,000 gpd and add that to the 38,000 remaining gpd that, “there
would be no further sewage capacity for Lathrop. Therefore any
further development, be it indus“rial, commercial or residential,
would be suspended until additional sewage capacity could be
capacity at the regional wastewater treatment plant from Manteca, -
however, it is unclear if this would be a realistic political
option." , N : .

~There needs to be a diszussion in here of the federal contract

wherein Manteca is bound to provide 14.7% of any and all expansion
of sewer facilities at the Manteca plant.

¥3. Under Manteca: Indicates that Manteca can only provide 75,000
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gpd for industrial development until such time as a third plant =~
expansion is completed some time in the future. :

- It is important to identify that Manteca and Lathrop share the
treatment facility, and that Lathrop will receive 14.7% of any and
all development or expansion of that sewage treatment facility
according to the federal contract---which developed the initial
expansion.

These comments are extremely slanted to support the premise that the
City of Manteca can provide greater capacity than the LCWD. It
appears that, if this DEIR is to be complete, that the project
description for services and facilities under both Lathrop and
Manteca should indicate how much capacity has been allocated to
other approved projects. This information should not be saved for
some future time when Manteca is determined to be the provider of
services to this project site. This information should be available
at THIS point in time to allow the County to make a proper decision
on this project. : '

Analysis of other DEIR sections.

13. Section II, Project Description.

a. Page 10, Y2. Description of the agreement with the City of Manteca
for sewer line and water services. There is no discussion of the
sewer line or water lines that would be connected through the LCWD,
who has also issued a notice that they will serve the project site.

There also should be a paragraph indicating that the project is
currently within the sphere of influence of the LCWD, and is subject
to annexation to that district for services. Perhaps a comment
could be made to say, "The City of Manteca and the LDWD have issued
letters of 'intent to serve' for this particular project.

14. Section III, Summary of Project, Description, etc.
a. Page 13, ¥3. Describes the assessor's parcel numbers involved in

this project. According to the San Joaquin County Assessor, Libby
Owens Ford Glass Company (LOF)_owns the following parcels: .

Parcel Number Land Value Improvement Val e
195-270-04-6 6,721,800 42,660,618 .
195-270-04-6 - 324,360 - 124,440

241-020-32 (value to be determined)

The total acreage for the area of the proposed project appears to
be, not 566.68 acres, but 743.68 +/-.

The summary descriptfon does not describe that a parcel map will be
required in order to effect the project, to separate it into the
various parcels that are proposed.
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18

19

20

NOTE: The proposed Minor Subdivision application which was submitted

to the Planning Department 1/4/89, and submitted for comments
to affected agencies and departments on 2/22/89, was proposed
for an environmental determination of 3/29/89 prior to the
issuance of this DEIR which purportedly describes the land
division project. (Check this out)

Page 13, bottom. Description of project:

(1) Amend Land Use/Circulation Element of San Joaquin County
General Plan. To change the current designation of 44 acres to
the NW from General Industrial to Highway-Service, and to
change 33.6 acres on the east of Harlan Road, south of -
Carpenter, from General Industrial to Limited Industrial;

(2) Concurrent request for zone change for two indicated areas;

(3) Underlying project: major-subdiviéion to divide 520 acres into

the following:

(a) 54 parcels on 450 acres, zoned M-2
(b) 2 parcels on 44 acres, zoned H-S
(c) 5 parcels on 33 acres, C-M

Not mentioned in the project description is the fact that the actual
parcel size as of the date of the application is about 743 acres.

Also not discussed was the anticipation of a minor subdivision
application which was submitted to San Joaquin County Planning on
1/4/89 to separate out the 556 acres which are proposed for this
major subdivision. - : g

The environmental review for that minor subdivision application
apparently is the DEIR.for this major subdivision project and
general plan and zone change. The Environmental Information Form
Part B minor subdivision applicztion was completed apparently in
August 17, 1988, by Siegfried & Associzes.

The minor land division for the subject property indicates on Part A

‘that "four" parcels are to be cre--2d, which will tota! an area of

566.68 acres. On Part B of that same application it is stated that
the request is made to “create three parces (Parcels 1-3) for sale
and further -subdivision purposes. Parcel 4 is apparently to be
retained by LOF for its current use as a sand disposal site. The
remainder of about 177 acres is the site of the LOF plant and will
also be retained in LOF ownership. ; bope s

15. Sectioh C, Environmental Impacts and Mitigations

a.

Page 19, Services & Utilities. Under sewerage, #1 should read,
“LCWD has approximately 38,000 gpd available in uncommitted

allocations. "

48




18.

18.

1f Phase 11I is going to be discussed for Manteca, it needs to be
discussed to include Lathrop too, because of the 14.7% capacity
which LCWD is guaranteed to be available for purchase by the federal
contract for the sewer expansion program. If they are going to

discuss development of the facility for Manteca jt must also be
discussed for LCWD.

Page 21, Manteca, Water. Should also include a discussion on the
the groundwater table for the additional gallonage that will be
provided to this project. There are more impacts than just the fact
that the water supply may be inadequate to meet fire flow
requirements.

Section IY, Land Use.

a.

Page 39, Y2, Environmental Impacts. The last sentence of that
paragraph is misleading, indicating that this particular proposal
could not fit anywhere else in San Joaquin County. It appears there
could be sites for this type of development near Manteca,
potentially near Tracy, near the City of Stockton, to name a few.

Section V¥, Growth Inducement

a.

- where the LCWD line would go.

Page 156, Water and Sewer. There is a discussion about the pressure
to increase development along McKinley and Yierra Road, an area

This tends to reinforce the concept
that the LCWD would encourage development, but the Manteca extension
would not.

Additionally, there's a statement here that if the project is
annexed to the City of Manteca, all lands located between the
project site and the city boundary would be included in the
annexation. This has growth-inducing implications; however, they
expect that will be taken care of in some other EIR.

Section VI, Impact Overview’

a.

b.

c.

page 159, Section A. Second paragraph needs to be changed to more
accurately reflect LCWD's ability to serve.

Section B, Beneficial Impacts. Please reference what Lathrop
Traffic Mitigation Fees are, who monitors those fees, and how they
will be utilized to benefit the Lathrop community. )

Section D, Short-term vs. Long-term Productivity.
description of the impact of this development on the Lathrrop
Community, to the LCWD, or the relationship of Manteca providing
services to the proposed development indicated in the project.

Page 164, Public Services. The cumulative impacts discussion does
not address the impact on LCWD; neither does the text refer to this
in Sections V.C-1 Water Supply and V.C-2 Sewage Disposal in other
portions of the DEIR.
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28

The Alternative Site Proposed in this DEIR js not comparable in any
sense of size, access to the freeway, or activities proposed. ‘It
appears that project sites could be identified around the City of
Manteca, the City of Stockton, in the county areas, perhaps. There
should be some reference that other alternative sites were actually
investigated for this particular project; especially in light of the =
question over the ability of either,agency to provide adequate water
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Letter from Coordinations to Lathrop County Water District, dated
April 24, 1989.

- This issue has been addressed. Refer to response #3 to the
LCWD letter of May 22, 1989.

2. Paragraph 3 on page 109 of the DEIR describes the purchase of
‘1and and development of a well for potable water purposes not
landscaping. Also refer to response #11 to the LCWD letter.

B The percentage increase in LCWD service was included to
indicate the level of increase relative to the small scale of the
present utility service. Also it serve to illustrate the increase
in groundwater compared with present demand.

4. Comment noted. Please refer to paragraph two, second to last
sentence on page 118 of the EIR. Language has been added to this
section regarding the growth-inducing effects of the ity of
Manteca serving the project.

5. The comparison between the increase in service by LCWD and
the City of Manteca was analyzed using the same basis. See reply
to comment #3 above. The City of Manteca Public Works Department
and other reports do not indicate the same potential for problems
in their potable water wells as compared with LCWD wells which are
closer to the Delta. -

6. Mitigations in the EIR were changed to indicate that Manteca
also join in the proposed groundwater basin study.

7. This correction is noted.

8. Refer to response #15 to the LCWD letter of May 22, 1989.
The presence of the lift station in the vicinity has more growth-
inducing effects than the force main.

9. These are from figures supplied by Arnold ‘Schamber, : LCWD
District Engineer. They may be subject to change if the developer
who contracted with LCWD for the 162,000 GPD of phase II sells the
sewer entitlement to the applicant. : ;

10. Comment noted and the text has been changed. Refer to
response #17 to LCWD letter of May 22, 1989. -

11. This information is noted and incorporated into the text.

12. This comment is noted and fhe text has been changed.

13. Refer to responsé #11 above.

14. Based upon information received from both the City and LCWD,

the cumulative effects of development within each service boundary
have been included in the analysis.
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15. This information was provided because it was an integral part
of the project. Information relative to LCWD is included in the
Services Section.

16. Information acknowledged. It should be noted that the
acreage for the proposed project is as stated in the DEIR.

- 17. The minor sublelsJ.on was a separate.applicatlon and not
relevant to this EIR.

18. Refer to response #16 above.

-19. Refer to response #17 above.

20. The statement is correct as it is wrltten.

21. This is dlscussed in the text under the Services Section.

22. While there may be sites elsewhere, in the County, the
proposed application is for this particular site. The analysis is
stating that the site is already designated for development,
thereby precluding the proposed development to occur on - land
. designated for agriculture.

23. The sentence clearly states that development growth pressure
would occur if either LCWD or the City of Manteca serves the
project site. Refer to third sentence of paragraph four, page 156
of the Draft EIR. The annexation issue is no longer valid since
the site is now within ‘the City of Lathrop. :

24. The conclusions remains the same.

25. The traffic mitigation fees were established by the County
Board of Superv1sors* and are on file with the Publc Works
Department. ‘

"26. The impacts of this project are discussed throughout Section

27. The analysis in Section V.C.1 and V.C.2 inqorpbrete&
projected buildout in the Lathrop/Manteca area. 2

28. Because the site was already designated on the County General

Plan Land Use Map for industrial development, it was determined

that only the 44-acre portion proposed for highway serv;ce.should
be considered at an alternative site. Refer to discussion on
pages 172 and 173 of the Draft EIR. - -
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_CITY OF MANTECA

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

May 19, 1989 LAY 22 15239
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San Joaquin County : o . S
Planning Department '

ATTN: Kerry Sullivan

1810 E. Hazelton Avenue

Stockton, CA 95205

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO DRAFT E.I.R. #ER-88-11, CROSSROAD
INDUSTRIAL PARK .

Please find enclosed the City of Manteca's comments to the above
Draft E.I.R. "You will note that several department managers
have made written comments on the draft. Hopefully, our
comments will help improve the accuracy of the final E.I.R.

| | document. : -

Think you for the opportunity to comment on the draft document. o
Sincerely, -
PHIL SANGUINEzr BA Gles
[ PLANNING DIRECTOR ' : e
P3/mg

cc: David Jinkens

53
1001 W. CENTER ST. « MANTECA, CA 95336 (209) 239-8427



1

TO: Ms. Kerry Sullivan, Associate Planner

FROM: Phil Sanguinetti, Planning Directorjzzgé&/’

SUBJECT: Comments - Crossroad Industrial Park Draft E.I.R.

Please note on page 40, 2.(a), that the site is within 10 to
20 miles of Stockton, Tracy, Modesto, and about 2 miles west
of Manteca. -

on page 43(c), this paragraph attempts to describe acreage of
undeveloped land in the Manteca Highway Service, General
Commercial and Industrial land use categories which again
appears in Table 3 on page 45. It is not noted whether the

figures are within the planning area or the corporate limits.
The acreage figures are in error.

To reflect a more accurate statement on Table 3, the following
figures represent the undeveloped acres of these land use
categories within the City. o de

Use Designation L Manteca
Highway Service : : o 37
General Commercial _ 58
Industrial : 160

I might also note, on page 45 (second paragraph), a discussion
on approved dwelling units in Lathrop and Mantecz, etc. has been
described. Unfortunately, the over 1,500 approved unit numbers
for Manteca have not been accurately described. Approved, at
least in Manteca, means that a residential allocation has also
been granted. Thus, only about 550 available residential
building permit allocations are outstanding at this time. The
remaining plus 1,000 residential unit (includes multiples)
backlog will not be guaranteed any allocation approval until
Phase II of the Wastewater Treatment Plant is on line.
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MEMO

TO: ) PHIL SANGUINETTI
FROM: MICHAEL BRINTON
SUBJECT: KEARNEY EIR

DATE: MAY 19, 1989

1 Services and Utllitles, Sewage, b. (Page 119 also) This

‘statement. says that Manteca can only provide, 75,000 gpd from

phase I leaV1ng 43,000 gpd. The 43,000 gpd flgure is not
correct and the 75,000 gpd figures is not an "only" figure.

