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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT AND EIR BRIEF

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) evaluates the potential
environmental effects that may result from the City of Lathrop ‘s approval of the Mossdale
Landing East (MLE) project. The MLE project consists of applications for City approval of
an Urban Design Concept (UDC), Vesting Tentative Map, Development Agreement and
Williamson Act contract cancellation for the 150.2-acre urban development project {ail
acreage counts are net unless otherwise noted). These approvals would result in
development authorization for 403 single-family residential lots, 80 high-density
residential units, 6.5 acres of Village Commercial development, 27.5 acres of Highway
Commercial development, 14.0 acres of Service Commercial development and
approximately 9.4 acres of parks and open space. The proposed project site is located
within the City of Lathrop, east of the San Joaquin River, south of Louise Avenue and west
of Interstate 5 (I-5). See Figures 1-1 through 1-6. The proposed project is described in
more detail in Chapter 3.0 and summarized in Chapter 2.0 of this document.

This document presents an analysis of the potentially significant environmental impacts of
the above-described project, as well as recommended mitigation measures that would
reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. The analysis includes consideration
of the project’s potential cumulative impacts, alternatives to the proposed project and
other analyses required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public
Resources Code §§ 21000-21178.

This SEIR is an informational document that, in itself, does not determine whether the
proposed project will be approved, but it functions as an aid in the local planning and
decision-making process. The CEQA Guidelines § 15002 {f), state that the purpose of an
EIR is to disclose to the public the significant environmental impacts of the proposed
project, describe mitigation measures that could minimize or eliminate significant adverse
impacts and evaluate alternatives to the proposed project. Additional information on the
requirements of CEQA with respect to the project is provided in Section 1.3.

1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The proposed project site is focated within the West Lathrop Specific Plan (WLSP) area.
The WLSP, approved by the City of Lathrop in and amended in 2003, addresses the
planned development of approximately 6,055 acres of urban development in two parts: 1)
the Stewart Tract (5,794 acres) and Mossdale Village (1,161 acres). The larger Stewart
Tract area was originally planned to be developed with theme parks, commercial areas
and residential development as well as goif courses and other open space areas. The
Stewart Tract project was subsequently re-planned and approved by the City of Lathrop in
January 2003 as “River Islands,” as discussed in more detail below. The Mossdale Village
portion of the WLSP was conceived as a residential village centered on a village
commercial area. The proposed MLE project is located within the WLSP Mossdale Village
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area and implements a portion of the approved Specific Plan. Large portions of the
Mossdale Village area were also approved for development in January 2003; the approved
area is known as Mossdale Landing. The 2003 changes to the WLSP did not impact the
planned vision for the Mossdale Area under the 1995 WLSP.

The WLSP was the subject of Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports that were
certified by the City of Lathrop prior to the adoption of the Specific Plan. The EIR for the
WLSP adopted in 1995 was the subject of litigation brought by the Sierra Club. In 1997,
the San Joaguin County Superior Court found that the challenge to the EIR was untimely
and that the EIR was therefore adequate. The Third District Court of Appeal affirmed that
determination. According, as matter of law, the City is entitled to rely on this document as
adequate.

Simifarly, in a lawsuit denominated Silveria v. City of Lathrop, et al., the adequacy of the -
Mossdale Landing UDC EIR was challenged. That lawsuit was subsequently dismissed.
Accordingly, the lack of a challenge now validates that EIR and makes it appropriate for
tiering. This SEIR supplements and is tiered from the 1995 WLSP EIR, which is
incorporated by reference in Section 1.3. All subsequent references to the “WLSP EIR”
refer to the “1995” WLSP EIR.

The River Islands project, mentioned previously, consists of 300 acres of business park
development, 1,800 acres of residential development, a town center and other commercial
development. River Islands was designed with 200 acres of parks and 1,600 acres of
fakes, as well as other open space uses. A Subsequent EIR was prepared for this project
and certified by the City of Lathrop, prior to project approval, in January 2003,

The approved Mossdale Landing Project involved urban development of approximately
477 acres of farmiand located adjacent to the project site. Mossdale Landing invalves
planned development of approximately 1,700 residential units, approximately 650,000
square feet of commercial uses, two elementary schools, a fire station, parks and other
open space areas as well as urban utilities and services. An EIR was prepared for this
project and certified by the City of Lathrop, prior to project approval, in January 2003.
Two major portions of the Mossdale Landing project are currently underway, the northern
portion which is being developed by Pacific Union Homes, and the southern portion
which is being developed by TCN.

