FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

FOR THE

LATHROP GATEWAY BUSINESS PARK SPECIFIC PLAN

Lathrop, CA

Specific Plan File No: 09-012

General Plan and Map Amendment File No: 09-013
Zoning Text and Map Amendment File No: 09-014
Bicycle Transportation Plan Amendment File No: 09-015
Utility Master Plan Amendment File No: 09-016
Clearinghouse No: SCH 2009062106

January 21, 2011

Prepared for:

CITY OF LATHROP

Community Development Department
390 Towne Center Drive

Lathrop, CA 95330

(209) 941-7298



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

FOR THE

LATHROP GATEWAY BUSINESS PARK SPECIFIC PLAN

Lathrop, CA

Specific Plan File No: 09-012
General Plan and Map Amendment File No: 09-013
Zoning Text and Map Amendment File No: 09-014
Bicycle Transportation Plan Amendment File No: 09-015
Utility Master Plan Amendment File No: 09-016
Clearinghouse No: SCH 2009062106

January 21, 2011

Prepared for:

CITY OF LATHROP
Community Development Department
390 Towne Center Drive
Lathrop, CA 95330
(209) 941-7200

Prepared by:

INSITE ENVIRONMENTAL
6653 Embarcadero Drive, Suite Q
Stockton, CA 95219
(209) 472-8650



TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction Page
1.1 Project Overview 1-1
1.2 California Environmental Quality Act Requirements and Processing 1-1
1.3 EIR Certification and Findings 1-3
2.0 Revised Summary of EIR
2.1 Summary Project Description 2-1
2.2 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 2-1
2.3 Summary of Alternatives 2-2
2.4 Significant Unavoidable Impacts 2-3
3.0 Comments on the Draft EIR and the Lead Agency's
Responses to Those Comments 3-1
4.0 Errata 4-1
5.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 5-1
6.0 Draft EIR Distribution List and Legal Notices 6-1
List of Figures
1-1  Regional Map 1-5
1-2 Vicinity Map 1-6
1-3  USGS Map 1-7
1-4  Aerial Photo 1-8
1-5 Land Use Plan 1-9

LIST OF TABLES

2-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 2-4

ii



1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

The proposed project involves the adoption and implementation of the proposed Lathrop Gateway
Business Park Specific Plan. The specific plan area (Plan Area) is located in San Joaquin County,
within the City of Lathrop’s Sphere of Influence (Figures 1-1 and 1-2).

The Plan Area encompasses approximately 384 gross acres bordered by Vierra Court and West
Yosemite Avenue to the north, State Route (SR) 120 to the south, and two sets of Union Pacific
Railroad tracks to the east and to the west of the Plan Area. Access to the Plan Area is provided by
Yosemite Avenue to the east; D’Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue to the north; and McKinley
Avenue and the Guthmiller/Yosemite Avenue and SR 120 interchange to the south.

The area currently includes a variety of existing land uses: agricultural interspersed with rural
residential, service, public facilities, office, church and industrial uses (Figures 1-3 and 1-4).
Agricultural uses are located in the southern and central Plan Area. Rural homes sites are distributed
along McKinley Avenue. Other residential and mixed light industrial uses are located in the
northern portion of the Plan Area along Vierra Road and Yosemite Avenue. The industrial uses are
located in the western boundary of the Plan Area, both north and south of Guthmiller and Yosemite
Avenue. No parcels within the Plan Area are under Williamson Act contracts.

The proposed project envisions development of a combination of new office commercial, limited
industrial and service commercial uses. Proposed development envisioned in the Plan Area would
require City approval of the specific plan as well as several other approvals including annexation of
the Plan Area into the City of Lathrop, amendments to the City of Lathrop’s General Plan, prezoning
of the Plan Area, development agreements and tentative maps, among others. The project would
also require approvals from the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) and state and federal
agencies with jurisdiction over the San Joaquin River and its resources.

Approval of the project would result in the development of up to 56.7 net acres of commercial office
uses in the western sub-area, 167.6 net acres of limited industrial uses primarily in the central sub-
area, and 83.0 net acres of service commercial uses in the eastern sub-area (Figure 1-5). The Plan
Area also includes 1.6 acres of open space, 2.9 acres divided between three well sites, and 15.6 net
acres of detention area.

1.2 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT REQUIREMENTS
AND PROCESSING

The City prepared a Draft EIR (the Public Review Draft EIR, dated June 8, 2010) to address the
potential environmental effects of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan. The Draft EIR
was distributed through the State Clearinghouse (SCH #2009062106) for agency and public
comment between June 10, 2010 and July 26, 2010.
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The Draft EIR distribution list, legal notices and other information related to both of the public
review periods for the Lathrop Gateway BSSP document is shown in Section 5.0 of this document.
Public and agency comments received by the City during and after the close of the public review
periods, together with the City of Lathrop’s responses to these comments, are shown in Chapter 3.0
of this document.

The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. Guidelines Section 15132 specifies the content of a Final EIR as:

. The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft

. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in
summary

e Alist of persons, organizations, and the public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR

e The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process

*  Any other information added by the Lead Agency. This includes additional technical
information or clarification to the Draft EIR submitted by City staff.

This FEIR includes the information necessary to meet the specified requirements of the CEQA
Guidelines. Section 1.0 is this Introduction to the purpose and format of the Final EIR. Section 2.0
displays the summary of the Public Review Draft EIR. Section 3.0, a key element of the FEIR, lists all
the comments received concerning the Public Review Draft EIR, displays the text of each comment
letter, and provides the City of Lathrop’s response to each of the substantive comments.

Section 4.0, titled Errata, sets forth any required revisions to the Public Review Draft EIR, including
revisions originating with City staff. Section 5.0 includes copies of transmittal documents, the
notices of availability of the Public Review Draft EIR for review, distribution lists for the public
notices, the Notices of Completion and other legal notices associated with the public review periods
for the EIR.

The Public Review Draft EIR, cited below, is hereby incorporated by reference. Copies of the EIR is
available for review at the City of Lathrop, Community Development Department, 390 Towne
Center Drive, Lathrop, CA.

InSite Environmental. Public Review Draft, Environmental Impact Report for Lathrop Gateway
Business Park Specific Plan.  State Clearinghouse #2009062106. June 8, 2010.
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1.3 EIR CERTIFICATION AND FINDINGS

Sections 15090 through 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines outline procedures for decision-making by
the Lead Agency (the City of Lathrop) when an EIR has been prepared. Before taking action on the
project, the City must first certify that the EIR is adequate under CEQA. Then, in conjunction with
their decision on the project, the City must make specific findings with respect to each of the
significant environmental effects identified in the EIR, indicating whether the effect 1) will be
mitigated, 2) is the responsibility of another agency, or 3) is not feasible to mitigate but is acceptable
as a result of other overriding social or economic considerations.

Guidelines for the certification of an EIR (Section 15090) require that the Lead Agency certify that 1)
the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA, 2) that the Final EIR was presented to
the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and that the decision-making body reviewed and
considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to approving the project, and 3) that the
Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

The EIR is intended by CEQA to be an informational document (Guidelines Section 15121).
Decision-making on the subject project in relation to its environmental impacts is reserved to the
Lead Agency and the Responsible Agencies. Consequently, information in the EIR does not control
the agency's ultimate discretion on the project, but the agency must respond to each significant
effect identified in the EIR. This is accomplished through the requirement (Guidelines Section
15091) that the City decision-makers make specified findings with respect to each of the significant
environmental effects identified in the EIR before they approve the project, or portions of the project.
These findings are contained in a separate document that accompanies this Final EIR. The possible
findings are:

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final
EIR (i.e., the impact has been “mitigated”).

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted
by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency (i.e.,
mitigation is the responsibility of an agency other than the City of Lathrop).

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR (i.e., the impact is
acceptable because the project’s benefits outweigh it).

If the City decision-makers decide to approve the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan
without providing substantial mitigation for all of the significant impacts of the project (i.e. if the
second or third finding options are utilized), Section 15093 allows the decision-makers to balance
the project’s benefits against its unavoidable environmental risks. In this case, a Statement of
Overriding Considerations must be prepared and included in the project decision-making record.
The project includes significant and unavoidable environmental impacts, and adoption of a
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Statement of Overriding Considerations will be required before the project can be approved; the
Statement of Overriding Considerations is contained within the aforementioned separate findings
document.

As a part of the project consideration and approval process described above, the City must also
adopt a mitigation monitoring and/or reporting program which is fully enforceable through permit
conditions, agreements, or other measures. Project findings, the Statement of Overriding
Considerations and the mitigation monitoring/reporting program for the Lathrop Gateway Business
Park Specific Plan are contained in a separate document that accompanies this FEIR.
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2.0 SUMMARY OF EIR

2.1 SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates the potential environmental effects that would
result from City of Lathrop approval and development of the proposed Lathrop Gateway Business
Park Specific Plan. The LGBPSP envisions development of a combination of new office commercial,
limited industrial and service commercial uses.  The proposed project involves the adoption and
implementation of the proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan. The specific plan
area (Plan Area) is located in San Joaquin County, within the City of Lathrop’s Sphere of Influence.

Proposed development envisioned in the Plan Area would require City approval of the specific plan
as well as several other approvals including annexation of the Plan Area into the City of Lathrop,
amendments to the City of Lathrop’s General Plan, prezoning of the Plan Area, development
agreements and tentative maps, among others. The project would also require approvals from the
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) and state and federal agencies with jurisdiction over
the San Joaquin River and its resources.

Approval of the project would result in the development of up to 56.7 net acres of commercial office
uses in the western sub-area, 167.6 net acres of limited industrial uses primarily in the central sub-
area, and 83.0 net acres of service commercial uses in the eastern sub-area. The Plan Area also
includes 1.6 acres of open space, 2.9 acres divided between three well sites, and 15.6 net acres of
detention area.

The Plan Area encompasses approximately 384 gross acres bordered by Vierra Court and West
Yosemite Avenue to the north, State Route (SR) 120 to the south, and two sets of Union Pacific
Railroad tracks to the east and to the west of the Plan Area. Access to the Plan Area is provided by
Yosemite Avenue to the east; D’Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue to the north; and McKinley
Avenue and the Guthmiller/Yosemite Avenue and SR 120 interchange to the south.

2.2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The potentially significant impacts of the proposed project and mitigation measures proposed to
minimize these effects are listed in Table 2-1 at the end of this chapter. The table also identifies the
level to which the proposed mitigation measures would reduce impacts. Significant unavoidable
impacts are those for which the significance remains “significant” after mitigation measures are
applied. Changes to the Draft EIR mitigation measures typically reflect the new or updated
information that has become available since publication of the Draft EIR or minor technical changes
to the project that do not entail a significant impact on the environment. Added text has been
underlined (example) and a strikethrough placed on deleted text (examptle).
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2.3 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

Chapter 20.0 identifies and discusses a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project. The
alternatives considered in that chapter include:

. Development Under Lathrop General Plan Land Use Designations

. Alternate Land Uses

. Alternative Locations for the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan

. No Lathrop Gateway Business Park Project

. Site Development Under San Joaquin County Jurisdiction with Low Intensity Use

Under Agricultural-Urban Reserve Designation
. No Development East of McKinley Avenue

Alternatives to the Lathrop Gateway Business Park were evaluated with respect to the “rule of
reason” and general feasibility criteria suggested by the CEQA Guidelines, including such criteria as
the suitability of the site or alternative site, the economic viability of the alternative, the availability
of infrastructure, the consistency of the alternative with general plan designations, zoning or other
plans or regulatory limitations, the effect of applicable jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to an alternative site, including
consideration of whether or not the site is already owned by the applicant.

The evaluation of alternatives must also take into account the potential of the alternative to avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park project, as
identified in Chapters 4.0 through 19.0 of this EIR. The potential environmental effects of the Lathrop
Gateway Business Park Specific Plan are summarized in Chapter 2.0 Summary of this EIR, and very
briefly highlighted below.

The alternatives analysis accounts for the potentially significant environmental effects of the
alternatives as compared to the proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan. Some of the
potential environmental effects of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan, and the
alternatives, are common to virtually all development in the Lathrop vicinity and would not vary
from alternative to alternative; similarly, certain environmental effects are addressed by routine
requirements that would apply uniformly to any alternative.

Since the focus of the alternatives analysis is comparison to the proposed Lathrop Gateway Business
Park Specific Plan, issues that do not vary between the alternatives are not analyzed.

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR 2-2



2.4 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

This EIR identifies the significant environmental effects of the proposed project and the mitigation
measures that are proposed to minimize these effects. Proposed mitigation would be effective in
reducing potentially significant environmental effects to a less than significant level in all but seven
cases. The project’s potential impact areas that are considered significant and unavoidable are as
follows:

* Agriculture (Conversion of Agricultural Land)

* Air Quality (Effects of Project Operations on Criteria Pollutant Emissions, including Ozone
Precursors)

* Global Climate Change (Generation of Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions)

* Noise (Traffic Noise Exposure at Existing Noise-Sensitive Land Uses)

* Transportation/Circulation (Existing Plus Project (Year 2012/Phase 1) Intersection Operations
Impacts)

* Transportation/Circulation (Existing Plus Project Roadway Segment Operations Impacts)

* Cumulative (Aesthetics, Agriculture, Air Quality, Global Climate Change, Public Services,
Public Utilities, and Transportation)

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR 2-3



TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance

Before Significance
Mitigation After
Potential Impact Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation
4.0. AESTHETICS
Effects on Scenic Routes, Vistas and Off-Site Lands LS None required.
Effects on Existing Visual Characteristics of the Site LS None required.
Effects of Offsite Stormwater Pipeline and Outfall LS None required.
Structure on Surrounding Areas
Effects of Light and Glare LS None required.
5.0. AGRICULTURE
Conversion of Agricultural Land S 5-1. The Project Proponents/City would participate in the SMSCP. Fees would be paid by the SU
project applicant to the SJCOG on a per-acre basis for lost agricultural land during
development of the proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Park. The SJCOG will use these
funds to purchase conservation easements on agricultural and habitat lands in the project
vicinity. The preservation in perpetuity of agricultural land throughout the SJMSCP, a
portion of which would consist of Important Farmland, would ensure the continued
protection of farmland in the project vicinity, partially offsetting project impacts. Written
proof of such an agreement between the project proponent and SJCOG shall be provided
to the City prior to the issuance of grading or other construction permits.
Conflicts with Current Zoning LS None required.
Impacts of the Project to Existing Land Uses LS None required.
Impact of Project on Existing Agricultural Lands and LS None required.
Adjacent Land Use
6.0. AR
Impacts of Project Construction on Air Quality PS 6-1 For construction projects in the Plan Area exceeding 40 acres in size or involving more LS
2,500 cubic yards per day of excavation, the owners, developers and/or successors-in-
interest (ODS) shall prepare and submit a Dust Control Plan that meets all of the
applicable requirements of APCD Rule 8021, Section 6.3, for the review and approval of
the APCD Air Pollution Control Officer prior to start of construction activities.
6-2 Visible Dust Emissions (VDE) from construction, demolition, excavation or other
earthmoving activities related to the project shall be limited to 20% opacity or less, as
defined in Rule 8011, Appendix A. The dust control measures specified in mitigations 3
through 9 shall be applied as required to maintain the VDE standard.
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR 2-4



TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance

Before Significance
Mitigation After
Potential Impact Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation
6-3  During construction activities in the Plan Area, the ODS shall implement the following

dust control practices identified in Tables 6-2 and 6-3 of the GAMAQI (San Joaquin

Valley APCD, 2002):

a. All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized
or construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using
water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative ground cover.

b. All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively
stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

c. All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and
fill, and demolition activities shall control fugitive dust emissions by application
of water or by presoaking.

d. When materials are transported off-site, stabilize and cover all materials to be
transported and maintain six inches of freeboard space from the top of the
container.

e. All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or
dirt from adjacent public streets at least once every 24 hours when operations
are occurring. The use of dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited except
where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust
emissions. Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden.

f. Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the
surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of
fugitive  dust  emissions  utilizing  sufficient ~water or  chemical
stabilizer/suppressant.

Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; and
Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways from sites with a slope greater than one percent.
6-4  Architectural coatings applied to all structures in the Plan Area shall meet or exceed
volatile organic compound (VOC) standards set in APCD Rule 4601. The ODS shall

submit to the APCD a list of architectural coatings to be used and shall indicate how the

coatings meet or exceed VOC standards. If the APCD determines that any architectural

coatings do not meet VOC standards, the ODS shall replace the identified coatings with

those that meet standards.
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation
Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

Effects of Project Operations on Criteria Pollutant Emissions,
Including Ozone Precursors

6-5

6-7

6-8

6-9

The ODS shall make application to the APCD for a permit under APCD Rule 9510,
Indirect Source Rule (ISR) prior to issuance of the first building permit for construction in
the Specific Plan area, if required. The ODS shall incorporate mitigation measures into
project construction and/or pay ISR fees as required to comply with Rule 9510 emission
reduction requirements for construction NOx and PM emissions.

The ODS shall use emission-controlled construction equipment during demolition and
construction activities in the Plan Area. The developers shall select construction
contractors based in part on the age, condition and emission control status of their
construction equipment fleets, recognizing that ISR permit fees will be reduced for
project elements that can be constructed with cleaner equipment fleets.

The ODS shall receive a permit under APCD Rule 9510, Indirect Source Rule (ISR) prior
to issuance of the first building permit for construction in the Plan Area. The ODS shall
incorporate mitigation measures into the project and/or pay the required ISR fees to the
APCD as required to comply with Rule 9510 emission reduction requirements for NOx
and PM emissions associated with project operations.

The ODS of development projects in the Plan Area shall prepare improvement plans that
incorporate the following features, consistent with adopted City improvement standards
and to be installed by the developer:

* Bus turnouts and transit improvements where requested by the San Joaquin RTD.
* Continuous public sidewalks adjacent to all proposed public streets.

* Pavement and striping for bike lanes/paths.

* Street lighting.

* Pedestrian signalization, signage and safety designs at signalized intersections.

* Shade trees to shade sidewalks in street-side landscaping areas.

The ODS of development projects in the Plan Area shall prepare and implement a
transportation demand management (TDM) plan that incorporates the measures listed
below, though the TDM plan shall not be limited to those measures. The plan shall be
subject to City review and approval prior to issuance of the first building permit for
construction in the Plan Area.

* Provide secure bicycle parking in conjunction with commercial and office

development.

Provide designated vanpool parking spaces close to the employment center entry

locations.

Provide preferential carpool parking spaces close to the employment center

entry locations.

* Provide on-site amenities that encourage alternative transportation modes such
as locker, shower, and secure bike storage facilities.

SuU
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Significance
Before

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance

Mitigation After
Potential Impact Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation
* Provide on-site services such as personal mail boxes and day care that reduce
mid-day trip generation.
* Provide telecommuting options.
* Provide transit vouchers.
* Provide information to employees on carpooling, ride sharing and other
available programs.
* Participate in the Commute Connection program sponsored by SJCOG.
Project Impacts on Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots PS Refer to Chapter 18.0, Transportation LS
Generation of or Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants PS 6-10  OBSA A health risk assessment shall be conducted by the ODS for the following future LS
(TACs) development projects that meet the following criteria:
* A distribution center that accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more
than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units per day, or where
transport refrigeration unit operations exceed 300 hours per week, placed within
1,000 feet of a residence in or adjacent to the Plan Area.
* A dry cleaning operation placed within 300 feet of a residence in or adjacent to
the Plan Area.
* A gas station placed within 50 feet of a residence in or adjacent to the Plan Area
* Projects whose land uses are not specifically identified in the ARB’s Air Quality
and Land Use Handbook, but there is sufficient information to reasonably
conclude that sensitive receptors would be exposed to significant sources of
toxic air contaminants
* Projects that would otherwise appear to be exempt from CEQA requirements, but
there is sufficient information to reasonably conclude that sensitive receptors
would be exposed to significant sources of toxic air contaminants.
If the health risk assessment identifies a significant risk as defined by GAMAQ)I, the-a
more detailed health risk assessment shall be performed that will identify measures to
reduce the health risk to levels that are less than significant, which the project shall
incorporate in its design and construction.
Odor Impacts LS None required.
7.0. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impacts on Specific Special-Status Plant and Wildlife LS None required.
Species
Impacts on Wildlife Corridors LS None required.
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR 2-7



TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

Before
Mitigation
Potential Impact Measures
Impacts on Federally Protected Wetlands PS 7-1
Project Consistency with Applicable Plans LS
8.0. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Potential Impacts on Prehistoric Cultural Resources PS 8-1

8-2

The ODS shall, where feasible, preserve the maximum amount of the seasonal pond, the
fire suppression pond and the seasonal wetlands along the storm drain alignment and
establish minimum 25 to 50 foot buffers around all sides of these areas. In addition, the
final project design shall not cause significant changes to the pre-project hydrology,
water quality or water quantity in any wetland that is to be retained on site.

Where avoidance of existing wetlands and drainages is not feasible, and fill material is to
be placed within the ponds and wetlands, then the ODS shall prepare a wetland
delineation with the assistance of a qualified wetland specialist, and submit the
delineation to ACOE for verification. If any of the ponds and wetlands are deemed
jurisdictional wetland by ACOE, then the ODS shall acquire all appropriate wetland
permits prior to the issuance of grading permits by the City. These permits may include,
but are not limited to, a Section 404 Wetlands Fill Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The ODS shall comply with all conditions and mitigation
requirements attached to the granted wetland permits.

None required.

If any subsurface cultural resources, including either prehistoric or historic resources, are
encountered during construction, all construction activities in the vicinity of the
encounter shall be halted until a qualified archaeologist can examine these materials and
make a determination of their significance. ~ The City of Lathrop Community
Development Department shall be notified, and the ODS shall be responsible for
mitigation and associated costs of any significant cultural resources pursuant to the
CEQA Guidelines.

If human remains are encountered at any time during the development of the project, all
work in the vicinity of the find shall halt and the County Coroner and the Community
Development Department shall be notified immediately. If it is determined that the
remains are those of a Native American, the Coroner must contact the Native American
Heritage Commission. At the same time, a qualified archaeologist must be contacted to
evaluate the archaeological implications of the finds. The CEQA Guidelines detail steps
to be taken when human remains are found to be of Native American origin. The ODS
shall be responsible for all mitigation costs.

LS

LS
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Potential Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation
Measures

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

Impact of Project on Historical Resources

PS

8-3

Prior to the initiation of demolition activities within a development phase, any buildings
and/or structures within that phase shall be evaluated by an individual who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Architectural History
to determine if any of the buildings or structures qualify as historical resources as defined
in §21083.2 of CEQA and §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The City of Lathrop
Community Development Department shall be notified of the findings, and the ODS
shall be responsible for all mitigation costs. The following procedures shall be followed
unless specified differently by the qualified individual:

a.

Documentation and Recordation of Significant Historical Resources — For any
buildings or structures that qualify as historical resources under CEQA, written
and photograph documentation shall be prepared to record the property. The
written documentation for the property shall be prepared based on the
National Park Services’ (NPS) Historic American Building Survey (HABS)
Historical Report Guidelines. Photograph documentation standards shall meet
the intent of the NPS — Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)
revised policy for developing alternate forms of documentation for properties
meeting a criterion of less than nationally significant. The alternative
documentation shall not be reviewed by the NPS or transmitted to the Library
of Congress and therefore will not be a full-definition HABS dataset. This type
of documentation is based on a combination of both HABS standards (Levels Il
and Il) and NPS new policy for NR-NHL photographic documentation as
outlined in the National Register of Historic Places and National Historic
Landmarks Survey Photo Policy Expansion (March 2005).

Either HABS standard large format or digital photography may be used. If
digital photography is used, the ink and paper combinations for printing
photographs must be in compliance with NR-NHL photo expansion policy and
have a permanency rating of approximately 115 years. Digital photographs
will be taken as uncompressed .TIF file format. The size of each image will be
1600x1200 pixels at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger, color format, and
printed in black and white. The file name for each electronic image will
correspond with the Index to Photographs and photograph label.

Dissemination of Documentation —The written and photograph documentation
of historical resources shall be disseminated on archival quality paper to
appropriate repositories and interested parties.  The distribution of the
documentation shall include the State Historic Preservation Officer in the
California Office of Historic Preservation; the California Historical Resources
Information System Central California Information Center at California State
University, Stanislaus; the San Joaquin County Historical Society & Museum;
and other local repositories identified by the City of Lathrop Community
Development Department.

LS
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential Impact

Significance

Before
Mitigation
Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

Impact of Project on Paleontological Resources

9.0. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Impacts of Groundshaking on Plan Area

Impacts of Liquefaction on Plan Area

Impacts of Other Potential Seismic Events on Plan Area

Impacts of Project Resulting in Soil Erosion or Loss of
Topsoil

PS

LS

PS

LS

LS

8-4

9-1

Should paleontological or unique geological resources be identified at any project
construction sites during any phase of construction, the project manager shall cease
operation at the site of the discovery and immediately notify the City of Lathrop
Community Development Department. The project applicant shall retain a qualified
paleontologist to provide an evaluation of the find and the significance of the materials
and mitigation measures if needed, and to prescribe mitigation measures to reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level. In considering any suggested mitigation proposed
by the consulting paleontologist, the City of Lathrop Community Development
Department shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in light of
factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, specific plan policies and
land use assumptions, and other considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or
infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted. Work may
proceed on other parts of the project site while mitigation for paleontological resources is
carried out.

None required.

A site-specific, design-level geotechnical study shall be completed for each project
development component in the Specific Plan area (i.e., light industrial areas, commercial
areas, office areas, and infrastructure) before a grading permit is issued. The studies shall
include an evaluation of liquefaction potential in the development area and identify
appropriate means to minimize or avoid damage from liquefaction. Geotechnical design
recommendations included in each study shall be implemented during project design
and construction. Potential recommendations include over-excavating and
recompacting the area with engineered fill or in-place soil densification. In-place
densification measures may include deep dynamic compaction, compaction grouting,
vibro-compaction, and the use of non-liquefiable caps. Special design features may need
to be utilized for foundations. Other foundation types may be considered if further
geotechnical study shows the liquefaction potential to be less than significant or if the
effects of liquefaction-induced settlement can be mitigated with earthwork.

None required.

None required.

LS

LS
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Potential Impact Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

Impacts of Expansive Soils on Project PS 9-2

10.0 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

Generation of Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions PS 10-1

10-2

A site-specific, design-level geotechnical study shall be completed for the stormwater
drainage pipeline from the Specific Plan area to the San Joaquin River before appropriate
construction permits are issued. The studies shall include an evaluation of shrink-swell
potential in the pipeline construction area and identify appropriate means to minimize or
avoid damage from expansive soils. Geotechnical design recommendations included in
the study shall be implemented during project design and construction. Potential
recommendations may include, but are not limited to, removing expansive soils and
replacing them with engineered fill.

Applicant(s) shall employ green building techniques in the design of proposed buildings
within the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Plan Area. Specifically, projects shall conform
at a minimum to the California Green Building Code or equivalent green building
standards.

The ODS shall implement a Transportation Demand Management program applicable to
businesses with 25 or more employees to reduce potential vehicle trips. The
Transportation Demand Management program shall contain at least five of the following
components, although other components not listed may be included.

* Free transit passes.

*  Telecommuting.

* Secure bicycle parking (at least one space per 20 vehicle parking spaces).

* Showers/changing facilities.

* Car-sharing services.

* Information on transportation alternatives, such as bus schedules and bike maps.
* Dedicated employee transportation coordinator.

*  Carpool matching programs.

* Preferential carpool/vanpool parking.

The ODS shall provide a funding mechanism to maintain the Transportation Demand
Management program, which may include but is not limited to creation of a special
assessment district. ~ The Transportation Demand Management program shall be
submitted to the Community Development Department for its review and approval.

LS

SuU
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Potential Impact

Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

Project Consistency with Applicable GHG Reduction Plans

Impact of Climate Change on Project

11.0. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Exposure of Construction Workers, Employees and
Others to Existing Hazardous Materials

Use of Hazardous Materials in Construction and
Operation

Potential Public Health Impacts Associated with
Recycled Water

LS

LS

PS

LS

LS

10-3

11-1

11-2

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented during future development in
the Plan Area:

* Parking in the Specific Plan area shall be provided at the minimum level
required by the Lathrop Municipal Code. Shared parking shall be implemented
when determined to be feasible.

*  Parking lot designs shall include clearly marked and shaded pedestrian pathways
between transit facilities and building entrances, for projects adjacent to or
containing transit facilities.

* Buildings shall use Energy Star roofs, or equivalent, and shall be designed so that
their orientation to take advantage of the winter sun and to shade building from
the summer sun.

None required.

None required.

The SJCEHD shall be notified by the ODS if evidence of previously undiscovered soil or
groundwater contamination (e.g., stained soil, odorous groundwater) is encountered
during excavation and dewatering activities.  Any contaminated areas shall be
remediated by the ODS in accordance with recommendations made by SJCEHD;
RWQCB; DTSC; or other appropriate federal, state, or local regulatory agencies.

Before demolition of any onsite buildings built prior to 1980, the ODS shall hire a
qualified consultant to investigate whether any of these buildings contain asbestos-
containing materials and lead that could become friable or mobile during demolition
activities. If found, the asbestos-containing materials and lead shall be removed by an
accredited inspector in accordance with EPA and California Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) standards. In addition, all activities (construction or
demolition) in the vicinity of these materials shall comply with Cal/OSHA asbestos and
lead worker construction standards. The asbestos-containing materials and lead shall be
disposed of properly at an appropriate offsite disposal facility.

None required.

None required.

LS
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance

Before Significance
Mitigation After

Potential Impact Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation

Potential Hazard Associated with Railroad Adjacent to LS None required.

Plan Area

High-Voltage Power Lines LS None required.

12.0 LAND USE

Consistency with San Joaquin County LAFCO LS None required.

Consistency with City of Lathrop General Plan LS None required.

Consistency with the Land Use and Resource LS None required.

Management Plan

Consistency with Existing Zoning LS None required.

Conflict Between Existing Agricultural Lands and LS None required.

Future Non-Agricultural Proposed Land Uses Within

the Plan Area

13.0 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Direct Effects on Surface Water Features PS 13-1 Any proposed improvements within the San Joaquin River floodway shall be subject to LS
the approval of the City Engineer and the Community Development Director as well as
federal, state and local permit agencies with jurisdiction, including the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the Central Valley Flood Protection, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, the San Joaquin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and the
California Department of Fish and Game.

Changes in Volume or Flow in Surface Water LS None required.

Resources

Exposure of Proposed Development to Flooding LS None required.

Hazards

Project Construction Effects on Surface Water Quality PS 13-2 The ODS shall prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) LS
for Lathrop Gateway Business Park construction activities and file a Notice of Intent
(NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board prior to commencement of
construction activity. The SWPPPs shall be available on the construction site at all times.
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance

Before Significance
Mitigation After
Potential Impact Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation

13-3  Site development (i.e. construction) plans shall incorporate all applicable provisions of
the SWPPP. The SWPPP shall be submitted to Public Works Department for approval.

Effects of Project Operation on Surface Water Quality LS None required.
Effects of Recycled Water Use on Surface and LS None required.
Groundwater Quality
14.0. NOISE
Traffic Noise Exposure at Existing Noise-Sensitive S 14-1 Rubberized asphalt shall be installed on the segments of Yosemite Avenue (between SU
Land Uses Swanson Road and Airport Way) and McKinley Avenue (between the south border of the
Plan Area and just south of Bronzan Road). Because these segments are located within
the jurisdiction of the City of Manteca, the City of Lathrop shall prepare and negotiate an
inter-agency agreement on the apportionment of costs and responsibilities related to the
installation of the rubberized asphalt. The ODS shall be responsible for all costs related
to the agreement and installation of material.
Transportation-Related Noise Exposure in the Plan S 142 Acoustically rated exterior doors and windows shall be installed at facades with line-of- LS
Area sight to State Route 120. These upgraded windows and doors shall provide a minimum

Construction Noise Impacts

15.0. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Project Effects on Population Growth
Project Impacts on Employment

Project Impacts on Housing

STC performance of 35.

PS 143 Contractors performing grading and construction work in the Plan Area shall fit all LS
internal combustion engines with factory-specified mufflers.

14-4  Contractors performing grading and construction work in the Plan Area shall not place
construction staging and heavy equipment storage areas within 500 feet of residential
receivers to the south-southeast of the Plan Area.

LS None required.
LS None required.
LS None required.
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TABLE 2-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance
Before
Mitigation
Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

16.0. PUBLIC SERVICES/FACILITIES

Impacts on Police Protection Services

Impact of Project on Fire Protection Services

PS

PS

16-1

16-2

16-3

16-4

The ODS shall pay, prior to issuance of building permits, the appropriate City of Lathrop
Capital Facility Fees for police and fire protection services. Also, prior to issuance of the
first building permit for a project in the Specific Plan area, the ODS shall form a special
assessment district that covers the Plan Area and provides adequate funding for the
annual cost to provide City services specific to and directly benefiting the Plan Area. The
City and the ODS shall determine the level of funding the special assessment district
shall provide.

The ODS shall incorporate access, water supply and other fire suppression and
emergency access/response needs in the proposed project designs. Said designs shall be
developed in consultation with the Fire, Police and Public Works Departments, and shall
address such items as the mapping and measures deemed necessary to permit access of
emergency vehicles and firefighting equipment, minimize response times and provide
adequate evacuation routes.

The ODS shall fence and monitor contractors’ storage yards during the construction
phases of the project to prevent theft and vandalism, and to reduce calls for assistance
from the Police Department.

As development proceeds within the Plan Area, the City shall authorize occupancy of
new structures only if confirmation of three to four-minute average emergency response
times to the structures can be provided using Fire District methodologies. . If the
required response time cannot be satisfied, the ODS shall coordinate with the Fire
District to identify temporary fire prevention measures to allow development to proceed
to the satisfaction of the Fire District. In addition, the ODS shall coordinate with the Fire
District and identify potential alternative locations along Yosemite Avenue near D’Arcy
Parkway, within the Plan Area, for a possible new fire station site.

The ODS shall pay all applicable fire service fees and assessments required to fund its
fair share of fire district facilities and services required to serve the Plan Area.

The ODS shall install fire hydrants and water distribution facilities that will provide fire
flows that are adequate to support the City's existing ISO rating and that conform to
adopted Building Code Fire Safety Standards for all of the uses proposed within the Plan
Area.

The City shall not approve any structures in the Plan Area greater than 50 feet in height
until the Fire District possesses appropriate equipment that can serve such heights. If site
plans includes structures greater than 50 feet, the ODS shall pay fees toward its fair share
of this equipment.

LS

LS
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Significance

Before Significance
Mitigation After

Potential Impact Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation

Impacts of Project on Solid Waste Generation LS None required.

Impacts of Project on Schools LS None required.

Impacts of Project on Parks and Recreation LS None required.