The statement on page 119 should be changed to show that a total
of 308,000 gpd has been set aside in the phase II expansion.

I am not aware of any commitments for phase III.

The statement that the c1ty may have under-estimated the phase
III expansion by 217,000 gpd is not definable at this p01nt.

25 Water, b. ThlS ‘states that the water system may be
inadequate to meet fire flow demands. The system will be design
and constructed in accordance with city standards and project
requirements to assure that fire flows are adequate.

3. Page 55, paragraph 5 states that State Route 120 is a two
to four land expressway. I%fassume this refers to Yosemlte
Boulevard

4. Transportation, Under mitigation measures a number of
limitations for drive through facilities and trip reductions are
listed. I do not find any positive comments regarding possible
emission reductions and gasollne usage reductions due to
increased local jobs and minimizing the necessity to travel long
dista

cc David Jinkens . K
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' . . RECEIVED

MEMOI
| MAY 2 1989
TO: David Jinkens - City Manager
FROM: Charles H. Rule - Fire ChiefC{ﬁb;Ql/

DATE: May 2, 1989

SUBJECT: Kearny Ventures Draft E.I.R., Response to your Memo of
April 27, 1989

I feel this E.I.R. is incomplete because the consultant failed to make
contact with the Manteca City Fire Department to identify staffing,
facilities, fire insurance classification rates and the specific agree-
ments ‘that impact on fire services as it relates to the Kearny Project.’
The consultant had access to us as an agency of government to identify-
our capabilities which is available to anyone from the private or public
sector and certainly through the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

Newspaper accounts have been construed to negatively portray our water
system as inadequate which is not an honest factor and certainly a
superior system to what is available at present to Kearny.

My comments on this issue were detailed in a previous Memo. ADM £162-89
attached. - LB ; ; :

cc: P. Sanguinetti - Planning
M. Brinton - Public Worksg

*D. Tucker -~ Asst. Chief = L TR TR - ,

R. Waddle - Asst. Chief Preventicn

ADM: 185-89
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MEMO iR

TO: David Jinkens - City Managér
FROM: Charles h. Rule - Fire Chief

DATE: April 12, 1989

SUBJECT: Comments In Newspaper Regarding "Inadequate Water Supply
For Fire Protection Purposes®, Draft Enviromental Impact
Report, Kearny Ventures “Crossroads" Project

Recent articles in the newspapers have identified that the City of Manteca
water system may be inadequate for fire protection purposes to serve the
proposed Kearny Ventures Project.

I am not aware of any contacts made by the EIR Contractor with regard to
the fire protection system in the City of Manteca. A brief review of the
Contractor's Report under Section V, Page 111 identifies the need for
recommended improvements to the existing water distribution network. I
believe this to be a correct statement, however, what municipal water sys-
tem doesn't need improvement?

Under Section V3. Fire - The only mention of fire protection relates to

the Manteca Lathrop Rural Fire Protection District only, with no mention

of the City of Manteca. As you are aware, Kearny Ventures agreed to con-
struct a fire station, per Manteca specifications, as well as a fire engine.

The report should address a comparison of the ability of the two water
systems to provide the needed fire flows which I do not see in the report.
In addition, the following must be said which is factual data.

b
l. Kearny Ventures will provide the infrastructure as reqguired by
the City of Manteca per written agreement.
A

2. Kearny Ventures has agreed to install automatic fire sprinklers
on the interior of all structures that exceed 100 sg. ft. in
floor area (an outside storage shed that measured 10'X12', the
size of a bedroom, would reguire the installation of automatic
fire sprinklers).

3. The Growth Management Plan and the Fire Codes allows the Fire
Chief to reduce minimum fire flows when automatic fire sprin-
klers are installed. This reduction is 50% and is based on
sound engineering and safety factors. : ‘ W

" . .

4. The City of Manteca recently installed a telemetry system to

monitor the pressures in the system which will be used to place

priority on future system updates.




o
}
i } :

5. We have identified,’th;ough_meetings with the Public Works De-
partment, that a 3¢ per day increase by each user will provide
the replacement of over’' (1) mile of water main in those areas
that need to be upgraded in the future, It is expected that
this report will be filed in the very near future. I believe
this relates to a proactive action without dealing in emotions
and a doomsday approach.

6. The City of Manteca was recently evaluated for fire protection
insurance Purposes by the INSURANCE SERVICE OFFICES (I.S.0.),
which determines fire insurance premiums to be paid by the
owners of the risks in the City. Prior to the survey, the City
of Manteca was a Class § City and was regraded as of 1 Nov 88,
to a Class 3.

One of the major elements of this survey is the water system

in the jurisdiction and its availability for fire protection
burposes. 1If there was a deficiency as reported in the news-
‘papers, would the ISO Evaluation upgrade the City to Class 3 ]
from Class 5 and bypassing Class 427 The current Fire Insurance
Classification for the authority protecting the property now,

-is Class 6. _ ; } # { # '

The difference between fire insurance premiums in commercial -
-and industrial occupancies can be substantial based on construc-
tion and the type of business being conducted. 1In conversation
with John D'Arcy of Kearny Ventures at a meeting just after the
ISO Reclassification, he was delighted with the news and stated
that the differenqe between Class 6 & Class 3 could be the com-
petitive edge for his acquisition of tenants. =k

The EIR Draft carries the name of Ms. Ké;ry Sullivan, Associate Planner as
the contact person at the County level on this Draft EIR. I called Ms.
Sullivan this datc and asked some direct questions regarding this document
and why weren't City officials contacted so that an objective report could
have been formulated. She responded that the Consultant could not get a

response due to the pending %itigation on the subject until the very end
of the Consultant's work. . gohr

I believe the record should be set straight as far as the statements in

the newspaper recarding inadequate water for fire protection purposes. We
certainly aren't perfect, but progress is being made in a logical rp.anner;
we are doing things to identify and rectify the problem. These emctional

statements are simply “red herrings® for political purposes. Politics
and profit should not be part of safety, pain or suffering,

cc: Mike Brinton - Public Works Director i
David Tucker - Assistant Chief (Operations/Training Fire)

Ron Waddle - Assistant Chief (Fire Prevention) ; 4
., 5

ADM 162-89 / —2-
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Manteca
 Police Department

Memorandum -

To: Ph;l-Sanguinetti, Director of Planning

-

From: Willie W. Weatherford, Chief of Police

AN

Date: May 16, 1989

Subject: Kearney Ventures-Cross Roads Project
Mitigation Measures ;

= i _ e "~

' Please be advised that I have reviewed the LAW ENFORCEMENT

services mitigation measures for the above project. It was -
interesting that the prepared (Sergeant Esau) was willing to
bare the soul of the Sheriff's Department and their existing
problems in providing service to the citizens of rural San
Joaguin County (Pages 124, 125, and 126). In fact on page
125 they recommend that "Residents in unincorporated urban
areas desiring urban levels of police protection should pay
for it through special districts, contracting with B’ city for
police services, or through annexation." In addition, they
discussed the means of e tablishing staffing levels based
time, distance and the ntmber and types of services, but on
page 124, they state that they do not have the information on
total'calls for service in Patrol District 7. Based on this
information I would wonder how they can justify adding staff
without knowing whether they can handle these calls and other
calls for service in District 7 at their current staffing
levels? ’ =

In addition, the Lathrop Community Car is basically a ‘day
light patrol and not available to provide assistance to the
District 7 patrol unit if needed in the evening hours. The
Sheriff's Department still uses the "0ld Two Man Patrol Unit"
theory instead of expanding their operation by the use of one
man patrol units. On page 126 they discuss the need to add
six people to provide law enforcement protection for this
project. This is based on no hard number of calls for
service, but on estimates based on some unknown person
observation in this county (somewhere), and in some other
county (somewhere).

(1)
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I would contend that if this information is available as to
actual calls based upon an existing formula, or real numbers
from a similar project then they should have been used.

The crime prevention ideas are dgreat and have a useful part
in the "Site Plan Review", but the real problem here is
whether the Sheriff's Department can or can not provide
services. Maybe as stated in this report "they should
contract with the City of Manteca for Law Enforcement

Services." In our preliminary evaluation of this Project we
concluded that we would be able to provide services to this
area with three additional patrol officer." 1In addition,

our projection concluded that these positions could be funded

out of the projected revenues generated from the property tax -

and sales tax generated from the project. 1In the Sheriff's
Department proposal they recommend the establishment of an
assessment district to provide these services. I recognize-
that they are talking twice the staffing (six people), but it
would be interesting even at these levels to compare the

general fund revenue increases from this project against the

actual cost of the additional officers.

They have presented a case for mitigation, but the long range
situation in this mitigation may well be an effort on the'
Sheriff's Departments part to increase their staffing levels
for "Patrol District Seven.” o~ ;

-
v

(2)
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Letter from City of Manteca, dated May 19, 1989.

1. Comment is noted and changes have been made to the text on
page 42.

2. Table 3 has been revised. Commenter should note that acreage
figures in the DEIR were derived from discussions with City
staff.

3. This information is noted and the text has been changed on
page 46 to reflect this information.

4. The information received from the City of Manteca Public
Works Department was that all but 118,000 GPD of the remaining
phase I capacity was committed. The recent information from the
James M. Montgomery report was received and incorporated into the
text. .

5. This refers to the higher estimate of 592,000 GPD for sewage
generation radtes as opposed to 380,000 GPD figure provided by the
applicant. The preparer of this report stands by this higher
number and unless further data is provided from the applicant that
can guarantee the lower rate, the higher value will be assumed to
be the more accurate. See pages 116-118 of the DEIR for
discussion.

6. This comment is noted.
7. Refer to text revision in the EIR.

8. We concur that the project will create local jobs, however,
it is assumed in the analysis. that most employees, whether local
or from the region, will utilize personal vehicles to commute to
the site. Thus it is imperative for a project of this magnitude
to incorporate TSM measures into final project plans.

9. - .
11. Because the question of annexing the property to Manteca was
a separate issue and should be addressed in a City-sponsored EIR
document, the preparers of this EIR did not include a discussion
of the City providing fire service to the site. Since the City of
Lathrop is now incorporated this issue is no longer relevant.

12. Comments and opinions noted. Now that Lathrop has been
incorporated, the Lathrop City Council will determine the method
of police services upon termination of County police services.
This may be through a contract with the County Sheriff’s
Department, another agency or establishing their own City police
department.
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company Stockton Division
4040 West Lane
PQ. Box 930
Stockton, CA 85201
209/466-2261

RECEIVED
MAY 4 1989

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
PLANNING DIVISION

May 3, 1989

San Joaquin County
Department of Planning
1810 E. Hazelton Avenue
Stockton, CA 95205

Attention: Mr. Kerry Sullivan,
Associate Planner

Gentlemen:

Re: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Report No. ER-88-11 for the
Proposed "Crossroads" Project (c/o Kearny Ventures, Ltd., SCH
#88070516) :

We have reviewed the subject document and offer the following comments:

1. PG&E has a 115/60 KV double circuit line crossing the proposed
development that is not completely shown nor discussed in the 1
Draft EIR. The two circuits split at the south end of the

.property. Attached is a'marked copy of Figure 3 that shows the . n
actual approximate alignment of these circuits. We request g
that these circuits be identified in the project description and Fei
shown on the maps in the document.

2. The subdivision layout could eventually cause PG&E some
problems the way the lots are laid out. Lots 17, 18, 19 and 20 - 2
are all affected by diagonal crossings of our easements for
these circuits. OQur preference would be to have the easements
closer to or along the lot lines rather than diagonally across
the lots. -s

3. The re-alignment of Harlan Road at Louise Avenue might require. . _
relocation of the Tesla Collector 115 KV line. Any relocation 3
of this line will be at the developer's or owner's expense.

The Draft EIR should address the relocation of the 115 KV line
as part of the "Project".
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- San Joaquin County
May 3, 1989
Page 2

We would appreciate the opportunity to review more detailed plans of
the proposals for the easement areas as they are available. If you
have any questions, please call me or George Palermo of my staff on
(209) 942-1448.

L3

Sincerely, .

S. V. Koop
Division Land Supervisor

GAPalermo:mc

Attachment

-
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Letter from Pacific Gas and Electric, dated May 3, 1989.

1. - - ! - : ‘
3. This lnformation is hereby incorporated 1nto the EIR, refer
to pages 37, 39 and 40.