Applications for the MLE project, including the various elements described above and set
forth in more detail in Chapter 3.0, were originally submitted to the City of Lathrop for
review in early 2000 by Schuler Homes of California. Schuler was subsequently acquired
by Western Pacific Housing, which is now the project applicant, together with Watt
Commercial. The City of Lathrop prepared an Initial Study, which found that preparation
of a Supplemental SEIR tiered to the WLSP EIR would be required to fulfill CEQA
requirements with respect to the project. A Naotice of Preparation incorporating the Initial
Study was circulated through the State Clearinghouse, and several comments were
received in response to the NOP. The NOP, Initial Study and comment letters are shown
in Appendix A.

The MLE project has been subject to detailed technical review by City of Lathrop staff. In
addition, the Lathrop Pianning Commission conducted two Subdivision Conferences on
the project, in February 2002 and October 2003. Input received on the project from City
staff and Planning Commission has been incorporated into the proposed project and/or this
SEIR as appropriate. A Scoping Meeting was also held on September 25, 2003 pursuant to
Public Resources Cade § 21083.9 public comment on the scope of the SEIR. Al
comments received at this meeting have been assessed in the SEIR.

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EIR -2



Approximately 97 percent of the 6,955-acre West Lathrop Specific Plan area has been
approved for development. The approved 4,880-acre River Isfands project and the
approved 913-acre Southeast Stewart Tract project account for 87 percent of the total
development. The remaining 13 percent of the WLSP area is comprised of Mossdale
Village, including Mossdale Landing, Mossdale Landing East, Mossdale Landing South,
plus the other remaining properties. Only the 473-acre Mossdale Landing portion of
Mossdale Village has been approved to date. With the approval of the 151-acre Mossdale
Landing East project, 97 percent of the WLSP area wili be approved for urbanization.

1.3 RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF CEQA

CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines require an agency to prepare an EIR prior to taking a
discretionary action that has the potential to cause significant, adverse effects on the
environment. When an EIR has been prepared for an ongoing project, that EIR may be
used to fulfill CEQA requirements for a later project, provided the information and analysis
in the previous EIR adequately describe the project, its potential environmental effects and
necessary mitigation measures, If this is not the case, additional documentation is
required, ordinarily in the form of a Subsequent EIR, a Supplemental EIR, or an Addendum,
depending on the degree of additional documentation required.

A Subsequent EIR is ordinarily required when the proposed project, its circumstances, or
the available environmental information has changed substantially. The conditions under
which a Subsequent EIR is warranted are defined in § 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, as
follows:

(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project,
no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency
determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole
record, one or more of the following:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major
revisions of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to the
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects;

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which
the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous
EIR or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and
could not have been known, with the exercise of reasonable diligence
shows any of the following:

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed
in the previous EIR or negative declaration;

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previous EIR;

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EIR -3



(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be
feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce
one or more significant effects of the project, but the project
proponents deciine to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative;
or

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different
from those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially lessen
one or more significant effects on the environment, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.

A Supplemental EIR may be prepared if the conditions listed above for a subsequent EIR
are met, but "only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous
EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed situation" (CEQA Guidetines § 15163).

The proposed project would not require the preparation of a “subsequent” EIR and would
be consistent with the criteria for preparation of a supplemental EIR. The current proposed
project conforms to and implements the approved Mossdale Village portion of the1995
WLSP. The potential environmental effects of Mossdale Village were addressed on a
general level in the WLSP EiR, to which this SEIR is tiered. The WLSP considered the full
range of potential environmental effects associated with urban development of the project
site, including planned residential development west of Golden Valley Parkway and
highway and service commercial areas to the east of the parkway. Major street and other
infrastructure development required to support proposed urban development was also
addressed in the WLSP EIR.

The Initial Study/Notice of Preparation for the project (Appendix A} identified the issues
that were addressed in the WLSP EIR, and the issues that need to be addressed in the
environmental review document for the MLE project. On the basis of this review, and the
analysis contained in this document, the proposed project would not involve any new and
potentially significant environmental effects that were not addressed in the previous EIR.
The current SEIR does consider the site-specific potential environmental effects of the
project that were not addressed at a project level-of-detail in the WLSP EIR.

The project vicinity is planned for substantial development pursuant to the approved WLSP
and the River Islands project. Ongoing development of these projects, including current
development activity within the Mossdale Landing project, will result in substantial
changes to the project area environment. Changes in setting associated with ongoing
development will be addressed in this Supplemental EIR; however, these changes have not
resulted in the potential for additional or substantially more severe significant
environmental effects associated with the proposed project.

This SEIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines. CEQA was passed in 1970 to ensure that state
and local agencies consider the environmental effects of actions initiated, regulated or
financed by the agencies. The CEQA Guidelines contain advisory and mandatory
requirements for the application of CEQA.

An EIR is intended to inform decision-makers and the public about the potential adverse
environmental effects of the proposed project, and to identify measures that will reduce or
avoid these effects. Members of the public have the opportunity to comment on the
adequacy of the EIR in meeting these purposes during a 45-day review period following
the publication of the Draft SEiR.

Mossdale Landing East Supplementa! EIR 1-4



The City of Lathrop is the “Lead Agency” for the proposed project. As defined in the
CEQA Guidelines, a Lead Agency is the public agency that carries out a project or that has
the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving a project. Any comments or
questions regarding this EIR should be submitted to the Lead Agency at the following
address by the date specified in the Notice of Availability and/or Notice of Completion for
this Draft SEIR.

City of Lathrop
Community Development Department
16775 Howland Road, Suite 1
Lathrop, CA 95330
Attention: Bruce Coleman, Community Development Director
{209) 858-2860

The preparation of this Draft SEIR is one step in the CEQA process. Following the public
and agency review period for this Draft SEIR, the City of Lathrop will prepare responses to
comments received, and the comments and responses will be incorporated into a Final
SEIR. The Final SEIR will be used by the City and responsible agencies in their decision-
making with respect to the various applications that make up the project.

The potential environmental effects of the proposed project have been considered on a
cumulative level in both the West Lathrop Specific Plan EIR and in the Lathrop General
Plan and FiR. The WLSP EIR addressed the potential environmental effects of planned
urban development of the entire 6,955-acre WLSP area. The Lathrop General Plan EIR
addressed the potential environmental impacts of planned urban growth within the City’s
Sphere of Influence, including the West Lathrop Specific Plan area and the MLE project
site, Additional consideration of cumulative and other significant effects related to the
project occurred in the City’s consideration and approval of an Urban Design Concept and
Tentative Map for the Mossdale Landing (ML) project, which adjoins the MLE project; a
Supplemental EIR tiered to the WLSP EIR was prepared for the ML project.

The above-referenced EIRs and related documents, cited below, are incorporated in to this
Draft EIR by reference. Copies of these documents are available for review at the offices of
the City of Lathrop, 16775 Howland Road, Suite 1.
Grunwald and Associates. 1995a. Draft Environmental Impact Report, West Lathrop
Specific Plan. SCH # 931120207. July 1995.

Grunwald and Associates. 1996. Final Environmental Impact Report, West Lathrop
Specific Plan. SCH # 931120207. November 1995.

Grunwald and Associates. 1991, Comprehensive General Plan and Environmental
Impact Report for the City of Lathrop, California. December 17, 1991.

EDAW. 2002. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Mossdale Landing Urban
Design Concept. SCH#2001052059. August 29, 2002.

EDAW, 2002. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Lathrop Water
Recycling Plant No. 1 Phase [ Expansion Project. SCH# 2001122108, December 31,
2002,

The City of Lathrop recently adopted a comprehensive water, wastewater and recycled
water master plan for the City (July 2001). An EIR was prepared for this document, and
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this EIR is also incorporated by reference below. Copies of the EIR document are also
available for review at the City offices.

EDAW, Nolte Associates, Inc., Larry Walker Associates and Hagar Environmental

Science. 2001. Final Environmental impact Report for the Lathrop Water,
Wastewater, and Recycled Water Master Plan. june 2001.

1.4 RELATED PROJECTS

The proposed project site is located in the western portion of the City of Lathrop Planning
Area, west of Interstate 5. The Lathrop General Plan designates the area north and west of
the San Joaquin River for a variety of new urban development-types. The project site is
located at the southern end of this area, within the City’s current corporate boundary.
Urban services for this area have been planned by the City in adopted utility master pians.
Lands in the immediate vicinity of the site are planned or approved for urban use, as
summarized below (Figure 6).

The River Islands project, located southwest of the MLE project and across the San joaquin
River, involves the planned development of approximately 4,800 acres of the Stewart Tract
portion of the WLSP. A previously proposed theme park and other recreation-oriented
development have been redesigned in favor of a business park-oriented development that
includes substantial residential, commercial and recreational development. The proposed
River Islands project consists of approximately 300 acres of business park development;
approximately 1,800 acres of residential development generating approximately 11,000
homes; a town center; and other commercial development. The project also includes
approximately 200 acres of parks and 1,600 acres of lakes, as well as other open space
uses. The City of Lathrop completed Subsequent EIR for the project and approved the
development in january 2003.