Impacts of Project on Animal Control Services PS 16-8  As identified in Mitigation Measure 16-1, prior to issuance of the first building permit for LS
a project in the Specific Plan area, the ODS shall form a special assessment district that
covers the Plan Area and provides adequate funding for the annual cost to provide City
services specific to and directly benefiting the Plan Area. Animal Control Services shall
be included in this community facilities district or an equivalent funding mechanism.

The City and the ODS shall determine the level of funding the special assessment district
shall provide.

16-9  The ODS shall pay capital facilities fees to defray capital facility costs associated with an
animal control facility.

17.0 PUBLIC UTILITIES

Project Impacts on Water Supplies LS None required.

Project Impacts on Water Supply Infrastructure, LS None required.

Including City Wells and Treatment Facilities

Project Impact on Wastewater Treatment Facilities S 17-1 No element of the proposed project shall be occupied until both adequate treatment LS
capacity at WRP-1, WRP-2, Lathrop-Manteca WQCF or another comparable wastewater
treatment facility is available and wastewater infrastructure (e.g., pipelines) is in place to
serve that portion of the Plan Area.

Project Impact on Wastewater Conveyance Systems PS 17-2 The ODS shall remove existing septic systems prior to development of the parcel in LS
which the septic system is located. Removal shall be in accordance with the rules and
regulations of the San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department.

Project Impact from Recycled Water Generation LS None required.

Project Impact on Electrical Service LS None required.

Project Impact on Natural Gas Supplies LS None required.
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance

Before Significance
Mitigation After
Potential Impact Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation
18.0. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
Existing Plus Project (Year 2012/Phase 1) Intersection S 18-1  The ODS of properties within the Plan Area shall pay their “fair share” costs of the SU
Operations Impacts improvements identified below, or the costs of the following improvements shall be
subject to reimbursement in conjunction with other development projects that contribute
vehicle trips to these locations. If improvements have not been initiated or installed by
others at the time of approval of the first development within the Lathrop Gateway
Business Park Specific Plan, the ODS processing the initial project will be conditioned to
complete the following improvements prior to issuance of occupancy permits and be
reimbursed by other development projects that contribute vehicle trips to these locations:

* Install a traffic signal at the I-5 SB Ramps/Lathrop Road intersection under
existing conditions and in coordination with ramp signalization at the NB ramps
intersection. Projected LOS with mitigation: "C” or better.

* Install a traffic signal at the I-5 NB Ramps/Lathrop Road intersection under
existing conditions. Projected LOS with mitigation: “C” or better.

*  Provide exclusive right-turn lanes/pockets for the eastbound and westbound
approaches at the McKinley Avenue/Lathrop Road intersection under Existing
Plus Project conditions. Projected LOS with mitigation: "D” or better.

* Install a traffic signal at the McKinley Avenue/Yosemite Avenue intersection
under Existing Plus Project conditions. Projected LOS with mitigation: “D” or
better.

18-2  The ODS shall pay their "fair share" costs towards_a Joint Traffic Impact Fee established
by the Cities of Lathrop and Manteca, or if not adopted, pay a “fair share” of costs
towards the City of Manteca’s traffic impact fee program to cover project responsibilities
towards the following improvement (under either scenario, fair share costs shall be paid
to the City of Lathrop for appropriate distribution):

* Provide exclusive right-turn lanes/pockets for the eastbound and westbound
approaches at the Main Street/Louise Avenue intersection under existing
conditions. Projected LOS with mitigation: “"D” or better

Existing Plus Project Roadway Segment Operations S 18-3  The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the ODS pay their applicable Transportation Impact SuU
Impacts Fees for their "fair share" costs for the following freeway improvements.

* Add northbound lanes on Interstate 5 from 1-205 to the SR 120 interchange, and
widen Interstate 5 from the SR 120 interchange to the Lathrop Road interchange,
as identified in the San Joaquin Regional Transportation Plan 2007. Project
contribution towards regional traffic impact fees covers project responsibility for
this freeway segment.
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*  Widen the segment of SR 120 from I-5 to Yosemite Avenue from four to six
lanes, as identified in the San Joaquin Regional Transportation Plan 2007.
Project contribution towards regional traffic impact fees covers project
responsibility for this freeway segment.

*  Widen the segment of SR 99 from SR 120 to Arch Road from four to six lanes
along with interchange modifications, as identified in the San Joaquin Regional
Transportation Plan 2007. Project contribution towards regional traffic impact
fees covers project responsibility for this freeway segment.

None-required:

18-4  The ODS responsible for the first proposed project within the Lathrop Gateway Business LS
Park Specific Plan area that introduces the use of semi-trailers with a length of 48-feet as
part of long-term operations will be required to identify STAA design deficiencies at the
existing ramps at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange; engineer necessary
improvements; obtain necessary approvals and permits from responsible agencies (i.e.
City of Lathrop and Caltrans); and install necessary improvements prior to issuance of
Certificate of Occupancy.

Fraffic Safetytmpaets
Public Transit-Impacts Traffic Safety Impacts

n

33

—
1

Public Transit Impacts PS 18-5  In coordination with the SJRTD, the ODS shall provide for the extension of a bus route to LS
the project site, either the existing Route 95 or another route, and shall provide at least
one on-site bus stop for this route.

©
N

The owner, developer or successors-in-interest (ODS) within the Lathrop Gateway
Business Park Specific Plan area that will alter railroad crossings as a result of a proposed
project within the plan area, shall include within engineered improvement plans railroad
crossing safety measures. Improvements at crossings should include but are not limited

to the following:

¢ Improve and/or install warning devices/signage

e Improve traffic signaling at intersections near crossings

¢ Install medians to prevent vehicles from driving around crossing gate

¢ Prohibit on-street parking within 100 feet of a crossing

¢ Install pedestrian-specific warning devices

e Install sidewalks and barriers to channelize pedestrians to specific crossings

e Consider the feasibility of pull out lanes for buses and vehicles carrying
hazardous materials

The ODS shall seek the Public Utilities Commission’s approval for any modifications to
existing railroad crossings.

Impacts on Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities LS None required.
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19.0 CUMULATIVE
Aesthetics CcC None available. cC
Agriculture cc None available. cC
Air Quality cC None available. cC
Biological Resources LC None required.
Cultural Resources LC None required.
Geology and Soils LC None required.
Global Climate Change cC None available. cc
Hazards and Human Health LC None required.
Hydrology and Water Quality LC None required.
Land Use and Planning LC None required.
Noise LC None required.
Population and Housing LC None required.
Public Services cC None available. cC
Public Utilities: Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Water CC None available. CC
Public Utilities: Stormwater Conveyance: LC None required.
Transportation/Circulation: Intersection Operations CcC 19-1  If the necessary intersection improvements identified under the Cumulative Base (Current LC
Project Site Condition) scenario (as identified on pages 19-24 through 19-27 of the Draft
EIR) have not been constructed by the time eenstruction development in the Specific
Plan is ready to commence with the issuance of the first building permit, areabegins, the
ODS of properties proposed for development within the Plan Area shall identify and pay
their “fair share” costs of these improvements. Onece—the—City—has—identified—and
programmed—them—in—the—appropriate{funding—plan- If these improvements are not
included in a City fee program at the time of project approvals (either a Joint Traffic
Impact Fee or Cities of Lathrop and Manteca fee programs), the project applicant(s) shall
pay its fair share towards the cost of these improvements into a road improvement trust
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fund to be administered by the City of Lathrop prior to the issuance of building permits.
This trust fund shall fund improvements to intersections identified as operating
unacceptably under cumulative conditions and not identified in a fee program.

19-2 The ODS shall construct the following intersection improvements:

The initial development(s) within the Commercial Office designation or Limited
Industrial designation to the west of Guthmiller Road (Yosemite Avenue) shall install
tastall a traffic signal at the Gutmiller Road (Yosemite Avenue)/Project Access 1

intersection (intersection #36) and construct the intersection with the following lane
geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one shared
through-right lane.

Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one shared
through-right lane.

Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, on through lane, and one right lane
Westbound Approach — Two left turn lanes, and one shared through-right lane.

Due to this intersection's close proximity to the Yosemite Avenue/SR 120 interchange
ramp intersections, appropriate signal interconnect/coordination between the two
intersections shall be implemented. Projected LOS after mitigation: "D" or better.

The initial development(s) within the Service Commercial designation north of Yosemite
Avenue, between D’Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue; and the Limited Industrial
designation south of Yosemite Avenue, between D’Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue
shall install tastalt a traffic signal at the_Yosemite Avenue/Project Access 2 intersection
(intersection #37) and construct the intersection with the following lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lanes, and one shared through-right lane.
Southbound Approach — One left-turn lanes, and one shared through-right lane.

Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one shared through-
right lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one shared
through-right lane.

Projected LOS after mitigation: “D” or better.
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The initial development(s) within the Service Commercial designation east of McKinley
Avenue and the Limited Industrial designation west of McKinley Avenue, between
D’Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue shall install astat-a traffic signal at the_McKinley
Avenue/Project Access 3 intersection (intersection #38) and construct the intersection
with the following lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes and one right lane.
Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes and one right lane.
Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one shared through-right lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one shared through-right lane.
Projected LOS after mitigation: “C” or better.

The initial development(s) within the Service Commercial designation south of Yosemite
Avenue and east of McKinley Avenue shall install astall a traffic signal at the Yosemite
Avenue/Project Access 4 (intersection #39) intersection and construct the intersection
with the following lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one right-turn lane.

Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one shared through-
right lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and three through lanes.

Projected LOS after mitigation: “C” or better.

The initial development(s) within the Limited Industrial designation south of Yosemite
Avenue, not accessed by improvements at intersections #37 and #38 shall construct
Construet the D'Arcy Parkway/Yosemite Avenue/Project Access 5 intersection with the
following lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one right-turn lane.

Southbound Approach — Two left-turn lanes, and one shared through-right lane.

Eastbound Approach — Two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one shared
through-right lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, three through lanes, and one right-turn
lane.

Projected LOS after mitigation: “D” or better.
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Cumulative Impacts on Roadway Segment Operations

CcC

19-3

19-5

The initial development within the Specific Plan area shall install tastalt a traffic signal at
the McKinley Avenue/Yosemite Avenue intersection. The initial development within
either the Service Commercial or Limited Industrial designations located adjacent to this
intersection—and shall construct the intersection with these additions to the geometrics
required under Cumulative Base conditions:

Northbound Approach — Add one left-turn lane and one right-turn lane.
Southbound Approach — Add one right-turn lane.
Eastbound Approach — Add one through lane and one right-turn lane.

Westbound Approach — Add one through lane and one right-turn lane.
Projected LOS after mitigation: “D” or better

The ODS shall widen Guthmiller Road/Yosemite Avenue from two to six lanes from the
SR 120 interchange to the eastern boundary of the Specific Plan area, prior to buildout of
80% of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan (equivalent to 34,300 average

annual daily trips (AADT) on this roadway segment). eumulative—ful-buildeut{year
2030+

The ODS shall pay “fair share” costs towards both the preparation and completion of a
Project Study Report (PSR) in order to identify the long-range improvements necessary at
the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange, as well as their "fair share" towards the
reconstruction of the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue-Guthmille—Read interchange.
Preparation of the PSR shall commence with the development of Phase 1 of the specific
plan and shall be prepared pursuant to Caltrans requirements. Reconstruction of the SR
120/Yosemite Avenue interchange shall commence once 40% of the Lathrop Gateway
Business Park Specific Plan is built out.

The ODS shall pay "fair share" costs towards a Joint Traffic Impact Fee established by the
Cities of Lathrop and Manteca, or if not adopted, pay a “fair share” of costs towards the
City of Manteca’s traffic impact fee to cover project responsibilities towards the following
improvement (under either scenario, fair share costs shall be paid to the City of Lathrop
for appropriate distribution):

* The Main Street/Yosemite Avenue intersection shall have the following lane
geometrics:

Northbound Approach — Two left-turn lanes, and one shared through-right lane.

Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one shared
through-right lane.
Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one right-turn lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one shared through-
right lane.

CcC
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance

Before Significance
Mitigation After
Potential Impact Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Cumulative Impacts on Public Transit, Bicycle and LC None required.

Pedestrian Transportation

Mitigation Measure Key Code: ODS=0wners, developers and/or successors-in-interest; S=Significant; CC=Cumulatively Considerable; PS=Potentially Significant; LS=Less than Significant; LC=Less than
Considerable; SOC Adopted=Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted
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3.0 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND THE LEAD
AGENCY'S RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS

This chapter displays the comments received on the Public Review Draft EIR; the Lead
Agency's written responses to those comments are provided following each comment
letter. A total of 12 letters and 2 verbal comments from public agencies and individuals
were received during the review period. A list of agencies and individuals submitting
comments during the review period is shown below.

Comments Received on the Public Review Draft EIR

—_

FEMA, June 10, 2010

Central Valley Farmland Trust, June 15, 2010

San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department, June 17, 2010
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, June 23, 2010

San Joaquin Council of Governments, July 22, 2010

California Department of Transportation, July 26, 2010

City of Manteca Community Development Department, July 26, 2010
California Public Utilities Commission, July 26, 2010

e Ny s N

Mike and Karel Brown, July 26, 2010

e

California Department of Conservation, July 26, 2010

—_
—_

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, July 26, 2010
12. Martin Harris, July 26, 2010

13. Harold Edwards, July 14, 2010

14. Charles Hechsen, July 14, 2010

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088) indicate that the Lead Agency’s responses shall
describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised in comments on the
Draft EIR. In particular, the major environmental issues in which the Lead Agency’s
position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must
be addressed in detail, giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not
accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response to comments.
According to the CEQA Guidelines, conclusory statements unsupported by factual
information will not suffice.

The comment letters received on the Public Review Draft EIRs are shown on the following
pages. Each comment letter is followed by the Lead Agency’s response(s) to the comment,
in sequence. Each comment letter is assigned a code number shown above, and each
substantive comment within each letter is assigned a letter code. Thus, each comment has
a unique code made up of the letter number and the comment code. For example,
comment “5B” is the second comment made by the San Joaquin Council of Governments.
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region IX

1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Oakland, CA. 94607-4052

FEMA

June 10, 2010

Charlie Mullen, Principal Planner
City of Lathrop

390 Towne Centre Drive
Lathrop, California 95330

Dear Mr. Mullen:

This is in response to your request for comments on the City of Lathrop Notice of Completion of
a Draft Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Meeting — Lathrop Gateway Business Park
Specific Plan Project.

Please review the current effective countywide Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the
County of San Joaquin (Community Number 060299) and City of Lathrop (Community Number
060738), Maps revised October 16, 2009. Please note that the City of Lathrop, San Joaquin
County, California is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The
minimum, basic NFIP floodplain management building requirements are described in Vol. 44
Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65.

A summary of these NFIP floodplain management building requirements are as follows:

e All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, AH, AE,
and A1 through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest
floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation level in accordance with the effective Flood
Insurance Rate Map.

e Ifthe area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the
FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term
development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or
materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis must be performed prior to the start of
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways.

www.fema.gov

1A

1B
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Charlie Mullen, Principal Planner
Page 2
June 10, 2010

e Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood Hazard Areas,
the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3,
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data becomes available, a
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting technical data for a flood
map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages,
please refer to the FEMA website at http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/forms.shtm.

Please Note:

Many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain management building
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44
CFR. Please contact the local community’s floodplain manager for more information on local
floodplain management building requirements. The San Joaquin County floodplain manager can
be reached by calling Thomas R. Flinn, Director, Department of Public Works, at (209) 468-
3000. The Lathrop floodplain manager can be reached by calling Tom Ruark, Community
Development Acting Director, at (209) 941-7260.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Jane Hopkins of the
Mitigation staff at (510) 627-7183.

Sincerely,

&

Gregor f%lacl;b;rn, CFM, Branch Chief
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

ce:
Tom Ruark, Acting Director, Community Development, City of Lathrop

Thomas R. Flinn, Director, Department of Public Works, San Joaquin County

Ray Lee, State of California, Department of Water Resources, North Central Region Office
Jane Hopkins, Floodplanner, DHS/FEMA Region IX

Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX

WWW.. fcma,gov
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Responses to FEMA, letter of June 70, 2070

Response TA: As directed by this comment, the current effective countywide Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the County of San Joaquin (Panel 0620F) and City
of Lathrop (Community Number 060738), effective October 16, 2009 were
reviewed. This comment and review confirms the information provided on page
13-3 of the EIR related to the Plan Area and surrounding areas are classified as
Zone X, or in areas that are protected by levees from the 1-percent-annual-chance
flood event. This review also confirms that Reclamation District No. 17 levee
system maintained its accreditation.

Response 1B: The Plan Area does not fall within a riverine floodplain, a Regulatory
Floodway, or Special Flood Hazard Area as listed in this comment. Therefore, the
floodplain management building requirements listed in the comment do not apply
to the Plan Area and do not change the conclusions within the EIR.

Response 1C: Comment so noted. No specific concern related to the adequacy of the EIR
analysis is raised in the comment, thus no response is required.
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Board Officers

Maxwell Norton, Merced
President

Ken Oneto, Elk Grove
First Vice President

Denny Jackman, Modesto
Second Vice President

Mike Van Horn, Merced
Secretary

Monica Bianchi, Linden
Treasurer

Directors

Markus Bokisch
Tim Byrd

Jeani Ferrari
Robin Flournoy
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8788 Elk Grove Blvd, Bldg 1, Ste |
Elk Grove, CA 95624

G16-68 78 phone
§16-685-1041 fax

www. vallevfarmland.org

June 15, 2010

Mr. Charlie Mullen, Principal Planner
City of Lathrop

390 Towne Centre Dr

Lathrop, CA 95330

Subject: Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Project
Dear Mr. Mullen,

The Central Valley Farmland Trust (CVFT) is a 501 ¢(3) non-profit public
benefit entity engage in the conservation of farmland in the Central San
Joaquin Valley. CVFT has been operating in the Central Valley for over five
years and is one of only a few land trusts in California which is fully accredited
under the national Land Trust Accreditation Commission.

CVEFT currently holds over 11,200 acres of agricultural conservation
easements (ACE) across the four counties (e.g., Merced, Stanislaus, San
Joaquin, and Sacramento) in which it operates. CVFT is professionally staffed
and is formally engaged with the cities of Stockton, Manteca, and Tracy to
assist in the administration of the farmland mitigation ordinances in place in
those cities.

As you are aware, Lathrop passed a similar farmland mitigation ordinance
back in 2005 as a result of a settlement agreement with the Sierra Club (see the
attached Agreement to Settle Threatened Litigation regarding the Central
Lathrop Specific Plan). The CVFT was created in part to establish a qualified
entity to accept the farmland mitigation fees and apply the funds toward the
acquisition of fee title and or ACEs within San Joaquin County. CVFT
currently is working on several ACE projects within San Joaquin County that
will likely close by this calendar year end. The majority of funding for these
projects will come from farmland mitigation fees generated by Stockton,
Manteca, and Tracy.

COMMENT #2
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Mr. Charlie Mullen, Principal Planner
City of Lathrop
Page 2

I had prior discussions with Marilyn Ponton (e.g., Former Lathrop Community Development

Director) regarding the engagement of CVFT to assist in Lathrop’s farmland mitigation

ordinance, similar to the agreements we have with the other Cities. Unfortunately when Marilyn

left the City of Lathrop all communication ended. At this point I'd like to resumes the discussion 2 A
at your earliest convenience. At a time convenience for you I will gladly meet at your office.

Please give me a call to discuss and thank you in advance.

Sincerely,
I //;M:} - - /. Suma
Ol S~
i } 5 b 3 . .
v KA u\\ [:;,/“ ﬂ\\\w}
Bill H Martin

Executive Director
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Responses to Central Valley Farmiand Trust /fetter of June 75, 2070

Response 2A: No specific comments related to the proposed project or the adequacy of
the EIR analysis are raised in this letter thus no additional response is required.
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San Joaquin County

Environmental Health Department O o, REHS
800 East Main Street CORDINATORS
Stockton, California 95202-3029 R G

Jeff Carruesco, REHS, RDI
Kasey Foley, REHS

Website: www.sjgov.org/ehd
Phone: (209) 468-3420
June 17. 2010 Fax: (209) 464-0138 4

L5l BT
Ry P
&g\"x\

Charlie Mullen, Principle Planner
City of Lathrop

390 Towne Center Drive
Lathrop, California 95330

Subject: Notice of Completion of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for Lathrop
Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Project

The San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department (EHD) is supportive of this
project in regards to the provision of full public services. The EHD requests the following
comments be added to the above project for consideration:

A. The existing homes are being served by onsite sewage disposal systems and
individual welis for domestic and irrigation purposes. The EHD recommends that as 3 A
a part of developing these properties, the existing well and septic systems shall be
destroyed under permit and inspection with the EHD..

B. The EHD has reviewed the document described above that proposed rezoning
agricuitural property that is actively farmed to allow for mixed use including a variety
of commercial uses, limited industrial uses and public facility sites. EHD-
recommends that additional research be conducted to determine whether pesticides 3 B
were used on the proposed development site(s). The site(s) should be evaluated to
determine if and where storage, mixing, rinsing and disposal of pesticides'may have
occurred and whether contamination exists.

C. In addition, although EHD does not regulate pesticides legally applied to crops, if
pesticides have historically been used on the property, we strongly recommend that
these areas be tested for environmentally persistent pesticides such as organic 3 C
pesticides and metals prior to development. - The results of any testing should be
evaluated to determine if concentrations present in soils will be protective of
residents and workers.

Should you hé\/é any questiohs, please contact Rodney Estrada, Lead Senior
Registered Environmental Health.Specialist; at (209)468-0331.

Rodney Estrada, Lead Senior REHS
Interim.Program Coordinator -

RE: i
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Responses to San Joagun County Envirormental Health Depariment letter
of June 17, 2070

Response 3A: Mitigation Measure 17-1 of the Draft EIR states that the owners, developers
and/or successors-in-interest shall remove existing septic systems prior to
development of the parcel in which the septic system is located. Removal shall be
in accordance with the rules and regulations of the San Joaquin County
Environmental Health Department.

Response 3B: ENGEO Incorporated conducted an Agrichemical Impact Analysis of 190
acres of the project site. The 190 acres cover the majority of the project site that
currently does not have residences or other structures. The analysis included soil
samples that were analyzed for organochloride pesticides, mercury, arsenic and
lead. The results of the analysis indicated that the concentrations of pesticides and
metals were not at a level that would impact development of the project site.

Response 3C: Please refer to Response 3B above.
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»‘ California Regional Water Quality Control Board /
\‘( Central Valley Region ¢

Katherine Hart, Chair

Linda 8. Adfams 11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, California 95670-6114 Sch Arnold
Secretary for ; Phone (916) 464-3291 + FAX (916) 464-4645 chwarzenegger
Environmenta http://www. waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley Governor

Protection
23 June 2010 £y ‘f,s
Charlie Mullen, Principal Planner 0
City of Lathrop “sdRon
390 Towne Center Drive T

Lathrop, CA 95330

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, LATHROP GATEWAY
BUSINESS PARK SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT, SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, SCH#2009062106

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provides an opportunity for the Regional
Water Boards to exercise their authority to require minimization and mitigation of impacts to
the waters of the state. ‘

Studies have found the amount of impervious surface in a community is strongly correlated
with the impacts on community’s water quality. New development and redevelopment result in
increased impervious surfaces in a community. Post-construction programs and design
standards are most efficient when they involve (i) low impact design; (ii) source controls; and
(iii) treatment controls. The post construction design standards include minimum sizing criteria
for treatment controls and establish maintenance requirements.

Many of the proposed (re)development projects must comply with post construction standards
adopted by the local jurisdiction in compliance with a Phase 1 or 2 Municipal Storm Water

Permit. 4A

The proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan (Project) is also covered by the
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land
Disturbance Activities, NPDES Permit No. CAS000002, State Water Resources Control Board
Water Quality (SWRCB) Order (Order) No. 2009-0009-DWQ, which is regulated by the Central
Valley Water Board. One of the minimum control measures in the Order includes Post
Construction Standards (Section Xlll). The Order states that the project proponent must
implement long-term post-construction BMPs that protect water quality and control runoff flow
ideally to the pre-development levels to be incorporated into development and significant
redevelopment projects.

Comments on the Proposed Development
The Central Valley Water Board considers storm water discharges from the Permittee’s 4 B

developed area to be potential significant sources of pollutants that need mitigation. In this
regard, we focus our review on the Hydrology and Water Quality portion of the document.

California Environmental Protection Agency

Q’Zg/?ecycled Paper
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Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan 2
City of Lathrop

The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the proposed project must include
pollution controls both during construction and post-construction complying with standards
required by the local jurisdiction or the post construction standards in the SWRCB Order.

Details of low impact development and hydromodification strategies need to be addressed in
the CEQA document. The following principals should be addressed in each and every project:

Low Impact Development (LID) and Hydromodification Strategies

On 20 January, 2005, Resolution 2005-0006 was adopted by the State Water Resources
Control Board. The resolution adopted the concept of sustainability as a core value for all
California Water Boards’ activities and programs, and directed California Water Boards’ staff to
consider sustainability in all future policies, guidelines, and regulatory actions, including the
review of applicable CEQA documents.

LID is a sustainable practice that benefits water supply and contributes to water quality
protection. The goal of LID is to mimic a site’s predevelopment hydrology by using design

techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain runoff close to the source of rainfall.

Hydromodification strategies should include controls to manage the increases in the
magnitude, volume and duration of runoff from development projects in order to protect
receiving waters from increased potential for erosion and other adverse impacts, ideally to the
pre-development levels.

The Final EIR should include conceptual designs for a drainage and runoff control plan
describing how on-site drainage systems will be designed to compensate for the change in the
pervious capacity and to prevent adverse impacts to receiving water quality due to the
changed hydrology of the (re)developed site. The Final EIR should outline conceptually what
models and techniques will be used on site for the design of the conveyance, runoff control
and treatment facilities to achieve the post construction standards compliance.

For further detail please check
http://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/Technical Advisory LID.pdf

Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 Water Quality Certification

The discharge of dredge or fill material to waters of the United States or waters of the State is
subject to Section 401 of the CWA and the California Water Code (CWC). Section 401
requires that a Water Quality Certification be obtained from the State before the Army Corps
of Engineers may issue a Section 404 permit. Any person discharging dredge or fill materials
to waters of the State must file a report of waste discharge pursuant to Sections 13376 and
13260 of the CWC. Both the requirements to submit a report of waste discharge and apply for
a Water Quality Certification may be met using the same application form, found at:
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water issues/water quality certification/wagc appl

ication.pdf

4B

4C

4D

4k
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Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan 3
City of Lathrop

If you have any questions regarding storm water or 401 Water Quality Certification, please
contact me at (916) 464-4736 or dradulescu@waterboards.ca.gov.

Dan Radulescu, P.E.
Lead of the 401 / Municipal Storm Water Unit

cc: State Clearinghouse
Insite Environmental, 6653 Embarcadero Drive, Suite Q, Stockton, CA 95219
Juan Ochoa, City of Lathrop, 16775 Howland Road, Lathrop, CA 95330

COMMENT #4



Responses to California Regronal Water Quality Coniro/ Board, Central
Valley Regron, /fetter of June 23, 2070

Response 4A: This comment summarizes the California Regional Water Control Broad’s
authority to require minimization and mitigation of impacts to the waters of the
state and notes that the proposed project is covered by the General Permit for
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance
Activities, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No.
CAS000002, State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Order No. 2009-
0009-DWQ), which is regulated by the Central Valley Water Board.

The comment notes that one of the minimum control measures in the Order
(General Permit) includes “Post Construction Standards” (Section XIII). In the
Order, Section XIILLA (Post Construction Standards) states, “All discharges shall
comply with the following runoff reduction requirements unless they are located
within an area subject to post-construction standards of an active Phase I or Il
municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit that has an approved Storm
Water Management Plan.” (emphasis added). The City of Lathrop is currently
regulated by a Phase Il NPDES permit and has an approved Storm Water
Management Plan. The EIR acknowledges on page 13-12, fourth paragraph the
following; “Storm water pollution generated by (project) land uses is subject to the
requirements of the City’s Storm Water Management Plan; the primary applicable
requirement of the SWMP to project operations is the incorporation of the “post-
construction” storm water quality BMPs in new development.” The Lathrop
Gateway Business Park Specific Plan drainage system will be required to include
features designed to ensure that the water quality of runoff meets current water
standards in conformance with Phase Il National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System regulations.

Response 4B: The EIR recognizes that the storm water discharges from the Plan Area are a
potentially significant source of pollutants. The EIR also acknowledges approved
City and State documents that have established standards that will require the
implementation of construction and post-construction Best Management Practices
(BMPs) that will mitigate potential impacts to less than significant levels. The City’s
adopted Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) requires the preparation of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for each project within the Plan
Area. At that time, detailed BMPs will be identified on each SWPPP and approved
by the local jurisdiction, the City of Lathrop.

Response 4C: The comment raises the need to address low impact development (LID) and
hydromodification strategies in CEQA documents. This comes from a 2005
resolution adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board to consider the
concept of sustainability as a core value for all California Water Board’s activities
and programs.

The comment notes that the goal of LID is to mimic a site’s predevelopment
hydrology by using design techniques that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate and
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detain runoff close to the source of rainfall. Also, hydromodification strategies
should include controls to manage the increases in the magnitude, volume and
duration of runoff in order to protect receiving waters from increased potential for
erosion and other adverse impacts. As noted in the Draft EIR, the Plan Area is
essentially flat, with surface flows moving roughly in a westerly direction. Site
development proposes the construction of six detention basins for the purpose of
managing storm water runoff and preventing flooding within the site and
surrounding communities.

As noted on page 13-9 of the Draft EIR; “The watershed within the Plan Area is
made up of six sub-sheds, Sheds A through F. Shed A is the larger shed that will
contain a pump station that is sized to accommodate the entire Plan Area. Each
shed contains a detention basin to limit the overall discharge from the Plan Area to
the San Joaquin River. Sheds B through F will all discharge a limited amount of
runoff into the collection system that connects to the Shed A basin and pump
station. The proposed stormwater collection system functions by discharging all
runoff directly into the river up to the point where the runoff rate exceeds the
capacity of the pump station (which is limited to 30 percent of the 100 year
developed condition flow rate from the watershed). When the rate of runoff
exceeds the pump station capacity, water “backs up” into the detention system
until the runoff rate declines and once again equals the capacity of the pump
station. The water level in the detention facilities then decreases, emptying
completely within a City mandated 24-hour period.” As described above, with the
six sub-basins, the storm drainage system attempts to collect runoff close to the
source of rainfall and then meter out excess flows through Shed A, if necessary.
This system has been designed to minimize impacts to the San Joaquin River to the
maximum extent practicable.

The Plan Area storm drainage system will also treat “first flush” runoff to the
“maximum extent practicable” by implementing appropriate source and treatment
control Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will be reviewed and approved by
the City of Lathrop on a per project basis. These practices may include, but are not
limited to, basins; water quality vaults; roof leaders to landscaped areas; swales;
porous pavements; inlet stenciling; and street sweeping. The Plan Area currently
has no structural or nonstructural BMPs in-place, and commercial, agricultural and
industrial uses, including a truck storage facility, currently operate within the Plan
Area boundaries. As noted on page 13-12 of the Draft EIR, “the combination of
nonstructural and structural BMPs for the new stormwater drainage system would
reduce the overall amount of potential contaminant discharges compared to
existing conditions.”

It should also be noted that the applicant is not requesting tentative maps at this
time. At such time that applications for tentative maps are filed with the City, the
City would review subsequent project applications to determine consistency with
City’s adopted SWMP and the storm system objectives identified in the Specific
Plan. In addition the SWMP requires the preparation of a SWPPP for each project
within the Plan Area. At that time, detailed BMPs will be identified on each
SWPPP and approved by the local jurisdiction, the City of Lathrop.
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Response 4D: Chapter 3 (Project Description), page 3-13 and Figure 3-6 (Storm Drain
System) of the Draft EIR, provides a summary discussion and illustrate a conceptual
design for a drainage system. Additional detail is contained in the Draft Specific
Plan. For additional discussion refer to Response 4C.

Response 4E: Comment so noted. No specific concern related to the adequacy of the EIR
analysis is raised in the comment, thus no response is required.
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July 22, 2010

Mr. Charlie Mullen, Principal Planner
City of Lathrop
390 Towne Centre Dr., Lathrop CA 95330

Re: Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan (DEIR) _SCH# 2009062106
Dear Mr. Mullen:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the Lathrop Gateway Business
Park. As the County’s designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), the
Congestion Management Agency (CMA), and the Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO), the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) has reviewed the above-
referenced document with respect to transportation and circulation impacts pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Establishing and maintaining a Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP) is
required by State Govt. Code, Section 65088 — 65089.10 and the County’s Measure K
Renewal Ordinance. The purpose of the RCMP is to monitor the cumulative transportation
impacts of growth of the regional roadway system (the Network), establish a level of
service standard, identify deficient regional roadways and develop plans to mitigate the
deficiencies, and facilitate travel demand management and operational preservation
strategies for existing and planned development. The attached exhibit shows the
roadways within the project area that are currently monitored as part of the adopted
Network.

Comments on the DEIR:
Regulatory Setting  Page 18-12 and 18-13 under Regulatory Setting
The San Joaquin Council of Governments is the state-mandated Congestion Management 5 A

Agency with an adopted Congestion Management Program (RCMP). With the last
program update in December 2007, the Board voted to adopt a two-tiered LOS standard.
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SJCOG Comments — Lathrop Gateway Business Park_DEIR
July 22, 2010

The first tier is triggered when the roadway is operating at a Level of Service of (LOS) “D”.

This begins an effort by SICOG to broaden alternative modal programs and target TDM
measures on the likely sources of trips on the road segment(s) with the goal of reducing trips or
shifting trips to alternate modes. In addition to reducing congestion, these programs help lay the
groundwork for greater efforts that must be undertaken when the next threshold is triggered. The
second tier is triggered by any roadway operating at LOS “E” or “F.” This triggers the state
requirement for a Deficiency Plan.

Please include this information, as appropriate, within Table 18-5 and the LOS policy discussion
on page 18-13. Additionally, it is unclear as to where the reference to Caltrans’ 1996 CMP
originated. This may be a mistake and should have been the SICOG’s 1996 CMP? Is so, please
correct and also reference the updated 2007 RCMP, not the 1996 CMP.

It should also be noted that certain roadways were allowed to be “grandfathered” at their existing
LOS at the time of program inception in the early 1990s. Within your project area, the following
segment falls into this category:

LOS Standard of “F”
Manteca SR-120 Yosemite Ave. undercrossing to SR-99

Project’s conformance with CEQA Thresholds

The significance thresholds within the 2010 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, with a direct relation
to CMA, MPO, and RTPA authority are:

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC — Would the project:

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation
system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level
of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

The DEIR does not address either threshold as they relate to the Regional Congestion
Management Program (RCMP) and its associated plan. The DEIR should contain a section that
specifically addresses requirements and standards of the Regional Congestion Management
Program. If the project results in a degradation of LOS conditions, the identification and
implementation of mitigation measures to resolve or mitigate the identified impact(s), is required
per state CMP statute.