66 o]



THE
LAW
OFFICES
OF

ROBER}‘

LOGAN

152

NORTH
THIRD
STREET
SUITE

201

{ SAN
JOSE
CALIFORNIA
95112

408 287 2156

RECEIVED

MAY 51989

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
LANNING DIVISION

May 3, 1989

Ms. Kerry Sullivan

. Department of Planning and Building Inspection

San Joaquin County

11810 E. Hazelton Avenue

Stockton, CA 25205

Re: Draft EIR No. ER-88-11 for the proposed "Crossroads"
Project 5 ° .

- Dear Ms. Sullivan:

The following comments to the above referenced EIR are
submitted on behalf of Kearny Ventures, Ltd. These comments
are not meant to imply that the DEIR is legally deficient,
but merely to point out a few areas where the DEIR could be
strengthened.

Section II discusses the possible incorporation of
Lathrop, which would include the project site. CEQA
requires that an EIR discuss probable future projects.
However; the DEIR does not dlscuss how the impacts of this
project would differ if the incorporation is successful.
Presumably, the land use impacts would be the same. The
impacts on services might be different if the incorporation
results in different service providers for the project.

) The Initial Study states, on page 3, that the
subdivision may make access difficult to a portien of the
existine Libbey-Owens-Ford property and suggests that the
EIR analyze four access alternatives. I cznnot find any
such analysis in the EIR. ;

The checklist used in the initial study indicates that
the impact on schools is potentially significant. Apparently
the. only discussion in the EIR of 1mpacts on schools is_on
page ‘51, where passing rgferance is made to projected new
schools. The EIR should discuss the issue further,
including the fact that the impacts will be mitigated by
increased revenues from increased property taxes -and school
impact fees.

On page 156, the EIR states that if the project is
annexed to the City of Manteca, all lands located between
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Sullivan
May 1, 1989
Page 2

the project and the City would be annexed, which would have
growth-inducing implications. If this annexation and its
impacts were reasonably foreseeable, CEQA would require an
analysis of these impacts at this stage rather than
deferring analysis to a future EIR as suggested by the EIR.
However, these impacts are purely speculative, given the
fact -that the project site is not within the city's sphere
of influence and that the broposed incorporation would make
an annexation impossible. Further, even if an annexation
wera foreseeable, the City has net prezcned the <irea, so By
growth inducing impacts of annexation are speculative. This
- should be mentioned in the EIR. '

Thank you for the opportuniﬁy Fo_makewthese comments

Sincére;y.yours "
El) Ml T

Paul M. Valle-Riestra

PMV/k1 ‘
- ©C: John D'Arcy
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May 22, 1989

Ms. Kerry Sullivan

Department of Planning
and Building Inspection

San Joagquin County

1810 Hazelton Avenue

Stockton, CA 95205

Re: Draft EIR No. ER-88-11 for the proposed

"Crossroads" project.
Dear Ms. Sullivan:

_ The following comments to the above referenced EIR are
submitted on behalf of Kearny Ventures, Ltd. These comments
are not meant to imply that the DEIR is legally deficient,
but merely to point out a few areas in which the DEIR ¢ould
be strengthened.

The DEIR states, on page 88, that there are no existing
sources of air pollutants or toxic contdminants near the
project site. However, the Simplot plant near the site has
had three chemical cloud releases during April and May of
this year. The project site is upwind from the Simplot
plant, so would not generally be affected by such a release.

The DEIR states, at th. middle of page 116, "Note,
however, ' that Lathrop includes 130 GPD." This should be

-

The DEIR states, at the top of page 105, that Lathrop's
water distribution network consists of 1l2-inch pipe ar® that
it can meet the standard of 3,000 gal/min necessary for fire
fighting purposes. In fact, much of tlie network consists of
8" and 10° pipes vhich are not of sufficient size to meet
the 3,000 gal/min standard. (See Ficure .16.) ~ 1In
partlcular, even though the DEIR states that Lathrop would
require 16" pipe to be installed to serve the project, water
would need to flow through existing 8" pipes before reaching
the new 16" pipes. Thus, while Manteca would be able to
prov1de adequate water flow, Lathrop would not. '

In discussing Lathrop's water system on pages 100- 105L
the DEIR fails to state whether all of the wells and storage
tanks have back-up diesel powered pumps in case of a power
outage to provide sufficient water flow for fighting fires.
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Sullivan
May 22, 1989
Pag 2

The DEIR notes, at the top of pPage 110, that if Lathrop
provided water to the project, the project would have no net
impact on the deteriorating groundwater supply because water
needed for the project was much less than that needed for
the existing agricultural use. The DEIR should note further
that if water was supplied by Manteca, the water would be
drawn from a different and less environmentally sensitive

aquifer. By replacing the existing agricultural use, the

project would result in an enormous net redu~tinn on the
removal of groundwater from the aquifer underlying Lathrop.
As a result, the project would have a beneficial

environmental impact on groundwater if served by Manteca.

The DEIR states, at the top'of page 100, "Both Lathrop
and the City of Manteca claim the project site within their

sphere of influence." This and the following sentence
should be clarified. The project site has never been within
Manteca's sphere of influence. LAFCo voted on January 10,

1989, not to even study the further expansion of Manteca's

‘sphere of influence until after the incorporation election

in Lathrop.

The DEIR discusses traffic beginning on page 55. The
most recent project plan submitted by Kearny Ventures
discusses the possible extension of railroad tracks to serve
manufacturing/industrial uses of the site. Use of railroads
could replace much of the truck traffic serving the site,
significantly reducing the impact on' traffic. The DEIR
should discuss the use of railroads.

The DEIR statés, on page 145, that a 30-to 36-inch
diameter culvert is located under Interstate 5. We believe

tnis is actually & 36-inch casing whici is ‘plugged and does:

not contribute tc a drainage problem.

The DEIR, at page 145, discusses on-site flooding which
occurred in' 1983. - However, the DEIR fails to mention the
fact that san Joaquin County constructed the Louise Avenue
Drainage Project in 1985. The improvements drain the area
westerly along Louise Avenue to a pump station, where the
water is pumped into the San Joaquin River. No flooding of
the project site has occurred since. : '

" . The DEIR states at page 156 that ". . . lands along
McKinley Avenue and Vierra Road would be subject to

development pressure once the water and sewer lines have’

been installed." This sentence overstates the impact of

the utilities. No sewer 1lines are proposed by either
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Sullivan . "
May 22, 1989 y
Page 3 '

° Manteca or Lathrop along McKinley Avenue. The sewer line

along Vierra Road is a force main to which gravity sewers
cannot be connected, so it would not induce growth. =k
water was provided by Manteca, no water 1line would be
~ constructed along McKinley Avenue,

The DEIR discusses, at pPpage 39, the 1loss of
_agricultural land resulting from the project. From
"~ discussions with the farmer, Mr. Mendez. we undergtand thz+

the land is only marginally productive,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.

_Jsiﬁcerély yéurs,

- G - Glustso

Paul M. Valle-Riestra

PMV/k1
cc: J. D'Arcy

"
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Letters from Law Offices of Robert J. Logan, dated May 3 and May
22, 1989.

1. As stated on page 3 of the DEIR, it was not the intent nor in
the scope of work for this EIR to study the effects of this
project on a newly incorporated city. The issue of providing city
services to this site was discussed in the Lathrop incorporation
feasibility study. ‘

- I The site access alternatives were dropped based upon
discussions with Libby-Owens-Ford and representatives of Kearny
Ventures, Ltd. The access as shown is acceptable to LOF.

2 Since the proposed project 1is nonresidential, the "EIR
addressed the secondary impacts related to this project, such as
schools. ' L

4. Refer to response #10 below.

5. The predominant wind pattern in the project vicinity is from
the west/northwest. (Refer to Table 16, page 87, of the DEIR.)
This would indicate that the Simplot plant is downwind of the site
most. of the year, thus cloud releases would blow away from the

site.
6. Correction noted.

7. The text has been corrected to indicate correct sizing of
LCWD water distribution network. Arnold Schamber, Engineer for
LCWD, guarantees the fire fighting flows as stated in the text.
Storage tanks and booster pumps make up for inadequate pipe
sizing. In fact, the project would have a 500,000 gallon storage
tank on site that would provide adequate fire flows for the
project.

8. The backup pump and dgenerator information has been
incorporated into the appropriate section of the text.

9. Actually, according to the Environmental Coordinator for the
County of San Joaquin, if the project is served by LCWD the water
for the project will need to come from deeper higher-quality
groundwater strata and may deplete significant amounts of this
groundwater source. If served by LCWD, this project could
conceivably have a deleterious effect on the water quality of the
aquifer use by Lathrop. Suspending agricultural use will not
necessarily benefit the groundwater situation because this water
is shallower and of poorer quality. If Lathrop were to serve, the
suggested mitigation is essentially to monitor for brackish water
intrusion and to enter into negotiations for a long-term surface
water source. The text has been changed to reflect . this
anticipated impact.
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10. Manteca in its General Plan included the project site in its
Secondary Urban Boundary and in its proposed sphere of influence
boundary. This boundary was not accepted as final and the text
has been changed to reflect this. however, since ' the
incorporation of Lathrop this issue is no longer relevant.

11. The EIR traffic section was based on peak hour trip
generation for the project. The trip generation rates are based
on actual counts of existing industrial areas, many of which have
rail service. Thus, the trip rates used for the project already
reflect some rail use. It would be extremely difficult to
predict the extent to which the revised project design would
reduce traffic. Since peak hour traffic is primarily commute
trips and not truck trips, the overall reduction (due to increased
rail service) would not be substantial. In any event, it would
require new trip generation research at several comparable
industrial park to verify the effects of increased rail service.

12. The text has been changed on page 153 to reflect new
information.

13. This information is noted and has been incorporated into the
EIR on page 152. -

14. The text has been changed on page 165 to indicate that the
development pressure will be felt when the water and sewer line
have been installed in the vicinity of Vierra and McKinley
Avenues. This is a very real concern for the EPA (Gail Eisner,
personal communication). Before the EPA approves phase II of the
Manteca Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant, they want to be
assured of the boundaries of the service area and want  to
guarantee that expansion of the treatment plant will not result in
development of neighboring farmlands. If water service for the
project is provided by Manteca, it would run along Yosemite
Avenue and Vierra; if Lathrop serves the project, the water
service would run along McKinley Avenue. Either scenario brings
the necessary potable water close to undeveloped farmland which
would increase the development pressure. Similarly for the
expansion of the sewer line network to the area as both Manteca
and Lathrop propose to serve the project wusing a force
main. However, a 1lift station will be required before the plant
expands (see Figure 15, page 102 of the DEIR) and potential
development occurs along McKinley Avenue. While not tying
- directly into the force main, developement could be -hastened by

the presence of the 1lift station at McKinley and Vierra (Lathrop’s
proposed spot for a mid-site lift station).

15. The EIR acknowledges the potential for the site to be
developed because of its 1land use designation, 1location and
surrounding land uses. However, the EIR must acknowledge the loss
of a resource (particularly prime soil) as a significant impact
for which there is no effective mitigation. Whether the grower
considers the land marginally productive is an opinion and does
not diminish the loss of this resource.
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Michael J. Barkley -
161 N. Sheridan Ave., #1
Manteca, CA 95336

™

209/823-4817

May 7, 1989
Ms. Kerry Sullivan , " RECEIVED
San Joaquin County Planning Division
1810 East Hazelton Ave. ' :
Stockton, CA 95205 | v IAY 9 1939
RE: Draft EIR 88-11, Kearny Ventures, LID. SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY

LANNING DIVISION

Dear Ms. Sullivan:

I am submitting this as written public comment on the EIR referenced
above.