The Mossdale Landing project is located adjacent to the MLE project (Figure 1-6).
Mossdale Landing implements a portion of the approved 1995 WLSP in Mossdale Village.
This 477-acre project would create sites for approximately 1,700 largely single-family
residential units, approximately 30 acres of commercial development, two schools and 50
acres of parks and recreation lands. The City of Lathrop has completed an EIR and
approved the Mossdale Landing project in January 2003. initial portions of this project are
currently under construction,

The Central Lathrop Specific Plan area is located to the north of the proposed project. The
land owners in this area have submitted an application to the City of Lathrop to develop a
specific plan for this area, which encompasses a total of 1,044 acres. A specific plan and
environmental documents for this area are currently in preparation.

From 2000-2001, the City of Lathrop processed applications for a project located north of
the Central Lathrop area known as the Riverwalk Specific Plan. The Riverwalk project
involved approvals required to permit urban development of a 423-acre site located
between Interstate 5 and the San Joaquin River at the northern end of the central Lathrop
Specific Plan area. The project application was withdrawn by the project proponent in
late 2001. This site is now incorporated within the Central Lathrop Specific Plan area.

The City of Lathrop is currently involved in expansion of its water and sewage treatment
infrastructure.  These projects include construction of a new water well (#21) and
expansion of Water Recycling Plan No. 1. The South County Surface Water Supply Project
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has also been initiated by the South San Joaquin Irrigation District and the cities of
Manteca, Tracy, Escalon and Lathrop. This project includes infrastructure improvements
and additional groundwater entitlements. These projects are currently under planning and
construction stages.

Mossdale Landing East Supplementa! EIR 1-7
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2.0 SUMMARY

2.1 SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Mossdale Landing East (MLE) project consists of applications for City approval of an
Urban Design Concept (UDC), Vesting Tentative Map, Development Agreement and
Williamson Act contract cancellation for the 150.2-acre project site. These approvals
would result in development authorization for 403 single-family residential lots, 80 high-
density residential units, 6.5 acres of Village Commercial Development, 27.5 acres of
Highway Commercial Development, 14.0 acres of Service Commercial Development
and approximately 9.4 acres of parks and open space, including spray fields, ponds and
other public uses (Figures 3-1 and 3-2). Additional detail on the project is provided
below and in Chapter 3.0.

The proposed project involves development of a portion of Mossdale Village, a major
element of the urban development described in the approved West Lathrop Specific
Plan (WLSP). The WLSP is 6,955-acre urban development plan approved by the City of
Lathrop in 1995. Mossdale Village is a primarily traditional residential development that
includes a village commercial center and service and highway commercial
development along 1-5. Mossdale Village is located in the eastern portion of the WLSP
area, west of I-5. Maost of the Mossdale Village area, and the remainder of the WLSP
area, now known as the River Islands project, have been approved for urban
development and are preparing for construction. Additional detail on other ongoing
development projects in Mossdale Village, River Islands and surrounding areas is
provided in Section 1.2.

The proposed project site is located within the incorporated area of the City of Lathrop
between |-5 and the San joaquin River, south of the Louise Avenue interchange. The
project site is divided into two units: Unit One (122 acres) is located immediately south
of Louise Avenue and adjacent to {-5, and Unit Two (28 acres) is located approximately
0.5 miles south of Unit One. Figures 1-2 through 1-6 in Chapter 1.0 show the project
location in detail.

The proposed UDC, required by the adopted WLSP, includes a detailed mapping and
description of land uses, circulation systems, landscaping, design details, and other
elements related to buildout of the project, inciuding the provision of utilities and the
financing of public services and facilities. The UDC prescribes development standards
for proposed land uses in planned residential, commercial and public areas; the
circulation system’s location and standards; design guidelines for the various land uses;
specifications for planned public improvements, signage and lighting; plans for water,
sewer, storm drainage and reclaimed water systems; and project phasing and financing,
including police, fire, animal control, maintenance and operation.
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The UDC emphasizes the creation of a livable, pedestrian-oriented community that
provides identity and variety, The UDC embodies themes associated with the history
and imagery of the City of Lathrop as well as incorporating other elements of
development in traditional Central Valley communities. These features would include a
network of interconnected streets, roundabouts, parkways with canopy street trees,
varied architectural styles and access, and a mix of fand uses. Development authorized
by the UDC is summarized in Table 2-T.