One of the major implementation actions of the RCMP is to establish and monitor Level of
Service (LOS) conditions on the monitored roadway network and to assess where any

2|Page
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deficiencies exist (as calculated per the RCMP’s adopted methodology). SJCOG requests that
additional analysis be completed to determine if the project will exceed the level of service
standard, thus creating a significant impact. This analysis will also meet the intent of State CMP
Statute, Section 65089 (4) relating to the Land Use Impact Analysis Program, which requires a
complete analysis of impacts to the Network, including the costs associated with mitigating the
impacts.

The roadway segments that are on the Network and that should be included in this supplemental
analysis are:

¥ SR5
¥ Airport Way
¥ Lathrop Rd.

Please note that in determining a significant impact, state CMP statute mandates that the
following trips are excluded from the volumes used in determining the impact:

1) Interregional travel (trips that originate outside the county’s boundary);

2) Traffic generated by the provision of low-income and very low income housing;

3) Traffic generated by high-density residential development located within one-fourth mile
of a fixed rail passenger station; and,

4) Traffic generated by any mixed use development located within one-fourth mile of a
fixed rail passenger station, if more than half of the land area, or floor area, of the mixed
use development is used for high density residential housing, as determined by the
agency.

If after the trip exemptions are applied, the analysis shows that the project will have significant
direct impacts to I-5, Lathrop Rd., or Airport Way, the EIR will need to fully disclose, mitigate
to the extent possible, and make Overriding Considerations, if necessary. Of important note is
that in the event that the impact is significant and unmitigable and Overriding Considerations are
adopted does not exempt the requirements of preparing a Deficiency Plan (DP). As these are
deficiencies that are "planned", the best way to justify them is to have a pro-active DP as part of
the mitigation measures.

State Statute allows for two types of deficiency plans, one being a Direct-fix DP and the other a
System-wide DP. If the roadway cannot, or if the jurisdiction deems it impractical, to directly
fix the deficient road to meet the CMP LOS Standard, then a System-wide Plan would be
appropriate. A System-wide deficiency plan is a mitigation plan for the allowance of a roadway
to become deficient or remain deficient by promoting alternative improvements that will
measurably improve multi-modal performance, and contribute to significant improvements in air
quality (as detailed in Govt. Code 65089.4).

3|Page
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If there is a deficiency and a proactive plan is not prepared as part of this project’s mitigation, the
jurisdiction in which the deficient segment lies will have full responsibility to take the lead in
preparing either a Direct-fix or System-wide DP. This will be required when the CMA, as part
of its biennial update, determines that the roadway does not meet the LOS standard. Asa
reminder, the trip exemptions listed above will be deducted from the volumes as part of the
analysis.

Once a roadway segment is identified as deficient, the agency where the majority of a segment
physically lies will have twelve months to prepare a DP. Government Code Section 65089.4
details the required analysis and components of a DP.

Travel demand management is an integral part of San Joaquin’s congestion management
program. Not only is this a mandated component of the state’s CMP legislation (Section
65089(5)), it is also required by the voter approved Measure K Referendum. Additionally, the
federal Congestion Management Process (mandated through SAFETEA-LU) stipulates that no
federal funds will be advanced for capacity increasing projects unless travel demand reduction
and operational strategies have been implemented, to the extent possible, on the roadway.

Although roadway segments operating at LOS “D” are not considered deficient, this standard
does trigger a requirement. Certain roadway segments operating at LOS “D” are subject to the
preparation of a plan that analyzes specific strategies for operational preservation and
transportation demand management. These strategies include ensuring that new development
projects provide provisions that will promote alternative travel. SJCOG is currently preparing a
Regional Travel Demand Management Action Plan that will provide further guidance to the local
jurisdictions, as well as land developers. This Plan is anticipated to be approved late-summer
2010.

SJCOG requests that the Gateway Business Park be conditioned to provide support for travel by
bicyclists, pedestrians, transit passengers, and carpools. These provisions can include on-site
construction, roadway design, off-street parking areas, designation of park-and-ride spaces
within the Business Park, and participation in San Joaquin COG’s Commute Connection
(www.commuteconnection.com).

Commute Connection is the regional rideshare program operated by the San Joaquin Council of
Governments whose mission is to reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality. The program
is designed to help commuters make the transition from driving alone to a convenient ridesharing
option such as carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling/walking or riding transit. The program serves
San Joaquin County and through a special agreement with the Stanislaus Council of
Governments, also serves Stanislaus County. The program includes free services such as
commuter ride-matching, Guaranteed Ride Home and Employer Services.

4|Page
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Coordination with Commute Connection services/programs will be required for the following
development types:

- All business or industrial parks

- All event centers or stadiums

- Schools with greater than 150 students

- All commercial, industrial, and retail offices with greater than 50 full-time equivalent
employees

Therefore, as a means of mitigating any potential significant effect regarding a conflict with
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation SJCOG requests that
measures be added that will ensure that future development per the Gateway Specific Plan will
include provisions for alternative travel, as discussed above, and that the land uses listed above
will coordinate with SJCOG’s Commute Connection Program.

Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) terminal access routes

The proposed project includes a wide variety on non-residential development that may depend
on large trucks for the movement of goods. The majority of these operations will depend on
STAA rated trucks to serve their needs. Therefore, the roadways supporting these non-
residential operations must be designed and built to accommodate STAA rated trucks.

If you have any questions please call Laura Brunn, at (209) 235-0579. We would be pleased to
meet with the city concerning these comments if that would be helpful.

Sincerely,
7
It P "

{FAURA BRUNN
SJCOG Associate Regional Planner

Cc: Andrew Chesley, SJCOG Executive Director
Dana Cowell, SJCOG Deputy Director
Mike Swearingen, SICOG Senior Regional Planner
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Responses to San Joaguin Council of Govermments, /etter of July 22, 2070

Response 5A: Comment noted. SJCOG’s two-tier LOS standard is acknowledged. The
Final EIR will include language to cite this two-tiered approach for
facilities/scenarios that are projected to operate at LOS D (First Tier) and those that
are projected to operate at LOS E or F (Second Tier). The Final EIR also will delete
references to the 1996 CMP and refer to the 2007 RCMP (please refer to Chapter
4.0, Errata, for changes). No technical revisions to the traffic study are necessary.

Response 5B: As noted in response 5A, the Final EIR will include discussion of the
SJCOG’s two-tiered LOS standard. The traffic study included a planning-level LOS
evaluation of critical segment and intersection facilities identified in the SJCOG’s
2007 RCMP Network facilities that fall within the study area, including I-5, Airport
Way and Lathrop Road. The planned future improvements to these facilities are
also reasonably included in the SJRTP-based regional transportation impact fee
program, to which the proposed project will be contributing its fair share. As noted
in the traffic study, with implementation of future regional improvements at these
facilities, the facilities are projected to operate at cumulative base peak hour LOS
“D” conditions or better. This is above LOS “E” or “F” which would have put a
facility within the second tier of the 2007 RCMP, which triggers the state
requirement for a Deficiency Plan to be prepared. As a result of these findings, the
project will not contribute to any tier two deficiencies at these three facilities that
are part of the 2007 RCMP Network.

Response 5C: The project proposes several features that would accommodate alternative
modes of transportation, including sidewalks along all streets, bike routes along
arterial and collector streets, a Class | bike path that traverses the Plan Area, and
proximity to existing bus and rail routes. Mitigation Measure 6-8 of the Draft EIR
(in Chapter 6.0, Air Quality) proposes additional measures that would further
encourage the use of alternative transportation modes, including bus turnouts and
transit improvements, continuous public sidewalks adjacent to all proposed public
streets, and pedestrian signalization, signage and safety designs at signalized
intersection. Mitigation Measure 6-9 requires the preparation of a transportation
demand management plan that would incorporate features encouraging less motor
vehicle travel, including carpooling. However, the Final EIR will add to this
mitigation measure to explicitly include participation in the Commute Connection
program. Please refer to Chapter 4.0, Errata, for changes.

Response 5D: The on-site and off-site roadway improvements that are either proposed by
the project, conditioned on the project, or the project is required to pay for will be
public roadways constructed per appropriate City of Lathrop and Caltrans design
standards, which would accommodate movement of STAA-rated trucks.

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR Page 3-22
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10-83-120-PMIL.18
SCH#2009062106
Lathrop Gateway Business
Park Specific Plan

Me. Charlie Mullen, AICP

Assistant Community Development Director
City of Lathrop

390 Towne Centre Drive

Lathrap, CA. 95330

Dear Mr. Mullen:

The California Department of Transportation (Departient) appreciates the opportunity 10 have
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Lathrop Gateway Business Park
Specific Plan, dated June 8, 2010, by Insite Bavivorunerial, The Traffic Impact Study (T18),
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Transportation Impact Study, dated April 2010 by
Wood Rodgers is Appendix F of the DEIR. Note - for the purposes of the following Caltrans
comments, the SR-120/Yosemite Avenue /Guthmiller Road interchange and ramps will be referred
10 4§ the SR-120/Yosemite Avenue, This project encompasses approximately 334 pross acres
located in an unincorporated aven of San Joaquin County, adjecent to the City of Lathrop. The east
aid west boundaries of the Plan Area are defined by two tracks of the Union Pacific Railvoad; the
southern boundary is State Highway Route (SR) 120 and the rorthem houndary is defined by Viens
Road end Yosemite Avenue,

The Departusent has the following comments:
Traffic Operntions Comments

Analysis Scenarios

The de{relopment’s Specific Plan is phased with the initial Phase | analyzed for a “near term” Year
2012 scenario, Please refer to tho TIS, page 23 stating:

“Baged on discussions with the project proponents, it is known that the proposed Specific 6 A
Plan profect will be construeted in multiple developmient phases. While market factors

would dictate the actual time-frame over which full Specific Plan baitdout will ocent, at
this time the project proponents anticipate full buildout fo occur within approximately 10
vears subsequent to the initiation of the first development phase.”

"Caltans improves imobility across Collfornta™
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Page 2

1t is notable that the TIS states the project’s full buitdout is anticipated within approximately 10
years of inifiation of the first development phase which is essentially the beginning of the Phase
1 development.

The DEIR transportation analysis applies these two stages “Fhase 17 and “Full Build Out” of project
trip generation to the Phase 1 Year 2010 scenario, and the Cumulative Yerr 2030 scenmio as
follows:

o The Project tsips for “Phase 1* (167.6 acres Limited Industrial) ave added to the existing
backgronnd teaffic conditions to evaluate project impacts at Year 2012

¢ The Project trips for “Full build out” (additionat 56.7 acres commiercial office, and 93.0
agres service commercial) are added to the Cumulative backpround traffic conditions to
avaluate peoject impacts at Year 2030,

The “Pull Build Oat” of the project is essentinlly by any other name the Phase 2 of the development,
As aforementioned, the DEIR states anticipated full buildout wilt ocour within approximately 10
years subsequent te initiation of the first development pliage. Since the “Full Build Out” 6 A
development (i.c. Phase 2), begins prior to the Cumulative 2030 date, the DEIR needs 1o analyze the

projects teanspottation impacts at the implementation date of this Phasc 2 development, which is
potentiaily Year 2022. The Phase 2 development traffic generation combined with the previous
Phaso 1 wonld ereate munerous ditect and contribviory potential significant impacts to the
transportation system at opening, day of the Phase 2 development. However, the DEIR neglects to
analyze and subsequently disclose/address impacts at implementation of Phase 2 development. The
DEIR only considers Phase 2 development impacts for the Cunulative 2030 scenaxio, which based
on Year 2012 initiation of the first phase and a 10-yem buildout is Year 2022, Soa Year 2030
scenario is 8 vears after the potential completion project buildout, Therefore, the DEIR needs to
have analyzed the project’s impacts for the scenario related 1o the Projests “Full Build Out” at the
beginning date of the Phase 2 development; not only to the Cumulitive 2030 scenario,

Thérefore "Full Build Out” is the Phase 2 development which can be reasonably expected 1o begin
prior to Year 2030 and needs to he analyzed as a separate interim scenarlo. By omilting the analysis
scenario at the implemeniation of “Full Build Out” (i.e. Phase 2), the DEIR avoids disclosing,
analyzing, snd mitigating the significant impacts for the beginning of Phase 2. Thusthe Project
DEIR ignores significant impacts from its “Full Build Out” Phase 2 development during the
intervening years betwean the implementation of “Full Build Out” development to the Cumulative
2030 date,

Project Trip Distribution

Refer to Figure 5, “Project Trip Distribution”, and Figure 7 “Year 2012 Traftic Volumes", and
Figure 3, “Bxisting (2008-2009) Traffic Volumes. Since the TIS does not show the Phase 1 Year
2012 project only tvip assigaments at interseetions, Figure 7 minus Figure 3 would approximate the

Project only 2012 Intersection volumes. 6 B

Puring the 2012 scenario, the fiture interchange at McKinley will not exist. This leaves the SR~
120/ Yosemite Avenue interchange as the closest freewny access 1o (he Phase I development which
is “Limited Industsial”. Reviewing the Project trip assignments at intersection #19 SR-120

“Calerans fmproves mobilify acrass California”
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weslhound ramps at Yosemite Avenye indicates that approximately 45% of the Project trips were
distributed to this interchange, A 45% trip assighment to the 8R-120/Yosemite Ave Inferchange
whick: is the closest off-ramps and on-ramps to the development is arbitrarily low when considering
the next adjacent interchanges require a substantially longer ttavel distance ot travel time. For
example the I-5/Louiso interchange iy approximately 2 miles away which the trips would then need
ta use the surface street system. The SR-120/Airport Road Interchange is also approximately 2
miles away which again requires the use of various surface streets.

The Project teip distribution at 2012 Phase 1 indicates the trips percentages were assigned to various
other interchanges with the following approximate parcentages as foltows:

« -5/Lathrap Road Interchange 12% AM, 12% PM 6 B
s I-5/Louise Ave Interchange 11% AM, 11% PM
v SR-120/Akcport Road Interchange 10% AM, 10% PM
*  SR-120/Union Road Interchange 11% AM, 11% PM

The above tip assignments show that a fotal of 40% of the Phase 1 Yeuar 2010 project trips ave
assigned 1o interchanges which ave a substantial travel distance away. This does not seem
rensonable or practicable considering the development iz immediately adjacent to the SF-
120/¥osemite Avenue Interchange.

HCM Road Scpment Analysis

Refer to DEIR, Table 18-2 LOS Criteria for Roadwiy Segments. Refer to Note 2 which is a
disclaimer siating that the thresholds are approximate and asswme ideal roadway conditions. More
specifically it states that the LOS may vary depending on a variety of factors such as percentage

tewckes, On pages 18-3 and 18-4, the DB states high truek percentages on the freeway segments of 6 C
SR-120 at 18% and 15 at 26%, respectively. These substanfial ruck percentages will significantly
affect the LOS {hresholds; however the summary table ignores the affects of the significant truek
percentages, Ags aresult, for both SR-120 and I-5 freeway segments, the DEIR uses a summary
table of thresholds which is not applicable to the traffic conditions since it assumes all passenger
cars and 1o heavy vehicles, The DEIR and T8 needs to correctly analyze the LOS based on the
methods cutlined in HOM Chapter 23 “Basic Freeway Segments” in licu of omitting substantial
track volumes.

HCM Analysis (Truck Percenfages)

The $J-120/Yosemite Avenus hnterchange ramps have a very high percentage of trucks due to
adjacent track velated facilities, Heavy vehicle percentagos (i.e, trucks) decrease the capacity of
these side-street stop controlled intersections or the adjacent county or city all-way stop
intersections. A review of the Traffix79 and Synchro7 electronde analysis files provided for these
ramp intersections indicates the analysis used low percontages of trucks on various approaches ox

movements. This would impact the erctical gap & follow-up time, or saturation headway, and 6 D
further degrade the resultant velicle delays/LOS,

A review of the efectronic files for the Traffix7.9 and the Synchvo7 analysis indicate both used 5%

trucks (Le, heavy vehicles) for all of the approachies in the inferseetion HCM snalysis. A recent ficld
“Caltrans biproves mobility across California"
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coutit of PM traffic at these ramp intersections was performed to estimate heavy vebicle percentages.
The field cousnt indicates various movements where heavy vehicle percentages ae significantly

greater than those used in the Traffix7.9 and Synchro? analysis as summarized in the following
tables;

§J-120 EB / Yosemite Ave Tinck Percentage
Traffix & Synchro
Approach Movement | Ficld % Analysis %
EB Off-Ramp Rt 29 s
NB Yosemite Thra 13 5
3B Yosemite Lt 20 5
§3.120 WB / Yosemite Ave Truck Percentage
Traffix & Synchro 6 D
Approach Movement | Field % Analysis %
WB Off-Ramp Rt 30 5
NB Yosemite Ave | Thru 25 5
5B Yosemite Ave | Rt 12 : §
Thiu 19 5

From the ahove comparison, it is evident the TI8 needs fo use more reasanable heavy vehicle
percentages in its LOS analysis, The TIS should obtain classification counts and if & substantial
difference is still evident then reanalyze the intersections using more appropriate heavy vehicle
percentages.

TRUCK TURNING ANAL VSIS

The development proposes fand uses which wounld generate more truck raffic and specifically
STAA vehicles. The DEIR and TIS neglect to disclose that the SR-120/Yosemite Avenue
interchange ramps, for the majority of the tuming movements, do not meet STAA Terminal Access
requirements. Specifically, a STAA truck cannat make the aff-tracking requirements while making 6 E
the twning movements at the following ramps:

¢ SR-120 eastbound off-ramp
SR-120 westbovnd off-ramp
*  5R-120 westbound on-ramp

The proposed development will necessitate the need for STAA Terminal Access at the SR-
120/ Yosemite Avenue Interchange ramps; however, the TIS does not disclose, address, or propose
mitigating this issue.

"Caltrans improves mokilily across Califoraia”
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Ramyp Junction LOS

The TI8 in its Appendix Table 2 summavizes ramp junction anatysis which includes merge and
diverge LOS at the freeway ¢n-ramps and off-ramps, respectively. However the body of the TIS
discussion does not mention or diseuss the impacts the project traffic would have on the on-ramp
merpes and pfframp diverges with the mainiine traffic. The DEIR also omits to disclose or
mention any issues related to the on-ramp merges, and off-ramp diverges which the project traffic
would degrade.

Refer to previous comments iegarding high truck percentage at the ramps. i is also notable that the 6 F
ramp junction ammtyses assume a fow percentage (5%) of heavy vehicles in the merge/diverge
analysis compared to what cim be expected at the SR-120/Yosemite Avenue Interchange.
Additionally the ramp junction analysis assomes only a 10% truck percentage on mainline which is
contrary to the truck percentages the DEIR states on mainline SR-120 and [-5,

Wenving between SR-120 and E-5/SR-120 Innction (Year 2030)

Refer to TIS, pg 49, SR-120 Ramp Intersections at SR 120/ Yosemite Avenue Interchange. The
TIS states that it is recomumended the SR-120 westbound on-ramp be eliminated due to weaving
issues between this interchangs aud the I-5/5R-120 connector. Additionally, the TIS does not
includs its caloulations for a weaving snalysis to analyze and substantiate the LOS conditions

supporting elimination of this on-ramp. 6 G

The proposal for the elimination of the SR-120/Yosemite Avenue westbound on-ramp due to safety
issues would be a sigeificant impact refated to trangpottation since the project wonld substantially
increase hazards by generating traffic which would degrade this shoit weaving movement of
approximately 1200 fi. However, the DEIR does nof discuss nor disclose this sigmificant impact
even though it is mentioned in the TIS.

SR-120/Yesemite Inferchange (Venr 2030)

Refer to the TIS, pg 33, Plnned Cumulative Base Improvements (Assumed Not Consteucted by
Year 2030). The discussion states that the listed improvements were nof asstmed {0 be in place
under cumulative (2030) baseline conditions, Tt specifically lists the Reconstruction of the SR-120
Interchange with Yosemite Avenue/Guthmiller Road. Contrary to the aforementioned TIS

statemenl, referring to the TIS, Figure 9, “Cumulative (2030) Base Intersection Lane Geometrics 6 H
and Control”, shows the S1-120/Yosemite Interchange (intersections # 18 and #19) with &
substantial modification/improvements at the interchange ineluding signalization, additional lanes
such as ¢ual lefe-tun Jane at the EB off-ramyp, dual racoiving laves al the on-ramps, dual-left torn
lanes from northbound and southbound Yosemite Avenus to both on-ramps, and additional the
lanes on Yosemite Avenue under the structurs. A review the Synehro? files for Year 2030 indicates
the analyses and subsequent LOS’s claimed were porformed agsuming these Enproverents were in
place at Year 2030,

“Caltrang huproves mobility aerost Califernin™

COMMENT #6



Jul. 26 2010 4:497M Ne. 8332 P 7

M. Charles Mullen
Yuly 26, 2010
Page 6

Traffie safety

Refer to DEIR, pg 18-20, Traffic Safety Impacts. The DEIR states in the first senfence, “The TIS
did not identify any spesific fraffio safety issue with the project. Additionally it goes on to state:

“A few roadway segments in the vicinity would also experience ynacceptable LOS, which
could increase safiefy hazavds. However, these roadway segments are om freeways, ont which
teaffic conditions are more controlled and therefore less likely to lead to ihcreased safety
liazards than on streets or other roadways.”

Caltrans disagress with the above statement. This statement iguores the fact that these freeway
segments have ramp Jungtions present whexe vehicles ave merging on and off the freeway, vehicle
Jane changes near interchanges, and weaving moventents.

As commented earlier, the TIS recommends that the S8R-120 westbound on-ramp be eliminated due
to “weaving issues”. This alorementioned weaving issue may creaie polential safety problems by
jucrensing vehicle acerdent frequency. This is contradictory to the DEIR’s statement that the TIS
did not identify any specific traffio safety issue with the project.

Additionatly inclnded iu teaffic safety should have heen discussion regarding the issue that the SJ-
120/ osemite ramps do not meet STAA fruck off-tracking. This results in trucks off-tracking into
opposing lanes of traffic when making their right and left tuening movements, which creates vehicle
conflicts and a potential safety issue.

SEMMARY

The Project DEHR Chapter 18, Transportation and Circulation, has significant flaws to the extent
that it does not adequately fulfill CEQA requirements to document and disclose the Project inpacts,
The DEIR does not disclose numnerovs potential significant impacts. Several sipnificant flaws, and
omissions are as follows:

e The DEIR omits the scenario related to the implementation of the Phase 2 development.
The TIS states that full build out of the project is anticipated in 10 years. By omitting a
necessary Phase 2 opening day scenario analysis the DEIR ignotes this subsequent phase’s
direct and contributory transportation impacts at implementation even though Phase 2 wili
penerate substantial traffic to 8)-120 interchange facilities, The DEIR as cwrrently written
analyzos the Phase 2 development transportation impacts for the Cumulative 2030 scenario,

» The project trip distibution at Phase 1 Year 2012 is questinnable since substantial project
generated traffic volues in this phase are being assigned to interchanges which are a
distance from the development.

» The project involves industrial development, yet the traffic analyses assume a low truck
percentage ot 5% for all ramps and intersections, Additionally the ramp junction analyses
assume amainkine 10% truck parcentage, The vavious LOS analyses need to account for a
mere reasonable percentage of heavy vehicles based on the developments land use. This
erior will substantially impact freeway LOS, intersection LOS, ramp junction LOS, ete.

+  The freeway segment LOS was determined nzing Table 18-2 thresholds which essentiatly

assume no heavy vehicles in its threshold volumes and subsequent LOS,
"Caltrans inproves wmobillly acrass California”
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» Even though Phase 1 Limited ndustrial poition of the project is industtial use, and Phase 2
includes service commercinl, the DETR/TIS ignores STAA truck access issnes which would
be reasonably foreseen to access the development from the SR-120/Yosemite Avenue
interchange vamps, The SR-120/Yosemite Ave camps do not accommodate STAA trucks,
nor does it have STAA Terminal Access designation, STAA trucks using these facilities
would create potential significant fmpaets due to safety issues related to off-tracking,

+ The DEIR does net adequately address traffic safety isswes which the project will create or 6J
exacerbate. For example, this fucludes the TI8°s proposed elimination of the SR-120
westbound on-ramp, which the DEIR omits disclosing or mentioning,

+ The DEIR’s supporting TI8 analysis for Year 2030 assumed significant improvements at the
SR-120/Yosemite interchange ramps, and the DEIR’s LOS values elaimed are for an
upgraded facility. Thig is contradictory to the TIS’s statement that the reconsiruction of this
interchange was not assuned.

The Department is recormmending the aforementioned issues be addressed and resolved prior to
approval of the Environmental Impact Report,

The DEIR needs to correct its supporting traffic impact study, and re-ovaluate the development’s

traffic impacts, Once the DEIR corrects the traffic impact anelysis, and re-gvaluates this section, the 6 I<
affected agencies and the public should be given the opporfunity to review and comment on the
DEIR’s revised transportation impacts and mitigations.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss our comments in mote detail, please contact
Kathy Selsor at (209) 948-7190 (e-meif: Kathy Selsor@dot.ca.gov) or me at (209) 948-1921.

Sincerely,

usbesn A it

TOM DUMAS, Chief .
Office of Intermodal Planning

“Caltrars improves mobility acress Califernia™ ,
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Responses to California Department of Jransporiation, /etter of July 26,
2070

Response 6A: At the time of initiation of the traffic study in early 2010, the project
proponent had offered a preliminary conservative opinion that the Specific Plan
would likely complete buildout within approximately 10 years of initiation of the
first development phase. Nevertheless, the traffic study states that “market factors
would dictate the actual time-frame over which full Specific Plan buildout will
occur...” (p. 23, emphasis added). In the more recent opinion of the project’s
economic and financial planning consultant, “Given likely market conditions in the
central San Joaquin Valley (supply and demand for commercial/industrial space), it
will take at least 20 years for the site to be fully developed” (EPS, Inc. memo dated
August 19, 2010). Therefore, it is anticipated that full SP buildout will not
reasonably happen until year 2032 or later, which is 20 years from the project’s
anticipated initiation of the first development phase (year 2012).

Based on the likely buildout scenario, the traffic consultant concluded that a
detailed evaluation of project impacts under a “Year 2022 plus Project Buildout”
scenario is not necessary from a practical standpoint. Between the scenarios
already evaluated in the traffic study — which ranges from “Existing plus Project
Phase 1” conditions through “Cumulative (Year 2030) plus Project Full Buildout”
conditions — a reasonable full range and extent of anticipated project impacts are
already comprehensively evaluated and disclosed in the traffic study. It should be
noted that the analysis scenarios evaluated in the traffic study were scoped to the
satisfaction of the reviewing agencies that commented on the EIR’s Notice of
Preparation.

Response 6B: The reviewer obtained an approximate estimate of “Project Phase-1 Only”
volumes by simply subtracting Existing (2008-09) traffic counts (shown in Figure 3
of the traffic study) from “Year 2012 plus Project Phase 1” traffic volumes (shown in
Figure 7 of the traffic study). It should be noted that the “Year 2012 plus Phase 1”
traffic volumes were estimated in the traffic study by factoring in a 5% background
traffic growth on top of “Existing (2008-09)” traffic counts, and by further
superimposing “Project Phase 1” trips on top of those growth-rated traffic volumes.
Since the reviewer’s computation did not adjust for the effect of background traffic
growth, the “project only” trip estimates used by the reviewer to substantiate the
comment are inaccurate. The following table correctly summarizes the “Project
Phase-1 only” traffic route distribution/assignment estimates to the various study
facilities as used in the traffic study (and consistent with gateway trip distributions
indicated in Figure 5 of the traffic study).
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Study Facility Project Phase 1
Peak Hour Route Distribution
(under Year 2012 conditions)

SR 120/ Yosemite Interchange 43%

SR 120 / McKinley Blvd. Interchange (un-constructed) N/A

SR 120/ Airport Way Interchange 1%

SR 120/ Union Rd Interchange 1%

SR 120/ Main Street Interchange 1%

I-5 / Louise Ave Interchange 1%

I-5 / Lathrop Rd Interchange 3%

SR 99/ Yosemite Ave Interchange 8%

Local Areas (via local streets) 42%

Total 100%

As indicated by the above table, the traffic study did assign a majority of the Project
Phase-1 traffic via the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange, due to its close
proximity to the project site. The anticipated project traffic distribution (regional
traffic) via the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange (43%) is almost three times the
route distribution via other study interchanges combined (15%). In addition,
approximately 42% of the project traffic (local traffic) is assigned via local streets
and overcrossings to/from the local residential population centers without
impacting regional interchange ramps and freeway mainline facilities. It also
should be noted that the project’'s peak hour trip distribution/assignment is
dominated by employee commuter trips, with only a small percentage by volume
(10% or less) attributable to truck and commercial vehicle traffic.

For these reasons, the traffic study’s trip distribution of “Phase 1 Project only” traffic
is considered reasonable and no revisions are considered warranted. A sensitivity
analysis indicated that, even if up to 60% of the (regional) project traffic is assigned
via the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange, the unsignalized ramp intersections
at this interchange would still operate at “Year 2012 Project plus Phase 1” worst-
case movement LOS “C” or better conditions, consistent with results presented in
the traffic study. Therefore, the findings and recommendations presented in the
traffic study (and in the Draft EIR) are generally unlikely to change, even if a
relatively higher proportion of project traffic is assigned via the SR 120 /Yosemite
Avenue interchange.

Response 6C: The traffic study used annual average daily traffic (AADT)-based freeway and
arterial/local street LOS thresholds (as shown in traffic study Table 2) that are
generic values used throughout the Central Valley region of California, inclusive of
several local jurisdictions within Caltrans District 10. The traffic study relied on
these AADT-based LOS thresholds that have been traditionally used in typical
planning-level, traffic operations analysis completed in support of programmatic
CEQA documents for development projects throughout the region. The comment
that the AADT-based LOS threshold table “assumes all passenger cars and no
heavy vehicles” is inaccurate, since the AADT table does assume average daily
truck trip percentages in the range of 10%-20% that is prevalent throughout the
region.

A detailed directional, peak-hour level evaluation of regional freeway mainline
facilities is considered to be beyond an adequate level of scope of traffic evaluation
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typical for development project EIR traffic studies, given that vicinity regional
freeway facilities have already been comprehensively evaluated as part of the
SJCOG Regional Transportation Impact Fee program, Caltrans Transportation
Concept Reports (TCRs) for I-5, SR 120, and SR 99, and focused interchange
Project Study Reports (PSRs) prepared for Caltrans. Given these background
planning documents, a detailed peak hour level evaluation of freeway mainline
facilities within the project vicinity is unlikely to yield new findings that are
currently unknown to the concerned reviewing agencies. However, it should be
noted that the traffic study did include a peak-hour evaluation of critical SR 120
ramp junctions throughout the study area. Also, it should be noted that the
segment of SR 120 from the Yosemite Avenue interchange to SR 99 interchange
was allowed to have its existing (1990s) LOS F condition “grandfathered” into the
SJCOG’s 2007 Regional Congestion Management Plan.

Response 6D: The truck percentages used for the analysis of the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue
interchange were obtained from Section 2.2, “Analysis Methodology and Key
Assumptions,” (p. 7) of the SR 120/McKinley Avenue Interchange Project Study
Report (PSR), approved by Caltrans in June 2008. The PSR states that a peak hour
percentage of 10% for SR 120 mainline and 5% for ramps and local roadways were
used under both AM and PM peak hour periods. The traffic study generally relied
on these truck percentages for the SR 120/Yosemite Ave interchange, under all
scenarios inclusive of existing conditions. It should be noted that the existing
volumes at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange are minimal (no more than
450 peak hour vehicles currently use this interchange), with current peak hour
operations in the LOS B or better range.

Although the comment presented data from a field count suggesting a higher truck
percentage on Yosemite Avenue and the SR 120 ramps, the source, date and time
period for this count were not provided. Therefore, this information could not be
independently verified. Assuming conditions consistent with the comment, should
the existing heavy vehicle percentages on the ramps be increased from 5% to up to
30% on all approaches at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue ramp intersections, the
average delays are projected to increase slightly. However, no changes to the LOS
values under existing conditions or to related findings and recommendations
contained in the traffic study and the Draft EIR are projected. Therefore, no
technical revisions to the evaluation of trucks in the traffic study are deemed
warranted.

It should be noted that up to 30% truck composition applicable under existing low-
volume conditions will not be applicable under future conditions, where
substantial background growth and planned new development will significantly
reduce the percentage of peak hour truck traffic. The Caltrans-approved PSR
estimates for truck percentages were, as such, considered more appropriate for use
under all anticipated future conditions.

Response 6E: Comment noted. It is acknowledged that there is an existing deficiency at the
SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange ramps in that a “majority of the turning
movements do not meet STAA Terminal Access requirements.” The Draft EIR states
that the proposed project will be responsible for implementing or paying towards
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future improvements at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange to offset impacts
associated with the project. However, existing safety and operational deficiencies
and non-standard design features at the interchange are outside the scope of the
project. The City of Lathrop and project proponents intend to engage Caltrans in
an upcoming PSR process for identifying and constructing appropriate near-term
and long-range improvements necessary at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue
interchange, including STAA Terminal Access improvements. In order to address
this comment related to STAA Terminal Access requirements, the Final EIR will
incorporate text discussing STAA Terminal Access requirements and mitigation to
reduce potential project related impacts to less than significant levels. For these
additions, refer to Chapter 4.0, Errata, under the “Traffic Safety Impacts” discussion.

Response 6F: Please refer to Response 6C. Typically, on-ramp merge and off-ramp diverge
peak-hour level analysis of the regional freeway system is considered to be beyond
an adequate level of scope of traffic evaluation necessary for development project
EIR traffic studies. However, in response to Caltrans comments on the NOP letter
for this project, a peak-hour level ramp junction analysis was completed, and the
results were summarized in the traffic study as an appendix. Regarding ramp truck
percentages, please refer to Response 6D.

Response 6G: The SR 120 mainline segment between SR 120 westbound on-ramp junction
at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange and SR 120/I-5 westbound connector
off-ramp junction is projected to experience a year 2030 PM peak hour “weaving
volume” (critical 20-year design hour volume) of approximately 2,900 passenger
cars per hour. Using the HDM-based Leisch Method, a weaving length of
approximately 1,600 feet is estimated to be necessary for this segment to sustain
acceptable peak hour LOS D or better operations. Currently, the available weaving
length on this segment is only 1,300 feet. Therefore, the traffic study included a
recommendation that the existing diagonal SR 120 westbound on-ramp from
Yosemite Avenue be eliminated as part of ultimate planned interchange
improvements at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange, and be replaced with a
westbound loop on-ramp that would help increase the weave distance to 1,600
feet or more. The Final EIR will add text discussing this weaving issue (please refer
to Chapter 4.0, Errata).