I am very disappointed that the County chose to hold Planning
Commission hearlngs on this Draft without there being any discernible notice -
posted anywhere in this end of the County. It may be legal, but it's not
right. No wonder the citizens of San Joaquin County do not trust their
County Government. :

Two years ago I bought a $1,250,000 apartment complex in Manteca.
This complex turned out to be subject to severe interior flooding, a problem.
unknown to me when I bought it. Much of Manteca is subject to the same
flooding. 100% of my flooding can Le traced directly to cumulative ;
individual planning decisions by the CltY of Manteca over the past 40 years.,o
A photographic example of such flooding is included as Exhibit "A", e E
attached, which is at 431 N. Lincoln taken on April 19, 1988. Flooding
areas of which I am aware are shown on the attached map, Exhibit "B". I
understand that of these areas, only the intersection of Maple and Center,
and possibly Nevada St. were suffering flooding before 1949. The planning
errors that caused thic flooding continue unabated despite recent scrambling :
by the City of Manteca to remedy portions of the flooding along Drain #4.
Even as I'am writing this the City continues to waive flood protection %
facilities required by its own duly-adopted Storm Drainage Master Plans. I :
do not believe that it can be successfully argued by any sane person that .
Manteca has the ability to properly plan for flood control. The City has .-
amply proven that. Should anyone doubt it, I would bz happy to supply reams ..
of proof for irnclusion in the final EIR. 3

Now comes Kearny Ventures, wishing to build a business pari: subject .
of this Draft EIR. It is no news to anyone that the "Annexation and Utlllty
Services Agreement™ for this project was in place between the City of :
Manteca and Kearny Ventures well before the Draft EIR was issued. Under the
agreement Kearny is to provide "...for storm drainage to the satisfaction o
City...." Horrors! The efforts of the drafters of this EIR to distance =
themselves from consideration of the effects of the Annexation in this Draf
is both transparent and improper. The project should be’ considered in its }
entirety since it is one project with one planned course of development, a?
course that was in place before the Draft was published. The Draft should
be returned to the consultant to be drafted as one project.

Nevertheless, if it is necessary to submit identical comménts for
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both halves of this artificial division in EIR's, then that is what I will
do. BT

Page 143 of the Draft mentions a levee break 2 or 3 miles upstream
and site flooding in 1950 due to seepage or "sand boils". Page 145
mentions that the proposed Weston Ranch levee improvements would remove thls
site from the 100-year flood zone. Well, it might remove it from the flood *
zone, but it definitely will not remove 1t from the hazard that the flood
zone classification is intended to warn the public about. In the inside
continuation of the floodlng story that begins on page #A-1 of the March 29,
1983 Manteca Bulletin, is a portion of an interview with Mike Cockrell,
then Operations Officer of the San Joaquin County Office of Emergency g
Services. In comments on the Lathrop flooding and threatened releases from -/
‘Lake Don Pedro, he indicated that the river was at 32 feet, 2 feet above the
danger level, and the ground water table in the Lathrop area was simply
rising to equalize with the river. He pointed out that it was not likely o
that the river would climb from the danger to the flood stage: "'Before it .
3 reaches the flood stage the river will just.push the levees out' he said." =
That same morning, after that issue went to press, the river pushed the L
levees out south of Perrin Road near Alrport Way, a few miles south of this 7
project site. For this draft EIR to talk in terms of levee height, not o
levee strength, is to mislead the readers and the public. This is one of . ..
the two real floodlng hazards, and it should be appropriately stucdied and e
discussed. Despite the preparer's efforts to artificially distance itself - |
from the planned Manteca Annexation, the preparer of this Draft EIR is '
required by Subdivision 'L' of Section 2.3 of the City of Manteca CEQA
Guidelines to provide at their expense the information, tests, and studies
necessary for the adequate assessment of their proposal and in this case,
all levees which might yield flooding of this project must be thoroughly ol
examined for such weaknesses in conformance with this Subdivision 'L'. =,
County and State Guidelines may impose the same requirement. |
o |

=43

This project proposes to handle part of the drainage problem with 0
detention ponds, and page 146 mentions the County Requirement (County of San 7
Joaguin, Improvement Specifications and Standards, p. IIC-2) that the bottom
of the retention pond be at least 5 feet above the "highest recorded ground .
water elevation" This project cannot complfdy with that standard, whether -
applied to detentlon, retention, or any other type of pond. Last fall I had
a conversation with someone from the County Office of Emergency Services who’
informed me that in the 1982-83 winter, the water table in Lathrop i

4 (including this site) was above the ground, and was above the ground for
so many days that there were septic tank failures all across Lathrop with
sewage floating in the streets through which children had to walk to school,
and this provided the emergency basis for approval of the grant to build the
Manteca Sewer Plant (Manteca Wastewater Treatment Plant). The captlon under
the front page photo in the March 29, 1983 Manteca Bulletin called it "The
Lathrop Tide", the other real flooding hazard. County Requirements (also
page IIC-2) prohlblt levees around retention basins, so there is no way such
ponds can be built at this site unless the County waives its Standards.

Any pumps should be backed up with alternate pumps and on-site power
generatlng plant(s), and a special assessment district should be formed to
assess this development with the cost of providing power, maintenance, and

5 periodic replacement of these expensxve facilities, rather than sticking thg_;,
I Manteca taxpayers with such costs for a project that is as far from the :
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actual developed edge of the City as the City is wide. Pursuant to
- California Government Code Section 66411, which states in part, "The
ordinance shall specifically provide for proper grading..., including the
prevention of ... damage to offsite property.", locations with potential
impacts upstream and downstream from the proposed San Joaquin River pump
dlscharge point must be examined and discussed within the EIR with

mitigations to ensure that their risk of flooding is not incremented in any
amount by discharge from this pumping plant.

Please revise the Draft to properly address these concerns.

Without on-site retention, multiple levee systems, or raising the
grade of the entire property, there is only one other flooding mitigation
possible, and that is Notice. Throughout the City of Manteca, the only
"Notice" of flooding hazards is one yellow traffic sign east of town
informing motorists that the 10 miles between there and Escalon is subject
to flooding. This sort of Municipal concealment of this hazard should be
halted. Attached as Exhibits 'C' and 'D' are a blank and a filled-out s
suggested form of Notice that should be furnished to anyone who considers = - -
flood-prone property in this County, including this project. To do less is
to continue the deception. Please revise the Draft to include this Notice
as a required mitigation because of the obvious public health and safety
risks to human beings from the environmental hazard of flooding at this
project site.

Please furnish me written notice of any future actions you take on
this project, including scheduled hearings and approvals. Thank you.

ruly you/ra
Ay

M. T parnley
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~development of this property may be examined at

‘Section 2108l1.6.)

NOTICE

TO PROSPECTIVE PURCHASOR OR LESSEE OF REAL PROPERTY KNOWN AS

/ (street address), San Joaquiﬁg
County Assessor's Parcel Number - 5 C il

1) The parcel you are considering was formerly a portion of a
Federally-designated 100-year flood plain. It was removed from that flood
plain in 19__ because certain levees were constructed along the San ;
Joaquin River er and tributaries that satisfied the conditions for the remova
Nevertheless, you are forewarned that throughout the greater Sacramento/San;
Joaguin River System there are failures of similar levees several times a -
decade, often with considerable loss of property and occasional loss of
life. The County Engineer of the County of San Joaguin estimates that if
there is a failure of the levee most critical to this location during a
100-year flood, the depth of flood waters upon the parcel you are
considering could be as much as feet. Such flood waters could be
rapidly moving, adding considerably to their destructive powers.

2) Facilities to drain the property you are considering have been
designed to protect the property against what is known as a 1l0-year storm.
This means that those facilities will be inadequate once every 1l years and’
you may suffer some flooding at such times. The 1l0-year storm contemplates - -
rainfall of inches in 24 hours. The State of California Department -
of Water Resources calculates that the possible maximum precipitation for
this location is in 24 hours - that is their estimate of the blggest
storm that could ever happen. In comparison, a 100-yzar storr would :
yield inches in 24 hours, or . inches in 10 days. The County e
Englneer of the County of San Joaquin estimates that should such a possible : .

maximum storm occur, the failure of the drainage system to protect the real . =
_ property you are considering could yield a flooding depth upon that parcel -

of as much as . feet. Such flood waters could be rapidly moving,
adding considerably to their destructive powers. Drainage of the property
is solely by one electric pump working from commercial power with no 4
generator backup.

This information is furnished to you so that you may make appropriate.
plans in your use of this real ‘property to minimize damage cr injury to you ?*
or persons relying upon you in case of such disasters. Your plans are an
essential part of the mitigations required in consideration for permitting -
development of this property. The Final Environmental Impact Report for the

. If you acquir= an interest in this
property you are hereby on notics that this Notice must be furnished to
prospective lessees or successors in interest. If you have any gues-..ions
regarding this Notice, please telephone the County Engineer of San Joaquin :
County at 209/468-3060, or the County Office of Emergency 3ervices at
209/944-2111. -

Received = Date

(A true copy of this signed form must be returned within 30 days of the
signing of this receipt to

, designated as the monitoring office for
environmental mitigations pursuant to California Publlc Resources Code :




NOTICE

. TO PROSPECTIVE PURCHASOR OR .LESSEE OF REAL PROPERTY KNOWN AS

Kearny Ventures' Crossroads Industrial Park, Harlan Rd., Lathrop, CA .
(street address), San Joaquin County Assessor's Parcel Number 195-270-56,
241-020-32, & 241-390-01 .

1) The parcel you are considering was formerly a portion of a
Federally-designated 100-year flood plain. It was removed from that flood
plain in 19_89 because certain levees were constructed along the San i
Joaquin River and tributaries that satisfied the conditions for the removal
Nevertheless, you are forewarned that throughout the greater Sacramento/San -
Joaquin River System there are failures of similar levees several times a -:
decade, often with considerable loss of property and occasional loss of
life. The County Engineer of the County of San Joaquin estimates that if
there is a failure of the levee most critical to this location during a
100-year flood, the depth of flood waters upon the parcel you are
considering could be as much as _7 feet. Such flood waters could be &
rapidly moving, adding considerably to their destructive powers. r

2) Facilities to drain the property -you are considering have been - . .’
designed to protect the property against what is known as a 10-year storm. '
This means that those facilities will be inadequate once every 1l years and . ! |
you may suffer some flooding at such times. The l0-year storm contemplates =
rainfall of _2.31 inches in 24 hours. The State of California Department - -
of Water Resources calculates that the possible maximum precipitation for e f
this location is _9.68 in 24 hours - that is their estimate of the '
biggest storm that could ever happen. 1In comparison, a 100-year storm
‘would yield _3.25 inches in 24 hours, or 7.37 inches in 10 days. The
County Engineer of the County of San Joaguin estimates that should such a
possible maximum storm occur, the failure of the drainage system to protect _
the feal property you are considering could vield a flooding depth upon that &
parcel of as much as _2_ feet. Such flood waters could be rapidly moving, <
adding considerably to their destructive powers. Drainage of the property |
is solely by one electric pump working frorm: commercial power with no .
generator backup.

This information is furrished to you so that you may make appropriate s
plans in your use of this real property to minimize damage or injury to you ..
or persons ralying upon you in case of such disasters. Your plans are an L
essential part of the mitigations required in consideration for permitting
development of this property. The Final Environmental Impact Report for the
development of this property may be examined at . By
. . If you acquire an interest in this :
property you are hereby on notice that this Notice must be furnished to fos
prospective lessees or successors in interest, If you have any questions :
regarding this Notice, please telephone the County Engineer of San Joaquin |
County at 209/468-3060, or the County Office of Emergency Services at. :
209/944-2111. . : &

Received = ) | ] o Date

(A true copy of this signed form must be returned within 30 days of the
signing of this receipt to '

» designated as the monitoring office for
environmental mitigations pursuant to California Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6.) [Rainfall numbers are from Stockton Fire
Station #4 reports which may be 5% higher than rainfall at this site.] 7

i e oA
I Ve )



Letter from Michael Barklay, dated May 7, 1989.
h 1= Information noted.

2. The issue of annexation is no longer relevant since the
incorporation of Lathrop.

3. This information is noted. The commenter should be informed
that this EIR was prepared under the CEQA Guidelines of the County
and not the City of Manteca. '

4. The project must comply with the Development Standards prior
to final approval.

5. These comments are not relevant since the site is within
lLathrop city boundaries. ;
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PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 4, 1989

4. DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT NO. ER-88-11 OF KEARNY
VENTURES,LTD.: A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been
prepared on the proposed "Crossroads" Industrial-Commercial
Development. This Draft EIR addresses the environmental effects of a
General Plan Amendment, Zone Reclassification, and Major Subdivision.
The proposed project is located at the southeast corner of the
Interstate 5 and Louise Avenue interchange, in Lathrop (Supervisorial
District 1).

Senior Planner Bruce Baracco introduced a staff report into the
record.

The hearing was opened to receive comments from the audience:

John Serpa, 85 East Louise Avenue, Lathrop, submitted a report from
the Lathrop County Water District. He said there should be clarifica-
tion to the statement on Page 109. It states that one irrigation well
may be maintained for irrigation purposes.... He noted that Lathrop
County Water District has well sites to the east as does the City of
Manteca. .

1‘

There was no one else in the audience wishing to speak on this item.

Comm. Gillispie noted that most of the land involved here is zoned :g;
Industrial so the discussion in the EIR on the loss of agricultural Sl
land is somewhat minimized, in his thinking. !