TABLE 2-1
LAND USE TABLE
MOSSDALE LANDING EAST PROJECT

{acres)
Proposed Land Use Unit T Unit 2 TOTAL PROJECT
ACRES SQ. FT. UNITS  ACRES SQ. IT. UNITS ACRES 50, FT. LINITS
Highway Commercial 275 270,246 275 270,246
Service Commercial 12,5 136,125 1.5 13,068 14.0 149,193
Village Commercial [o%Y 70497 b5 78,497
High Density Residential 40 80 40 8
Low Density Residential 132 8 10.1 66 213 151
Medium Density Residential 276 252 276 252
Open Space 36 36
River Park 17 17
Neighborhood Park 4.1 4,1
Strects 311 6.8 379
TOTAL 122.4 485,868 417 27.8 13,068 o6 15(0.2 498,936 483

The circuiation provisions of the UDC (Figure 3-4) establish a street plan for the proposed
community and linkage between the UDC area and the overall circulation network
defined in the City’s General Plan, the WLSP and subsequent development approvals,

Utility services for the project will be extended from planned improvements to be
constructed in conjunction with the adjoining Mossdale Landing project. Domestic
water service for the MLE project will be provided by an expansion of the City's existing
water system in conjunction with proposed commercial and residential development
(Figure 3-9). Water supply will be derived from new wells to be added to the City’s
well system and, in the long-term, from the South County Surface Water Supply Project
(SCSWSP).

Wastewater treatment and disposal services shall be provided by the City of Lathrop,
and the project would provide recycled water disposal areas on an interim basis. The
proposed wastewater collection system (Figure 3-10) would be extended from
improvement to be constructed by the Mossdale Landing project. The project will
construct portions of the City’s planned recycled water distribution system. Unit 2 of the
project site, and a small portion of Unit T, will serve as an interim disposal site for treated
wastewater, subject to required state permits.
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Storm Drainage. The project would involve the installation of new storm drainage
facilities to serve the project (Figure 3-12), including a storm water detention pond. The
proposed collection system would discharge to a planned outfall to be constructed
adjacent to the San Joaquin River by the adjoining Mossdale Landing project.

The MLE project does not provide sites for schools. The project will provide one
proposed neighborhood park on 4.1 acres at the west end of Unit 2, likely including
both active and passive recreational facilities. An additionai 5.3 acres west of River
Drive in Unit 2 would be reserved for River Park and Open Space. Additional park
facilities will be constructed in conjunction with the adjoining Mossdale Landing project.
The project will contribute to development of park facilities through payment of
required parkland dedication (Quimby Act) fees and cuitural and leisure CFFs.

The MLE project would be phased as shown on Figure 3-16. The principal discretionary
permits and approvals for the project would be granted by the City of Lathrop. Permits
and approvals from a number of other agencies may also be necessary in the course of
development of the project site. Anticipated and potential permits and approvals are
identified in Table 3-3.

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 2-2 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” or “potentially significant” after mitigation measures are applied.

2.3 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

Chapter 19.0 identifies and discusses a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed
project, including the "no project” alternative. The alternatives addressed include:

No Project
Lower Density/Reduced Commercial Alternative

Several other alternatives were discussed that were found to be either infeasible or to not
have the potential to reduce environmental impacts of the project. These alternatives
were dismissed from further consideration:

General Plan/WLSP Buildout

Off-Site Alternative

Other Alternatives Addressed in the WLSP EIR

Extended Use Of On-Site Areas For Storm Water Detention And Recycled Water
Disposal

Project Design To Address Significant Environmental Constraints

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EIR 2.3



No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative is defined as the continuation of existing conditions and trends
in the project area. This alternative assumes that there is no action on the part of the City
of Lathrop to approve the proposed UDC, SEIR, Development Agreement, and
subdivision map for the project area. The analysis of this alternative is required by State
law.

This alternative would avoid projected increases in population and associated demands
for public services and utilities as well as eliminate increased traffic, air pollution and
noise impacts due to project-related travel on locat roadways. This alternative would
involve no changes to aesthetics, agriculture, geology, soils, biology, or cultural
resources within the project area. The alternative would be inconsistent with adopted
planning documents such as the Lathrop General Plan and the West Lathrop Specific.