It should be noted that a detailed Caltrans PSR-level evaluation for the SR
120/Yosemite Avenue interchange would need to be initiated in order to
investigate the need, nature and timing of improvements that are necessary to
address the identified weaving issues as well as other deficiencies at the
interchange.  Mitigation measure 19-4 has been modified to identify that the
project owner, developer or successor-in-interest (ODS) will be responsible for
engaging Caltrans in a future PSR process for identifying and constructing
appropriate near-term and long-range improvements necessary at the SR
120/Yosemite Avenue interchange (please refer to Chapter 4.0, Errata).

Response 6H: It is acknowledged that the bullet item on Page 33 of the traffic study for the
“Reconstruction of SR 120 Interchange Yosemite Avenue/Guthmiller Road” should
be moved to the “Planned Cumulative Base improvements (assumed constructed
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by year 2030)” section to provide internal consistency with the TIS analysis tables
and results.

Response 61: The Final EIR will add text as appropriate regarding potential safety impacts
associated with the project as they relate to LOS and weaving conflict between SR
120/Yosemite Avenue interchange and the SR 120/1-5 westbound connector ramp.
Please refer to Chapter 4.0, Errata, for the additional text.

Regarding the STAA truck issue and reference to added text in this Final EIR, please
refer to Responses 6E.

Response 6): Please refer to the preceding responses above for explanations and identified
changes to the Draft EIR that have been made to address the issues raised by
Caltrans and summarized in Comment 6). With suggested clarifications and added
text, the Final EIR is deemed adequate and reliable to assist in planning-level
decision-making related to the transportation aspects of the proposed project.
While some changes will be made in the Final EIR, they are changes that explain or
clarify text in the Draft EIR, and they do not meet the criteria set forth in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) requiring recirculation of the EIR.

Response 6K: Please refer to the preceding responses above for explanations and identified
changes to the Draft EIR that have been made to address the issues raised by
Caltrans. While some changes will be made in the Final EIR, they are changes that
explain or clarify text in the Draft EIR, and they do not meet the criteria set forth in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) requiring recirculation of the EIR.
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OF MANTECA

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT
Tuly 26, 2010
Charlie i\duilcu,.l’rincipai Planner
City of Lathrop L ag 2040
350 Towne Centre Drive
Lathrop, CA 95350 RECEWED

Subject: Cormnents in Response to the Draft Environmentat Impact Report [or the proposed Lathrop
Gateway Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Mullen:

"The Ciry of Manteca appreciates the opportunity to review and conument on the Draft Environmental
Empact Report (DEIR) for the subject project. "The City of Manteca has identificd an overail lack of
mitigation for identilied impacts {rom the traflic that will he generated by the subject project ou the
cireulation system our cities share. As you will find in the attached letter prepared by Fehr and Peers,
‘Fransportation Consultants, the DEIR appears to be deficient for the following reasens:

¢ A project-level analysis of the traffic impacts of the entire project on the existing environmental
setting was not conducted,

¢ Camudative rondway network assumptions are not realistic.

¢ Camulative land use assumptions may not consider “reasonable and foreseeable” land use

developments in Manteca,
*  Ioadequate mitigation is offered for traflic impacts in Manteca.

"'l City of Manteca respeetfully submits the attached comments and requests that they ave fully
addressed in the Final FIR, or that the analysis is corrected and added to the DIEIR to be recircntatee.
Thank you for the opportanity to review and comment on the DEIR. We lools forward Lo receiving
responses to the conunents and would greatly appreciate formal notification of any public hearings that
niay be scheduded for the project.

Sincercly, N \)

FPrederic Clark
Taterim Comemmity Developiment Bivector

1001 W. GENTER 8T. « MANTECA, CA 95337 = (209) 456-8500 = FAX (209) 923-8049
www.ci.imanteca.ca.us

Pristeal e Hpror el it
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fp

Ferr & PEERS

THANSFORTATIDH LOHSULTANTS
July 19, 2010

Mr. Mark Meissner

Planning Manager

Community Development Department
City of Manteca

1601 W. Center Street

Manteca, CA 95337

Re: Review of Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan Draft EIR
RS10-2798
Dear Mr. Meissnar;

Fehr & Peers has completed a review of the transportation impact analysis for the Lathrop
Gateway Specific Plan Draft £IR. Per your request, we evaluated the overall adequacy of the
study, and examined impacts and mitigations specific to the City of Manteca.

We believe the fransportation impact analysis prepared for the Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan
Draft EIR is deficient and should be medified for the following reasons:

¢ A project-level analysis of the ftraffic impacts of the entire project on the existing
environmental setting was not conducted.

» Cumulative roadway network assumptions are not realistic.

* Cumulative land use assumptlons may not consider “reasonable and foreseeable” land
usa developments in Manteca.

+ Inadequate mifigation is offered for traffic impacts in Manteca,

Information and data supporting each of the above concerns is provided below,

Project-l.evel Analysis Not Compileted
Page 1-6 of the Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan Draft EIR indicates that this Is a *Project EIR”.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, this type of EIR focuses on the effects on the environment
that would result from construction of the project. However, the transportation/circulation chapter
analyzes only the Initial phase (limited indusfrial} of the project on the existing environmental
setling. The initlal phase of the project represents about 25 percent of the total project’s peak
hour tip generalion. By not analyzing how the entire profect would affect the existing
envionment (and determining what mitigations would be required), the BEIR s functioning as a
programmatic document {at {east pertaining fo transporiation}.

2990 Lava Ridge Court # 200 Roseville, GA 95661 (916) 773-1800
v fehrandpeers.com
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Mr. Mark Meissner F-P
City of Manteca

Page 2

We recommend that the DEIR be updated te include a project-evel analysis (i.e., “existing plus
project” conditions). Such an analysis would determine how rauch of the project could be
constructed prior to requiring improvements at the Siate Route 120/Yosemite/Guthmiller
interchange.

Cumulative Roadway Network Assumptions Not Realistic

The DEIR analyzed 35 sfudy intersections under cumulative conditions. All but seven (7) of
these intersections were assumed to have additional approach lanes or new traffic controls when
compared to existing conditions. Page 19-20 of the DEIR lists the various
intersection/interchange  Improvements and roadway/freeway widenings assumed under
cumulative conditions. These improvements were assumed in place because they were
“included in existing local or regional traffic Impact mitigation fee programs®. The study further
assumas a series of roadway, intersection and freeway improvements that are beyond those that
are planned and funded, but deamed necessary without the project.  We would recommend, at
a minimum, the following changss in cumulative network assumptions:

» Exclude improvements at the SR 120/Main Street and SR 120/Airport Way interchanges
- they are listed as Tier Il projects (not fully funded) in Draff 2011 SJCOG RTP.

» Exclude Street/Intersection Widenings within Manteca — EIRs in Manteca have typically
not assumed any street widenings because the current Public Fagcilities Implementation
Program (PFIP} does not fully fund all required improvements.

+ Exclude improvements at the I-5/Roth Road in{erchange —there are no known plans to
install iraffic signals and add lanes to this interchange. Without these improvements,
operations would be at an unacceptable level and the project would exacerbate this
condition, thereby causing a significant impact and requiring mitigation.

+ Exclude improvements at SR 120fYosemite/Guthmitler interchange - assuming this
Improvement as a base cumulative assumption results in a conclusion that this
interchange operates acceptably under “cumulative with project” conditions. Given that
the project will heavily rely on this interchange for access to SR 120, some type of
analysis that idenfifies a trigger for improvements is warranted.

The DEIR makes no reference as to whether the planned McKinley Avenue expressway
(extending from the planned SR 120/McKinley Avenue interchange southeasterly lo SR 989) is
assumed under cumulative conditions.

Page 19-27 of the DEIR recommends that the SR 120 westbound on-ramp at the
Yosemite/Guthmiller inferchange be eliminated due to weaving concerns. Hawever, no analysis
of the effects of this ramp closure is provided. Furthermore, this ramp was assumed in place for
the cumufative conditions analysis. Does a certain percentage of project build-out trigger this
ramp closure?

CE - PR
July 18, 2010 FEHR & Drens
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Mr. Mark Meissner FP

City of Manteca - e
July 18, 2010 Frip & Drens
Page 3

Reascnable and Foreseeable Land Use Developments May Not Be Considered

Page 19-19 of the DEIR states that cumulative (2030) traffic forecasts were developed by
reviewing long-range forecasts from previous environmental doguments and infrastrucfure
studies (dating from 1995 through 2009). No information was provided as to which specific Jand
developments wera assumed in place under curnulative conditions. The Cily of Manteca recently
completed or is actively processing environmental reviews of several large projects Including:
Austin Road Business Park and Residential Community, Northwest Airport Way Master Plan,
Manteca Trails, Terra Ranch, and Machado Estates Subdivisions. Please provide clarification to
indicate whether these projects were considered in the cumulative analysis.

Inadequate Mitigation for Traffic Impacts in Manteca
Mitigation 19-1 requires the applicant to pay a fair share for the cumulative base intersection

improvements that are not in place once construction of the project begins (subject to the
improvements being in a fee program). Please clarify as to whether this mitigation responsibility
applies to improvements only within Lathrop or throughout the study area. Please also explain
how this mitigation will be enforced and how the results will be cornmunicated to other agencies
whose facilities the project impacts.

The City of Manteca employs a three-second threshold as the criteria for significant impacts at
intersections within the City that currently or are expected to operate unacceptably. The DEIR
incarrectly applies a five-second threshold,

Mitigation 19-5 specifies that the project applicant shall pay towards Manteca's traffic impact fee
program for widening at the Yosemite Avenue/Main Street intersection. It is important to note
that the additicnal approach lanes recommended as mitigation will require acquisition of
additional right-of-way from developed properties in all quadrants of the intersection. The City of
Manteca has indicated that they are wiliing {o work with the City of Lathrop and the project
applicant to calculate and accept as appropriate mitigation the project applicant's proportionate
share of this improvement cost.

According to Tables 19-2 and 19-3 of the DEIR, the project would cause significant cumulative
impacts at the following Manteca intersections based on the DEIR significance criteria:

s Ajrport Way/Louise Avenue
+ Lnjon Road /Louise Avenue
« Airport Way/Yosemite Avenue
» Union Road/Yosemite Avenue

Thess Impacts are described in pages 53-57 of the traffic study contained in Appendix F. Page
57 indicates that the project would be subject to payment of fees to cover these impacts. Please

COMMENT #7

/]

7K

7L

/M

/N



Mr. Mark Meissner ﬁ)

City of Manteca ! Y EER
July 19, 2010 LR & PEERS
Page 4 '

explain why none of these significant Impacts are listed in Chapler 19 of the DEIR or in the
executive summary Table 2-1 of significant environmental impacts and mitigation measures. 7 N

According to data contained in the Lathrop Gateway Specific Plan Diaft EIR, the project would
generate approximately 3,100 AM peak hour frips and 3,700 PM peak hour trips, with about 40

percent of that fraffic expected to use Manteca streefs. The presumed widening of numerous 7O
City of Manteca streets and intersections “masks” the impacts of this added traffic. Because the
impacts have been understated, recommended mitigations are not sufficient.

As tha proposed project is iccated adjacent to the City of Manleca and contribules a substantial
number of trips to Manteca streets based on the data in the DEIR, a pro-rata payment of the 7 P
standard traffic impact fee to the City woutd be considered an adequate mitigation for impacts to
City of Mantecs streets.

Sincerely,

FEHR & PEERS

John Gard, P.E.
Principal
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Responses to City of Manteca Cormmunity Developmernt Departmernt, /etter
of July 26, 20710

Response 7A: Please refer to the following responses that address the issues brought forth
in the comment.

Response 7B: Please refer to the following responses that address the issues brought forth
in the comment.

Response 7C: Please refer to Response 6A. A “project level” analysis, i.e. “Existing plus
Project” conditions’ evaluation, as completed in the traffic study, assumes a
reasonably anticipated first development phase (“Limited Industrial” parcels in the
Specific Plan area) that may be processed by the project proponent that controls
that portion of the Specific Plan in the near term. As discussed in Response 6A, an
“Existing plus Project (SP Buildout)” scenario would be practically meaningless,
given that the Specific Plan is projected to take over 20 years to fully buildout.
Between the “Existing plus Project Phase 1” conditions and the “Cumulative (Year
2030) plus SP Full Buildout” conditions evaluated in the traffic study, a reasonable
full range and extent of anticipated project impacts were comprehensively
evaluated and disclosed. Full buildout of the Specific Plan could be considered
only programmatically evaluated under cumulative conditions. However, together
the transportation chapter of the EIR along with the cumulative chapter provides a
complete analysis of the anticipated buildout of the Specific Plan area. It should
also be noted that no tentative maps are being requested at this time. At such time
that applications for tentative maps are filed with the City of Lathrop, the City
would review subsequent project applications to determine their consistency with
the Specific Plan and related CEQA documentation.

Response 7D: The improvements assumed at SR 120/Main Street and SR 120/Airport Way
interchanges were listed as Tier 1 projects in the currently adopted 2007 SJCOG
RTP. It is considered inappropriate to ignore these adopted improvements in favor
of recommendations contained in a document that has not yet been adopted. The
cumulative base geometrics and control assumptions for these interchanges were
obtained from recommendations contained in the Union Crossing EIR, prepared for
the City of Manteca in May 2009. However, should those improvements be not
assumed, then the SR 120 ramp intersections with Main Street are projected to
operate at Cumulative (2030) Base (current project site) AM and/or PM peak hour
LOS “F” conditions. The project impact at these intersections would be considered
“significant,” as the project adds traffic to those intersections which are projected to
operate at Cumulative Base AM and/or PM peak hour LOS “F” conditions. Once
agreed upon, the proposed project will contribute towards identified improvements
by paying the project’s fair-share of those improvements through the City of
Lathrop and Manteca joint impact fee program. With the improved lane
geometrics and controls illustrated by Figure 9 of the traffic study, these
intersections are projected to operate at Cumulative Base (current project site) and
“Cumulative Base plus Project” AM and PM peak hour LOS “C” or better
conditions. The project impact to these facilities will likely remain “significant and
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unavoidable” until the base deficiencies are adequately funded and mitigated by
the City of Manteca. The key item to note is that, with the cumulative base
improvements that are planned/recommended to be in place, regardless of the
proposed project, the project impacts at these intersections are projected to be “less
than significant.”

Response 7E: The Cumulative Base improvements within the City of Manteca, as assumed
in the traffic study, were based on recommended cumulative improvements
identified in the Union Crossing EIR and the Evans Pillsbury EIR, prepared for the
City of Manteca in April 2009. Although the City’s current Public Facilities
Implementation Program does not fully fund all required improvements, it would
be unreasonable to assume no improvements to the streets/intersections in Manteca
(particularly over a 20-year period). Once agreed upon, the proposed project will
contribute towards identified improvements by paying the project’s fair-share of
those improvements through the City of Lathrop and Manteca joint impact fee
program. It is acknowledged that the project impacts to several of these City of
Manteca facilities will likely remain “significant and unavoidable” until the base
deficiencies are adequately funded and mitigated by the City of Manteca. Again,
the key item to note is that, with the cumulative base improvements that are
already planned/recommended to be in place, regardless of the proposed project,
the project impacts on these facilities are projected to be “less than significant.”

Response 7F: The improvements to the I-5/Roth Road interchange under Cumulative Base
conditions were assumed based on recommendations contained in the Central
Lathrop DEIR, certified by the City of Lathrop in November 2004. Should no
improvements be assumed for the I-5 ramp intersections at Roth Road, then these
ramp intersections are projected to operate at Cumulative Base (current project site)
AM and/or PM peak hour LOS “F” conditions. The project impacts at the I-5
northbound ramps/Roth Road intersections will then be considered “significant”,
since the project adds traffic to the intersections that are operating at “Cumulative
Base” LOS “F” conditions. The project will contribute towards these improvements
by paying a pro-rata fair-share into the City of Lathrop traffic impact fee program.
With the improved lane geometrics and controls illustrated on Figure 9 of the April
2010 TIS, these intersections are projected to operate at Cumulative Base (current
project site) and “Cumulative Base plus Project” AM and PM peak hour LOS “C” or
better conditions. The project impact to this interchange will likely remain
“significant and unavoidable” until the base deficiencies are adequately funded
and mitigated. The key item to note here is that with the cumulative base
improvements that are planned/recommended to be in place, regardless of the
proposed project, the project impact at these intersections is projected to be “less
than significant.”

Response 7G: It should be noted that a detailed Caltrans PSR-level evaluation for the SR
120/Yosemite Avenue interchange would need to be initiated in order to
investigate the need, nature and timing of improvements that are necessary to
address deficiencies at the interchange. Mitigation measure 19-4 has been
modified to identify that the project owner, developer or successor-in-interest
(ODS) will be responsible for engaging Caltrans in a future PSR process for
identifying and constructing appropriate near-term and long-range improvements
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necessary at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange (please refer to Chapter 4.0,
Errata).

Response 7H: The suggested McKinley Avenue expressway, extending from the planned
SR 120/McKinley Avenue interchange southeasterly to SR 99, is not part of the
2007 SJCOG RTP Tier | or Tier Il planned regional improvements. References to
the McKinley Avenue Expressway were not contained in prior agency-approved EIR
studies, the Caltrans PSR for the SR 120/McKinley Avenue interchange, or other
planning documents that were available at the time the NOP was circulated. Since
the traffic study did not assume this likely future improvement, the analysis as
presented can be considered to be reasonably conservative. It is noted that it
appears that a McKinley Avenue Expressway, as an alternative route to the SR 99
corridor, would tend to alleviate anticipated ultimate traffic operations on the SR
120 mainline.

Response 71: Please refer to Response 6G.

Response 7): The traffic study reviewed prior agency-approved EIR studies, the Caltrans
PSR for the SR 120/McKinley Avenue interchange, the SJCOG regional travel
demand model, and other planning documents that were available at the time the
NOP for the EIR was circulated. These projects are noted in the traffic study.
Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), the baseline for evaluating
environmental impacts in an EIR is the environmental setting on the date the NOP
is issued. The purpose of this provision is to give a Lead Agency greater certainty
regarding the setting that must be described, rather than having a setting that
changes frequently with the addition or deletion of projects or other governmental
actions.  Therefore, development project applications that may have been
submitted for agency consideration subsequent to the circulation of the NOP may
not, and are not necessarily required to, be included in the EIR evaluation.

A brief review of cumulative traffic forecasts as contained in more recent traffic
studies - such as the Northwest Airport Way Master Plan traffic study document
that was completed subsequent to the traffic study - indicated that more recent
cumulative forecasts for some study facilities (e.g., at/near [-5/Roth Road
interchange) may actually be somewhat lower than those used in the traffic study.
Therefore, the traffic study analysis, as presented, is regarded as being reasonably
conservative.

Response 7K: As described in the Draft EIR, the project shall mitigate impacts by paying
appropriate pro-rata impact fees towards all pre-existing public transportation
impact fee programs that are enforceable on this project at the time the project
construction begins. These fee programs primarily include the City of Lathrop CIP
traffic impact fee program and the SJCOG RTP-based regional traffic impact fee
program. With regard to City of Manteca impacts, it is understood that the
proposed project will be responsible for payment of fees towards a “joint traffic
impact fee program” currently being developed between the City of Lathrop and
Manteca. Such a joint impact fee program would also need to be appropriately
updated/amended to reflect included planned improvements that are identified in
this traffic study that may have been considered hitherto unidentified, unfunded or
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under-funded. The City of Lathrop, as the lead approval authority for this project,
will be responsible for collection of all traffic impact fees from the proposed
project, and subsequent dissemination of those fees to the appropriate affected
agencies as described in the specific fee programs, including the finalized joint
traffic impact fee program between the Cities of Lathrop and Manteca.

Response 7L: The traffic study used the “five-second threshold” as the standard for
significance of project impacts on City of Manteca facilities, based on a review of
significance criteria used in an uncirculated South Lathrop Specific Plan
Administrative Draft Report, dated March 2008. A sensitivity evaluation conducted
by Wood Rodgers indicated that there are still no changes to the project impact
significance results and recommendations contained in the traffic study should a
“three-second threshold” be used as the criteria of significance for impacts to City
of Manteca facilities.

Response 7M: Comment noted. Please also refer to Response 7K.

Response 7N: The City of Manteca intersections listed in the comment letter were
described in the Draft EIR on pages 19-25 and 19-26, along with the improvements
the traffic study determined were necessary to avoid significant impacts. Mitigation
Measure 19-1 includes a reference to all necessary intersection improvements
identified under the Cumulative Base (Current Project Site Condition) scenario.
Mitigation Measure 19-1 has been revised to reference specified improvements
(please refer to Chapter 4.0, Errata).

Response 70O: The traffic study provides a good-faith disclosure of prior planning and
funding efforts undertaken by the affected public jurisdictions (including the Cities
of Lathrop and Manteca, SJCOG and Caltrans District 10) towards
financing/implementing transportation infrastructure improvement needs that were
identified in prior studies, commensurate with substantial volume of background
traffic growth projected on study area transportation facilities. It is acknowledged
that adequate funding sources may not be known in all instances to implement
such planned/recommended baseline improvements. However, an approach that
only assumes currently known fully-funded improvements to be in place under
cumulative (2030) baseline conditions may result in practically all cumulative
project impacts being “significant and unavoidable”. The traffic study instead used
an approach which removed locations where project impacts would be “less than
significant” with reasonably planned/funded baseline improvements in place, and
focused on locations where project impacts may remain “significant” even with
adequate planned baseline improvements in place. It should be noted that,
regardless of current funding status for planned future improvements, the traffic
study recommended that the proposed project be responsible for pro-rata payment
of traffic impact fees towards pre-existing and future programs that intend to
adequately fund all planned/recommended cumulative baseline improvements.

Response 7P: Comment noted. Please refer to Response 7K.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

July 26, 2010

Charlie Mullen

City of Lathrop

390 Towne Center Drive
Lathrop, CA 95330

Re: Notice of Completion, Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan
SCH# 2009062106

Dear Mr. Mullen:

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC or Commission) recommends that development projects proposed near rail
corridors be planned with the safety of these corridors in mind. New developments and
improvements to existing facilities may increase vehicular traffic volumes, not only on streets and
at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. In addition, projects may increase
pedestrian traffic at crossings, and elsewhere along rail corridor rights-of-way. Working with
CPUC staff early in project planning will help project proponents, agency staff, and other
reviewers to identify potential project impacts and appropriate mitigation measures, and thereby
improve the safety of motorists, pedestrians, railroad personnel, and railroad passengers.

The traffic impact study (T.1.S.) within the traffic/circulation section of the DEIR failed to
specifically consider safety issues to existing at-grade railroad crossings nor include the adjacent
crossings within the T.L.S. as requested in our NOP comment letter dated 7/28/09 to the City. A
project of this significance (384 acres of commercial and industrial) needs to evaluate and provide
discussion of the crossings; otherwise the DEIR is inconclusive on the level of impacts and is
inconsistent with the spirit of CEQA.

In addition to the potential impacts of the proposed project itself, the DEIR needs to consider
cumulative rail safety-related impacts created by other projects.

In general, the major types of impacts to consider are collisions between trains and vehicles, and
between trains and pedestrians. The proposed project has the potential to increase vehicular and
pedestrian traffic in the vicinity.

Measures to reduce adverse impacts to rail safety need to be considered in the DEIR. General
categories of such measures include:

* Installation of grade separations at crossings, i.e., physically separating roads and railroad track

by constructing overpasses or underpasses
Charlie Mullen
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SCH # 2009062106
July 26, 2010
Page 2 of 2

* Improvements to warning devices at existing highway-rail crossing

* Installation of additional warning signage

* Improvements to traffic signaling at intersections adjacent to crossings, e.g., traffic preemption

* Installation of median separation to prevent vehicles from driving around railroad crossing
gates

* Prohibition of parking within 100 feet of crossings to improve the visibility of warning devices
and approaching trains

* Installation of pedestrian-specific warning devices and channelization and sidewalks

* Construction of pull out lanes for buses and vehicles transporting hazardous materials

* Installation of vandal-resistant fencing or walls to limit the access of pedestrians onto the
railroad right-of-way

* Elimination of driveways near crossings

* Increased enforcement of traffic laws at crossings

* Rail safety awareness programs to educate the public about the hazards of highway-rail grade
crossings

Commission approval is required to modify an existing highway-rail crossing or to construct a new
crossing.

Please provide a revised and or amended Traffic Impact Study to ensure that all at-grade railroad
crossings are included in the DEIR analysis. This will minimize the proposed project from being
required to conduct individual Traffic Impact Studies which expedites the review time and is
significantly more cost effective to the City and project proponents.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to working with the City
on this project. If you have any questions in this matter, please contact me at (415) 713-0092 or

email at ms2(@cpuc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Moses Stites

Rail Corridor Safety Specialist
Consumer Protection and Safety Division
Rail Transit and Crossings Branch

180 Promenade Circle, Suite 115
Sacramento, CA 95834-2939
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Responses to Califorra Public Utiities Cormmission, fetter of July 26, 2070

Response 8A: Comments noted. Currently there are seven “at-grade” railroad crossings in
the vicinity of the project site — one at D’Arcy Parkway, one at Yosemite Avenue,
two at McKinley Avenue, one at Lathrop Road, and two at Louise Avenue. The
railroad crossings are provided with crossbucks, advanced warning and “Stop lines
and RR Xing” pavement markings, mast-mounted flashing lights (FLs), cantilever
flashing lights and warning bells. Two traffic lanes cross the railroad at D’Arcy
Parkway, Louise Avenue, Yosemite Avenue and Lathrop Road. A total number of
13 trains per day operate on the UPRR railroad tracks that cross Lathrop Road and
Louise Avenue. Data on the usage of the tracks that cross D’Arcy Parkway,
McKinley Avenue and Yosemite Avenue are currently unavailable. Per the US
DOT “Highway-Rail Grade Crossing Accident/Incident Report”, there were a total
of three accidents reported at the Louise Avenue crossing between 1975-2010 and
four accidents reported at the Lathrop Road crossing between 1989-2010.

All the railroad crossings within the City of Manteca, namely Airport Way, Louise
Avenue (on the Valley Route), Union Road, and S. Main Street, are at-grade
railroad crossings with up to 20 trains per day operating on those tracks. All of
these crossings are provided with advanced warning, “Stop Lines and RR Xing”
pavement markings and train-activated devices such as gates, mast-mounted
flashing lights and warning bells. There have been four accidents reported at the
Louise Avenue crossing between 1984-2010, four accidents reported at the Union
Road crossing between 1979-2010, two accidents reported at the Airport Way
crossing between 1976-2010, and one accident reported at S. Main Street railroad
crossing between 1977-2010.

As a part of the 2007 SJCOG RTP, Lathrop Road at UPRR (Westerly), Louise
Avenue at UPRR and Airport Way at UPRR railroad grade-separation projects were
identified as Tier | funded improvements. The RTP recommended construction of a
four-lane overpass at the Lathrop Road UPRR railroad crossing and construction of
at-grade improvements at the Louise Avenue UPRR railroad crossing. Currently
improvements at Louise Avenue are being installed and improvement plans for the
Lathrop Road grade-separation structure have been approved and right-of-way
acquisition along Lathrop Road has been initiated by the lead agency. For the
Airport Way UPRR railroad crossing, the RTP recommended construction of a five-
lane grade separation over the tracks. The Lathrop Road at UPRR (Westerly) grade
separation project is also included as part of the City’s Capital Improvement
Program. Thus, the City of Lathrop is in the process of implementing some of the
safety measures recommended in the comment letter at crossing near the project
site.

The proposed project’s pro-rata payment of local traffic impact fees and the SJCOG
Regional traffic impact fee program are considered adequate mitigation for project
impacts to ultimate railroad grade-separation projects in the vicinity of the
proposed Specific Plan.  The City will consider other safety measures
recommended in the comment letter and incorporate these measures into future
railroad crossing construction projects as appropriate. Text will be added to the

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR Page 3-46



Final EIR discussing potential impacts at existing crossings and identify a mitigation
measure to insure incorporation of identified safety measures into future
improvement plans that include road improvements at existing railroad crossings
(please refer to Chapter 4.0, Errata).
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Mike and Karel Brown
P.0.Box 510

Lathrop, CA 95330

APN 241-030-05

4100 W. Yosemite Avenue

Charlie Mullen, Principal Planner
City of Lathrop

390 Towne Centre Drive
Lathrop, CA 95330

July 26,2010

Re: Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan and EIR
Dear Mr. Mullen,

Our comments on the Specific Plan and EIR are as follows:

Financing

As a small landowner with no control over the timing or cost of the Project, we appreciate
policies to protect landowners from Project costs prior to the development of their 9 A
properties, such as 1.2, 2.3, 4.1, and 4.2. In addition to these policies, we would like a

guarantee from the City, written into the adopted Plan, that our property will not be put
into any type of finance district or Mello-Roos without our consent, and that any and all
costs, including the Specific Plan Fee Reimbursement, related to the Project will be
deferred until the property develops.

Phasing
While the phasing plan is a rough guide, it seems logical that lands closest to the freeway
will develop first, therefore areas 5 and 6 will probably develop before area 4. 9 B

Guthmiller Road

It will eliminate much confusion if Guthmiller Road is renamed Yosemite Avenue, and the
western end of Yosemite Avenue is renamed Yosemite Court. This will conform the actual 9 C
street name to the name shown on the freeway exit sign.

Sincerely,

Voeeeken o

Mike Brown

COMMENT #9



Responses to Mike and Rarel Browr, /etter of July 26, 2070

Response 9A: This comment is directly related to financial mechanics associated with the
cost and funding of projects within the Plan Area. This comment raises no
additional environmental concerns or comments directly related to the physical
environment addressed in the Draft EIR, thus no response is required.

Response 9B: No specific concern related to the adequacy of the EIR analysis are raised in
this comment associated with phasing, thus no additional response is required.

Response 9C: No specific concern related to the adequacy of the EIR analysis are raised in
this comment associated with the naming of Guthmiller Road/Yosemite Avenue,
thus no additional response is required. During processing of Tentative/Final Maps
within the Plan Area, the City of Lathrop can consider the recommendation made
within this comment.
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

Managing Californin's Working Landy
DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION

LAND RESOURCE

PROTECTION 801 K STREET # MS 1801 » SACRAMENTO, CALFORNIA 96814

PHONE 916 /3240860 » FAX 914 /327-3430 » TDD 916/ 3242555 « WEBSITE consenvation.co.gov

July 26, 2010

VIA FACSIMILE (209) 941-7268
Charlie Mullen, Priricipal Planner
City of Lathrop

390 Towne Centre Dr.

Lathrop, CA 95330

Dear Mr. Mullen:

Subject: City ¢f Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Draft Environmental
Impa :t Report

The Department of Canservation's (Department) Division of lLand Resource Protection
(Division) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Lathrop
Gateway Business Park Specific Plan project. The Division monitors farmland
conversion on a st:tewide basis and administers the California Land Conservation
(Williamson) Act ard other agricultural land conservation programs. We offer the following
comments and recommendations with respect to the project's impacts on agricultural land
and resources.

Project Description

The purpose of the; Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan project is for the
planned urban ind Jstrial and commercial development of approximately 384 acres.
The project site is located near the existing City of Lathrop (City) city limits, south of ’l O A
Vierra Road and Yosemite Avenue, east of the I-5 fraeway, and north of State Route
120. No parcels vithin the project site are under Wiliamson Act contracts. However,
implementation of the project would result in the permanent conversion of approximately
60 acres of Prime Farmland and 135 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance. The
impact to agricultural resources has been categorized as significant and unavoidabie.
Therefore, the Division recommends that any subsequent CEQA document address the
following items to provide a comprehensive discussion of potential impacts of the project
on agricultural land and activities:

Agricultural Setting of the Project

= Current and past agricultural use of the project area. Please include data on the
types of crops grown, and crop yields and farm gate sales values.

The Department of Conservaticn’s mission is to balance today's needs with .omarrow’s challengss and foster intelligent, sustainable,
and efficient use of California’s energy, land, and mineral resources.
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Mr. Mullen, Principal Planner
July 28, 2010
Page 2 of 3

To help describe tha full agricultural resource value of the soils on the site, the
Department recommmends the use of economic multipliers to assess the total
contribution of the site’s potential or actual agricultural production to the local, regional
and state economi¢s. Two sources of economic multipliers can be found at the
University of California Cooperative Extension Service: and the United States
Department of Agrizulture (USDA).

Mitigation Measures

The loss of agricultural land represents a parmanent reduction in the State's
agricultural land resources. According to the DEIR, approximately one-half of the
project site is agricultural and would be converted to non-agricultural uses. In order to
mitigate against this conversion, the Project applicant and City would be required to
participate in the Sian Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Qpen
Space Plan (SJMSCP). Fees would be paid by the project applicant to the SJCOG on
a per-acre basis fo - lost agricultural land during development of the proposed Lathrop
Gateway Business Park. The San Joaquin Council ¢f Governments (SJCOG) would
use these fees to purchase conservation easements on agricultural and habitat lands.
in the project vicinity.

However, the DEIf" also states that fees collected for [ost agricultural land would be
used to purchase conservation easements that would spread their benefits to any
combination of hatitat, open space, and agricultural land conservation. As such, the
compensation provided by the fee contribution for the proposed project would not be
applied exclusively to agricultural lands. Therefore, it is likely that the SIMSCP would
only partially mitigzte the conversion of Important Farmland associated with the project.
Furthermore, no naw farmiand would be made available, and the productivity of existing
farmland would no' be improved as a result of the SUMSCP mitigation. In sum, full
compensation for losses of Important Farmland may not be achieved.

In order to more fuly mitigate the conversion of Impartant Farmland associated with the
project, the Department recommends that collected fees based on acreage of lost
agricultural land be: used to purchase conservation easements to conserve agricultural
lands. In general, the Department recommends the use of conservation easements on
land of at least equal quality and size as compensation for the direct loss of agricultural
land. However, if growth-inducing or cumulative agrivultural impacts are involved, the
Department recommends that this ratio of conservation easements to lost agricultural
land be increased.

Of course, the use of conservation easements is only one form of mitigation that should
be considered. Ary other feasible mitigation measuras should also be considered.

The Department a.so has available a listing of approximately 30 “coriservation tools”
that have been uscd to conserve or mitigate project impacts on agricultural land. This
compilation report may be requested from the Divisicn at the address or phone number

5

10A

10B
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Mr. Mullen, Principz | Planner
July 28, 2010
Page 30f 3

below. General infurmation about agricultural conservation easements, the Williamson
Act, and provisions noted above is available on the Department’s website: ’l O B

hitp://www.conservation.ca.gov/d| p/index htm

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. If you have questions
regarding our comrnents, or require technical assistance or information on agricultural
land conservation, please contact Elliott Lum, Environmental Planner, at 801 K Street,
MS 18-01, Sacramanto, CA 95814, phone: (916) 324-0869; email:

Elliott. Lum@conservation.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

.::.--L\/ﬁ 2 -Qf’”

Dan Otis
Program Manager
Williamson Act Program

cc:  State Clearinghouse
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Responses to California Departiment of Conservation, /etter of July 26, 2070

Response 10A: As the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan builds out, the
necessity of subsequent CEQA documents will be evaluated on a project-by-project
basis by the lead agency. As requested, the lead agency will consider this
comment as part of future evaluations.