Comm. Carter said she felt the EIR was credible.

Chairman Bozzano noted that written comments may be submitted to the
staff.
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Response to verbal comments made at the San Joaquin County
Planning Commission Meeting on May 4, 1989

Noted on pages 100-108 in the DEIR and in Appendix C is
information regarding the LCWD wells and City of Manteca wells.
This section merely states that the developer may want to keep one
of the present agricultural wells open for landscape purposes.
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“SECTION I
INTRODUCTION
A% PURPOSE OF AN EIR

San Joaquin County has determined that an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) is required to study a request to amend the
Land Use/Circulation Element Map of the San Joaquin County General
Plan from General Industrial to Highway Service and to Limited
Industrial. A Zone Reclassification is also being requested to
rezone portions of the site from M-2 (General Manufacturing) to
H-S (Highway Service) and from M-2 to C-M (Commercial
Manufacturing). The applicant also seeks approval for a major
subdivision. Under the california Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code section 21000 et. seq.), and the
CEQA Guidelines (14 cCalifornia Administrative Code Section 15000
et. seq.), the purpose of an EIR is to provide objective
information to public decision makers and the general public
regarding potential environmental effects resultlng from project
implementation.

B. EIR REQUIREMENT

; The request for a General Plan Amendment, Zone
“Reclassification and approval of an underlying project to develop
a major subdivision creating 61 lots is considered a "project" as
defined by the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15378). The Guidelines
‘require preparation of an EIR when a lead agency determines that
there is substantial evidence on the record that a project may
have a significant effect on the environment (Section 15064). The
County Planning and Building Inspection Department. made - such a
determlnatlon.

C. SCOPE OF EIR

As Lead Agency, San Joaquin County planning staff prepared an
Initial Study and a Notice of Preparation (see Appendix A) that
were circulated to local, state, and regional agencies and other
interested parties. The Initial Study determined that an EIR
would be required for the proposed project and identified the
major environmental issues to be addressed. These issues include:
air quality; land use; loss of agricultural land; increased demand
for law enforcement and fire protection services; provision of
sewer and water services; potential groundwater contamination from
two existing hazardous waste sites, potential flooding, increased
traffic and circulation, General Plan consistency; growth
inducement and cumulative effects. The Initial Study determined
that the project would have a negligible impact or no impact on
the following: grading and erosion; drainage; biotic resources;
noise and aesthetics. A review of the cCalifornia Natural



Section I Introduction
Purpose, Requirement, Scope, Organization

Diversity Data Base revealed that two plant and one bird species
had been sighted in the vicinity of the project site. These
included the Delta button celery, slough thistle and tricolored
blackbird. All three species are candidates for the federal and
state endangered species list. However, because the project site
has historically been modified and used for agriculture, there is
little likelihood of any impacts on the biotic community.

A site reconnaissance, interviews with staff and interested
. parties, and review of relevant planning policy were utilized in
the completion of this report.

This EIR is an informational document to aid in the 1local
planning and decision-making process. It describes the probable
consequences that the proposed project may have on the
_ environment, suggests ways to minimize potential adverse effects
- and evaluates alternatives to the proposed project. Impacts
identified in the report can become the basis for findings for the
_ County’s actions on the project. Mitigations recommended in the
EIR can become conditions of approval if the County chooses to
approve the project.

This EIR will focus s[olely on the impacts related to the
General Plan Amendment and Rezoning application. Issues
associated with the proposed annexation of the site by the City of
Manteca will be discussed only in the context of providing water
and sewer service by the City of Manteca. Impacts relative to the
annexation and request to change the City’s sphere of influence
boundary will be dealt with at the time the City prepares an EIR
for either one of these actions. ;

It is not the intent, nor is it in the workscope of this EIR,
to provide an analysis of whether the project site should be
included within the incorporation boundary or annexed to Manteca.
These issues have been addressed during the public hearings on
incorporation before the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)
and are appropriate in this document only as background
information. : - : 5 :

CEQA requires that the Lead Agency shall neither approve nor
carry out a project for which an EIR has been completed which
identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the
project unless the public agency makes one or more written
findings for each of those significant effects. Possible findings
include changes or alterations to the project which avoid or
.substantially lessen the effect on specific economic, social or
- other considerations which make infeasible the mitigations
identified in the Final EIR. (State EIR Guidelines, Section
15091 (a).)



Section I Introduction

Purpose, Requirement, Scope, Organization

This document is being circulated to local and state agencies
and to interested organizations and individuals who may wish to
review and comment on the report. Written comments may be

received at the San Joaquin County Planning and Building
Inspection Department during the 45-day review period. Oral
comments will be heard at the public hearing on the Draft EIR.
All comments will be addressed in a Response to Comments document
which will be incorporated in the Final EIR.

D. ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR

The following section of the Draft EIR (Section II) describes
the proposed project. Section III presents a summary of the
project impacts, mitigation measures and impact conclusions
required by CEQA. Section IV discusses land use and planning
policy and Section V is devoted to single impact topics. Within
each topic, relevant environmental setting data are presented the
impacts of the proposed project are evaluated, and mltlgatlon
measures are suggested Section VI provides an 1mpact overview to
the proposed project relative to beneficial impacts, cumulative
and growth-inducing impacts, short-term use versus long-term
productivity and irreversible environmental changes. Section VII
describes and evaluates alternatives to the proposed project.
Section VIII provides a 1list of organizations and individuals
contacted during the preparatlon of thls EIR, as well as the list
of preparers.
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SECTION IT
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A. SITE LOCATION, PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION

The 528-acre site is situated in the southern portion of the
unincorporated community of Lathrop, approximately six miles south
of Stockton and two miles west of Manteca. The project site is
divided into two Separate parcels. The northerly parcel,
located at the southeast corner of Harlan Road/Interstate 5 and
Louise Avenue, - consists of 44 acres. The southerly parcel
containing - 484 acres is bounded on the north by the E.R.
Carpenter Company, the cogeneration facility site and the Libby-
Owens-Ford glass plant, Interstate 5/Harlan Road to the west,
Howland Road and the Southern Pacific Railroad to the south and
the Simplot Chemical Company to the east. The proposed
subdivision surrounds an existing pond in the southeastern
portion of the property which will remain in the ownership of
Libby-Owens-Ford. (Refer to Figures 1 and 24) :

Lathrop is designated as an Intermediate Urban Center in the

San Joaquin County General Plan. As defined in the General Plan

"intermediate centers offer a 1limited number of activities to
serve the more frequent needs of residents of the center and
surrounding area, relying on the regional and subregional centers
for variety and specialization."

oats. The southerly parcel contains two residences and various
ranch buildings associated with a former dairy operation.
Approximately 475 acres are planted in sugar beets, oats and
alfalfa. The site is flat with vegetation located mainly around
the residences. Annual grasses and weeds dominate the
uncultivated areas of the site. The site has seven soil types
within it, three of which are classified as prime soil.

= The project site is identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number
195—270—56, 241-020-32 and 241-390-01.

B. TECHNICAL DESCRIPTION

The proposed project -is to amend the Land Use/Circulation
Element Map of the San Joaquin County General Plan. The proposed
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Section II : Project Description
‘Technical Background

eastern side of Harlan Road and south of the E.R. Carpenter
facility and the cogeneration facility site from General
Industrial to Limited Industrial. The remaining portions of the
site would remain as presently designated, General Industrial.

Concurrent with the amendment request is a request for two :.

zone reclassifications to rezone the 44 acres from M-2 (General
Manufacturing) to H-S (Highway Service) and to change the 2zoning
of the 33.6 acres from M-2 to C-M (Commercial Manufacturing). The
underlying project is a major subdivision to divide the 528 acres
into the following:

54 parcels on 450 acres zoned M-2;
2 parcels on 44 acres zoned H-S; and
5 parcels on 33.6 acres zoned C-M.

This General Plan Amendment, Zoning Reclassification and
Major Subdivision Application has been requested by Mr. John
D’Arcy of Kearny Ventures, Ltd., applicant for this project. The
site is owned by Libby-Owens-Ford with Mr. D’Arcy holding an
option to purchase the property. (Refer to Figure 3.)

The applicant has stated that if the project is approved he
intends to develop the 44 acres fronting on Louise Avenue into a
high quality, highway-oriented commercial development which would
‘serve as the gateway to the Industrial Park along Harlan Road.

The area fronting Louise Avenue and Harlan Road would be
developed with a multi-storied hotel/motel, restaurants, meeting
facilities, a service station, and fast food and retail
establishments. ‘

"Extending 'south along Harlan Road, and south of the- E.R.
Carpenter site, the applicant proposes to provide smaller parcels
for wholesale-retail outlets fronting on Harlan Road. These
outlets would specialize in home building and improvement-
materials and equipment, services and supplies; specialized
contractors offices, service offices, and maintenance and repair
services of an assorted nature.

The bulk of the area to the east is intended to provide
larger parcels of a minimum of six and seven acres. These could
be combined into 40, 50, 60-acre parcels or larger. The larger
parcels are intended to provide adequate space with room to expand
for major distribution centers for all types of material, from
food stuffs and cold storage to manufactured goods.

The - applicant is proposing the use of CC&Rs to insure
the on-going maintenance of the exterior grounds and buildings.
A park management committee will be appointed to enforce
compliance of the CC&Rs. A landscaped mound would screen the
parking areas.?2
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.. Section II ' ; - ] ”“Project”Description
Technical Background

Project plans call for the demolition of the two existing
residences and the outlying farm structures. It is proposed that
Harlan Road at Louise Avenue would be realigned. The internal
roadway system within the larger portion of the site calls for the
extension of Vierra Road through the property and connecting with
Harlan Road, south of the E.R. Carpenter site. Other internal
streets are connected directly or indirectly with the Vierra Road
extension. Access to the site would be provided by Louise Avenue,
Harlan Road, Howland Road and Vierra Road.

The applicant has entered into an agreement with the City of
Manteca for the provision of water and sewage treatment services.
A sewer line would extend from the project site to the City of
Manteca sewage disposal site, east of McKinley Avenue. The sewer
system would include an on-site pumping station and an off-site
force main to convey the sewage to the Manteca treatment plant.
(Refer to discussion in Services Section.) As a part of the
project, the applicant would also be responsible for providing
terminal drainage, as well as participate in levee rehabilitation
presently being conducted by Reclamation District 17. (Refer to
discussion in Hazards Section.) The applicant would provide a
storm drainage system with an on-site pumping station and an off-
site force main discharging into the San Joaquin River.

Cs BACKGROUND

In 1981 Libby-Owens-Ford applied to San Joaquin County for a
78-lot industrial subdivision in the southerly portion of the
site. The EIR and application were approved by the County
Planning Commission in January 1982. However, the subdivision
application was later denied "without prejudice" by the County
Board of Supervisors upon withdrawal of the application by the
applicant. ‘

The current proposal was first submitted in the form of a-
pre-application in the spring of 1987. Since that time the
community of Lathrop has petitioned the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) to allow for the incorporation process to
proceed. The City of Manteca and the applicant, Kearny Ventures,
Ltd., requested LAFCO to exclude the project site from the Lathrop
incorporation boundary to allow for future annexation to the City
of Manteca based upon the approved agreement for services and
annexation between the City of Manteca and Kearny Ventures, Ltd.
This agreement was voted on in principle by the Manteca City
Council on August 1, 1988, to provide City services to the 528-
acre project site. The City would initially provide water and
sewer service prior to annexation in an effort to guarantee the
long and short-term success of the project. The applicant would
be required to pay a premium price for the services until such
time that the site is annexed to the City. At that time charges
would reflect customary costs as charged to other City businesses.

10
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Also included in the agreement with the City is that the™
applicant would provide the City with a new fire engine, fire
station, police car and grade separation if the property should be
annexed. o

The LAFCO staff report of January 6, 1989, determined that
exclusion of this property from the incorporation boundary would
"haphazardly divide the industrial area." "The result would be a
poor interface boundary between two cities" with the proposed
boundary better promoting "a planned, orderly, efficient provision
of City services."3 IAFCO staff further stated that even though
the City of Manteca would "provide out-of-city service to the
Kearny site, this is not inconsistent with the incorporation [in
that] all normal city services would be provided." on January 6,
1989, LAFCO upheld the staff recommendation and voted unanimously
to allow the incorporation process to proceed.