For additional response, refer to Response 10B below.

Response 10B: It is the conclusion of the Draft EIR that the loss of any amount and type of
agricultural land is considered to be significant and unavoidable (with or without
any form of mitigation). This conclusion also mimics the findings of the City of
Lathrop Comprehensive General Plan EIR (1997) that also included the project area
as part of Sub-plan Area #1. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines requires decision-makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project
against its unavoidable environmental effects in determining whether to approve
the project. Pursuant to Section 15093(a) of the Government Code, if the benefits
of the project outweigh the unavoidable adverse effects, the adverse environmental
effects may be considered "acceptable."

The provision of adequate industrial, commercial, office development and public
facilities in and around Lathrop will, in most cases, involve conversion of land that
has supported some agricultural use since the City of Lathrop is surrounded by
productive farmland. As noted in the San Joaquin County Agricultural Land
Preservation Study prepared by the San Joaquin County Council of Governments in
1980, San Joaquin County's urban centers are generally located amid the best soils
for agricultural use, and such soils cover most of the County. Thus, in most cases,
expansion of the present urban centers is at the expense of farmland.

The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan area is included within the City's
General Plan Boundary. The project is consistent with City objectives that provide
for contiguous urban growth and extension of urban services to areas identified as
"Sub-plan Areas" in the City of Lathrop General Plan. The project provides a
logical extension of urban development as the project is bounded on the north and
west by existing urban development. In addition, conversion of agricultural land
within the proposed annexation area to urban uses would be phased over a multi-
year period. Land that is not under development would be expected to remain in
agricultural use.

The City of Lathrop is a participant in the San Joaquin County Multi Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, and development of the projects within the Lathrop Gateway
Business Park Specific Plan will be subject to the requirements of the Plan. Plan
implementation is expected to result in some protection of agricultural lands in
conjunction with its habitat conservation functions. However, as discussed in the
Draft EIR, the loss of farmland cannot be fully mitigated, thus resulting in a
significant and unavoidable impact.
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July 26, 2010

Charlie Mullen

City of Lathrop

Pianning Department
390 Towne Centre Drive
Lathrop, CA 95330

Project: Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan
District CEQA Reference No: 20090401

Dear Mr. Mullen;

The San Joaguin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed
Specific Plan and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Lathrop Gateway Business
Park Specific Plan {LGBPSP) to be located south of the City of Lathrop, east of the I-5
freaway. At full buildout the project would include: 57 acres of commercial office uses;
168 acres of imited industrial uses; 83 acres of service commercial uses; and 77 acres
of roads and public facllity sites. The District offers the following comments:

Criteria Pollutant Emissions

1) The emissions analysis provided in the EIR does not represent a worse-case
buildout scenario. The emissions analysis was performed using the square footage
allowed by the target floor to area ratio (FAR) provided in the Specific Plan (Table
1.1 and Table 3.1), not the maximum FAR allowed by fand use.

1a) Tables 1.1 and 3.1 indicate that, based on a target FAR, the maximum project '! ’I A
buildout would be 5,434,894 square feet. However, because the City may
allow minor deviations In land use intensity for particular projects (Specific Plan,
Section 3.4 Land Use and Site Layout Flexibility) the maximum FAR range
should be used in deftermining the worst-case scenario. Based on the FAR
ranges provided in the summary tables, the maximum allowable (worst-case)
buildout would include 8,613,554 square feet of space,
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District CEQA Reference No: 26096401 Page 2of 4

1b) To fulfil CEQA requirements for full disclosure of potential impacts, the District
recommends the EIR be amended fo include both target and worst-case 1 1 A
emissions analyses.

2) Table 2-1 Summary of Environmerlal Impacts and Mitigation Measures (EIR)
concludes that construction related air impacts will have a potentially significant
impact on air quality but with the incorporation of Mitigation Measures 6-1 through 6-
6-6 these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant impact. The District
does not agree with this conclusion. The Specific Plan is a program level profect
and includes measures to reduce and mitigate impacts at the individual project level.
Specific project development is unknown at this time and the Specific Plan does not 1 1 B
include a measure requiring all projects to mitigate construction impacts to a level
below District thresholds. Therefore, construction emissions from the buildout of the
Specific Plan would be considered to have a cumulatively significant impact on air
quality. The District recommends the EIR be amended to reflect that, even with the
incorporation of the mitigation measures presented, emissions resulting from
construction activities would be considered to have a cumulatively significant impact.

3) The discussions emissions analyses indicate that construction emissions were
analyzed using a 20-year buildout (page 6-16) while operational emissions were
analyzed using a 10-year buildout (page 6-21). If the project is expected fo be
completed in 10 years, the estimated annual construction emissions may be 1 'i C
underastimated {same area over a longer period would reduce the amount of area
disturbed per year, and therefore reduce annual emissions). The District
recommends the analyses and E!R be amended to correct the discrepancies
between the analyses.

Toxic Air Contaminants and Heaith Risks

4) Accurate quantification of health risks and operational emissions requires detailad
site specific information, e.g. type of emission source, proximity of the source to
sensitive receptors, and trip generation information. The required level of detail is
typically not available until project specific approvals are being granted. Therefore,
the District recommends that polential health risks be further reviewed when
approving fulure projects. This recommendation includes projects that would
otherwise appear to be exempt from CEQA requirements, such as projects that
could be categorically exempt or allowed tand uses under current zoning. 1 ] D

4a) Varlous tools exist to perform a screening level analysis for emissions from new
stationary sources, such as prioritization charts, SCREEN3, and various
spreadsheets available from the District's website. As slated in the EIR,
another important screening tool is contained in the Air Resources Board (ARB)
Handbook: Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Communify Health
Perspective.
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4b) In addition to Mitigation Measure 6-10 which requires health risk assessments
for projects located within the established buffer distance identified in ARB's
Handbook, the District recommends the inclusion of measures requiring a
health risk screening andfor assessment to be performed for the following
projects:

« Projects whose land uses are not specifically identified in ARB's handbook
{stich as shopping centers), but there is sufficient information to reasonably
conclude that sensitive receptors would be exposed to significant sources of
toxic air contaminants; and

« Projects that would otherwise appear to be exempt from CEQA
requirements, but there is sufficient information o reasonably conclude that
sensitive receptors would be exposed to significant sources of toxic air
contaminants, such as industrial use projects allowed by right.

4c) It the screening level analysis indicates that toxic air contaminants (TACs) are a
concern, the District recommends that 2 more detailed health risk assessment
(HRA) be performed. More information on TACs and HRAs can be obtained
by:

. Calling Mr. Leland Viltalvazo, Supervising Air Quality Specialist, at {559)
230-6000;

« E-mailing inquiries to: hramodeler@valleyair.org; or

» Visiting the District’s website at: hitp/fwww.valleyair.org/busind/pto/Tox_
Resources/AlrQuatityMonitoring.htm.

District Rules and Regulations

5)

6)

District Rule 9510 requires applicants subject to the rule to submit an Alr Impact
Assessment (AlA) application to the District no later than applying for final
discretionary approval, and to pay any applicable off-site mitigation fees before
issuance of the first building permit. Mitigation Measure 8-5 requires owners,
developers, and/or successors-in-interest to submit an AIA application to the District
prior to the issuance of the first building permit. Based on the information provided
in Section 2.3.2 Sequence and Tiering of Entitfernents and Seclion 3.4 Land Use
and Site Layout Flexibility, it appears the approval of this project and adoption of the
EIR may be the final discretionary approval for some developments within the
LGBPSP. As such, the District concludes that this project is subject to District Rule
9510 (Indirect Source Review). information about how to comply with District Rule
9510 can be found online at; hitp://www.vailevair.org/iSR/ISRHome. htm,.

Developments within the scope of the proposed project may be subject to District
Rule 2010 (Petrnits Required) and Rule 2201 (New and Modified Stationary
Source Review}). As specific uses andfor tenants are identified, applicants are
strongly encouraged to contact the District's Small Business Assistance (SBA)
Office to obtain information about additional District rules or regulations that may

1TE
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apply to their project and whether an Authority to Construct (ATC) and Permit fo
Operate (PTO) would be required. The District's SBA staff can be reached by
phone at (209) 557-6445. Current District rules can be found onfine at
www.vailevair.org/rules/1rulestist. him.

General Comments

7)  The District recommends that a copy of the District's comments be provided to the
project proponent.

District staff is available to meet with you andfor the applicant to further discuss the
regulatory requirements that are associated with this project. If you have any questions
or require further information, please call Jessica Willis at (5569} 230-5818.

Sincerely,

David Warner
Direclor of Permit Services

Armaud Marjollst
Permit Services Manager

DW: jw
cc: File

Enclosure: ISR Frequently Asked Questions

1T H
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Responses to San Joaguin Valley Air Pollution Control District /etter of July
26, 2070

Response 11A: The Air District comments that a “worst case” scenario should be analyzed
for air quality impacts, based on a maximum allowable buildout of approximately
8.6 million square feet.  This figure apparently was obtained by applying the
maximum FAR to the total square feet per designated land use. The air quality
analysis in the Draft EIR used the maximum square footage in Table 3-1 of the Draft
EIR, which was based on the target FAR for each land use.

The maximum square footage provided in Table 3-1 is considered a reasonable
approximation of the maximum development that would occur on the proposed
project site. As stated in Page 3-2 of the Specific Plan, “the total acreages and
building square footage projections establish an approximate carrying capacity for
the Plan Area.” While the letter correctly states that the Specific Plan may allow
“minor deviations” in land use intensity, it is not expected that such deviations
would lead to project site development that would greatly exceed the maximum
square footage set forth in Table 3-1. More specifically, such deviations are not
expected to lead to a situation in which approximately 3.2 million more square feet
would be added to anticipated project site development.

It should be noted that, even if the proposed “worst case” scenario is analyzed, it
would not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR related to the operational impacts
of the project on air quality, which were considered “significant and unavoidable.”

Response 11B: It should be noted that the Draft EIR concluded that the project would have
a cumulatively considerable impact on air quality, and that the impact cannot be
mitigated to a level that is less than cumulatively considerable.

Response 11C: Please refer to Response 6A. The EIR will be edited to remove the
reference on Page 6-21 to the 10-year development period (refer to Chapter 4.0,
Errata). This will not affect the analysis of operational impacts of the project, as it
assumed full buildout of the project site.

Response 11D: The Draft EIR discussed the potential impacts associated with toxic air
contaminants, noting that future land uses could potentially generate or be exposed
to such contaminants. The Draft EIR mentioned the ARB’s Air Quality and Land
Use Handbook and discussed some of its recommendations.

It is expected that projects in the Specific Plan area that may potentially use or be
exposed to toxic air contaminants would be subject to CEQA review, even if the
project would otherwise be consistent with the Specific Plan. Refer to Public
Resources Code Section 21094, a part of CEQA, which states that a project
consistent with a program, plan, policy or ordinance for which an EIR has been
certified shall prepare an initial study to determine if the project’s environmental
impacts have been mitigated or avoided by measures contained in the certified EIR.
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The initial study shall analyze whether the project may cause significant
environmental effects not examined in the prior EIR.

Response 11E: The Final EIR will incorporate the recommended mitigation measures.
Please refer to Chapter 4.0, Errata, for changes.

Response 11F: Please refer to Responses 11D and 11E. It is expected that if toxic air
contaminants are identified as an issue of concern for a future development project
in the Specific Plan area, there would be a detailed analysis of potential impacts.
The City appreciates the contact information provided by the Air District.

Response 11G: The Air District appears to be concerned that some development projects
would not undergo environmental review if they are found consistent with the
Specific Plan and its certified EIR. Please refer to Response 11D above.

Response 11H: Future development projects would be required to comply with all
applicable Air District rules and regulations. Therefore, all applicants for future
development projects in the Plan Area will be encouraged to contact the Air
District to confirm the rules that would apply to their projects.

Response 111: The City will provide the Air District’'s comments to the project applicant.
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Martin Harris
5151 E. Aimondwood Dr.
Manteca, CA 95337
Phone: {209} 235-1361 e Fax: {209) 239-7086

Juiy 26, 2010 RECEIVED
Charfie Mullen, Principal Flanner JUL o5
City of Lathrop

390 Towne Centre Dr. CITY OF LatHrop

Lathrop, CA 95330 COM. DEY, DEST,

Re' Gateway Business Park Annexation/45 day review and comments letter with 8 enclosures

Dear Mr. Mullen,

| am in receipt of the June 10, 2010 notice of completion of a draft environmental impact report
and have taken the steps necessary to obtain copies of the specific plan EIR for the proposed
384 acre Lathrop Gateway Business Park Annexation.

| represent the various Harris-controtled Interests in the four parcels listed below.

1. 7.98 acres 3938 W. Yosemite Ave, Lathrop ~ APN 241-400-04
2 638 acres 3870 W. Yosemite Ave, Lathrop  APN. 241-400-05
3. 45.9 acres 3756 W. Yosemite Ave, Lathrop  APN: 241-400-06
4. 5.64 scres 3800 W. Yosemite Ave, Lathrop  APN: 241 -400-07

On February 4, 2008, i wrole a letter to Marilyn Ponton {copy altached), the community
development director for the City of Lathrop, expressing my concerns that deteriorating
economic conditions might worsen, thus leading to an uncomfortable portion of development
and maintenance costs shifting to property owners within the project area.

As a resull of my receni investigations, | have now been made aware, that the aforementioned
sityation is exactly what happened in North West Central Lathrop in the area | believe is
described as the Central Lathrop Specific Plan Services 1CFD 2006-2 Assessment District.

| have been informed that undeveloped properties, currently without any infrastructure or city
setvices, are at this time, being assessed al more that $1 ,200.00 per acre annually. This
assessment is understood o be a result of a special district assessment bond obtained to
finance the development infrastructure supporting key setvices for that area.

1 have enclosed = copy of a tax bill for parcel 191.220-13 located at 220 De Lima Rd. as
evidence of my investigation.

| have atso baen informed that a devetoper and the City worked togeiher to secure miliions of
dollars in financing in order to fully fund the development and construction of the necessary key
services and infrastructure to supply sewer, water, utilities, arterial roadways and storm water
management services to {hat same Central Lathrop Assessment District area,

My understanding is that the entire amount of secured financing was apparently then advanced

10 a developer to proceed with the development of the critical services needed to support
construction it that assessment district
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t have been further informed and believe that deteriorating conditions to the economy caused
that developer to abandon the project leaving indebtedness totaling as much as
£10,000,000.00 in uncompleted infrastructure critical to supporting development in that area.

Therefore, it appears tc me that ihe burden of indebtedness and the unknown further costs to
complete the unfinished construction has fallen sotely on the City of Lathrop and the property
owners, many of whom have yet fo receive any benefit for what could be unsustainable tax
burdens which also carry potential unknown other costs coming their way.

In the meantime, hundreds of acres in the Central Lathrop Specific Plan Services 1CFD 2006-2
Assessment District lay idle or operate without full access to sewer and water. Without the
necessary hasic services and infrastructure in place and with-the unlikelihcod of financing
becoming available until the economy improves, these properties may lay idle (and unfarmable,
in some instances) for some time. . .

That concerns me and causes me to question.

s

1. With hundreds of acres of residential and commercial property entitied and currently
available for development within the City of Lathrop, $hould the city be looking to annex
mare properties at this time? .

2. 1s the city aware that certain tand owners within the Central Lathrop Spacific Plan
Services 1CED 2006-2 Assessment District are taking steps o find refief from the steep
tax assaessments that they currently find their vacant and idle properties becoming
subiect fo encumbrance’?

3. Is there more that the City of Lathrop can currentiy do fo align with these Central Lathrop
propesty owners in better positioning these idie properties for development or sale?

4. With the Gity of Lathrop support services, staffing levels, and hours of service shrinking,
is it fiscally responsible to annex more properties at this time?

5. Is the City of Lathrop capable financially of supporting this annexation?

&. 1s it true that the Lathrop Manteca Rural Fire District, descrihed in 6. 1. 4. of the Lathrop
Gateway Business Park Specific Plan, currently has a projected budget short fail
estimated to exceed $500,000.00 for the 2010-2011 fiscal year? (July 2010 newspapar
articles enclosed -4 each).

7. 1s it true that budget problems have caused the fire district to temporarily close the new
muitimittion dolar fire station on River lsland Parkway located in Central Lathrop? (July
2010 newspaper articies enclosed -4 each).

8. Wil the city be abla to defiver on critical services such as sewer, ulilities and water?

9. Is it true that the twa-year-old Lathrop High School does not have direct access to
discharge its sewage waste water by the nofmal means of underground pipe jings to a
city operated waste water treatment facility?

10. Is it true that the Lathrop High School Is currently loading and trucking sewage waste
water from the Lathrop High Schoal to a city operated waste water treatmen? facility?

11. 1s this annexation ohly meant to increase the City's tax base?

12. Will an increased tax base. generated by increasing the cilies borders, resuft in a
positive cash position or will the need for additional support services further strain city

finances?
2
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13. Will the annexation and subsequent development of more vacant and non-utifized
commercial property lots attract buyers or will it add to the total amount of unsold
cammercial inventory properties already available for sale?

14. Will economic conditions currently in effect at the time of this annexation create an unfair
financiat burden in the form of unreasonable high cost assessments or other
encumbrances on the Harris' and Harris-business partner's four parcels, as well as
properties owned by others and projected 1o be included in the Lathrop Gateway
Business Park Annexation®?

15. Has the current rate and cost of growth reached a short term manageable limit for the
City of Lathrop?

16. Should the City of Lathrop freeze its borders temporarily until they work through their
currently unresoived financial issues?

These are questions | must ask as | look to protect the interests of the Harris’ and Harris-

business partners as well as the interests of neighbors projected to be included in the
annexation. ‘

A conciuding question is what does this mean for the proposed annexation of the subject four
parcels discussed in this letter?

The Harris parties remain supportive to eventually being annexed into the City of Lathrop, but
NOT at this time. | befieve that annexation is premature and that, at least in today’s econony,
the method of allowing for assessments and other encumbrances in this particular situation is
flawed with respect to protecting the best interests of many of the private party property owners
involved in this potential annexation.

It is my strong belief, that in this situation, that once annexed, the developer will have the
controliing vote for the entire 384 acre park based on current voting rules governed by LAFCO.
With this in mind, | further believe that these same voting rules will potentially enable the
developer to force expensive infrastructure devetopment costs, combined with impeded ongoing
land use options, onto all land owners located within the proposed Lathvop Gateway Business
Park.

It seems 1o me that the above is exactly the situation, that currently, properly owners in the
Centrat Lathrop Specific Plan Services 1CFD 2008-2 Assessment District find themselves....
Unreasenably high costs, with no benefit or refief in sight.

The Harrls' and their related businesses are currently focused on acting in the most financialiy
responsible manner, as they and their neighbors navigate their way through these difficult
econgmic times. ’

As a result, on behalf of the Harris' and other interests, I ask that the City of Lathrop postpone
annexation of the 384 acre project, until such time, ihat economic conditions improve, thereby
creating a business environment that will attract buyers and financing necessary to develop the
existing inventory of Lathrop properties currently unfinished and sitting idle.

This will provide a fiscally responsible ptan that will allow time 1o resolve the current financial
issues that the Cily of Lathrop faces without putting iand owners at risk.

Thank you for yeur attention to this important matter.

In frust,

Martin Harris
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Enclosures:

February 4, 2008 letter to City of Lathrop (1-page)
Tax assessment parcel #191-220-13 (4-pages)
Manteca Bulletin Article July 21, 2010 (2-pages)
Manteca Bulletin Article July 22, 2010 {2-pages)
Manteca Builetin Article July 23, 2010 {2-pages)
Mantaca Bulletin Article July 24, 2010 (2-pages)
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Martin Harris
© 5151 E. Almondwood Dr.
Manteca, CA 95337
Phone: (209) 239-1361 e Fax: (209) 239-7086

February 4, 2008

City of Lathrop
300 Towne Centre Dr.
Lathrop, CA 95330

E-mail: MPonton@CL Lathrop.CA . US

Attention: Marilyn Ponton
Dear Marilyn,

Thank you for returning my phone call this moming concerning the preparation of the
draft environmental impact report for the approximately six hundred eighty-nine acres ot
unincorporated land being considered for annexation into the City of Lathrop.

[ represent the William R. Harris families controlling interest in the four parcels listed
e PEOW

1. 7.98 acres 3938 W. Yosemite Ave, Lathrop APN: 241-400-04
2. 6.38 acres 3870 W. Yosemite Ave, Lathrop APN: 241-400-05
3. 45.90 acres 3756 W. Yosemite Ave, Lathrop APN: 241-400-06
4. 5.64 acres 3600 W. Yosemite Ave, Lathrop APN: 241-400-07

At this time, I believe it is in the best interest of all parties sharing ownership interests in
the four parcels identified in this letter, to be excluded from the proposed annexation,

As a result, please exclude all four listed parcels from the proposed annexation.

The decision to be excluded from the proposal annexation is made for various reasons,
including but not limited to concerns about the following:

{. The belief that the current deteriorating economic conditions will continue,
creating a sjtuation, whereby, an uncomfortable portion of development and
maintenance costs will be shifted to the property owners within the project, until
such time that consumer demand allows for completion of the project.

9 Concems that the current rate and costs of growth for the City of Lathrop may
have reached a short-term manageable limit.

Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter.

Yours truly,

e Lo

e s
Martin Harris
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Ownat Name: BOSE EFREN T
Mailing Addr: 2211 FRANCIS AVE 3ANTA CLARA CA 550651

Legal Description:

Assessmant
Total Vajue: 836,003  Usas Code; a0y Use Type:  RESIDENTIAL
Land Value: §936,003 Tox Rate Area: 007083 Zoning: )
" impt Value: . YearAssd: 2009 Census Tract: 51,191
Other Value: Property Tax: Prlee/SqFt:
% lmproved: Dslinquent Yr:
Exampt Amt: HO Exempt; N
Sale History
Saled Seln2 Saled Trangfer
Recording Dale;  06/15/2004 ne/13/1998 a7ite6i2009
Recording Doc: 4130866 895053015 09105776
Ret. Doc Type; GRANTDEED GRANTDEED . -
Transfer Amount:  $1,200,000 $185,000
Seller (Grantor): .
1at Trust Dd Amt:
2nd Trust Dd Amnd:
Property Characterisiics
Bedrooms: Freplace; Unlts:
Baths (Full): AIC: Slories:
Baths {Half): Heating: Guality:
. ) Building
Total Rooms: Pool: Class:
Bldg/Liv Area: Park Type! Caondition:
Lot Acres: 16,380 Spaces: SHe Influence:
. . Timber
Lot SL:;FL 713,512 Garage 3gFL Preserve:
Year Built : BsmtSqFt  NJA Ag Preserve:

- Effective Year:

“Phe edernalion orovided nans i desmed wiable, s net © Cd L“iata www.pareelqurst.com
garaniens, 2010 s (BBB)217-8890

http://www.parcelquest.com/PQWeb/StdDetail. aspx7s=5302&mach=2,&srch=6240458&p...  2/17/2010

JUL-23-2918 EB:Z6 SB% P.i9



‘urrh

JOFHIVE 30 ALIG

‘uinbboflns g0 Aungh '
L6 L >Edoy 8 05584

i g e

FeeEsy

oD WS3 AIT WO

@

l

‘IRONT ¢ LNOES SAEQUUnK Y20l & MISSDEsy

FAIAD Ul UNOUS TIRQUILY P04 N JOSERSSY IZIOM

...
#nmu.mmwm

‘B2 pr Mg WE - 2
b G 11 788 Hd - 0
53 BE 8 SW — D
Bg ZO X§ Wd - B
Bd G2 ¥ BY - ¥

e IS ooy
i
=
k3
R A LY L=
[ B = pi-T¥ g 3
I sy 2 - " & -
i | @ § 40 W o sy Lw
CRET 2 ) ®1® | 7
o L5 _ . -
| B 15 mﬁ
tt To-eT 3 E3 £
141 wed] Tl
T ”.IH._ X T e v sh oy
O sy 504 FTEE
[
ov Eb'sl
¥
¥
h3
@ 3
-ar zwed

&

T W adF td

st 2PLL

AL CIAR W FLITD M g Eo? : Lo B I BFEZ | sv g
> FER Tl FEIr LA abm R Eorer [ 2E ads H] EHEFE  HNAZ T
oy 2wl i LR A T ar Rest M oy 587kl 4 oz oz
S
- M - 2.3
€ e @ D) V& : @ B ®
ST AP WX A pm Lk 22 - o E2xXh TS T ATHR R LK O 11N
AvCy W oezf 4t T TEREER {
%
av LEL s

v

TITHITSE

v

o

AMO 351 INIRGEISEY
H0J St J¥H SIHL

D

{ JSVHA — JOMHLYT LV Md¥d OGNV &Od=

EHE

WR'GGHW “F9'Y SiLl ‘€7 % LZ 'SO3S ¥Od w® ‘g O3S

®)

T

JELCH

e

o

Copviiaht [C} 2007-2008

192043

JUL-23-2P16 BB-26

Ban Jopquin, CA  APNE

Counly Nstha:

P.11

99%



rage 1ot 2

Skt A’

ey

1

]
= .

R vy

Iteros ip can: 0 Check Out
Mavigation
Last Bearch New Seayeh - Print
Asgessment {nfo
Assessment # 191-220-130-000
Taxyear . 2009
Feeparcel £91-220-130-000
Roll Cat Cs
Tares Jai 2nd Tukal
Pald Status PAID DUE
Due/Paid Date 12/09/2009 04/ 10/2010
Total Due $18,144.43 §18,144.43 £36,288.86
Total Paid $18,144.43 £0.00 18, 144,43
Ralance 50.00 $18,144.43  $18,144.43
Pay On-line r - Addio cait
Ufandt Tanes i’::j'::::j:: ; Baluncs
E(E;J;és:u Pay Plan in Yes ¥  No F
D o DAFOB0013556
Defaulted ‘Yax Balance Through End of Month

000 $0.00
Pay On-line I ™ . Add to-cart.
Tascoge {nfy
z;;‘d l?}:m: Ist ind Toind
HonoL 1 $4.680.02 34,680.02 £9,360.04
PROP. {3 MANDATE
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MANTECH UNIFIED DS § _
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MANTECA UNIFIED DS 2
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57100 0 £4.09 $4.09 38.18
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By ROSE ALBANG RISSO
City editor of the
MaAnTECA (CALIF.) DULLETN

LATHROP — The Latfwop-Manteca Pire
District may close one or two of its remaining
thiree fire stations that are still open, lay off 10
firefighters, and demote some of its personnel
as it struggles to grapple with a budget deficit
of $336,244,78 right at the start of the 2010-
11 fiscal year on Sept.-1.

_ The problem of money, or severe lack
thereof, is what brought a standing-room-only
situation with several others sitting down on
the floor during the fire board meeting Tues-
day night held at the recently shuitersd Moss-
. dale Landing fire stafion on River Islands
Parkway. _

Tn the worst case scenario only one of the
district’s four fire station will remain open.

The severity of the fire distriet’s dire fis-
cal situation was brought home to those who
attended the fire board meeting Tuesday

night when an emergency fire crew from

SEE STATIONS, PAGE A3

L

7/ rfper e



Local

STATIONS

FROM PAGE Al

the J Street fire station took
‘eight mimutes to get to the aid
of a cardiac arrest victim on
the west side of Interstate 5.
Emergency personnel could
have arrived at the scene in
perhaps fess than five minutes
had the disirici’s newest fire
station on River Islands Park-
way at Mossdale was open.
However, that station had
been closed for roughly 90
days due to budget cuts.

“Sadly, the man is no lon-

ger with us,” said-a somber
Josh Capper, the local fire-
fighters’ union president, at
the meeting,

While it's arguable if a
faster response -time could
have saved the man’s life, the
five-minute response time is a
mantra for emergency crews
whose job is to respond to
heart attacks, cardiac arrests
and putting up fires, when
every fraction of a second
means the difference of life
or death situation, The chance
of surviving a heart attack or,
as in the above case, acardiac
arrest, begins to drop off rap-
idly after five minutes.

In the case of fire, that time
. span’ is also critical because
a “flash over” when fires
titerally erupt eccur within
‘five mimutes of the first vis-
ible flame. From the time
an emergency call is placed,
equipment is dispatched and
“the fire erigine starts rolling,
more than half of the criti-
cal five minutes have already
gone by, leaving less than
three minutes for the fire-
fighters to reach the structure
fire or a major medical emer-
gency.

¢

The district has been hard-
hit by the (Great Recession,
with property taxes which is
the agency’s major fiscal life-

_blood severely eroding its cof-
“fers. The district’s budgeted

propexty taxes for the 2009-10
fiscal year was $3,011,143.
However, the actual revenue
was significantly lower at
$2,420,820.24 resulting in
more than half a million dif-
ference of $590;322.76.

As part of the still ongo-
ing efforts of the district to
find ways to avoid meking

further cutbacks in persen-.

nel, services and fire stations;
the board last week voted
unanimously to place a bal-

‘lot measure in the Novem-

ber elections. That measure,
which is aimed at prevent-
ing the permanent closure
of “one quartet of local fire
stations. and maintain 9-1-1
emergency medical response
time...
existing assessment to “no
more than six cents per square
foot for commercial propesty,

and three cenis per square

foot for residential and all
other property types....”
The local firefighters union,
with Capper serving as their
spokesman at the neeting,

" made the following proposals

to solve the budget crisis:
*Consider the retirement
of Fire Chief Fred Manding

" which would save $117,000

in salaries plus $6,500 in
associated retirement costs
*Consider also. the retire-

ment. of the business man-

ager which would save neatly
$65,000 a year plus related
retirement expenses.

=Also consider retiring the
battalion chief, a position cre-
ated by the fire chief “even

after the board stipulated no

,” secks fo increase the -

promotions were to be mads,”
Capper said. Savings real-
ized from this step would be
$92,000 a year plus more than
$50,000 in retirement costs.

Capper’s figure, however,
were questioned by board
member Manuel Medeiros.
Capper accepted the correc-
tions saying he was not privy
to the exact figures from the
budget when he prepared his
presentation. -

Medeiros also countered
that while Capper was sug-
gesting the elimination of the
above positions to balance the
hudget, the union members’
retirement costs are just as
fiscally draining to the fire
district’s coffers. Capper said
that they would welcome any
opportutity to it down and
discuss issues with the mem-
bers of the board,

Gene Neely, who presented
the proposed budget to the
board Tuesday night, went as
far as to state that “everybody

will buy their own coffee to -
- save $4,000” — from $9,000

to $5,000 annualty.
Medeiros’
to cut salaries by 5 percent

acrogs the board, which is.

what he suggested to the Man-
teca Unified School Board of
Trustees, he said. Medeiros is
also a Board of Trustee with
the school district.
“That should do

it,”
Medeiros said.

_However, former Lathrop-

mayor and fire board of direc-
tor Gloryanna Rhodes said,
“There’s a lot more issues
than just cutting 5 percent or
10 percent” from persénm_:l’s
salaries. .

Besides, she added, a five
percent across—tbe—board pay
cut would still require the dis-
trict to close one fire station

proposal was.

and resort to staff layoffs.
As for the possible closure
of one or two stations in the

" district, Rhodes said that the

board will have to establish
criteria to have that imple-
mented, Those criteria could
include response time; how-

‘evet, the board has not made

those determinations yet she
added. : '

“We haven’t even goiten
there,” she said of those dras-
tic steps.

But those possibilities are
what brought many concerned
residents lving in the fire dis-
trict’s county unincorporated:
jurisdictions to attend the dis-
cussion. Ameong those -who
came to listen and offer their
own nput into the discussion
were. longtime residents and
farmers Mike Gikas, Mty and
Kerry Harris, and Louie Tal-
lerico of Tallerico Vineyards,
LLC. Representing the Lathrop
City Council was Councilman
Christopher Mateo,

The board still has 4 num-
ber of meetings to discuss
the budget before its adop-
tion prior o the end of the .
district’s fiscal year which is
on Aug. 31. ,

Lathrop-Manteca Fire Dis-
trict has four stations, with
onty the following three cur-
rently open after the newest
station. at Mossdale Landing
was closed due to budget
cuts: Station” 1 on J Street
in Historic Lathrop, the Nile
Station on Unfon Road near

‘Nile Garden Schoo], and New

Haven Station on East Lath-
rop Road near New Haven
School. '

To contact Rose Albano
Risso, e-mail ralbanorisso@
mantecabulletin.com or call
(209) 249-3536.




Upcoming storles on
the Lathrop Manteca

Rural Fire District bud-

get crisis: -

#: Myths ahd facts
about the district

& Possible ballot
measure for taxes

# Impacts feared by
residents

. mpnMameca Fire District’s worst

-suggestions to help soften the ﬁscal

'is jalso airing in pubhc some - dirty
. adrtmnstratmn laundry. )

By ROSE ALBANO RISSO
o Cli}'edrrm of the
MANT]:CA {CALIF.} BULLETIN

LATHROP Tn the ridst of Lath-'

budget crisis since its founding in
1936, its union firefighters are step- | i

& digtrict, dropped by
ping forward with a laundry list of -

“$1 million la yf,ar\ alorie Gue to the

blow. .
But while dmng so, the umon, ;

“distrior's bodrd reitors Tuesday
night. Among the- cost—cuthng sug-

Two realities that serve as backdrop
tothe volatile situation at hand:

d@ﬁ cit

.gestmns he presented:

+ Bliminate the chief officers’ sti-
pend when running calls after work
hours, as well as the $300 petiweak- -

‘end pay that they receive, for-4n. estl—
‘mated savings of $60; 000 peryeat,. -

» Change the way the chiefofficers:
acerue and utilize sick leave and vata-
tion Howrs. “Currently, chief officers
acerue siek: Jeave and vacanon in'the.
same increments as line perfofuél;
however, when taken, they atilyvise -
eight hows for every 24 hotit fhatr_
line personnet use, This allow

svE BUDGET, PAGE
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to accrue a much larger amount which
consequently costs the district upon their
retirement,” Capper pointed out. The
district learned that hard lesson, he gaid,
when the last two fire chiefs rétived
and had to pay “exotbitant amowits of
money” for those accrued but unused
sick leave and vacation pay.