The City of Manteca requested LAFCO to amend their sphere of
influence to incorporate the project site. LAFCO ruled on January
20, 1989, that the city proposal was in conflict with the Lathrop
Incorporation since the Secondary Growth Boundary, identified in "~
the city’s General Plan, overlapped the incorporation boundary. 4
Whenever two applications before the Commission contlict,’
Government Code, Section 56827, provides for the Commission to
determine the relative- priority for conducting any further
proceedings. Since the Lathrop Incorporation has been approved by
the Commission, it was the Commission’s determination not to
consider any portion of the territory designated within Manteca’s
amended sphere of influence until such time that the incorporation
proposal is resolved.

LAFCO received two applications requesting amendments to the
earlier incorporation approval. On February 24, 1989, the
commission voted to uphold their earlier resolution and denied
these applications.

On March 7, 1989, the Board of Supervisors conducted a
protest hearing for the citizens residing within the proposed
incorporation boundary to have an opportunity to voice their
objections to incorporation. No official protest was filed at
that meeting. Thus, the election to vote on incorporation will be
held on June 6, 1989.

1



Section II ' _ Project Description
Technical Background

‘ Two lawsuits have been filed in an attempt to prevent
incorporation of the Lathrop community as presently defined. If
the litigants are successful in obtaining an injunction, the
community may not have an opportunity to vote in June on the
incorporation proposal.

The vote for incorporation was passed on June 6, 1989. The
County will provide services to the newly incorporated City until
July 1, 1990, at which time the City will provide municipal
services. This will be done either on a contract basis with the
County and/or districts or staffing departments with City
employees.

L Executive Officer’s Report, San Joaquin County Local Agency
Formation Commission, Commission Meeting, January 6, 1989.

2 Information taken from the San Joaquin County Environmental
Information Form, Part B, Attachment 2, dated April 4, 1988,
provided by John D’Arcy, applicant. :

3 Ibid., LAFCO, January 6, 1989.

4 Executive Officer’s Report, San Joaquin County Local Agency
Formation Commission, Commission Meeting, January 20, 1989.
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SECTION IIT

SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION, ALTERNATIVES,
ENVIRONMENTAT, ACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTIQN

oats. The southerly parcel contains two resldences and various
ranch buildings associated ‘with a - former dairy operation.
Approximately 475 acres are Planted in Sugar beets, oats and
alfalfa. The site is flat with vVegetation locateq mainly around

the residences. Annual  grasses and  weeds dominate the

~  The éﬁoject site is identified as Assessor’s Parcel Number
195—270-56, 241-020-32 and 241-390-01. :

eastern side of Harlan Road ang South of the E.R. Carpenter
facility and the Ccogeneration facility site from General
Industrial to Limiteqd Industrial. The remaining portions of the
site would remain as Presently d951gnated, General Industrial.

13



sion IIT summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
.oject Description

54 parcels on 450 acres zoned M-2;
2 parcels on 44 acres zoned H-S; and
5 parcels on 33.6 acres zoned C-M.

This General Plan Amendment, Zoning Reclassification and
Major subdivision Application has been requested by Mr. John
D’Arcy of Kearny Ventures, Itd., applicant for this project. The
site is owned by Libby owens Ford with Mr. D’Arcy holding an
option to purchase the property. (Refer to Figure 3 in the text
of the EIR.)

The applicant has stated that if the project is approved he
intends to develop the 44 acres fronting on Louise Avenue into a
high quality, highway-oriented commercial development which would
serve as the gateway to the Industrial Park along Harlan Road.
The area fronting Louise Avenue and Harlan Road would be developed
with a multi-storied hotel/motel, restaurants, meeting facilities,
a service station, and fast food and retail establishments.

Extending south along Harlan Road, and south of the E.R.
Carpenter site, the applicant proposes to provide smaller parcels
for wholesale-retail outlets fronting on Harlan. Road. These
outlets would specialize in home building and improvement
materials and egquipment, services and supplies; specialized

contractors offices, service offices, and maintenance and repair
services of an assorted nature.

The bulk of the area to the east is intended to provide
larger parcels at a minimum six and seven acres. These could be
combined into 40, 50, g0-acre parcels or larger. The larger.
parcels are intended to provide adequate space with room to expand
for major distribution centers _for all types,of.material, from
food stuffs and cold storage to manufactured goods of all types. - -

The applicant is proposing the use of CC&Rs to insure the on-—:
going maintenance of exterior grounds and puilding maintenance. A
park management committee will be appointed to enforce compliance
of the CC&Rs. A landscaped mound would screen. the parking
areas. ; : _

Project plans call for the demolition of the two existing
residences and the outlying farm structures. Tt is proposed that
Harlan Road at Louise Avenue would be realigned. The . internal
roadway system within the larger portion of the site calls for the

extension of Vierra Road through the property and connecting with
Harlan Road, south of the E.R. Carpenter site. Other internal

streets are connected directly or indirectly with the Vierra Road.
extension. Access to the site would be provided by Louise Avenue,

Harlan Road, Howland Road and Vierra Road.
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Section IIIT Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Alternatives, Impacts and Mitigations

A sewer line would extend from the project site to the city of
Manteca sewage disposal site, east of McKinley Avenue. The sewer

system would include an on-site pumping station and an off-site

project, the applicant would also be responsible for providing
terminal drainage, as well as participate in levee rehabilitation
presently being conducted by Reclamation District 17. (Refer to
discussion in Hazards Section.) The applicant would provide a
storm drainage system with an on-site pumping station and an off-
site force main discharging into the San Joaquin River.

~ B. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The following is a brief description of the four alternative
development scenarios to the proposed project:

. [ No Development: This alternative assumes that no future
development activity on the site would occur. With the “No-
Development alternative, present conditions would remain the same
as they are Presently.

s Project in Conformance with General Plan (All General
Industrial): Under this alternative, development of the entire
site would proceed according to the present General Plan land use
designation of General Industrial. No Highway Service or
Commercial Manufacturing would be included in this alternative.

3. Modified Project (All Limited Industrial Uses): This
alternative assumes development of the site under the General Plan
Land Use designation of Limited Industrial and Zone Classification
of Restricted Manufacturing. No Highway Service or Commercial
Manufacturing uses would be included in this alternative.

4. Alternative Site: This alternative assumes development
of the Highway Service component of the Proposed project at an
alternative location.

C. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS

The following table pPresents a summary of the project’s
potentially significant environmental impacts ang mitigation
meéasures which would eliminate Oor reduce such impacts to a level
of insignificance. The table also identifies significant impacts

level. Also included on this table is a Summary of the impacts

and mitigations identified for each of the four project
alternatives.
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on IIX _Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
4ots and Mitigations

The following definition is provided to help clarify the
concept of significant Effects, as required by the california
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as amended. It is taken' from
the CEQA Guidelines, 1986. . ;

nsignificant Effect on the Environment“ is defined in Section
15382 of the State CEQA Guidelines. It means:

A substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse
change in any of the physical conditions within the area-
affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and object of historic or
aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by
itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment. A social or economic change related to a
physical change may be considered in determining whether the

physical change is significant.

The significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified in an
EIR (CEQA document) require the Lead Agency and each Responsible
Agency to make a finding (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091 ~and
public Resources Code, Section 21083 and 21087) for each
significant unavoidable adverse impact, and a statement of
overriding considerations (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093) for
the project, if approved. - :

The responsibility for implementing the mitigation measures-
has been identified throughout the summary. Many of = the
mitigation measures will require a follow up monitoring program to.
ensure the significant impacts have been mitigated to an
acqeptable-level. ' ¢ '
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SECTION IV
LAND USE AND PLANNING POLICY
A. LAND USE

1 Environmental Setting

The community of ‘Lathrop has been identified as an
intermediate center in the County’s General Plan Land
Use/Circulation Element. Intermediate centers offer a 1limited
number of services to serve the frequent needs of the community.
Residents of these centers must rely on the regional and
subregional centers for a wvariety of specialization. The
community encompasses approximately 6.5 square miles with a
population of approximately 4,961 residents.l Residential
development in Lathrop has been increasing with an estimated 1,949
units approved or proposed within the Lathrop community. The
community is currently undergoing an incorporation drive with
voting to occur in early June 1989. =

As shown in Figure 4 the project site is bordered by a mix of
residential and industrial land uses. Agriculture is the dominant
land use west of I-5, while land uses south of the Southern
Pacific Railroad are a mix of agriculture, manufacturing and
commercial manufacturing. Libby-Owens-Ford, Simplot Chemical and
the E.R. Carpenter Warehouse facility are the three dominant land
uses in the project vicinity. Residential development extends
along ‘Louise Avenue between I-5 and McKinley Avenue, consisting
primarily of single-family homes with the exception of a mobile
home park located west of Bizzibe Avenue. The cogeneration plant
is tentatively scheduled to begin construction in 1late spring-
early summer of 1989. This is proposed directly adjacent to the
E.R. Carpenter site. -

Two residences, a vacant mobile home and various farm
structures currently occupy the site. The site has been
extensively wused for agriculture with a dairy operation
previously occupying the remaining farm structures. Approximately
450 acres of the site are currently leased by Libby-Owens-Ford to
a local grower. Crops presently under cultivation include 211
acres of oats, 174 acres of alfalfa and 142 acres of sugar beets.?2
Based upon the County’s 1987 Agricultural Crop Report, the total
acreage in production at the project site represents .08 percent

Pacific Gas and Electric has a 115/60 KV double circuit line
crossing the project site in a north/south direction. The two

circuits split at the south end of the parcel. Refer to Figure
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The topography in the area is relatively flat with slopes
ranging from 10 to 20 feet above sea level. Seven soil types
are found on the site. These consist of Merritt silty clay loam,
Manteca fine sandy loam, Scribner clay loam, Veritas fine sandy
loam, Tinnin loamy coarse sand, Tinnin loamy sand and Delhi loamy
sand. Of the seven soil types, three are considered prime soils.
These are: Merritt silty clay 1loam, Scribner clay 1loam and
Veritas fine sandy loam.3 Based upon the Soil Conservation Service
soils map of the project site, approximately 130 acres have been
identified as prime soil.

2. Environmental Impacts

As discussed above, the project site is an island of
agricultural production surrounded on three sides by urban land
uses and separated from intense ‘agriculture by I-5 and the
Southern Pacific Railroad. Raised elevations for the freeway and
railroad create an effective buffer between the project site and
agricultural operations to the west, south and southeast.

The location of the site in close proximity to industrial and
urban land uses, coupled with the land use designation identified -
in the Lathrop Community Plan, indicate eventual development of
this property. Furthermore, development of the site could be
considered infill in light of its General Plan designation and its
close proximity to intense industrial land uses. Additionally,
development of 1land designated for an urban-type use would
preclude this particular proposal from utilizing agricultural
designated land elsewhere in the County.

However, these factors do not diminish the value of the site
as a viable agricultural operation. Development of the property
would convert approximately 517 acres of agricultural 1land,
including approximately 130 acres' of prime soil. This is
considered an irreversible impact for which there is no effective'
mitigation. The conversion of this land would remove .
approximately .08 percent from the County’s overall harvested
acreage (based on 1987 figures). The total wvalue of the three
crops presently under cultivation would amount to $254,932 (based
on 1987 figures).

It 1is unlikely the proposed development would encourage
similar application requests in light of the physical barriers
along the west, south and southeast boundaries separating the
subject property from the intensively farmed lands. The barriers
provide an adequate separation from the productlve farmlands in
that  land use conflicts associated with noise, dust, odors, -
trespassing, vandalism and effects of chemical drift are not
likely to occur. '

The subdivision layout could eventually cause PG&E some
problems the way the lots are laid out. Lots 17, 18, 19 and 20
are all affected by diagonal crossings of their easements for
these circuits. PG&E’s preference would be to have the easements
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closer to or along the lot lines rather than diagonally across the
lots. :

‘The re-alignment of Harlan Road at Louise Avenue might
required relocation of the Tesla Collector 115 KV line. Any
relocation of this line will be at the developer’s or owner’s

expense.

3. Suggested Mitigation Measures

In an effort to minimize the cumulative loss of agricultural
land in the County, the Board of Supervisors may consider one or
all of the following recommendations.

- Protect other ekisting farmlands . of 'equivalent, or
better quallty,, through ' the use of Williamson Act
contracts. : : . &

- Investigate other direct and indirect farmland
protection alternatives such as public or County
purchase, or donation of development rights. .

- . Consider farmland trusts which can be used effectively
to preserve agricultural land.

The applicant must coordinate final site plans with PG&E.

B. MARKET ANALYSIS

y Introduction

Under Section 15131 of the california Environmental Quallty-‘
Act, economic or social information may be included in an EIR,
however, the economic or social effects of a project shall not be
treated as 51gn1f1cant effects on the environment. For purposes
of assessing the approprlateness of amending the General Plan to-
allow highway service and commercial manufacturing land uses at
the site, a market analysis was undertaken. The intent of this
analysis is to guide decision makers in determining the
appropriateness of permitting highway service and commercial uses
at the project site.