+ Have the board of directors forgo their
monthly meeting stipend of $100 per
meeting and $75 for each special meet-
ing for an annual savings of $7,500,

« Stop the use of official vehicles for
personat uses by adminisirative staff
and to use them only for business, and
to have the vehicles parked at the station
when they are off duty.,

« Have the fire chief, the district’s
business manager, and the battalion:
chief all “consider” retirement. Salary
and associated retirement costs for the
chief wouid save a total of $182,000
($117,000 in salary and nearly $65,000
in retirement), Those figures for the bat-
tation chief are $92,000 a year in salary
and more than $50,000 in retirement.
Cost savings for the business manager’s
retirement: $65,000,

The reasoni for the above. cost-saving
proposals are two-fold, Capper told the
board.

- “The ‘executive staff have not been
successtul in leading this department
and averting financial crisis, and because
the majority, if not all, of their workload
is currently being completed by Divi-
sion Chief (Gene) Neely, There doesn’t
seem to be the need or justification for
the other- personnel at this- point. Fur-
thermore, it has to be recognized that
a guaranteed retirement check is a lot
more beneficial than an mnemployment
check,” Capper explained.

Some of these cost-cutting proposals
were presented to administration offi-
cials “many months ago” but “our pro-
posals were adamantly refused,” Capper
said. '

While .their proposals may appear as
an attack on the district’s administration,
he told the board, “T can assure you that
is not the case. We are merely trying to

- curb unnecessary costs while continuing
to provide the service to the citizens,
“...And as someocne recently mentioned,
during a financial crisis, sometimes you
have to trim the tree from the top.” .

Capper, speaking on behalf of the
union members, expressed their -“com-
plete and utter disappointment in the

T S R

avemng financial crisis,

The executive staff have not been suc- |
cessful in leading this depariment and

and the majority, if

not all; of their workload is currently bemg

;\rampleted by Dwzswn’ hief (Gene) Neely...

—JO SH CAPPER THE PRESIDENT oFr THE LATEZROP MAN TECA
FIREFIGHTERS UNION, LOCAL #4317

administrative staff who have failed to

. effectively foresee this crisis from hap-

pening.”

There is no one to blame for the “eco-
nomic meltdown,” he said, but since the
administration knew there was a deficit
of $406,000 coming into the 2009-1G
fiscal year, administrative staff should
have foreseen the crisis and should
have immediately taken necessary cost-
cuttmg measures at that tme “but did
not.”

Tustead, the administration “spent an’
unknown amount of money on station
beautification” by painting the district’s

‘two outlying stations on South Union

Road near the Nile Garden School, and
the East Lathrop station near the New
Haven School, charged Capper.

In making the above statements and
propasals, the union members are fully
aware that they are “furthering the rift
between the line persomnel and the
administration,” said Capper reading

. from a prepared statement at the meet-
- ing,

“Unfortunately, at this poiut, it is a
necessary evil. We can no longer sit idly
by and watch the ship be run aground,
In ...making the (these) suggestions we
know that there will be reprisal and

- retaliation. We have already started to

experience the animosity agalust us.
Nevertheless, .we will stay the course
united in action. ...We have advocated
from the beginning that this course of
action is not personal towards anyone;
it’s just business. .., and right now busi-
ness is bad,” he said.

Only Manuel Medeiros of the five
board.divectors commented on Capper’s
statements. He told the union presidemt
that he missed to mention one significant
expense in the district’s budget, which is
the union members’ retirement cost of
$200,000 a year.

“What can we do about it?7 And 1t’
ongoing. Your retirement (costs) create
a lot of firoblems for us. I believe your
retirement is really what's causing us
a lot of (budget) problems). No com-

pany-can afford this kind of retirement
expenses. I hope we can mitigate this,”
Medeiros said.

Capper said the union will be “willing
to mitigate” the costs and that “we're
willing to sit down and talk” with the
district officials and discuss this issue,

One firefighter at the meetmg said -
they have not had any salary raise in the :
last five years. ‘

" The other reality, however, is that .
. property tax ig the district’s sole souzce :
of revenue. As Medeiros explained, last |
" year alone, due to The Great Recession .
and mortgage meltdown which sent that .
Tevenue source plungmg to depths the °
district has not seen since its founding
in 1936, the loss to district’s coffers was ;

$1 million.

During budget digcussions Iast year, -
fire board chaitman Bennie Gatto said °
that he believes part of their present -
fiscal problems resulted in the district’s.

lack of foresight during the incorpora-

tion of the city of Lathrop in setting up

funding down the line for fire services.

“The city got off real lightly when

we incorporated because LAFCo said
Lathrop-Manteca Fire District will be

the sole proprietor for the city without =

funding; we still relied on property tax,”

(Galto said during last year’s budget dis- -

cussions.

“We're sﬁtmg hele pulling our hair :

out, whatever is left. We should® have, ;-

been more diligent. Nobody locked {hat -
far down the Jine but we can’t go back

now,” he said.

When the city incorporation was final-
ized in 1989, Lathrop-Manteca Fire ¥
gained some of the areas west of the
freeway which were detached from ihe
Tracy Rural Fire District. More .geo- «
graphical areas came under itg Junsdm- !.
tion with the subsequent annexations of

the River Islands development area, then
known as  Gold Rush, and the-Central
Lathrop Specific Plan area where Rich-
land Communities was going to be the
master developer but has since “tanked "
as Gatto described it.

R i o L
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Upcoming storles on’

he Lathrop Manteca
tural Fire District bud-
jet orisis:

» Myths and facts
ibout the district

* Jropacts feared by
esidents

By ROSE ALBANQ RISS0
ity editor of the
Manwtgea (Catir) BurLerin

LATHROP - The Lathrop-
Manteca Fire District will have
untll August & to fine-tune the
language ¢f the parcel tax mea-
sure that will be on the ballot in
the November elections.

The inclusion in the batlot of
the tentatively titled “Lathrop-
Marnteca Fire District Emer-
geney, 9-1-1 Fire and Medi-

‘cal Response Preservation

Measure” was unsnimously
approved by the district’s board

wmﬂwgm-ﬁmﬁma Fire womﬁm OKs Nov. 2 parcel tax ﬁ_%

BUDGET CRISIS

of directors at their meeting
last week. :

A special board meeting
Tuesday night, held in the now-

. closed fire station at Mossdale

Landing, offered the directors

an opportunity to rescind their -

earlier yote after listening to
the input from concernsd dis-
trict residents 4nd the results

of 3 survey presented: by the.

consultants hired by the district
to see what the chances arg for
the messure to pass by 2 two-

thirds vote by district electors
in November, )

Despite the strong recom-
mendation by the consultants
that, based on the statistics
gathered from a sampling of
the voters, the “measure is
not feagible at this time” and

‘would not have 2 chance of

being approved, the directors

let their prior decision stay.

“I’d fear for the district if
you put something on the bal-
lot now,” commented Cath-
erine Lew, president of The

SEE BUDGET, PAGE A3

Bennie Gatto,
chairman of
the Lathrop-
Mantaca Fire
District board
of directors,
gesturas dur-
ing discussion
about the
proposed tax
maeasure 1o
prevent the

‘ciosure of two

fire stations
and thea layoff
of 10 firefight-
ers, N

ROSE ALBANO
RISSO/The Bulletin
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Lew Edwards Group .of
Oakiand which conducted

the survey.
With the “predictable
results™ from the sur-

vey, the district stands fo
lose $40,000 to $60,000
if the measure fails, The
figures given by Lew are
the amounts the district ig
expected to spend to get the
measure to the voters. To
get the measure on the bal-
" lot alone is estimated to cost
about 525,000,
But several district resi-

dents who attended the dis-’

cussion were adamantly in
favor of proceeding with the
measure.

. As 2 businessman, said
.City of Lathrop-resident J.
“Chaka” Santos, he has “a

With the station in Moss-
dale Landing closed (it oper-
ated for three years hecauss
of a $1.1 miilion grant from
the ety hut ‘that was _used
up three months ago with
nmhmg more coming from
the pipeline), Station 1.on
¥ Street had to resp'ond toa
cardiac arrest in west Lath-
rap. It took eight minutes for
emergency crews to arrive
at the home of the victim,
and were, unable to save the
vietim’s life,

“These decisions are hard,

and | lmow nobody likes

taxes, but taxes are a neces-
sary evil,” Capper said.
Without meney coming in
to supplement the district’s
dwindling income from
property faxes, the district

will lose 10 firefighters on -
top of the half dozen that

have aléady been Tet go.
The- chstrlct aisn recewes

is on 1,500 stores’ -shelves
“because of the passion I
have,” he said. .

It's that kind of passion

that will carry the proposed
measure to victory in the
polls, he said. .
" "“You can’t put a price
on safety and scrhebody’s
life being saved. I think we
should go forward,” he said
at the meeting. -

Citing yet another exam-
ple where sheer determi-
.nation could win the day,

he =aid, “Nobody. thought-

Obama could win either.

And nobody. thought -(Lath-
rop mayor) Kristy- Sayles.’

could win {in the 2008 elec-
. tions), and they wen! Let’s
get- out there. I'm willing
to belp; I'l donate a bunch
of food” for vblunteers who
_ will worl on the campaign,

“We got to have it done;

we have fo get it done;” San-

itos added. “This -is not just
about five guys {the district’s
board of directors). It's sbout
everybody. It's about com:
munity, It’s sbout us.”

“We will fail in service if
we don’t do this," chimed in
Tosh Capper, the president
of - the Lathmp-Mantﬂca
firefighters local union.

‘During  his.- prepared
speech before the board of
directors, he told of an inci-

dent that happened earlier’

in the day which threw into
sharp relief the tragic con-
sequences if two or thres of
the district’s four stations

are closed due io lack of

- funds,

enough to save: the dlstnct‘

financial bgat,

Manteca. . farmer Mike
Gikas said the proposed
measure will be .4 “hard
sell” especiail-y'in these hard
ECONnomic ’t;mes

“[ hate to see this_ go-and
fail,” he said. -

But there was also a lot of
optimisr.

“I” think we can make. it
happen,” said  board chair-
man and former city mayor

-Bennie Gatto. about. getting

the-proposad measure win
in-the November elections,

“I thmk we can,makedt ge ’
“if people-get-mobilized. -,
© “Ittakes a.-fot of work”

to get ssomething: like this
passed, said retired fire divi-
sion chief Chester Smith

who pointed out that the-last

sffort took :place in- 198

- There were pnly 12 of them

af'that time when. Jim Ennis
was the'fire chief, he.said.
But-*we all walked and
talked to voters.. We walked
and did this- for months. It

takes a lot of work,” Srmth -

said.
Another farmer, Marty

. Harris, -said - he-“does:not

know :“what it’s ‘going’ to
take” to get the proposalvin

‘In the cornihg elections: Bug,
‘he added, “iiobody wants to
-see thig disteiet fail” - -

Director Gloryanna
Rhodes said she was “con-
vinced:it’s not the time to
go” the way of-the ballot.
However, “without -winning

this election, we don’t know
- whers:else to go,” she said,
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Myths vs Facts:

The truth about

[Lathrop-Manteca
-~ Fire District

' By ROSE ALBANO RISSO

) City editor of the
ManTeca (Carrs.) BuLLETin

LATHROP Many 1eSIdents inn the Lath-

rop-Manteca  Fire
- District.geographical
* jurisdiction believe
 that ‘the  disirict
receives money from
the Clty 6f Mantsca's

sales ta‘< MEegSNre -

‘established.  about .

four years ago.
-That  erroneous
belief was just one of
_the glaring discover-
ies unearthed by the
survey  conducted
last month by consul-

Upcoming stories on
‘the Lathrop Manteca
Rural Fire District bud--
get crisis:

B lmpacts feared by
residents

tants contracted by the fire distict to see what
chances the proposed parcel tax measure that
will be on the ballot in the November elec-
tions has of being approved by two-thirds of
the voters living in the district.

The measure is a last-ditch effort to secure

SEE BUDGET, PAGEA3
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direly needed funding to keep
the district’s remaining three
fire stations open. The newest

station built just four. years -

ago at River Islands Parkway
in the Mossdale Landing area
to the tane of about $4 mil-
lion was cloged three months
ago when the $1.1 million

grant from the city to keep-

it open ended with no addi-
tional mohey coming in. That
closure resulted in the layoff
of six firefighters.

Below are some of the other
myths that the survey brought
to the surface.: . _

MYTH : The:€ity of Lath-
rop and the City of Manteca
provide district residents fire
and emergency response ser-
vices, Nearly half of the 350
surveyed are unaware that the
fire district provides them fire
and emergency response ser-

vices. Twenty-five percent of |

the survey responders said
they believe it was the incor-
porated City of Lathrop pro-
viding these services, while
15 percent believe the service
provider is the City of Man-
teca Fire Department.

FACT: The Manteca Fire
Depariment serves the resi-
dents of Manteca alone and
receives its funding from the
city. However, there exists a
mtual-response relationship
between the two agencies —as
with other fire apencies —that
kicks in during emergencies.

MYTH: The Lathrop-Man-
teca Fire District includes the
incorporated City of Manteca..
That is the belief expressed
by 65 percent of those sur-
veyed, while 16 percent said

they did not know. .

- FACT: The Ciiy of Man-
teca is not part of the LMED’s
geographical  jurisdiction,
only the rural areas of Man-
teca. To better understand this
distinction is to explain the
historical background of the
fire district.

In 1936, the Lathrop-Man-
teca Rural County Fire Protec-
tion District was established
to provide five- protection for
the township of Lathrop, rural
Lathrop and rural Manteca.
It evolved from the Manteca

Rural Fire Department which

was an all-volumiesr crganiza-
tion based in Manteca near the
old Bl Rey Theater, To pro-
vide protection for the Lathrop
area, this department Ioaned &
fire engine o the Lathrop com-
munity. It was fhen decided to,
gstablish the Mantecz-Lathrop
Rural department and build
three fire stations. Since 1936,
the district has evolved inio a
pro-active fire distriet cover-
ing 100 square miles in¢luding
the City of Lathrop which was
incorporgted in 1989, Neigh-
boring fire districts include the
French Camp Fire District to
the rorth, the City of Ripon
Fire Department to the south,
and the Montezuma Fire Dis-

“teict and City of Marteca Fire

Department to the east.

The Lathrop-Manteca Fire
District has been experienc-
ing dramatic changes since
it was initially formed. Im-
tially, inore than 90 percent
of their area of responsibii-
ity was farm land, and the
balance was in the unincor-
porated community of Lath-
rop. The geographical break-
down resulting from the rapid
growth that has taken place
is not available at press time.
However, the foregoing his-

- torical background was pro-

vided by Louie Tallerico of
Tallerico Vineyards LLC of
French Camp.

MYTH 4: Local residents
and businesses currently pay
a special tax dedicated to the
LMFD. 48 percent believed
that’s the case, while 42 per-
cent said they don’t know.

FACT: The majority of the
district’s funds come from
property taxes (57 percent); to
a lesser degree from property
assessment fees (40 percent),
and to a much lesser degree,
from plan check fees and fire
inspection fees.

MYTH 5: The district
receives funds from the Man-
teca sales tax — 54 percent of
those surveyed said.

FACT: The district does
NOT receive a cent from
Manteca’s sales tax.

Other facts abowut the Lath-

top-Manteca  Fire District

provided by the consultants
contracted by the fire district:

#1: The cumrent special
assessment that is oroviding

_companies

fonds to DPGTE&S the district

was passed by over two-
thirds of voters in 1982, when
the fire disteict received only
1,100 calls per year. The fire
district today receives 2,500

calls per year, so the 30-year-

old and outdated formula used
in the 1981 measute needs to
be updated, recommended the

Lew Edwards Group consuit- -

ing firm.

#2Z: According to the Amner-
ican Heart Association, the
brain starts to deteriorate
five minutes aftei a person
stops breathing, Without the

benefits of the; meagure that
is hoped ‘to raise oritically

needed funds, the fire dis-

trict will be forced to lay .

off firefighters and cloge
one fire station, significantly
increasing 9-1-1 emergency
response times and - relying
more on loeal ambulance
with response
times ranging from. 8 to 15
minutes, far longer than. the
recommended response time
necessary to save lives. The
proposed measure ensures
that people suffering from
heart attacks, strokes or other

medical emergencies receive

the immediate aftention they
need to survive,

#3: Arguments offered by,
those surveyed as to why they

are against the measure:”

» With the present econonty

in a major recession, now is
not the time to increase taxes,
Many working families are
already having a hard time
taking ends meet,

+ This measure would
significantly raise taxes on
farms and other businesses.
We shouldn’t pass this tax
increase at a time when we
need to be encouraging local
businesses and helping them
create new jobs. .

o The fire distriet should
already have enough funding
for vital services like fire and
emergency medical services,
They need to cut wasteful
spending and reduce bureau- .
cracy instead of raising taxes
on hard-worldng local resi-
dents. ) -
"« An overwhelming major-
ity (89 percent) believe that
“we need ‘well-trained, pro-
fessional firefighters who are
available 24/7 and volunteers
should only be used to support
our [ully trained firefighters.

“Only eight percent said that

“if money is tight, we should
Jjust tevert to an all-volunteer
firefighter force.” At the same
time, up to four-fifths of those
surveved were convineced in
the above statements. -

To contact Rose Albano
Risgo, e-mail ralbanorisso(@
mantecabulletin.com or call
9209) 249-3536.




Responses to Martin Harris, letter of July 26, 2070

Response 12A: This comment is directly related to financial mechanics associated with the
cost and funding of projects within the Plan Area. It also raises financial questions
regarding another unrelated project within the City of Lathrop. This comment
raises no new environmental concerns or comments directly related to the physical
environment addressed in the Draft EIR, thus no response is required.
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Public Speaker: Harold Edwards
Public Comments Received: July 14, 2010

Comments.

Comment 13A: Mr. Edwards expressed general support for the project.

Responses to Mr. Eawards Comments.

Response 13A: Comment so noted.
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Public Speaker: Charles Hechsen
Public Comments Received: July 14, 2010

Comments.

Comment 14A: Mr. Hechsen raised the following concerns/questions related to the
following:

*  Who is developing the project and what is their financial capacity?

*  Were fees (traffic, fire and school) considered by the developer group?

* No issues with planning and environmental effort but concerned with new fees.
* Concern with Reclamation District fee.

* Was cost of annexation considered?

* Concerned with new regulations, fees and taxes.

Responses to Mr. Hechsen Commernts.

Response 14A: These comments are directly related to financial mechanics associated with
the cost and funding of projects within the Plan Area. This comment raises no new
environmental concerns or comments directly related to the physical environment
addressed in the Draft EIR, thus no response is required.
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4.0 ERRATA

This section of the Final EIR identifies corrections and the addition of new or revised
information to the Public Review Draft EIR. Changes to the EIR typically reflect the new or
updated information that has become available since publication of the EIR or minor
technical changes to the project that do not entail a significant impact on the environment.
Added text has been underlined (example) and a strikethrough placed on deleted text
(example). Only chapters of the Draft EIR that have been modified are shown below.

Errata to Public Review Draft EIR Chapter 2.0, Summary

The summary table is amended to reflect any changes to the significance of impacts and
required mitigation measures, as described below. These changes are all reflected in
Chapter 2.0 of this document, the Revised Summary for the Final EIR.

Errata to Public Review Draft EIR Chapter 6.0, Air Quality
Page 6-21, First Paragraph (modified):

URBEMIS analysis adequately describes the project's potential air quality impacts.
While GAMAQI recommends using travel demand models for large specific plans,
GAMAQ)I is an advisory document only. In addition, GAMAQI does not define a
"large specific plan," other than such plans often cover 20 years or more of

development. Fhe CEQA-—analysisfor-thisprojectanticipatesfull-buildoutto-eceur

Page 6-24, Mitigation Measure 6-9 (modified):

6-9. The ODS of development projects in the Plan Area shall prepare and
implement a transportation demand management (TDM) plan that
incorporates the measures listed below, though the TDM plan shall not be
limited to those measures. The plan shall be subject to City review and
approval prior to issuance of the first building permit for construction in the
Plan Area.

* Provide secure bicycle parking in conjunction with commercial and
office development.

* Provide designated vanpool parking spaces close to the employment
center entry locations.

* Provide preferential carpool parking spaces close to the employment
center entry locations.

* Provide on-site amenities that encourage alternative transportation
modes such as locker, shower, and secure bike storage facilities.

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR Page 4-1



* Provide on-site services such as personal mail boxes and day care that
reduce mid-day trip generation.

* Provide telecommuting options.
* Provide transit vouchers.

* Provide information to employees on carpooling, ride sharing and other
available programs.

* Participate in the Commute Connection program sponsored by SJCOG.

Page 6-28, Mitigation Measure 6-10 (modified):

6-10.  OBSA Health risk assessment shall be conducted by the ODS for the
following future development projects that meet the following criteria:

* A distribution center that accommodates more than 100 trucks per day,
more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration units per day,
or where transport refrigeration unit operations exceed 300 hours per
week, placed within 1,000 feet of a residence in or adjacent to the Plan
Area.

* A dry cleaning operation placed within 300 feet of a residence in or
adjacent to the Plan Area.

* A gas station placed within 50 feet of a residence in or adjacent to the
Plan Area.

* Projects whose land uses are not specifically identified in the ARB’s Air
Quality and Land Use Handbook, but there is sufficient information to
reasonably conclude that sensitive receptors would be exposed to
significant sources of toxic air contaminants

* Projects that would otherwise appear to be exempt from CEQA
requirements, but there is sufficient information to reasonably conclude
that sensitive receptors would be exposed to significant sources of toxic
air contaminants.

If the health risk assessment identifies a significant risk as defined by
GAMAQ)I, the a more detailed health risk assessment shall be performed
that will identify measures to reduce the health risk to levels that are less
than significant, which the project shall incorporate in its design and
construction.
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Errata to Public Review Draft EIR, Chapter 18.0 Transportation

Page 18-11, After “Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities” Discussion (Add Text):

Existing Railroad Facilities

Currently there are seven “at-grade” railroad crossings in the vicinity of the project
site — one at D’Arcy Parkway, one at Yosemite Avenue, two at McKinley Avenue,
one at Lathrop Road, and two at Louise Avenue. The railroad crossings are
provided with crossbucks, advanced warning and “Stop lines and RR Xing”
pavement markings, mast-mounted flashing lights (FLs), cantilever flashing lights
and warning bells. Two traffic lanes cross the railroad at D’Arcy Parkway, Louise
Avenue, Yosemite Avenue and Lathrop Road. A total number of 13 trains per day
operate on the UPRR railroad tracks that cross Lathrop Road and Louise Avenue.
Data on the usage of the tracks that cross D’Arcy Parkway, McKinley Avenue and
Yosemite Avenue are currently unavailable. Per the US DOT “Highway-Rail Grade
Crossing Accident/Incident Report”, there were a total of three accidents reported
at the Louise Avenue crossing between 1975-2010 and four accidents reported at
the Lathrop Road crossing between 1989-2010.

All the railroad crossings within the City of Manteca, namely Airport Way, Louise
Avenue (on the Valley Route), Union Road, and S. Main Street, are at-grade
railroad crossings with up to 20 trains per day operating on those tracks. All of
these crossings are provided with advanced warning, “Stop Lines and RR Xing”
pavement markings and train-activated devices such as gates, mast-mounted flash
lights and warning bells. There have been four accidents reported at the Louise
Avenue crossing between 1984-2010, four accidents reported at the Union Road
crossing between 1979-2010, two accidents reported at the Airport Way crossing
between 1976-2010, and one accident reported at S. Main Street railroad crossing
between 1977-2010.

Page 18-12, Table 18-5 (Added Row at Bottom of Table):

Minimum
Study Facility Responsible Jurisdiction(s) Acceptable LOS
Roadways and Freeways/Highways
Mainline segments of I-5, 1-205, SR 120 and SR 99 Caltrans
Study segments of Louise Ave, Lathrop Rd, Yosemite Ave, Lathrop, Manteca, S County C
McKinley Ave, Airport Way
Roads that are part of the SJCOG 2007 RCMP Network SICOG D (Tier |
Roads that are part of the SJCOG 2007 RCMP Network SICOG E (Tier Il
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Page 18-13, Add Bullet After Fourth Bullet (5" Paragraph):

* San Joaquin Council of Governments — The SJCOG, in the 2007 update of its
congestion management plan, adopted a two-tiered LOS standard. The first tier
is triggered when a roadway operates at LOS D. This begins an effort by
SICOG to broaden alternative modal programs and target Transportation
Demand Management measures on the likely sources of trips on the roadway,
with the goal of reducing trips or shifting trips to alternate modes. The second
tier is triggered when a roadway operates at LOS E or F. This triggers the state
requirement for a Deficiency Plan, which can address the specific roadway or
can be system-wide.

Page 18-13, Sixth and Seventh Paragraph (Modified):

Based on policies from General Plans of the Cities of Lathrop and Manteca,
Caltrans™ 1996 the SJCOG’s 2007 Regional Congestion Management Plan (RCMP),
Caltrans highway LOS goals/policies, and Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the
impacts associated with traffic operations are considered “significant” if the
proposed project would have the following system impacts:

Intersections and Roadway/Freeway System

Worsen the LOS at an intersection in the cities of Lathrop or Manteca from LOS

Cor better to LOS D or worse. H—&heHJrel—be—ne%ed—that—G&y—ef—Lafeh%ep—s—l:QS—G

Page 18-17, Mitigation Measure 18-1 (Modified):

18-1. The ODS of properties within the Plan Area shall pay their “fair share” costs
of the improvements identified below, or the costs of the following
improvements shall be subject to reimbursement in conjunction with other
development projects that contribute vehicle trips to these locations. If
improvements have not been initiated or installed by others at the time of
approval of the first development within the Lathrop Gateway Business Park
Specific Plan, the ODS processing the initial project will be conditioned to
complete the following improvements prior to issuance of occupancy
permits and be reimbursed by other development projects that contribute
vehicle trips to these locations:

* Install a traffic signal at the I-5 SB Ramps/Lathrop Road intersection
under existing conditions and in coordination with ramp signalization at
the NB ramps intersection. Projected LOS with mitigation: “C” or better.

* Install a traffic signal at the I-5 NB Ramps/Lathrop Road intersection
under existing conditions. Projected LOS with mitigation: “C” or better.

* Provide exclusive right-turn lanes/pockets for the eastbound and
westbound approaches at the McKinley Avenue/Lathrop Road
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intersection under Existing Plus Project conditions. Projected LOS with
mitigation: “"D” or better.

* Install a traffic signal at the McKinley Avenue/Yosemite Avenue
intersection under Existing Plus Project conditions. Projected LOS with
mitigation: “"D” or better.

Page 18-17, Mitigation Measure 18-2 (Modified):

18-2. The ODS shall pay their “fair share” costs towards a Joint Traffic Impact Fee
established by the Cities of Lathrop and Manteca, or if not adopted, pay a
“fair_share” of costs towards the City of Manteca’s traffic impact fee
program to cover project responsibilities towards the following
improvement (under either scenario, fair share costs shall be paid to the
City of Lathrop for appropriate distribution):

* Provide exclusive right-turn lanes/pockets for the eastbound and
westbound approaches at the Main Street/Louise Avenue intersection
under existing conditions. Projected LOS with mitigation: “D” or better

Page 18-20, “Traffic Safety Impacts” Section (Modified):
Traffic Safety Impacts

Level of Service

with-the prejeet: As previously described, some intersections would have LOS that
does not meet the applicable criteria. Under such conditions, traffic safety hazards

may increase.  However, implementation of the mitigation measures for
intersection impacts would improve the LOS, thereby improving traffic flow and
safety.

A few regional serving roadway segments in the vicinity would also experience
unacceptable LOS, which could increase safety hazards. However, these roadway
segments are on freeways, on which traffic conditions are more controlled and
therefore less likely to lead to increased safety hazards than on streets or other
roadways where cross traffic is present as well as multiple ingress and egress points
(i.e., driveways) in which traffic conflicts could occur. Future regional planned
improvements on these roadway segments would further reduce potential safety
hazards by improving LOS and removing a weaving conflict identified on SR 120
between the westbound on-ramp of the Yosemite Avenue interchange to the SR
120/ 1-5 westbound connector ramp. Using the HDM-based Leisch Method, a
weaving length of approximately 1,600 feet would be necessary for this segment to
sustain acceptable peak hour LOS D or better operations under 2030 conditions.
Currently, the available weaving length on this segment is 1,300 feet. Therefore,
the existing diagonal SR 120 westbound on-ramp from Yosemite Avenue should be
eliminated as part of ultimate planned interchange improvements at the SR
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120/Yosemite Avenue interchange, and be replaced with a westbound loop on-
ramp that would help increase the weave distance to 1,600 feet or more.
Mitigation measure 19-4 in the Cumulative Impacts section of this EIR, identifies
the “fair share” responsibility for reconstructing the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue
interchange. Incorporation of a westbound loop on-ramp would reduce weaving
conflicts to less than significant levels.

Internal streets on the project site would be constructed in accordance with City of
Lathrop street standards, established in part to make the traffic flow safer.

STAA Terminal Access

STAA stands for Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982. STAA is a symbol
that helps drivers of large vehicles (i.e., Trucks) know that they are on an approved
highway, interstate, local and/or state road for such vehicles. Roads that display
the symbol are part of the STAA Network, which includes all the previously
mentioned categories. An STAA truck is a truck with a 48-foot semi-trailer, an
unlimited overall length, and an unlimited kingpin-to-rear-axle (KPRA) distance. A
California Legal truck has an overall maximum length of 65 feet, and a maximum
KPRA of 40 feet. Federal law requires that states allow STAA trucks reasonable
access to terminals. In the 1980's, California evaluated all State routes and allowed
STAA vehicles on those routes that could accommodate them. These are called
Terminal Access (TA) routes, which SR 120 is designated as one.

Currently, the majority of the turning movements at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue
interchange ramps do not meet the STAA Terminal Access requirements associated
with “off-tracking.” Off-tracking is the tendency for rear tires to follow a shorter
path than the front tires when turning. Off-tracking is the primary concern with
longer vehicles because rear tires may clip street signs, drive onto unpaved
shoulders, walkways, or bike lanes, or cross the centerline on a curve, creating a
safety hazard for adjacent and oncoming traffic. Existing deficient truck turning
movements on the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue ramps include the eastbound off-
ramp, westbound off-ramp and westbound on-ramp.

As development occurs within the Specific Plan area, it will introduce new truck
traffic to the area that will utilize the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange ramps.
Improvements to these ramps will be necessary to meet the STAA Terminal Access
requirements. The STAA design guidance is included in Caltrans Highway Design
Manual, Topic 404. The STAA design vehicle has a 48-foot semi-trailer. The
following mitigation measure identifies the requirement for the first phase of
development that introduces semi-trailers with a length of 48 feet to improve ramp
conditions at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange to meet STAA Terminal
Access requirements. These improvements will reduce potential impacts to less
than significant levels.
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Level of Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation Measures:

18-4. The ODS responsible for the first proposed project within the
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan area that introduces
the use of semi-trailers with a length of 48-feet as part of long-term
operations will be required to identify STAA design deficiencies at
the existing ramps at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange;
engineer necessary improvements; obtain necessary approvals and
permits from responsible agencies (i.e., City of Lathrop and
Caltrans); and install necessary improvements prior to issuance of
Certificate of Occupancy.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Implementation: The ODS of the first project within the Lathrop Gateway
Business Park Specific Plan area that introduces the use of semi-trailers with
a length of 48 feet as part of long-term operations will be responsible for the
implementation of identified SR 120/Yosemite Avenue ramp improvements
needed to meet STAA Terminal Access requirements.

Monitoring: The Public Works Department will be responsible for ensuring
that the specified improvements to the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue ramps to
meet STAA Terminal Access requirements are included in the project
improvement plans and that the ODS install necessary improvements prior
to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy.

Page 18-21, Mitigation Measure 18-4 (Revise Number):
Mitigation Measure:
184 18-5. In coordination with the SJRTD, the ODS shall....

Page 18-21, Add Text to End of Chapter:

/mpacts on Rallroad Faciites

Development of the project site would increase the amount of traffic at railroad
crossings in the vicinity, thereby increasing the potential for accidents. As
previously noted, most crossings in the area are at-grade, and some accidents have
occurred in the area. General statistical information as noted in the existing
conditions section of this chapter indicates the risk of accidents or incidents at
railroad crossings are relatively low.

Three of the crossings are considered in regional improvement programs. This
inclusion and eventual construction of identified improvements will continue to
address the potential conflicts associated with railroad crossings and maintain the
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relatively low incident rate. As a part of the 2007 SJCOG RTP, Lathrop Road at
UPRR (Westerly), Louise Avenue at UPRR and Airport Way at UPRR railroad grade-
separation projects were identified as Tier | funded improvements. The RTP
recommended construction of a four-lane overpass at the Lathrop Road UPRR
railroad crossing and construction of at-grade improvements at the Louise Avenue
UPRR railroad crossing.  Improvements at Louise Avenue and right-of-way
acquisition at Lathrop Road have been initiated. For the Airport Way UPRR
railroad crossing, the RTP recommended construction of a five-lane grade
separation over the tracks. The Lathrop Road at UPRR (Westerly) grade separation
project is also included as part of the City’s Capital Improvement Program.

The proposed project’s pro-rata payment of local traffic impact fees and the SJCOG
regional traffic impact fee program are considered adequate mitigation for project
impacts to the railroad crossings identified above which are located in the vicinity
of the proposed Specific Plan.

Any modifications to the other four railroad crossings (D’Arcy Parkway, Yosemite
Avenue, and two at McKinley Avenue) as a result of project buildout will be
subject to review by both the City of Lathrop and the Public Utilities Commission
(PUC). The PUC’s approval is required to modify an existing railroad crossing. As
identified in the mitigation below, improvement plans will be required to include
sufficient safety measures to maintain (or improve on) the relatively low incident
rate at the existing railroad crossings. Engineering improvements would include
but are not limited to the following:

* Improve and/or install warning devices/signage

* Improve traffic signaling at intersections near crossings

* Install medians to prevent vehicles from driving around crossing gates

* Prohibit on-street parking within 100 feet of a crossing

 Install pedestrian-specific warning devices

* Install sidewalks and barriers to channelize pedestrians to specific crossings

* Consider the feasibility of pull out lanes for buses and vehicles carrying
hazardous materials

The inclusion of the safety measures identified above and review and approval of
such plans by the City of Lathrop and the Public Utilities Commission will continue
to maintain a relatively low incident rate at existing crossings, thus project impacts
would be reduced to less than significant.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation Measures:

18-6: The owner, developer or successors-in-interest (ODS) within the
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan area that will alter
railroad crossings as a result of a proposed project within the plan
area, shall include within engineered improvement plans railroad
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crossing safety measures. Improvements at crossings should include
but are not limited to the following:

* Improve and/or install warning devices/signage

* Improve traffic signaling at intersections near crossings

* Install medians to prevent vehicles from driving around crossing
gates

* Prohibit on-street parking within 100 feet of a crossing

 Install pedestrian-specific warning devices

* Install sidewalks and barriers to channelize pedestrians to
specific crossings

* Consider the feasibility of pull out lanes for buses and vehicles
carrying hazardous materials

The ODS shall seek the Public Utilities Commission’s approval for
any modifications to existing railroad crossings.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Implementation: The ODS that alters existing railroad crossings shall
include railroad safety measures within project improvement plans.

Monitoring: The Public Utilities Commission _and Public _Works
Department will be responsible for approving appropriate railroad crossing
safety measures.

Errata to Public Review Draft EIR, Chapter 19.0 Cumulative Impacts
Page 19-7, Fifth Paragraph (Modified):

Despite these mitigation measures, it cannot be stated with certainty that they
would reduce the Specific Plan’s cumulative contribution to ozone and particulate
matter emissions, including emissions from construction activities, to a less than
considerable level.  This is especially the case when related projects are
considered, since they can be expected to contribute significant amounts of these
pollutants. Therefore, the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan would
likely make a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative air quality
impact.

Page 19-20, The Following Two Subsections (Modified):

Intersections/Interchanges

. Reconstruction of SR 120/Airport Way Interchange

. Reconstruction of SR 120/Union Road Interchange

. Reconstruction of SR 120/Main Street Interchange

. Construction of SR 120/McKinley Avenue Interchange

. Modification/Reconstruction of I-5 interchanges with Louise Avenue and
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Lathrop Road
Louise Avenue/McKinley Avenue Improvements
Reconstruction of SR 120 Interchange with Yosemite Avenue

Planned Cumulative Base Improvements Assumed Not Constructed by 2030

The following planned improvements have been identified in prior agency
planning documents, but do not necessarily have known funding sources at this
time. Therefore, these improvements were not assumed to be in place under
cumulative baseline conditions.

Reconstruction of SR 120/I-5 Interchange
Reconstruction of I-5 Interchange with Roth Road
Widening of Roth Road between I-5 and Airport Way

Page 19-27, First Paragraph (Modlified):

Modify SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange to a partial cloverleaf design.

5-interchangeitisrecommended-that the SR 120/Yosemite
Avenue-westbound-on-ramp-be-eliminated:_A potential traffic flow and safety

issue is weaving of traffic on SR 120 between the westbound on-ramp of the
Yosemite Avenue interchange to the SR 120/ I-5 westbound connector ramp.
Using the HDM-based Leisch Method, a weaving length of approximately
1,600 feet would be necessary for this segment to sustain acceptable peak hour
LOS D or better operations under 2030 conditions. Currently, the available
weaving length on this segment is 1,300 feet. Therefore, the existing diagonal
SR 120 westbound on-ramp from Yosemite Avenue should be eliminated as
part of ultimate planned interchange improvements at the SR 120/Yosemite
Avenue interchange, and be replaced with a westbound loop on-ramp that
would help increase the weave distance to 1,600 feet or more.

Page 19-27, Mitigation Measure 19-1 (Modified):

19-1. If the necessary intersection improvements identified under the Cumulative

Base (Current Project Site Condition) scenario (as identified on pages 19-24
through 19-27 of the Draft EIR) have not been constructed by the time
construction development in the Specific Plan area—begins is ready to
commence with the issuance of the first building permit, the ODS of
properties proposed for development within the Plan Area shall identify and
pay thelr “falr share costs of these |mprovements enee—the—@rty;has
, - If these
lmprovements are not mcluded in a City fee program at the time of project
approvals (either a Joint Traffic Impact Fee or Cities of Lathrop and Manteca
fee programs), the project applicant(s) shall pay its fair share towards the
cost of these improvements into a road improvement trust fund to be
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administered by the City of Lathrop prior to the issuance of building
permits. This trust fund shall fund improvements to intersections identified
as operating unacceptably under cumulative conditions and not identified
in a fee program.

Page 19-30, Mitigation Measure 19-2 (Modified):
19-2.  The ODS shall construct the following intersection improvements:

The initial development(s) within the Commercial Office designation or
Limited Industrial designation to the west of Guthmiller Road (Yosemite
Avenue) shall install a traffic signal at the Guthmiller Road (Yosemite
Avenue)/Project Access 1 intersection (intersection #36) and construct the
intersection with the following lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
shared through-right lane.

Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
shared through-right lane.

Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one
right lane.

Westbound Approach — Two left turn lanes, and one shared through-
right lane.

Due to this intersection's close proximity to the Yosemite Avenue/SR
120 interchange ramp intersections, appropriate signal
interconnect/coordination between the two intersections shall be
implemented.

Projected LOS after mitigation: "D" or better.

The initial development(s) within the Service Commercial designation north
of Yosemite Avenue, between D’Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue; and
the Limited Industrial designation south of Yosemite Avenue, between
D’Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue shall install a traffic signal at the
Yosemite Avenue/Project Access 2 intersection (intersection #37) and
construct the intersection with the following lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one shared through-
right lane.

Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one shared through-
right lane.
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Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
shared through-right lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
shared through-right lane.

Projected LOS after mitigation: “D” or better.

The initial development(s) within the Service Commercial designation east
of McKinley Avenue and the Limited Industrial designation west of
McKinley Avenue, between D’Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue shall
install a traffic signal at the McKinley Avenue/Project Access 3 intersection
(intersection #38) and construct the intersection with the following lane
geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes and one
right lane.

Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes and one
right lane.

Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one shared through-right
lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one shared through-
right lane.

Projected LOS after mitigation: “C” or better.

The initial development(s) within the Service Commercial designation south
of Yosemite Avenue and east of McKinley Avenue shall install a traffic
signal at the Yosemite Avenue/Project Access 4 intersection (intersection
#39) and construct the intersection with the following lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one right-turn lane.

Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
shared through-right lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and three through lanes.

Projected LOS after mitigation: “C” or better.
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The initial development(s) within the Limited Industrial designation south of
Yosemite Avenue, not accessed by improvements at intersections #37 and
#38 shall construct the D'Arcy Parkway/Yosemite Avenue/Project Access 5
intersection with the following lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one
right-turn lane.

Southbound Approach — Two left-turn lanes, and one shared through-
right lane.

Eastbound Approach — Add one through lane and one right-turn lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, three through lanes, and one
right-turn lane.

Projected LOS after mitigation: “D” or better

The initial development within the Specific Plan area shall install a traffic
signal at the McKinley Avenue/Yosemite Avenue intersection. The initial
development within either the Service Commercial or Limited Industrial
designations located adjacent to this intersection and_shall construct the
intersection with these additions to the geometrics required under
Cumulative Base conditions:

Northbound Approach — Add one left-turn lane and one right-turn lane.
Southbound Approach — Add one right-turn lane.

Eastbound Approach — Add one through lane and one right-turn lane.
Westbound Approach — Add one through lane and one right-turn lane.

Projected LOS after mitigation: “D” or better

Page 19-32, Mitigation Measure 19-3 (Modified):

19-3.

The ODS shall widen Guthmiller Road/Yosemite Avenue from two to six
lanes from the SR 120 interchange to the eastern boundary of the Specific
Plan area, prior to buildout of 80% of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park
Specific Plan (equivalent to 34,300 average annual daily trips (AADT) on

this roadway segment). eumulativefull-buildeut-fyear2036)
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Page 19-32, Mitigation Measure 19-4 (Modified):

19-4. The ODS throughout Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan shall
pay their “fair share” costs towards both the preparation and completion of
a_Project Study Report (PSR) in order to identify the long-range
improvements necessary at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange, as
well as their “fair share” towards the reconstruction of the SR 120/Yosemite
Avenue-Guthmiller—Road interchange.  Preparation of the PSR shall
commence with development of Phase 1 of the specific plan and shall be
prepared pursuant to Caltrans requirements. Reconstruction of the SR
120/Yosemite Avenue interchange shall commence once 40% of the
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan is built out.

Page 19-32 and 19-33, Mitigation Measure 19-5 (Modified):

19-5. The ODS shall pay “fair share” costs towards a Joint Traffic Impact Fee
established by the Cities of Lathrop and Manteca, or if not adopted, pay a
“fair share” of costs towards the City of Manteca'’s traffic impact fee to cover
project responsibilities towards the following improvement (under either
scenario, fair share costs shall be paid to the City of Lathrop for appropriate
distribution):

* The Main Street/Yosemite Avenue intersection shall have the following
lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — Two left-turn lanes, and one shared through-
right lane.

Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one
shared through-right lane.

Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
right-turn lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one through lane, and one
shared through-right lane.
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5.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM

Pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15097, a lead agency is required to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for
assessing and ensuring compliance with the required mitigation measures applied to a
proposed project for which an EIR has been prepared. As stated in the Public Resources
Code: “...the public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the
revisions which it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate
or avoid significant environmental effects.”

Section 21081.6 provides general guidelines for implementing mitigation monitoring
programs and indicates that specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements, to be
enforced during project implementation, shall be defined prior to final certification of the
EIR. The lead agency may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another
public agency or a private entity, which accept delegations. The lead agency, however,
remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation measures occur in
accordance with the program.

The mitigation monitoring table below lists mitigation measures that are required to reduce
the significant effects of the Lathrop Gateway Business Project. These measures may also
be included as conditions of approval for the project. These measures correspond to those
outlined in Chapter 2, Executive Summary, and discussed in Sections 4.0 through 19.0 of
the Draft EIR. To ensure that the mitigation measures are properly implemented, a
monitoring program has been devised which identifies the timing and responsible entity for
monitoring each measure. The project applicant will have the responsibility for
implementing the measures, and various public agencies will have the primary
responsibility for enforcing, monitoring, and reporting the implementation of the mitigation
measures.

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is set up as a Compliance Report, with
space for confirming the correct mitigation measures have been implemented for the
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Project. In order to sufficiently track and document the
status of mitigation measures, the matrix below has been prepared with the following
components:

* Mitigation measures

* Monitoring phase

* Enforcement agency

* Monitoring agency

e Action Indicating Compliance

* Verification of Compliance (for use during the reporting/monitoring)

Information pertaining to compliance with mitigation measures or any necessary
modifications and refinements will be documented in the verification of compliance
portion of the matrix. The mitigation measure matrix is provided in the following pages.
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Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Monitoring Enforcement Monitoring Action Verification of Compliance
Phase Agency Agency Indicating
Compliance Initials | Date Remarks

5.0 AGRICULTURE RESOURCES

5-1: The Project Proponents/City would participate in the Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
SJMSCP. Fees would be paid by the project applicant to of Individual Community Community Grading and/or
the SJCOG on a per-acre basis for lost agricultural land Phases Development Development Building Permits
during development of the proposed Lathrop Gateway Depart Department
Business Park. The SJCOG will use these funds to
purchase conservation easements on agricultural and
habitat lands in the project vicinity. The preservation in
perpetuity of agricultural land throughout the SJMSCP, a
portion of which would consist of Important Farmland,
would ensure the continued protection of farmland in the
project vicinity, partially offsetting project impacts.

Written proof of such an agreement between the project
proponent and SJCOG shall be provided to the City prior
to the issuance of grading or other construction permits.

6.0 AIR QUALITY

6-1: For construction projects in the Plan Area exceeding 40 Pre-Construction | San Joaquin City of Lathrop / Issuance of
acres in size or involving more 2,500 cubic yards per day of Individual Valley Air Community Grading and/or
of excavation, the owners, developers and/or successors- Phases Pollution Development Building Permits
in-interest (ODS) shall prepare and submit a Dust Control Control District | Department
Plan that meets all of the applicable requirements of APCD
Rule 8021, Section 6.3, for the review and approval of the
APCD Air Pollution Control Officer prior to start of
construction activities.

6-2: Visible Dust Emissions (VDE) from construction, During City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Compliance with
demolition, excavation or other earthmoving activities demolition and Public Works Community Grading Permit
related to the project shall be limited to 20% opacity or construction Development
less, as defined in Rule 8011, Appendix A. The dust activities Department
control measures specified in mitigations 3 through 9 shall
be applied as required to maintain the VDE standard.
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Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan

Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Phase

Enforcement
Agency

Monitoring
Agency

Action
Indicating
Compliance

Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date

Remarks

6-3: During construction activities in the Plan Area, the ODS
shall implement the following dust control practices
identified in Tables 6-2 and 6-3 of the GAMAQI (San
Joaquin Valley APCD, 2002):

a. All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are
not being actively utilized or construction purposes,
shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using
water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative
ground cover.

b. All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access
roads shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions
using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

c. All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land
leveling, grading, cut and fill, and demolition activities
shall control fugitive dust emissions by application of
water or by presoaking.

d. When materials are transported off-site, stabilize and
cover all materials to be transported and maintain six
inches of freeboard space from the top of the container.

e. All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the
accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent public
streets at least once every 24 hours when operations are
occurring. The use of dry rotary brushes is expressly
prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by
sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions.

Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden.

—

. Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of
materials from, the surface of outdoor storage piles, said
piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust
emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical
stabilizer/suppressant.

g. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; and

>

. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to
prevent silt runoff to public roadways from sites with a
slope greater than one percent.

During
Construction
Activities

San Joaquin
Valley Air
Pollution
Control District

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance and
Daily
Compliance with
Grading Permit
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Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Monitoring Enforcement Monitoring Action Verification of Compliance
Phase Agency Agency Indicating
Compliance | |nitials | Date | Remarks

6-4:  Architectural coatings applied to all structures in the Plan Pre-Construction | San Joaquin City of Lathrop / Issuance of
Area shall meet or exceed volatile organic compound of Structures Valley Air Community Building Permits
(VOC) standards set in APCD Rule 4601. The ODS shall Pollution Development
submit to the APCD a list of architectural coatings to be Control District | Department
used and shall indicate how the coatings meet or exceed
VOC standards. If the APCD determines that any
architectural coatings do not meet VOC standards, the
ODS shall replace the identified coatings with those that
meet standards.

6-5: The ODS shall make application to the APCD for a permit Pre-Construction | San Joaquin City of Lathrop / Payment of ISR
under APCD Rule 9510, Indirect Source Rule (ISR) priorto | of Structures Valley Air Community Fees
issuance of the first building permit for construction in the Pollution Development
Specific Plan area, if required. The ODS shall incorporate Control District | Department
mitigation measures into project construction and/or pay
ISR fees as required to comply with Rule 9510 emission
reduction requirements for construction NOx and PM
emissions.

6-6: The ODS shall use emission-controlled construction Pre-Grading City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
equipment during demolition and construction activities in Public Works Public Works Grading Permits
the Plan Area. The developers shall select construction Department Department
contractors based in part on the age, condition and
emission control status of their construction equipment
fleets, recognizing that ISR permit fees will be reduced for
project elements that can be constructed with cleaner
equipment fleets.

6-7: The ODS shall receive a permit under APCD Rule 9510, Pre-Construction | San Joaquin City of Lathrop / Payment of ISR
Indirect Source Rule (ISR) prior to issuance of the first of Structures Valley Air Community Fees
building permit for construction in the Plan Area. The Pollution Development
ODS shall incorporate mitigation measures into the project Control District | Department
and/or pay the required ISR fees to the APCD as required
to comply with Rule 9510 emission reduction
requirements for NOx and PM emissions associated with
project operations.
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Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Phase

Enforcement
Agency

Monitoring
Agency

Action
Indicating
Compliance

Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date

Remarks

6-8: The ODS of development projects in the Plan Area shall
prepare improvement plans that incorporate the following
features, consistent with adopted City improvement
standards and to be installed by the developer:

Bus turnouts and transit improvements where
requested by the San Joaquin RTD.

Continuous public sidewalks adjacent to all proposed
public streets.

Pavement and striping for bike lanes/paths.

Street lighting.

Pedestrian signalization, signage and safety designs at
signalized intersections.

Shade trees to shade sidewalks in street-side
landscaping areas.

Pre-Construction

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department and
Public Works

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Grading and
Building Permits

6-9: The ODS of development projects in the Plan Area shall
prepare and implement a transportation demand
management (TDM) plan that incorporates the measures
listed below, though the TDM plan shall not be limited to
those measures. The plan shall be subject to City review
and approval prior to issuance of the first building permit
for construction in the Plan Area.

Provide secure bicycle parking in conjunction with
commercial and office development.

Provide designated vanpool parking spaces close to the
employment center entry locations.

Provide preferential carpool parking spaces close to
the employment center entry locations.

Provide on-site amenities that encourage alternative
transportation modes such as locker, shower, and
secure bike storage facilities.

Provide on-site services such as personal mail boxes
and day care that reduce mid-day trip generation.
Provide telecommuting options.

Provide transit vouchers.

Provide information to employees on carpooling, ride
sharing and other available programs.

Participate in the Commute Connection program
sponsored by SJCOG.

Pre-Construction

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department and
Public Works

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Grading and
Building Permits
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6-10: A health risk assessment shall be conducted by the ODS
for the following future development projects that meet
the following criteria:

A distribution center that accommodates more than
100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating
transport refrigeration units per day, or where transport
refrigeration unit operations exceed 300 hours per
week, placed within 1,000 feet of a residence in or
adjacent to the Plan Area.

A dry cleaning operation placed within 300 feet of a
residence in or adjacent to the Plan Area.

A gas station placed within 50 feet of a residence in or
adjacent to the Plan Area

Projects whose land uses are not specifically identified
in the ARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, but
there is sufficient information to reasonably conclude
that sensitive receptors would be exposed to significant
sources of toxic air contaminants

Projects that would otherwise appear to be exempt
from CEQA requirements, but there is sufficient
information to reasonably conclude that sensitive
receptors would be exposed to significant sources of
toxic air contaminants.

If the health risk assessment identifies a significant risk as
defined by GAMAQ)I, a more detailed health risk
assessment shall be performed that will_identify measures
to reduce the health risk to levels that are less than
significant, which the project shall incorporate in its
design and construction.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Grading and
Building Permits
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7.0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

7-1: The ODS shall, where feasible, preserve the maximum

amount of the seasonal pond, the fire suppression pond and
the seasonal wetlands along the storm drain alignment and
establish minimum 25 to 50 foot buffers around all sides of
these areas. In addition, the final project design shall not
cause significant changes to the pre-project hydrology,
water quality or water quantity in any wetland that is to be
retained on site.

Where avoidance of existing wetlands and drainages is not
feasible, and fill material is to be placed within the ponds
and wetlands, then the ODS shall prepare a wetland
delineation with the assistance of a qualified wetland
specialist, and submit the delineation to ACOE for
verification. If any of the ponds and wetlands are deemed
jurisdictional wetland by ACOE, then the ODS shall acquire
all appropriate wetland permits prior to the issuance of
grading permits by the City. These permits may include, but
are not limited to, a Section 404 Wetlands Fill Permit from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a Section 401 Water
Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. The ODS shall comply with all conditions
and mitigation requirements attached to the granted wetland
permits.

Pre-Construction

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Grading Permits

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program
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8.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES

8-1: If any subsurface cultural resources, including either During Grading | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Observations by
prehistoric or historic resources, are encountered during Operations Community Community General
construction, all construction activities in the vicinity of the Development Development Contractor
encounter shall be halted until a qualified archaeologist can Department Department During Grading
examine these materials and make a determination of their Activities
significance. The City of Lathrop Community Development
Department shall be notified, and the ODS shall be
responsible for mitigation and associated costs of any
significant cultural resources pursuant to the CEQA
Guidelines.

8-2: If human remains are encountered at any time during the During Grading | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Observations by
development of the project, all work in the vicinity of the Operations Community Community General
find shall halt and the County Coroner and the Community Development Development Contractor
Development Department shall be notified immediately. If it Department Department During Grading
is determined that the remains are those of a Native Activities
American, the Coroner must contact the Native American
Heritage Commission. At the same time, a qualified
archaeologist must be contacted to evaluate the
archaeological implications of the finds. The CEQA
Guidelines detail steps to be taken when human remains are
found to be of Native American origin. The ODS shall be
responsible for all mitigation costs.
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8-3: Prior to the initiation of demolition activities within a

development phase, any buildings and/or structures within
that phase shall be evaluated by an individual who meets
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications
Standards for Architectural History to determine if any of the
buildings or structures qualify as historical resources as
defined in §21083.2 of CEQA and §15064.5 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. The City of Lathrop Community
Development Department shall be notified of the findings,
and the ODS shall be responsible for all mitigation costs.
The following procedures shall be followed unless specified
differently by the qualified individual:

a. Documentation and Recordation of Significant Historical
Resources — For any buildings or structures that qualify as
historical resources under CEQA, written and photograph
documentation shall be prepared to record the property.
The written documentation for the property shall be
prepared based on the National Park Services’ (NPS)
Historic American Building Survey (HABS) Historical
Report Guidelines. Photograph documentation standards
shall meet the intent of the NPS — Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (ACHP) revised policy for
developing alternate forms of documentation for
properties meeting a criterion of less than nationally
significant. The alternative documentation shall not be
reviewed by the NPS or transmitted to the Library of
Congress and therefore will not be a full-definition HABS
dataset. This type of documentation is based on a
combination of both HABS standards (Levels Il and 111)
and NPS new policy for NR-NHL photographic
documentation as outlined in the National Register of
Historic Places and National Historic Landmarks Survey
Photo Policy Expansion (March 2005).

Either HABS standard large format or digital photography
may be used. If digital photography is used, the ink and
paper combinations for printing photographs must be in
compliance with NR-NHL photo expansion policy and
have a permanency rating of approximately 115 years.
Digital photographs will be taken as uncompressed .TIF
file format. The size of each image will be 1600x1200

Pre-Demolition
of Existing
Structures

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Demolition
Permits
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pixels at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger, color format,
and printed in black and white. The file name for each
electronic image will correspond with the Index to
Photographs and photograph label.

b.Dissemination of Documentation —The written and
photograph documentation of historical resources shall
be disseminated on archival quality paper to appropriate
repositories and interested parties. The distribution of the
documentation shall include the State Historic
Preservation Officer in the California Office of Historic
Preservation; the California Historical Resources
Information System Central California Information Center
at California State University, Stanislaus; the San Joaquin
County Historical Society & Museum; and other local
repositories identified by the City of Lathrop Community
Development Department

8-4: Should paleontological or unique geological resources be

identified at any project construction sites during any phase
of construction, the project manager shall cease operation at
the site of the discovery and immediately notify the City of
Lathrop Community Development Department. The project
applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist to provide
an evaluation of the find and the significance of the
materials and mitigation measures if needed, and to
prescribe mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less-
than-significant level. In considering any suggested
mitigation proposed by the consulting paleontologist, the
City of Lathrop Community Development Department shall
determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in
light of factors such as the nature of the find, project design,
costs, specific plan policies and land use assumptions, and
other considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or
infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery)
shall be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts of the
project site while mitigation for paleontological resources is
carried out.

During Grading
Operations

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Observations by
General
Contractor
During Grading
Activities
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9.0 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

9-1: A site-specific, design-level geotechnical study shall be

completed for each project development component in the
Specific Plan area (i.e., light industrial areas, commercial
areas, office areas, and infrastructure) before a grading
permit is issued. The studies shall include an evaluation of
liquefaction potential in the development area and identify
appropriate means to minimize or avoid damage from
liquefaction. Geotechnical design recommendations
included in each study shall be implemented during project
design and construction. Potential recommendations
include over-excavating and recompacting the area with
engineered fill or in-place soil densification. In-place
densification measures may include deep dynamic
compaction, compaction grouting, vibro-compaction, and
the use of non-liquefiable caps. Special design features may
need to be utilized for foundations. Other foundation types
may be considered if further geotechnical study shows the
liquefaction potential to be less than significant or if the
effects of liquefaction-induced settlement can be mitigated
with earthwork.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Public Works
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Grading Permits

9-2: A site-specific, design-level geotechnical study shall be

completed for the stormwater drainage pipeline from the
Specific Plan area to the San Joaquin River before
appropriate construction permits are issued. The studies
shall include an evaluation of shrink-swell potential in the
pipeline construction area and identify appropriate means to
minimize or avoid damage from expansive soils.
Geotechnical design recommendations included in the
study shall be implemented during project design and
construction. Potential recommendations may include, but
are not limited to, removing expansive soils and replacing
them with engineered fill.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Public Works
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Grading Permits

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program



Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Phase

Enforcement
Agency

Monitoring
Agency

Action
Indicating
Compliance

Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date

Remarks

10.0 GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

10-1: Applicant(s) shall employ green building techniques in the

design of proposed buildings within the Lathrop Gateway
Business Park Plan Area. Specifically, projects shall
conform at a minimum to the California Green Building
Code or equivalent green building standards.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits

10-2:

The ODS shall implement a Transportation Demand
Management program applicable to businesses with 25 or
more employees to reduce potential vehicle trips. The
Transportation Demand Management program shall
contain at least five of the following components,
although other components not listed may be included:

* Free transit passes.
* Telecommuting.

* Secure bicycle parking (at least one space per 20
vehicle parking spaces).

* Showers/changing facilities.

* Car-sharing services.

* Information on transportation alternatives, such as bus
schedules and bike maps.

* Dedicated employee transportation coordinator.
* Carpool matching programs.

* Preferential carpool/vanpool parking.

The ODS shall provide a funding mechanism to maintain
the Transportation Demand Management program, which
may include but is not limited to creation of a special
assessment district. The Transportation Demand
Management program shall be submitted to the
Community Development Department for its review and
approval.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits
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10-3: The following mitigation measures shall be implemented

during future development in the Plan Area:

* Parking in the Specific Plan area shall be provided at
the minimum level required by the Lathrop Municipal
Code. Shared parking shall be implemented when
determined to be feasible.

* Parking lot designs shall include clearly marked and
shaded pedestrian pathways between transit facilities
and building entrances, for projects adjacent to or
containing transit facilities.

* Buildings shall use Energy Star roofs, or equivalent,
and shall be designed so that their orientation to take
advantage of the winter sun and to shade building
from the summer sun.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits

11.0 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIAL

11-1:

The SJCEHD shall be notified by the ODS if evidence of
previously undiscovered soil or groundwater
contamination (e.g., stained soil, odorous groundwater) is
encountered during excavation and dewatering activities.
Any contaminated areas shall be remediated by the ODS
in accordance with recommendations made by SJCEHD;
RWQCB; DTSC; or other appropriate federal, state, or
local regulatory agencies.

During Grading
Activities

San Joaquin
County
Environmental
Health
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits

11-2: Before demolition of any onsite buildings built prior to

1980, the ODS shall hire a qualified consultant to
investigate whether any of these buildings contain
asbestos-containing materials and lead that could become
friable or mobile during demolition activities. If found,
the asbestos-containing materials and lead shall be
removed by an accredited inspector in accordance with
EPA and California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (Cal/OSHA) standards. In addition, all
activities (construction or demolition) in the vicinity of
these materials shall comply with Cal/OSHA asbestos and
lead worker construction standards. The asbestos-
containing materials and lead shall be disposed of
properly at an appropriate offsite disposal facility.

Pre-Demolition
of Existing
Structures

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Demolition
Permits
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13.0 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

13-1:  Any proposed improvements within the San Joaquin River | Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
floodway shall be subject to the approval of the City Community Community Building Permits
Engineer and the Community Development Director as Development Development
well as federal, state and local permit agencies with Department and | Department
jurisdiction, including the US Army Corps of Engineers, Public Works
the Central Valley Flood Protection, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board, the San Joaquin County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District, and the
California Department of Fish and Game.

13-2: The ODS shall prepare and implement a Storm Water Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for Lathrop Gateway Community Community Grading Permits
Business Park construction activities and file a Notice of Development Development
Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board Department and | Department
prior to commencement of construction activity. The Public Works
SWPPPs shall be available on the construction site at all
times.

13-3: Site development (i.e. construction) plans shall Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
incorporate all applicable provisions of the SWPPP. The Public Works Community Building Permits
SWPPP shall be submitted to Public Works Department Development
for approval. Department

14.0 NOISE

14-1: Rubberized asphalt shall be installed on the segments of Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
Yosemite Avenue (between Swanson Road and Airport Community Community Building Permits
Way) and McKinley Avenue (between the south border of Development Development
the Plan Area and just south of Bronzan Road). Because Department Department
these segments are located within the jurisdiction of the
City of Manteca, the City of Lathrop shall prepare and
negotiate an inter-agency agreement on the
apportionment of costs and responsibilities related to the
installation of the rubberized asphalt. The ODS shall be
responsible for all costs related to the agreement and
installation of material.
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14-2:  Acoustically rated exterior doors and windows shall be Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
installed at facades with line-of-sight to State Route 120. of Individual Community Community Building Permits
These upgraded windows and doors shall provide a Phases Development Development
minimum STC performance of 35. Department Department
14-3:  Contractors performing grading and construction work in Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
the Plan Area shall fit all internal combustion engines with | of Individual Public Works Community Grading and
factory-specified mufflers. Phases Department Development Building Permits
Department
14-4:  Contractors performing grading and construction work in Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
the Plan Area shall not place construction staging and of Individual Public Works Community Grading and
heavy equipment storage areas within 500 feet of Phases Department Development Building Permits
residential receivers to the south-southeast of the Plan Department
Area.
16.0 PUBLIC SERVICES/FACILITIES
16-1: The ODS shall pay, prior to issuance of building permits, Pre-Issuance of City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
the appropriate City of Lathrop Capital Facility Fees for First Building Community Community Building Permits
police and fire protection services. Also, prior to issuance | Permit Development Development
of the first building permit for a project in the Specific Department Department
Plan area, the ODS shall form a special assessment district
that covers the Plan Area and provides adequate funding
for the annual cost to provide City services specific to and
directly benefiting the Plan Area. The City and the ODS
shall determine the level of funding the special assessment
district shall provide.
16-2: The ODS shall incorporate access, water supply and other | Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
fire suppression and emergency access/response needs in | of Individual Fire, Police and | Community Building Permits
the proposed project designs. Said designs shall be Phases Public Works Development
developed in consultation with the Fire, Police and Public Departments Department
Works Departments, and shall address such items as the
mapping and measures deemed necessary to permit
access of emergency vehicles and firefighting equipment,
minimize response times and provide adequate
evacuation routes.
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program 5-15



Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Monitoring Enforcement Monitoring Action Verification of Compliance
Phase Agency Agency Indicating
Compliance | |nitials | Date | Remarks

16-3: The ODS shall fence and monitor contractors’ storage Initiation of City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
yards during the construction phases of the project to Construction Site Inspectors Community Certificate of
prevent theft and vandalism, and to reduce calls for Activities Development Occupancy
assistance from the Police Department. Department

16-4:  As development proceeds within the Plan Area, the City Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
shall authorize occupancy of new structures only if of Individual Fire Department | Community Certificate of
confirmation of three to four-minute average emergency Phases and Public Development Occupancy
response times to the structures can be provided using Works Department
Fire District methodologies. . If the required response
time cannot be satisfied, the ODS shall coordinate with
the Fire District to identify temporary fire prevention
measures to allow development to proceed to the
satisfaction of the Fire District. In addition, the ODS shall
coordinate with the Fire District and identify potential
alternative locations along Yosemite Avenue near D’Arcy
Parkway, within the Plan Area, for a possible new fire
station site.

16-5: The ODS shall pay all applicable fire service fees and Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
assessments required to fund its fair share of fire district of Individual Building Community Building Permits
facilities and services required to serve the Plan Area. Phases Division Development

Department

16-6: The ODS shall install fire hydrants and water distribution Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
facilities that will provide fire flows that are adequate to of Individual Fire Department | Community Certificate of
support the City's existing ISO rating and that conform to Phases and Public Development Occupancy
adopted Building Code Fire Safety Standards for all of the Works Department
uses proposed within the Plan Area.

16-7: The City shall not approve any structures in the Plan Area | Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
greater than 50 feet in height until the Fire District of Individual Fire Department | Community Building Permits
possesses appropriate equipment that can serve such Phases and Public Development
heights. If site plans includes structures greater than 50 Works Department
feet, the ODS shall pay fees toward its fair share of this
equipment.
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16-8:  As identified in Mitigation Measure 16-1, prior to issuance | Pre-Issuance of City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
of the first building permit for a project in the Specific First Building Community Community Building Permits
Plan area, the ODS shall form a special assessment district | Permit Development Development
that covers the Plan Area and provides adequate funding Department and | Department
for the annual cost to provide City services specific to and Animal Control
directly benefiting the Plan Area. Animal Control Services Services
shall be included in this community facilities district or an
equivalent funding mechanism. The City and the ODS
shall determine the level of funding the special assessment
district shall provide.
16-9: The ODS shall pay capital facilities fees to defray capital Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
facility costs associated with an animal control facility. of Individual Community Community Building Permits
Phases Development Development
Department Department
17.0 PUBLIC UTILITIES
17-1: No element of the proposed project shall be occupied Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
until both adequate treatment capacity at WRP-1, WRP-2, | of Individual Public Works Community Building Permits
Lathrop-Manteca WQCF or another comparable Phases Department Development
wastewater treatment facility is available and wastewater Department
infrastructure (e.g., pipelines) is in place to serve that
portion of the Plan Area.
17-2: The ODS shall remove existing septic systems prior to Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
development of the parcel in which the septic system is of Individual Public Works Community Building Permits
located. Removal shall be in accordance with the rules Phases Department Development
and regulations of the San Joaquin County Environmental Department
Health Department.
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18.0 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

18-1:

The ODS of properties within the Plan Area shall pay their
“fair share” costs of the improvements identified below, or
the costs of the following improvements shall be subject
to reimbursement in conjunction with other development
projects that contribute vehicle trips to these locations. If
improvements have not been initiated or installed by
others at the time of approval of the first development
within the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan,
the ODS processing the initial project will be conditioned
to complete the following improvements prior to issuance
of occupancy permits and be reimbursed by other
development projects that contribute vehicle trips to these
locations:

* Install a traffic signal at the I-5 SB Ramps/Lathrop Road
intersection under existing conditions and in
coordination with ramp signalization at the NB ramps
intersection. Projected LOS with mitigation: “C” or
better.

* Install a traffic signal at the I-5 NB Ramps/Lathrop
Road intersection under existing conditions. Projected
LOS with mitigation: “C” or better.

* Provide exclusive right-turn lanes/pockets for the
eastbound and westbound approaches at the McKinley
Avenue/Lathrop Road intersection under Existing Plus
Project conditions.  Projected LOS with mitigation:
”D” or better.

* Install a traffic signal at the McKinley Avenue/Yosemite
Avenue intersection under Existing Plus Project
conditions. Projected LOS with mitigation: D" or
better.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits
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18-2: The ODS shall pay their "fair share" costs towards a Joint
Traffic Impact Fee established by the Cities of Lathrop and
Manteca, or if not adopted, pay a “fair share” of costs
towards the City of Manteca’s traffic impact fee program
to cover project responsibilities towards the following
improvement (under either scenario, fair share costs shall
be paid to the City of Lathrop for appropriate distribution):

* Provide exclusive right-turn lanes/pockets for the
eastbound and westbound approaches at the Main
Street/Louise Avenue intersection under existing
conditions. Projected LOS with mitigation: "D” or
better

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits

18-3: The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the ODS pay their
applicable Transportation Impact Fees for their "fair share"
costs for the following freeway improvements.