The following section evaluates the market conditions for
industrial, hlghway service and commercial uses in the County and.
at the progect site. The approprlateness of establishing highway
commercial and other service uses on the site are evaluated with
respect to the competitive supply for these uses in the market
area. While the forces affecting the demand for hlghway service
and industrial uses on the site come from the entire region, this
supply-based analysis concentrates on the market area defined by a
6-mile radius around the site (refer to circle on Figure 5).
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2. Physical Setting, Market and Supply Conditions
a. Physical Setting

The project site, situated between the I-5/SR120 interchange
and the I-5/Louise Avenue exit, has some of the best regional
access in San Joaquin County. As shown on Figure 5, the County’s
north-south freeways (I-5 and US 99) and east-west freeways (I-205
and SR 120) are adjacent or extremely close to the site. The site
is about two miles west of Manteca, and within 10 to %5 20 miles
of Stockton, Tracy, —Memkteea—and Modesto, the major population
centers of the San Joaquin Valley, and 60 to 90 miles of San
Francisco, Oakland, San Jose and Sacramento, the major population
centers of Northern California. '

The project area has three existing developments and one
planned project: the E.R. Carpenter Company manufactures various
foam products; Libby-Owens-Ford manufactures glass products; J.R.
Simplot manufactures agricultural chemicals; and there are plans
for a cogeneration plant adjacent to the E.R. carpenter facility.
The proposed General Plan Amendment calls for two parcels (44
acres) at the corner of Louise and Harlan Rd. to be redesignated
as Highway Service and five parcels (33 acres) south of E.R.
Carpenter along Harlan Rd and I-5 to be redesignated limited
industrial. The remaining 455 acres are to remain as general
industrial. 5

b. General Market Conditions

Historically, industrial development in San Joaquin County
has been an outgrowth of the agriculture industry. This "inward"
perspective has influenced the development patterns in the County
into the 1980’s. Processing plants such as Holly Sugar, H.J.
Heinz and Laura Scudder’s in Tracy and General Mills in Lodi are
the types of industries that fueled past development. The”
"inward" perspective also influenced - the commercial development
in the County. As told by a local real estate broker, commercial
development in San Joaquin County has focused on a community
orientation, 1leaving the freeway parcels for warehousing and
transportation use.?3 S

In the last couple of years economic development in San
Joaquin County has begun to increase. From 1980 to 1985, total
employment in the County grew at an annual average rate of 1.35
percent. Over the next two years (1986 and 1987), the annual
average increase in employment doubled to 3.6. percent. - This.
significant increase was fueled by growth in the following
industries:.
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- Construction - 6 percent growth per year;

- Finance, Insurance and Real Estate (FIRE) - 5.6
percent; = - 2

- Services - 4.9 percent;

- Retail - 4.8 percent; and

- Manufacturing - 3.9 percent.

The Northern California region continues to steadily expand
north along I-80 and east along I-580. As suburban employment
centers such as Walnut Creek, San Ramon and Pleasanton continue to
grow, San Joaquin County’s industrial and commercial development
will take on a new regional orientation. This regional
orientation, influenced by the influx of both businesses and
households relocating from the Bay Area to San- Joaquin County,
will respond to new housing and traffic patterns. =33

Since the large-scale residential developments in Lathrop,
Manteca and south Stockton (Weston Ranch) are likely to attract a
large percentage of buyers employed in the Bay Area and
corresponding traffic flows along I-5 and SR 120 are projected to
increase, new commercial development will begin to take advantage
of the locational attributes of interchange parcels. In a similar
fashion, the sales/service firms who provide service to both the
local and regional business community will take advantage of the
exposure they can gain with excellent freeway visibility. The
tenants-in the recently developed Drew Business Park along I-205
are prime examples of the types of businesses leading the
emergence of the new regional orientation in San Joaquin County.

While employment data for 1988 is not yet available, a
cursory review of the types of businesses who have either recently
moved or announced plans to relocate to the County indicate that
San Joaquin County is continuing to experience healthy commercial
and industrial growth. The wholesale and distribution divisions
of Safeway, Toys-R-Us, Weyerhaeuser Corporation, Yellow Freight,
Market Wholesale Grocery Inc. and Owens-Corning Glass are some of -
the major corporations who have chosen to locate in the County.

In addition to - these major corporations, various
manufacturing and service firms have recently relocated to San
Joaquin County. Many of these new businesses have chosen to move
to the San Joaquin Valley because of the rising cost of production
in the Bay Area, driven by traffic congestion, higher labor costs
and higher land costs. Table 2 lists some of the firms who have
recently moved to or expanded in the County.® '

A recent newspaper article’ described a locational analysis
conducted by Market Wholesale Grocery Inc. that exemplifies the
locational attributes of San Joaquin County and the project site.
The distribution area analysis, referred to as a "centroid"
study, factored in the volume of stores, drive times and highway
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TABLE 2

COMPANIES WHO HAVE RECENTLY MOVE TO
OR EXPANDED IN SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY -

COMPANY

BUILDING SPACE

(Square feet) LOCATION cITY
Certified Grocers of California 450,000 1990 N Picolli Road/Us 99/US B8  Stockton
J & R Warehouses & Service 300,000 Up Central Valley Indstrl Park Stockton
- Toys “"R" Us - district center 290,000 West Charter Way Indstrl Park Stockton
Toys "R" Us - dist center addtn 150,000 West Charter Way Indstrl Park Stockton
Dupac Manufacturing 125,000 Airport Business Center/US 99 Stockton
General Mills 110,000 2000 West Turner Road Lodi
Minton Window Company 100,000 US 99/Frontage St/Thurmond St Lodi
Duraflame - warehouse 100,000 1100 South Airport Way Stockton
Dorfmann-Pacific 100,000 Airport Business Center/US 99 Stockton
Weyerhaeuser Corporation 90,000 Hwy & West/Army Court Stockton
Technotrim 80,000  Triangle Indstrl Park/Us 99 ‘Stockton
Cal Cushion 80,000 1303 East Pine Street Ledi
Wallace Computer Services 70,000 - South Stockton Street " Leodi
. Donn Corporation 70,000 Loomis Avenue/US 99 Stockton
Stanton Industries 70,000  Afrport Business Center/US 99 Stockton
Owens-Corning - district center © 60,000 Hwy & West/Army Court Stockton
Lifetile Corporation 60,000  Roth Road/l S ) Stockton
Wood Fiber Products 60,000 Locke Road Lockeford
Calva Products 60,000 US 99 North/Woodbridge Road . Lodi
Motor Guard Corporation 50,000 Manteca Indstrl Park/Hwy 120 . Manteca
Computerland Corporation 50,000 Airport Business Center/US 99 Stockton
Owens-Corning - warehouse 50,000 Airport Business Center/US 99 Stockton
Lazerlite/Fiat 50,000 Airport Business Center/US 99 Stockton
. Morrison-Knudsen/Dutra 40,000 West Weber Ave/Turning Basin Stockton
Fresh Start CFS/McDonalds 40,000 - 900 Shaw Road/US §9/Hwy 26 Stockton
_ Ran-Rob Inc. - © 35,000 Larch Clover/N Tracy Blvd . Tracy
Sumiden Wire/Sumitomo Electric ‘ 30,000 EL Pinal Indstrl Park/West Lane Stockton
. American Sunny Foods/Numano 30,000 Triangle Industrial Park Stockton
Honda Motor - training center 30,000 Grupe Business Park/I 5 Stockton
" General Mills : . 30,000 Industrial Way/Cluff Ledi
General American Window 30,000 3730 N Wilson Way Stockton
- West Star Industries 30,000 Gandy Dancer/S Tracy Blvd ' Tracy
Wesprint Corporation 25,000 Arch Road Indstrl Park/US 99 Stockton
_John Atwood Grephics 20,000 EL Pinal Indstrl Park/West Lane Stockton
Madruga Iron Fab 20,000  Gandy Dancer/S Tracy Blvd Tracy
Mohawk Tire Company 20,000 Airport Business Center/US 99 Stockton
Beadex Manufacturing 20,000 EL Pinal Indstrl Park Stockton
Laidlaw Corporation of the West 20,000  Tillie Lewis Drive/Navy Drive = Stockton
Spaulding Equipment ' 15,000  Vallejo Court/Roth Road/l 5 Lathrop
TOTALS
Number of companies 39
Number of square feet 3,060,000

Sources: San Joaquin Economic Development Association; Economic and Planning Systems.
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conditions so ag to identify the eXact center of their
distribution area. The results identifiedq Lodi as the center, but
‘the Company decided on Tracy because it is closer to the
interstate freeway systen. Findings such as these will continue
to influence distribution firms to relocate to San Joaquin County
as  the Bay Area congestion and the Central Valley economic
expansion Progresses.

< Supply Conditions

sites) ang Manteca. The inventory is based on the existing lang
use designations in the County General Plan and does not include
land west of -5, In summary, there are approximately 5 acres of

Acres of Vacant Land

Use Designation Manteca Lathrop County Total
Highway Service o o ¥ 5 5% 65 155 107
General Commercial %2 58 40 - sg . —82-9% 98-1038
Industrial o €9 160 140 -269_300

Based on interviews with san Joaquin County and Manteca
Planning staff members, 8,9 commercial projects in the planning
apPproval pipeline in Lathrop and Manteca have been identified.
In Lathrop the only activity planned for the I-5/Lathrop Road
interchange is a Wendy’s fast food restaurant, a gas -
station/mini-mart and a pizza Parlor. There are no highway
service projects in the planning approval pipeline in Manteca.

The small amount of commercial development in the pipeline is
not sSurprising since the market area has yet to reach the
necessary population thresholqg needed to Support commercial
developments. However, in Lathrop almost 1,000 dwelling units
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have recently been approved. In Manteca there are over 1,500
approved units. It should be noted that of these units, over
1,000 units will not receive residential sewer allocation until
such time that phase II of the wastewater treatment plant is on
1ine. and At the south end of Stockton, at Weston Ranch, 8,000
units have been approved. This forthcoming population increase
will induce more commercial activity. :

In terms of commercial land uses, the 40-50 acres of vacant
jand located at the 1-5/Lathrop Road interchange is most
comparable to the proposed 33.6-acre Limited Industrial GPA at the
project site. These two tracts of land both have excellent access
and visibility from I-5. However, the locational qualities of
these two tracts within Lathrop determine their major difference.
The I-5/Lathrop Road site is surrounded by the existing and future
residential development in Lathrop and therefore is best suited
for and will 1likely attract local-serving commercial uses. The
proposed Limited Industrial portion of the project site - is
proximate to existing and future industrial development as well as-
SR 120. Hence, this area is best suited for and likely to attract
regional-serving sales/service uses that will provide business
services to the adjacent industrial park and other pusinesses in
the region. :

The supply of industrial property in the market area is more
speculative in nature than the commercial market. While an
exhaustive database of industrial property has yet to be compiled
for the County, the newly developed Grubb & Ellis industrial
inventory accounts for 4.1 million square feet of space, in the
county. The Grubb & Ellis data estimates that 800,000 square
feet, or almost 20 percent of this space, is available. " )

Much of the recent construction and leasing activity is
taking place in the vicinity of the Airport Business Center,
located between Airport Way and Highway 99, north of Arch Road.
According to an jndustrial real estate broker, 180,000 square feet’
were recently added in the first phase of development. (125 acres -
in total). An additional 225 acres are approved for the second
phase of the park. Even closer to the project site is the Grupe
Business Park, south of Stockton near the 1-5/French Camp Road
interchange. Recently, 200,000 square feet of concrete tilt-up
structures were constructed in the Grupe park for the speculation
market. ; ;

overall, the supply of industrial property, pboth for the
puild-to-suit and speculation markets, is responding directly to
the increasing demand from businesses moving out of the Bay Area .
and the expansion of local businesses. According to a leasing
agent for the Airport Business Center, 60 percent of the
prospective tenants are Bay Area businesses looking to relocate to
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a more affordable location and 40 percent of the market is from
expanding companies in San Joaquin County.

3. Market Support for Highway Service and Limited Industrial Use

The primary land use issues surrounding this site address the
appropriateness of the site uses in respect to the existing supply
and demand conditions and the growth-inducing impacts of
development at the project site.

In respect to the Highway Service General Plan Amendment, the
market data indicates that there are approximately 226 107 acres
of vacant highway service land in the market area, excluding the
proposed GPA. The 186—eaeres—ef vacant highway serving commercial
land at the intersection of SR 120 and Airport Way in Manteca and
the 50-acre site south on I-5 at Mossdale are the largest
agglomerations of vacant competitive land in the market area. The
+66—aere Manteca tract is not likely to be adversely impacted by
the GPA since it has different locational qualities. This site
would service east-west traffic on SR 120 rather than north-south
traffic on I-5.

\

The market relationship between the proposed Highway Service
GPA and the I-5/Mossdale site 1is an issue in terms of the
proliferation of highway service uses along I-5 in the market
area. From a market standpoint, the GPA site has the advantage of
being in close proximity to residential and industrial uses. The
site will be able to attract customers from both drive-by traffic
on I-5 and the surrounding uses. The I-5/Mossdale exit does not
offer the same population and employment base necessary to support
its highway service uses. It will have to depend on capturing a
customer base from I-5 traffic. While the scope of this analysis
does not include an in-depth market study necessary to estimate
whether the area can support the proliferation of similar uses, it.
is evident that the proposed highway service GPA site has market
and locational advantages over the I-5/Mossdale site. N

Given the locational qualities of the highway service site
and the forthcoming demands from population growth and employment
growth in the market area, it appears that the addition of
highway services at the I-5/Louise Avenue intersection will not
have an adverse effect on the existing, approved and potential -
(vacant sites) highway service uses in the market area. '

The proposed General Plan Amendment from general industrial
to 1limited industrial is also well supported by the market
conditions discussed above. As Lathrop’s residential and
industrial lands are developed, the demand for auxiliary business
services and regional commercial uses will increase. The five
parcels adjacent to I-5 offer excellent freeway visibility, a must
for regional commercial users. In addition, the parcels can be

47



Section IV Land Use and Planning Policy
Planning Policy ) * )

accessed along Harlan Road avoiding the heavy industrial user
along the eastern edge of the site. The locational differences
between the GPA site and the I-5/Lathrop Road site should lessen
the competitive impact of these two sites. .

4. Timing of Development

Because of insufficient data available to determine the
market support for the proliferation of various highway service
uses, in particular a hotel at both sites, a market feasibility
study should be submitted by the applicant as a condition of GPA
approval and prior to approval of final development plans.

C. PLANNING POLICY

B Environmental Setting

" The'proposed pfojecttis a General Plan Amendmeht td,change
the land use designations for portions of the project site as
follows: : : _ e

- From General Industrial to Highway Service on 44 acres.

- From General Industrial to Limited Industrial on 33.6
acres. -

Subsequent to the General Plan Amendment, the applicant must
also request a zone reclassification to rezone the amended
portions of the site from M-2 (General Manufacturing) to H-S
(Highway Service) and from M-2 to C-M (Commercial Manufacturing).
The permitted uses in the existing_M-2_ zone are varied, including
commercial and industrial uses such as a foundry or an automobile
rental agency; manufacturing; wholesale food and kindred
processing facilities; 1laboratories; assembly plants; garbage
dumps; rendering plants and slaughterhouse; chemical manufacturing
facilities; storage warehouses; expansion of existing residences-
and membership organizations. (Refer to County Zoning Ordinance,
Chapter 4, Section 9-7301.) :

Figure 6 depicts the General Plan designations for the site
and surrounding area. The General Plan has designated the entire
site General Industrial. Surrounding properties are a mix of.
general industrial, residential and commercial designations.
Lands west of I-5 and between Yosemite Avenue and SR 120 are
designated Agriculture. Lands adjacent to the site and east of
McKinley are also designated General industrial. . - '
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Zoning in the immediate project vicinity is also zoned M-2.
Directly south of the site the zoning is C-M (Commercial
Manufacturing). Directly north of Louise Avenue the zoning is C-1
(Neighborhood commercial) and residential of varying densities.
(Refer to Figure 7.)

The project site is located in the unincorporated area of San
Joaquin County and is therefore subject to the County’s General
Plan and Zoning ordinances. since the request is to amend the
Land Use/Circulation Element Map of the General Plan, the Land Use
Element is the most relevant element to discuss in the context of
the proposed project. In this element are policies relevant to
industrial and commercial land uses. The following discussion
will address both consistency and inconsistency with relevant
planning policies.

It should be noted that the planning discussion will focus
only on the amendment requests. Since project plans are
consistent with the General Plan designation for the remaining
portion of the project site, it will not be necessary to examine
planning policies for the general industrial designation.

2. Environmental Impacts

a. Highway Service

The applicant is requesting a Highway Sservice designation on
44 acres located in the northwest gquadrant of the property and
adjacent to the I-5/Louise Avenue interchange. A major goal of
the Commercial Land Use Policies is "to promote a pattern of
commercial uses which provides for the needs of both consumer and
businessman...which is compatible with other land uses and
complementary to the circulation system." An objective of this
goal is "to provide clusters of commercial establishments which
serve almost exclusively the freeway traveler."

Principles to carry out the objective relative to Highway
Service use are found in 9 a-g. It is the intent of this
principle to direct highway service to areas where the facilities
can primarily serve the traveler and are separated from commercial
areas which primarily serve local residents. The applicant is
proposing a Highway Service “development which would include a
multi-storied hotel/motel, restaurants, service station, meeting
facility, and fast food and retail establishments. The facility
would be designed to cater to the highway traveler and to persons
visiting the proposed and existing businesses in the Lathrop
area.
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The proposed project would be located adjacent to a major
freeway interchange whereby project traffic on local streets
would be minimized. The development would be contained in one
location, thereby eliminating the possibility of scattering
highway service uses. It has been determined through the market
study conducted for this project that given the central location
and the projected population growth, coupled with the employment
growth associated with the development, the proposed project would
not have an adverse effect on existing, approved and potential
highway service uses in the market area. Thus, the proposed
highway service use is consistent with Principles 9 a-g.

b. Limited Indﬁéfrial/Commercial Manufacturing

It is proposed that 33.6 acres would be redesignated for
Limited Industrial use. A goal in the Industrial Development
policies 1is "to assure ample opportunities for industrial
development within the County such that each urban center will be
able to provide local employment opportunities and a diversified

industrial base commensurate with its size and function." The
following objectives have been adopted to meet the above goal.

-  To promote the potential of the County’s well developed
transportation network in relation to its advantageous
location for distribution of goods and products.

= To provide desirable locations for a variety of
industries by designating those areas which are best suited
for industrial uses pecause of their physical character,
. compatibility with surrounding land uses, transportation

facilities, and existing and planned utilities.

- To protect designated industrial areas-from_incompatible
1and uses in order to maintain their attraction for existing,
expanding or future industries. Sl

The proposed General Plan Amendment would conform to the
goals, objectives and principles of an "industrial land use
designation. However, the applicant is requesting a rezoning to-
C-M (Commercial Manufacturing) which is compatible to the General
Plan designation under wcertain  circumstances." These
circumstances have not been identified in the County’s General
Plan, thus the Board of Supervisors must make findings that the
c-M zone classification 1is consistent with the General Plan

designation at the time this application is received by the
Board. '

For the 33.6 acres fronting Harlan Road, ' the applicqpt.isr
proposing wholesale-retail outlets specializing"in home bullqlng
and improvement materials and equipment, services and supplies,.

specialized contractor offices, service offices, and assorted
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maintenance ang repair services. The Limited Industrial
designation is applied to an area which provides for industrial
activities that are compatible with other land uses. Activities

The proposed Project is utilizing 1ang already designated for
industrial Purposes, thereby precluding development from
encroaching into rural. agricultural areas. Additionally, the
location of the site adjacent to a major freeway with easy access,
coupled with the availability_ of the railroad, pProvides an
existing transportation System without the necessity of creating
additional major off-site transportation improvements. (This
should not be confused - with local improvements which will pe
required to mitigate local traffic impacts.) :

&, Traffic/Circulation

A principle in the General Plan states: mwal]l significant
generators shall be served by roads of adequate Capacity and
design standards to provide reasonable and safe access by
appropriate transportation modes with minimum delay." In a recent
Appellate Court case (Concerned Citizené“"af""fﬁé“'County' of San
Joaquin v. Board of Supervisors), it was ruled that development
that would cause the level of service to drop below ¢ is
prohibited by the above General Plan pPolicy. The court determined
that the minimum level of service on County roadways would be
designated 10s C. The Appellate Court determined that the above
Principle "woulg not allow development if that development would

appropriate mitigation leéasures, none of the intersections studied
would operate below ILos c. However, to be consistent with the
above planning policy it is important that the mitigation measures
become conditions of project approval. Without the improvements
LOS E or F would occur at six intersections. (Refer to Traffic

3. Suggested Mitigation Measures

To ensure consistency with the Limited Industrial
designation, retail uses shoulg not be permitted on the 33.6-acre
portion of the project.
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on IV _ i EET ' Land Use and Planning Policy
ning Policy

To be consistent with the policy of maintaining 1LOS C on
local streets, the mitigation measures suggested in the Traffic
Section should become conditions of project approval.

1  Executive Officer’s Report, Local Agency Formation Commission
meeting, December 2, 1988. -
2 John Mendes, grower, personal communication, February, 1989.
3. soil Conservation Service, response to the Notice of
Preparation, July 8, 1988.
4 San Joaquin County, Agricultural Report, 1987. o at
5 Diane Correia, Real Estate Broker, Sterling Commercial
Real Estate, personal communication, February, 1989.
6 pDavid Schimdt, Economic Development Coordinator, City of
- Stockton, personal communication, February, 1989.
7 san Francisco Examiner, February 17; 1989. . :
8 . Kerry Sullivan, Planner, San Joaquin County, personal %
_ communiciation, February, 1989. g _
9 Ben Cantu, Planner, City of Manteca, personal communication,

February, 1989.
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SECTION V ’
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION HEASURES
4 7 ST '}‘}’\-Mz'auv

- - Nyl ate )’
A. TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION '
; : /erj—JJ Mfr
1. * Introduction : “ ':/M"ﬂZ&hf/bAﬂij

iy s Linf . o,
This report addresses the 1mpacts of traffic flow directly

attributable to the proposed Crossroads Industrial Park

Development in San Joaquin County. The proposed 528-acre project

site would be located adjacent to Interstate 5 between Louise’

Avenue and State Route 120 west of the City of Manteca.

The scope of this analysis includes the traffic impacts at
12 key intersections and also on freeway weaving and merging areas
in the project vicinity during both the AM and PM peak hours.
Spe01a1 consideration has been given to project access as it
pertains to emergency vehicle access and safety concerns. Finally
the effects of cumulative development will also be analyzed.
Where significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures will
be developed to either minimize or alleviate such impacts.
Mitigation to be considered will include physical improvements as
well as transportation system management (TSM) measures.

2. Environmental Setting

a. Street Network

Roadways serving the study area 1nc1ude Interstate 5, State .
Route 120, Louise Avenue, Yosemite Avenue, Vierra Road, Guthmlller
Road Alrport Way, McKinley Avenue, Howland Road, 7th Street,
Harlan Road and Manthey Road. (Refer to Figure 1.) Descriptions
of each roadway are listed as follows.

~ Interstate 5 is a four to 10- lane, -north-south freeway which
serves San Joaquin County and the entire Central Valley. South of
the Route 120 junction, I-5 has four northbound lanes and five
southbound lanes. Full ramp access is available at Louise Avenue.
In this area, the I-5 mainline speed limit is 65 mph.

State Route 120 is a two to four-lane freeway serving the
city of Manteca. It extends from the I-5 junction east to Route
99. A passing lane is provided on alternate segments of Route
120. Ramp access is available at Guthmiller Road and Airport
way.

Louise Avenue is a two-lane east-west arterial street which
runs between I-5 and northern Manteca. A continuous two-way left-
turn lane is provided on a half-mile segment of Louise Avenue-.
between Harlan Road and Howland Road. '
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. Environmental Setting, Impacts
Section Vv and Mitigation Measures
Traffic

Yosemite Avenue is a two to four-lane arterial street which
runs west from downtown Manteca. It terminates at a cul-de-sac
west of Guthmiller Road. A continuous two-way left-turn lane is
provided on a three-quarter mile segment of Yosemite Avenue
between McKinley Avenue and Airport Wway. '

. Vierra Road is a two-lane local street which runs east-west
between Howland  Road and McKinley Avenue. Vierra Road meets the,
Yosemite/McKinley junction to form a five-leg intersection. The
Howland Road junction is adjacent to a railroad crossing.

Guthmiller Road is a. two-lane north-south arterial ‘street
extend