* Add northbound lanes on Interstate 5 from 1-205 to the
SR 120 interchange, and widen Interstate 5 from the SR
120 interchange to the Lathrop Road interchange, as
identified in the San Joaquin Regional Transportation
Plan 2007. Project contribution towards regional
traffic impact fees covers project responsibility for this
freeway segment.

* Widen the segment of SR 120 from I-5 to Yosemite
Avenue from four to six lanes, as identified in the San
Joaquin Regional Transportation Plan 2007. Project
contribution towards regional traffic impact fees covers
project responsibility for this freeway segment.

* Widen the segment of SR 99 from SR 120 to Arch
Road from four to six lanes along with interchange
modifications, as identified in the San Joaquin
Regional Transportation Plan 2007. Project
contribution towards regional traffic impact fees covers
project responsibility for this freeway segment.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program



Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan

Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Monitoring Enforcement Monitoring Action Verification of Compliance
Phase Agency Agency Indicating
Compliance | |nitials | Date | Remarks
18-4: The ODS responsible for the first proposed project within | Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan area that | of Individual Community Community Certificate of
introduces the use of semi-trailers with a length of 48-feet | Phases Development Development Occupancy
as part of long-term operations will be required to identify Department Department
STAA design deficiencies at the existing ramps at the SR
120/Yosemite Avenue interchange; engineer necessary
improvements; obtain necessary approvals and permits
from responsible agencies (i.e., City of Lathrop and
Caltrans); and install necessary improvements prior to
issuance of Certificate of Occupancy.
18-5: In coordination with the SJRTD, the ODS shall provide for | Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
the extension of a bus route to the project site, either the of Individual Community Community Building Permits
existing Route 95 or another route, and shall provide at Phases Development Development
least one on-site bus stop for this route. Department Department
18-6: The owner, developer or successors-in-interest (ODS) Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
within the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan of Individual Community Community Building Permits
area that will alter railroad crossings as a result of a Phases Development Development
proposed project within the plan area, shall include within Department and | Department
engineered improvement plans railroad crossing safety Public Works
measures. Improvements at crossings should include but
are not limited to the following:
* Improve and/or install warning devices/signage Public .Utiilities
L . . . . Commission
* Improve traffic signaling at intersections near crossings
* Install medians to prevent vehicles from driving around
crossing gate
* Prohibit on-street parking within 100 feet of a crossing
* Install pedestrian-specific warning devices
* Install sidewalks and barriers to channelize pedestrians
to specific crossings
* Consider the feasibility of pull out lanes for buses and
vehicles carrying hazardous materials
The ODS shall seek the Public Utilities Commission’s
approval for any modifications to existing railroad
crossings.
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Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Phase

Enforcement
Agency

Monitoring
Agency

Action
Indicating
Compliance

Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date

Remarks

19.0 CUMULATIVE

19.1:

If the necessary intersection improvements identified
under the Cumulative Base (Current Project Site
Condition) scenario (as identified on pages 19-24 through
19-27 of the Draft EIR) have not been constructed by the
time development in the Specific Plan is ready to
commence with the issuance of the first building permit,
the ODS of properties proposed for development within
the Plan Area shall identify and pay their “fair share” costs
of these improvements. If these improvements are not
included in a City fee program at the time of project
approvals (either a Joint Traffic Impact Fee or Cities of
Lathrop and Manteca fee programs), the project
applicant(s) shall pay its fair share towards the cost of
these improvements into a road improvement trust fund to
be administered by the City of Lathrop prior to the
issuance of building permits. This trust fund shall fund
improvements to intersections identified as operating
unacceptably under cumulative conditions and not
identified in a fee program.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits

19-2:

The ODS shall construct the following intersection
improvements:

The initial development(s) within the Commercial Office
designation or Limited Industrial designation to the west
of Guthmiller Road (Yosemite Avenue) shall install a
traffic signal at the Gutmiller Road (Yosemite
Avenue)/Project Access 1 intersection (intersection #36)
and construct the intersection with the following lane
geometrics:

Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two
through lanes, and one shared through-right lane.

Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two
through lanes, and one shared through-right lane.

Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, on through
lane, and one right lane

Westbound Approach — Two left turn lanes, and one
shared through-right lane.

Pre-Construction
of Individual
Phases

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department and
Public Works

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program



Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan

Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Monitoring Enforcement Monitoring Action Verification of Compliance
Phase Agency Agency Indicating
Compliance | |nitials | Date | Remarks
Due to this intersection's close proximity to the
Yosemite Avenue/SR 120 interchange ramp
intersections, appropriate signal
interconnect/coordination between the two
intersections shall be implemented. Projected LOS
after mitigation: "D" or better.
The initial development(s) within the Service Commercial See Note Above. | See Note See Note Above. See Note Above.
designation north of Yosemite Avenue, between D’Arcy Above.
Parkway and McKinley Avenue; and the Limited
Industrial designation south of Yosemite Avenue,
between D’Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue shall
install a traffic signal at the Yosemite Avenue/Project
Access 2 intersection (intersection #37) and construct the
intersection with the following lane geometrics:
Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one
shared through-right lane.
Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one
shared through-right lane.
Eastbound Approach- One left-turn lane, two through
lanes, and one shared through-right lane.
Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two
through lanes, and one shared through-right lane.
Project LOS after mitigation: "D" or better.
The initial development(s) within the Service Commercial See Note Above. | See Note See Note Above. See Note Above.
designation east of McKinley Avenue and the Limited Above.
Industrial designation west of McKinley Avenue, between
D'Arcy Parkway and McKinley Avenue shall install a
traffic signal at the McKinley Avenue/Project Access 3
intersection (intersection #38) and construct the
intersection with the following lane geometrics:
Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two
through lanes and one right lane.
Southbound Approach - One left-turn lane, two
through lanes and one right lane.
Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one
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Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Monitoring Enforcement Monitoring Action Verification of Compliance
Phase Agency Agency Indicating
Compliance | |nitials | Date | Remarks
shared through-right lane.
Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and one
shared through-right lane.
Projected LOS after mitigation: “C” or better.
The initial development(s) within the Service Commercial See Note Above. | See Note See Note Above. See Note Above.
designation south of Yosemite Avenue and east of Above.
McKinley Avenue shall install a traffic signal at the
Yosemite Avenue/Project Access 4 intersection
(intersection #39) and construct the intersection with the
following lane geometrics:
Northbound Approach_ - One left-turn lane, and one
right-turn lane.
Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through
lanes, and one shared through-right lane.
Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, and three
through lanes.
Projected LOS after mitigation: “C” or better.
The initial development(s) within the Limited Industrial See Note Above. | See Note See Note Above. | See Note Above.
designation south of Yosemite Avenue, not accessed by Above.
improvements at intersections #37 and #38 shall
construct the D'Arcy Parkway/Yosemite Avenue/Project
Access 5 intersection with the following lane geometrics:
Northbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one
through lane, and one right-turn lane.
Southbound Approach — Two left-turn lanes, and one
shared through-right lane.
Eastbound Approach - Two left-turn lanes, two
through lanes, and one shared through-right lane.
Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, three
through lanes, and one right-turn lane.
Projected LOS after mitigation: “D” or better.
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program 5-23



Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure

Monitoring
Phase

Enforcement
Agency

Monitoring
Agency

Action
Indicating
Compliance

Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date

Remarks

The initial development within the Specific Plan area
shall install a traffic signal at the McKinley
Avenue/Yosemite Avenue intersection. The initial
development within either the Service Commercial or
Limited Inudstrial designations located adjacent to this
intersection shall construct the intersection with these
additions to the geometrics required under Cumulative
Base conditions:

Northbound Approach — Add one left-turn lane and
one right-turn lane.

Southbound Approach — Add one right-turn lane.

Eastbound Approach — Add one through lane and one
right-turn lane.

Westbound Approach — Add one through lane and one
right-turn lane.

Projected LOS after mitigation: “D” or better.

See Note Above.

See Note
Above.

See Note Above.

See Note Above.

19-3: The ODS shall widen Guthmiller Road/Yosemite Avenue

from two to six lanes from the SR 120 interchange to the
eastern boundary of the Specific Plan area, prior to
buildout of 80% of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park
Specific Plan (equivalent to 34,300 average annual daily
trips (AADT) on this roadway segment.

Pre-Construction
of Phase 2 as
defined by the
Traffic Impact
Study

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department and
Public Works

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits

19-4: The ODS shall pay “fair share” costs towards both the

preparation and completion of a Project Study Report (PSR)
in order to identify the long-range improvements necessary
at the SR 120/Yosemite Avenue interchange, as well as
their "fair share" towards the reconstruction of the SR
120/Yosemite Avenue interchange. Preparation of the PSR
shall commence with development of Phase 1 of the
specific plan and shall be prepared pursuant to Caltrans
requirements. Reconstruction of the SR 120/Yosemite
Avenue interchange shall commence once 40% of the
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan is built out.

Pre-Construction
of Phase 1 as
defined by the
Specific Plan

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department and
Public Works

City of Lathrop /
Community
Development
Department

Issuance of
Building Permits

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program



Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan

Final EIR - MITIGATION MONITORING/REPORTING PROGRAM

Mitigation Measure Monitoring Enforcement Monitoring Action Verification of Compliance
Phase Agency Agency Indicating
Compliance | |nitials | Date | Remarks
19-5: The ODS shall pay "fair share" costs towards a Joint Traffic | Pre-Construction | City of Lathrop / | City of Lathrop / Issuance of
Impact Fee established by the Cities of Lathrop and of Individual Community Community Building Permits
Manteca, or if not adopted, pay a “fair share” of costs Phases Development Development
towards the City of Manteca’s traffic impact fee to cover Department Department

project responsibilities towards the following improvement
(under either scenario, fair share costs shall be paid to the
City of Lathrop for appropriate distribution):

e The Main Street/Yosemite Avenue intersection shall
have the following lane geometrics:

Northbound Approach — Two left-turn lanes, and one
shared through-right lane.

Southbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one
through lane, and one shared through-right lane.

Eastbound Approach — One left-turn lane, two through
lanes, and one right-turn lane.

Westbound Approach — One left-turn lane, one
through lane, and one shared through-right lane.

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program



6.0 DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY AND DISTRIBUTION

NOTICES

This section displays the various notices circulated in conjunction with the public review
of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). These materials are organized as follows:

1.

State Clearinghouse: Notice of Preparation

City of Lathrop: Notice of Preparation

State Clearinghouse: Notice of Completion of Draft EIR
City of Lathrop: Notice of Completion of Draft EIR

City of Lathrop: Notice of Draft EIR Meeting

City of Lathrop: Draft EIR Distribution List

City of Lathrop: July 14, 2010 Planning Commission Agenda (Informational

Meeting)

Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Final EIR
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Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

S M Y T
Mall to. State Clearinghouse, P, O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

Project Title: Lathrop Gateway Buslness Park Speclile Plan

Lead Agensy: Cﬁy of Lathrop Contact Pergon; Charlie Mullen
Maiting Address; 380 Towne Genter Drive Phone; 208 941-72928
City: Lathrop, CA Zip: 95330 County: San Joaquin
Project Lacation: County: San Joaquin City/Nearest Community:Lathrop
Cross Strests: SR 120/Vierra Road/Yosemite Avehue Zip Code: 95330
Lot /Long: 37 47 83 n~ny 121 =168 140 »*w Total Actes: 384
Assessor's Parcel No.: see attached sheet Section: 2 Twp.: 23 Range: 6E Base: MDM
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy & SR 120 Waterways: San Joaquin River
Aifrports: Stocklon Metropolitan Airport  Reflways: UPRR Schools: None
Document Type:
CEQA: NOP {1 Drafi EIR NEPA: % ? -] Joint Document
{1 Early Cons [ Supplement/Subsequent EIR C E !\ e D [l Final Document
1 Neg Dec {Prior SCH No.} [C} DraftBIS - O Other
1 Mit Neg Dec Other (3 BOH$I2 9 2009
Loeal Action Type: STA ..‘
[7 General Plan Update Specific Plan [T Rezdne TE CLEARING HOUS Ammexation
General Plan Amendment  [] Master Plan Prezone I-4 Redevelopment
[] General Plan Blement [7] Planned Unit Development [ Use Permit {1 Coastal Permit
[] Comummity Pian [] Site Plan [} Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) {1 Other
Development Type:
1 Residential: Units Acres [ Water Facilities: Type MGD
Office: Sq.ft. 883658 Acres€7.6  Employees [7] Transportation: Type
Commercial;Sq.ft, 912377 Acres 487 Bmployees [_] Mining: Mineral
Industsial:  Sq.ft. 357M  Aeres 190.2  Employees {Jrower: Type MW
[1 Educatlonal 3 Weste Treatment: T'ype MaGD
] Recreational [ Hazardous Waste: Typ

=)
Other: Supporting Infrastructure (roads and utitlities)

Project Issues Discussed [n Document:

Acsthetic/Visual ] Fiseal Recreation/Parks . Vegetation

Agricultural Land 7] Flood Plain/Elooding ] Schools/Universities Waler Quality

Air Quality [ | Forest Land/Fire Hazard ] Septic Systems Water Supply/Groundwater
Archeological/Fistorical  {¥] Geologie/Seismic Sewer Capacity Wetland/Riparian
Biological Resources ] Minerals Soil Bresion/Compaction/Crading Wildlife

7] Constal Zone [v] Noise Solid Waste ] £ 1 Growih Inducing
Drainage/Absorption [v] Poputation/Housing Balance [} Toxic/Hazardons Land Use

Econemic/Jobs {v] Public Bervices/Facilities Traffic/Cireulation Cumulative Bffects

Other Global Climate Ghange

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan-DesIgrtation:
Ag, Industrial, & ResidenfialZoning: Warhouse-Industrial, Ag Urban Reserve/GP: Service Commetlcal, Freeway Commerclal & General Industrial

Froject Description: (please use a separale page if necessaty)

The proposed profect nvolves the adoption and implementatiors of the proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Park Spacific Flan. The Specific
Plan provides for the planned urban industrial and commerclal development of approximately 384 gross actes o create a comprehsnisivaly
plarned development. ‘The uses proposed within the Plan Area Inciude office Commerclal (68 acres, net), limified industrial {190 acres, nef) and
service comtmercla (49 acres, net). The remaining acreage includes roadways, twa detention basins, three well sites and open spaco,

Note: The state Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects, If a SCH number alveady exists for a Tenuary 2008
praject {e.g, Notice of Freparation or previons draft doctnent) piease 11l in,



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recominend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X,
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "5,

X Alir Resources Board Office of Historic Preservation
Boating & Waterways, Department of Office of Public School Construction
X California Highway Patrol Parks & Recreation

Pasticide Repulation, Department of

Public Utilities Commisston

Reclamation Board

Regional WQCB#55

Resources Agency

3.F. Bay Conservation & Development Commission
San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers and Mins Conservancy
San Joaquin River Conservancy

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

State Lands Commission

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

SWRCB: Water Quality

SWRCB: Water Rights

Tahoe Regionat Planning Agency

Toxic Substances Control, Department of

Water Resources, Department of

Caltrans District #10

Caltrans Diviston of Aeronautics

Caltrans Planning (Headguarters)
Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy
Coastal Commission

Calorado River Board

Conservation, Departiment of

Carrections, Department of

Delta Protection Commission

Education, Department of

Energy Commission

Fish & Game Region # ?q____"_

Foad & Agriculture, Department of
Fareshry & Fire Protection

General Services, Department of

Health Services, Depariment of

Housing & Community Development
Integrated Waste Management Board Other
Native American Heritage Commission Other
Office of BEmergency Services

SRR RARRARENR

SRR TR AR AR

|

Loecal Public Review Period (to be filled In by lead agency}

Starting Date July 1, 2009 Ending Date July 31, 2009

Lead Agency {Complete if applicable):

Consulting Firm: InSite Enviranmental, Inc, Applicant: City of Lathrop
Address: 8653 Embarcadero, Sulte Q Address: 390 Towne Center Drve
Cily/State/Zip: Stockton, CA b5219 City/State/Zip: Lathrop, GA 95330
Contact; Trevor Smiih Phone: {209) 941-7288

Phone: (209) 472-8650

Signature of l.ead Agency Representative:

Authority cited: Section 21083, Publlc Resources Code, Reference; Section 21161, Public Resources Code.



Assessor's Parcel Numbers

241-030-05 241-310-03
241-280-01 241-310-09
241-280-02 241-310-10
241-280-03 241-310-11
241-280-04 241-310-33
241-280-05 243-310-45
241-280-06 241-310-46
241-280-07 241-380-05
241-280-11 241-390-07
241-280-12 241-390-08
241-280-13 241-390-09
241-280-14 241-390-10
241-250-01 241-390-15
241-250-02 241-390-21
241-290-03 241-390-22
241-290-04 241-400-02
241-290-05 241-400-03
241-290-06 241-400-04
241-290-07 241-400-05
241-290-08 241-400-06
241-290-09 241-400-07
241-290-10 241-400-08
241-290-11 241-400-09
241-290-16 241-400-10
241-290-17 241-400-11
241-290-18 241-400-12
241-290-21 241-400-13
241-250-22 241-400-17
241-290-23 241-400-18
243-290-25 241-400-20
241-290-26 241-400-26
241-290-27 241-400-27
241-310-01 241-400-28
241-310-02 241-400-29
241-310-04 241-400-30
241-310-05 241-400-31
241-310-06 241-400-32
'241-310-07 241-400-33




CITY OF LATHROP
320 Towne Center Drive
Lathrop, CA 95330
NOTICE OF PREPARATION

L ATHROP GATEWAY BUSINESS PARK SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

To: Reviewing Agencies
From: Community Development Department
City of Lathrop

390 Towne Center Drive
Lathrop, CA 85330
Attn: Charlie Mullen, Assistant Comimunity Development Directary

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental mpact Report
Project Title: Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan EIR

Project

Applicant; South Lathrop, LLC

634 North Santa Cruz Avenue
Los Gatos, CA 95030
Atin: David Lazares

The Community Development Department of the City of Lathrop will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an
environmental impact report for the project identified above. We need to know the views of your agency as
to the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency's statutory
responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by
our agency when considering your permit or other approvai for the project.

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in the attached
materials. An Initial Study has been prepared for the project that describes the project, the environmental
setting and the potential environmental effects of the project; a copy of the Initial Study is attached.

The public review period for the Notice of Preparation of an EIR is July 1, 2008 through July 31, 2009, A
Public Scoping Meeting will be held on Thursday, July 30, 2008 at 7:00 PM at the City of Lathrop, 320
Towne Center Drive, Lathrop, CA. Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be
sent at the earliest possible date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.

Please send your response to Charlie Mullen, Assistant Community Development Director, at the address
shown above. We will need the name for a contact persoft in your agency.

éfiz f/ o7 il S

Charlie Mullen, Asst. Community Development Dirr.

Date
Community Development
City of Lathrop
209-941-7298
Attachments:
Initial Study
location Maps
Parcel Map

Reference: California Gode of Regulations, Title 14, (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082(a), 16103, 16375.



Appendix C

Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Ml to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044  {916) 445-0613 SCH #
For Hand Delivery/Sireet Address: 1460 Tenth Sfrect, Sacramento, CA 95814

Project Title; Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan
Lead Agency: City of Lathrop

Contact Person; Charlie Mullen

Maifing Address: 380 Towne Center Drive Phone: (209} 941-7298
City: Lathrop . Zip: 95330 County: San Joaquin
Project Locationt County:San Joaquin CilyMNearest Community: Lathrop
Cross Streets: SR 120 and Guthmilier Road/Yosenile Avenue Zip Cade:
Longitude/Latitude {degrees, minutes and seconds): 37 =47 28 wpy 121 216 ' 34 "W Total Acres: 385
Assessor's Pareel Mo.t Vlerra RdfYosemite Ave/SR 120 Section: Twp.! Range: Base:
Within 2 Miles: . State Hwy #: [-5/Highway 120 Waterwnys: San Joagquin River
Adrports: Raitways: Ynion Paciﬂp SR Schools:
Document Type: .
CEQA: [] NoP Draft EIR NEPA: ] NOI Other: 7] Joint Document-

"] Early Cons O Supplement/SulpseqfBrrELR™ 11y ﬁ: E% A [.] Final Document

] Neg Dec (Prlor SCH No,) __| NN T Draft BIS [1 Other:

[] MitNegDec  Other: {1 FONST
_________________ TN D920 - - - - e mm -2
Local Actlon Typa: q1 3D
{] General Plan Update Specific Plary Rezone Annexation
Genoral Plan Amendment 1] Master Plan | STATE CLEARRG-HRMSE 1 Redevelopment
{77 'General Plan Element [ Planned Unit Developmedt ] USEPemir [J Coastal Permit
[T Community Plan [] Site Plan [] Land Division (Subdivision, ete) [} Other:

Pevelopment Type:

[ Residential: Units ______ Acres_______ : -

Office:  Sq.ft. 741K AcresB7-het  Employees2168_ [[] Transportation: Type

[1 Commerciai:Sq.ft. Acres Employees [ Mining: Mineral

Industrial:  Sq.ft. 3.TAM_ Acres 168-net Employees!:248 [ ] Power: Type MW

L] Edueational: [ Waste Treatment: Type M@GD

[] Recreational; [ ] Hazardous Waste: Type

[T1 Water Facilities: Type MGD Othes; Service Commerclal, 1.56M sq.ft, 83 nel ac., 2,697 omp
Projact Issues Discussed in Document: T
{7] Aesthetic/Visual ] Fiseal U Recreation/Parks Vegetation

Agricultoval Land Flood Plain/Flooding [ Schools/Universitics Water Quality

Air Quality { ] Fosest Land/Fire Hazard Septic Systems Water Supply/Groundwater
Archealogical/Historical Geologic/Seismic Sower Capacily Wetland/Riparian

[7] Biological Resourees {1 Minerala [7] Soil Brosion/Compaction/Grading Growth lnducement

[ Coanstal Zone Noise . Solid Weste Land Use
Drainage/Absorption Population/Housing Balance [¢] Toxio/Hazardous Curulative Effecls

{71 Economie/Jobs Public Services/Facilities Traffie/Cireuation Qther;Global Climate Ch.

Project Description: (please use a separate page If necessary)
Project invalves adoption and Impletmentation of proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Parl Specific Plan, located in San

Joaduin County within the City of Lathrop's Sphere of Influence, Project is about 384 acres bordered by Vierra St. and West
Yosemite to the north, SR 120 to the south, and the UPRR tracks to east and west. Project envisions development of a
comblnatlon of new commercial office, limited ihdustrial and service commaercial uses.

Notz: The State Clearinghouse veiil assign identification nurbers for all new projects, If'a SOH manber already exists for a projeci {e.g. Nutice of Preparation or
previpus draft docvment) please fill in.
Teevised 2008



Reviewing Agencigs Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouss distribution by marking agencies below with and "X",
Tfyou have already sent your docunient 1o the agency please denote that with an "8".

X AfrResources Board _____ Office of Emergeney Services
X Bonting & Waterways, Department of ___ Office of Historic Preservation
X Californis Highway Pairol __ . Office of Public School Canstruction
X Caltrang District #10__ Parks & Recreation, Department of

Posticide Regulation, Department of

Public Utilities Commission

Regional WQCB # 55

Resources Agency

S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Comm,
San Gabrie) & Lower L.A., Rivers & Mins. Conservancy
San Joaquin River Conservancy

Santa Monica Mins. Conservancy

State Lands Commission

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

SWRCH; Water Quality

SWRCH: Water Rights

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Toxie Substances Control, Department of
Water Resources, Dcpartmenf of

__ Caltrans Division of Aeronautics

Calteans Planning

Central Valiey Flood Protection Board
Conchella Valley Mins. Conservancy
Coastal Commission

Colorado River Board

Conservation, Department of

Cotrections, Department of

Delta Protection Commission

Education, Pepartivent of

Energy Commission

X Fish & Game Region #72

X Food & Agriculture, Departmuent of
Forestry nnd Fire Protection, Department of
General Services, Department of

Health Services, Department of

Housing & Community Development _____ Other:
Tnfeprated Waste Management Board Other:
Native American Herftage Commission

FULLELLEETTLT

.__.._.____,,....__..._..__....__._.._..-_.__._.m._.__.m_......—.mw_.___._........,_.,.....,...-.m—-

Local Public Review Perled (to be filfed In by lead agency)

Starting Date June 10, 2010 Ending Date Jufy 26, 2010

Lead Agency {Complete if applicable): s

Consuliing Firm: InSlte Environmental, inc. Applicant; South Lathrop, LLC

Address: 6653 Embarcadaro, Sulte Q ' Address: 834 North Santa Cruz Avenue
Cily/State/Zip: Stockton, GA 95219 City]StateJZi;i: Los Gatos, CA 85030
Contact; Trevor Smith Phone: (408} 399-4303

Phone: (209) 472-8650

Authority clted: Secilon 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Publle Resourcas Code.

Raviged 2008



LEGAL

CITY OF LATHROP

390 TOWNE CENTRE DR.
LATHROP, CA. 95330

CITY OF LATHROP
NOTICE OF COMPLETION
OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND NOTICE OF MEETING

LATHROP GATEWAY BUSINESS PARK SPECIFIC PEAN PROJECT

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Lathrop has undertaken the preparation
of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to study the proposed Lathrop Gateway Business Park
Specific Plan Project. The proposed Project consists of a request for City approval of the Lathrop
Gateway Business Park Specific Plan, associated applications and the annexation of the 384-acre
specific plan area into the City of Lathrop. The Land Use Plan proposes approximately 57 acres
of commercial office uses, 168 acres of limited industrial uses, 83 acres of service commercial
uses and the remaining 77 acres in roads and public facility sites.

The Project site is south of the existing City of Lathrop city limits, located south of Vierra Road
and Yosemite Avenue, between two Union Pacific Railroad tracks that pass through southern
Lathrop, east of the I-5 freeway and north of SR-120.

Serving as the Lead Agency, the City of Lathrop has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR), which examines the potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed
development described above that could occur as a result of the Specific Plan. The DEIR has
identified potentially significant environment effects in the areas of agriculture, air, biologtcal,
cultural resources, geology, global climate change, hazards, hydrology and water quality, noise,
public services and utilities, transportation and cumulative.

The City of Lathrop (as Lead Agency) is secking agency and public comment on the DEIR. If
you represent a public agency, please provide information that is germane to your statutory
responsibilities as they may be affected by this project. Responsible and trustee agencies are
encouraged to use the EIR when considering approvals they may grant related to the project.

The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report are
available for public review at the City of Lathrop, Community Development Department,
390 Towne Centre Drive, Lathrop, CA 95330 between the hours of 8:00 am. to 6:00 p.m,,
Monday thru Thursday. The subject Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan and DEIR
are also available for review on the City of Lathrop website at www.ci.lathrop.ca.us.

A 45-day public review period is being provided beginning on June 106, 2010 and ending on
July 26, 2010. Written comments should be submitted to the address below prior to 6:00
p.m., Monday, July 26, 2010.



Submit comments to: Charlie Mullen, Princial Planner
City of Lathrop
390 Towne Centire Dr.
Lathrop, CA 95330
(209) 941-7298 Direct
(209) 941-7268 Fax
cmullen{@ci.lathrop.ca.us

NOTICE OF DEIR MEETING

An informational meeting on the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report will be held by the City of Lathrop Planning Commission on
Wednesday, July 14, 2010 beginning at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers, Lathrop City Hall,
390 Towne Centre Drive, Lathrop. A presentation on the DEIR will be made at 7:00 p.m. at the
meeting followed by a period for the general public to comment on the DEIR. Those wanting to
comment on the project, but not in public, can also provide written comments during the 45-day
public comment period (June 10 through July 26, 2010).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, PLEASE CALL CHARLIE MULLEN, PRINCIPAL
PLANNER AT (209) 941-7298.

E-MAILED TO TRI-VALLEY HEARLD, JUNE 7, 2010 TO BE PUBLISHED ON OR
BEFORE THURSDAY, JUNE 10, 2010.
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CITY OF LATHROP
PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA

10.

REGULAR MEETING
WEDNESDAY, JULY 14, 2010 AT 7:00 P.M.
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
390 TOWNE CENTRE DRIVE

LATHROP, CA 95530

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

CORRESPONDENCE |

DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST

PUBLIC COMMENT

(Persons who wish to speak to the Commission regarding an item that is not on tonight’s
agenda may do so at this time. All Public Comments must be made in compliance with the
City of Lathrop Planning Commi_ssion Procedural Rules).

CONSENT CALENDAR

7.1  Approval of the minutes of the Planning Commission meetigg of May 26, 2010.
PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

None.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

None.

NEW BUSINESS

10.1 Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Lathrop Gateway Business Park
Specific Plan Project; 45-day Public Review Period (SP-09-012).

Receive an informational update on the project, including the environmental
review process (CEQA), and receive public comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (as part of CEQA mandated 45-day Public
Review Period). :
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1i. YTEMS FROM THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTYMENT

12, ITEMS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION

13. ADJOURNMENT

Appeals of any decisions made tonight must be received by the Planning Division within 10 days

but not later than 6:00 p.m. on Monday, July 26, 2010 and must be made on a form provided by
the Planning Division, and meet all the requirements of the Municipal Code.

This agenda was posted at the following locations: City Hall, Lathrop Community Center, and
“J* Street Fire Station. In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need
spemal assistance to participate in this meeting please call (209) 941-7290. Notification 48 hours
in advance of thé meeting will enablé the city to make reasonable’ arrangements to ensure
accessibility to the meeting, (28 CFR 35.102.35.104 AD Title 111}

Agendas are available on the City of Lathrop’s web site at www.ci.lathrop.ca.us
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PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT
DATE: July 14, 2010
ITEM NO. 10.1
SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Lathrop Gateway Business Park

Specific Plan Project; 45-day Public Review Period (SP-09-012).

LOCATION:  The Project site is south of the existing City of Lathrop city limits, located
south of Vierra Road and Yosemite Avenue, between two Union Pacific |
Railroad tracks that pass through southern Lathrop, east of the [-5 freeway and
north of SR-120.

REQUEST: Receive an informational update on the project, including the environmental
review process (CEQA), and receive public comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (as part of CEQA mandated 45-day Public
Review Period).

APPLICANT:  South Lathrop, LLC

SUMMARY:

The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) has been published and released to the public (including public agencies and interested
parties) to satisfy a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) mandated 45-day public
review period. The public review period commenced on June 10, 2010 and will end on July 26,
2010. The Draft EIR is available for public review on the City of Lathrop’s website as well as at
the Planning Division front counter, Commumity Center and Library, All written comments
should be submitted to the City prior to 6:00 p.m., Monday, July 26, 2010. An alternative means
of providing written comment on the Draft EIR is being offered to the public at tonight’s meeting,
in which individuals are encouraged to provide verbal comments. All verbal comments received
tonight will be noted by staff and the environmental consultant and addressed or responded to in
the Final EIR.

Tonight’s meeting is being held only to receive public comments, no action or decision on the
Lathrop Gateway Business Parl Specific Plan or Draft FIR will be made.
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GENERAL PLAN :

The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan area is currently located in an unincorporated
portion of San Joaquin County. However, the entire 384-acre specific plan area is located within
the Sphere of Influence of the City of Lathrop and the entire plan area is proposed to be annexed
into the City of Lathrop. All applicable City of Lathrop General Plan policies will apply to the
proposed project. The City General Plan currently designates the land uses for the project area
as Service Commercial (SC), Freeway (FC) and General Industrial (GI). The proposed specific
plan would re-designate land within the plan area to Service Commercial (SC), Commercial
Office (CO) and Limited Industrial (LI). Please refer to the Lathrop Gateway Business Park
Specific Plan and/or EIR for more details.

ZONING DESIGNATION J

The City of Lathrop Zoning Map does not currently designate zoning district for lands within the
subject plan area. However, the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan project proposes
to amend the Zoning Map to add zoning district designations over the entire 384-acre plan arca
to be consistent with the General Plan land use designations, The Zoning Map amendments wiil
include corresponding Service Commercial (CS), Commercial Office (OC) and Limited
Industrial (IL). Please refer to the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan and/or EIR for
more details.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) has been prepared by the professional envirommental consulting firm of InSite
Environmental, Inc. The Draft EIR has been published and released to the public (including
public agencies and interested parties) to satisfy a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
mandated 45-day public review period. The proposed Project consists of a request for City
approval of the Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan, associated applications and the
annexation of the 384-acre specific plan area into the City of Lathrop. The Land Use Plan
proposes approximately 57 acres of commercial office uses, 168 acres of limited industrial uses,
83 acres of service commercial uses and the remaining 77 acres in roads and public facility sites.

The Project site is south of the existing City of Lathrop city limits, located south of Vierra Road
and Yosemite Avenue, between two Union Pacific Railroad tracks that pass through southern
Lathrop, east of the I-5 freeway and north of SR-120.

Serving as the Lead Agency, the City of Lathrop has contracted with the professional
environmental consulting firm of InSite Environmental, Inc. to prepare an Environmental Impact
Report to examine the potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed development
described above that could occur as a result of the Specific Plan. The Draft EIR has identified
potentially significant environment effects in the areas of agriculture, air, biological, cultural
resources, geology, global climate change, hazards, hydrology and water quality, noise, public
services and utilities, and transportation. A representative from InSite Environmental will be
present at tonight’s meeting to expand on these issue areas and the CEQA process.

The City of Lathrop (as Lead Agency) is seeking agency and public comment on the Draft EIR.
The public review period commenced on June 10, 2010 and will end on July 26, 2010. The
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Draft EIR is available for public review on the City of Lathrop’s website as well as at the
Planning Division counter, Community Center and Library. All written comments should be -
submitted to the City prior to 6:00 p.m., Monday, July 26, 2010. An alternative means of
providing written comment on the Draft EIR is being offered to the public at tonight’s meeting, in
which individuals are encouraged to provide verbal comments. All verbal comments received
tonight will be noted by staff and the environmental consultant and addressed or responded to in
the Final FIR.

Next Steps
After tonight’s meeting, the professional environmental consulting firm of InSite Environmental,

Inc. will address and respond to all agency and public comments in a Final EIR. The Final EIR
and Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan project will be considered at future publicly
noticed and advertised public meetings before the Planning Commission and City Council.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff 1ecommends thaf: the Plamung Comrmssmn receive an informational update on the project,
including the environmental review process (CEQA), and receive public comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (as part of CEQA mandated 45-day Public Review Period).

Tonight’s meeting is being held only to receive public comments, no action or decision on the
Lathrop Gateway Business Park Specific Plan or Draft EIR will be made.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Vicinity Map

2. Gateway Business Park Specific Plan - Land Use Diagram

3. Gateway Business Park Specific Plan Draft EIR, dated June 8, 2010 (previously
distributed to the Planning Commission) '

4. Gateway Business Park Specific Plan, dated May 2010 (previously distributed to the
Planning Commission)
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Figure 1.1: Regional Map
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Figure 1.2: Land Use Plan
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