The environmental benefits of this alternative would be temporary as a result of
continuing development pressure, and this alternative does not fulfill the basic objectives
of the project.

Lower Density/Reduced Commercial Alternative

The Lower Density/Reduced Commercial alternative is defined as a general but
substantial reduction in the residential and commercial development yield of the
proposed project. For the purposes of this analysis, that reduction is nominally set at
25%. Under this alternative, then, the project would consist of up to approximately 350
residential units and 375,000 square feet of commercial development.

This alternative would reduce projected increases in population, associated demands for
public services and utilities and traffic, air pollution and noise. This alternative would
involve no substantial changes to the aesthetics, agriculture, geology, soils, biology, or
cultural resources impacts of the project. This alternative would also be inconsistent with
adopted planning documents.

Reduced density would displace demands for urban development onto other
undeveloped lands, resulting in increased impacts on agricultural, cultural and
biological resources; dispersion of new urban development may also result in increases
in vehicle miles traveled and associated air quality effects as well as the costs of urban
services and utilities.

This alternative would partially fulfill the objectives of the project and may result in short-
term reductions in environmental impact. However, this alternative would fikely result
in greater resource land and traffic impacts as a result of displacement of anticipated
growth. and potentially result in greater impacts associated with vehicular travel.

The No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, Of the project
alternatives, the proposed project is the environmentally superior alternative,
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TABLE 2-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before

Significance After

Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Witigation Measures Witigation
40 AESTHETICS
Aesthetic Effects of Proposed Residential LS None required
Development
Light and Glare LS None required
5.0 AGRICULTURE
Conversion of Agricultural Land 5 None available )
Urban Agriculturat Conflicts PS 1. The project proponent will implement mitigation LS
measures 1.a. as provided in the WLLSP EIR at
page V-2 for planned residential uses that abut
ongoing commercial agricuitural operations.
Williamson Act Contracts PS None available PS
6.0 AIR QUALITY
Construction-Related Emissions ] 1. The owners, developers and/or successors-in- LS

interest shall comply with all applicable
requirements of SJVAPCD Regulation VI,
including compliance with the following mitigation
measures 2 through 10.

2.  Visible Dust Emissions {VDE) from construction,
demolition, excavation or other earthmoving
activities related to the project sha#f be limited to
20% opacity or less, as defined in Rule 8011,
Appendix A. The dust contrcl measures specified
in mitigations 3 through 10 shall be applied as
required to maintain the VDE standard.

3. Pre-water all land clearing, grubbing, scraping,
excavation, land leveiing, grading, cut and fill, and
demolition activity sites and phase earthmoving.

4.  Apply water, chemical/organic stabilizer/
suppressant, or vegetative ground cover to all
disturbed areas, including unpaved roads.

3 = Significant, €5 = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted == Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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Patential Impact

TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Signifitance Before
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
Mitigation

10.

Restrict vehicular access to the disturbance area
during periods of inactivity.

Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/
suppressants, construct wind barriers and/or cover
exposed potentially dust-generating materials.

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

Remove carryout and trackout of soil materials on
a daily basis unless it extends more than 50 feet
from site; carryout and trackout extending more
than 50 feet from the site shall be removed
immediately. 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 the project would involve
more than 150 construction vehicle trips per day
onto the public street, additional restrictions
specified in Section 5.8 of Rule 8041 will apply.

Traffic speeds on unpaved rcads shali be limited
to 15 mph.

The ODS shall submit a Dust Controt Plan to the
SJVAPCD at least 30 days prior to the start of
construction activity, as required by Rule 8021, for
any activities that involve more than 40 acres of
disturbed surface area or will including moving
more than 2,500 cubic yards per day of bulk
materials on at least three days.

S = Significant, C3 = Cumulatively 3ignificant, P3 = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before

Significance After
Potential impact Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures

Mitigation
Qzone Precursor Emissions S 1. The proponents shall implement the following s
mitigation measures:
Install central water heaters in all residential and
commercial buildings.
Prohibit the use of wood stoves or fireplaces in all
residential dwellings.
Orient buildings north/ south to take advantage of
solar heat gain.
Provide bus turnouts and transit improvements
where requested by SMART
Provide sidewalks and/ or pedestrian paths.
Provide direct pedestrian connections.
Provide street lighting.
Provide pedestrian signalization and signage.
Provide bike lanes/paths connecting to bikeway
system.
Provide shade frees o shade sidewalks.
Provide pedestrian safety designs/
infrastructure at crossings.
Provide secure bicycle parking
Provide outdoor electric outlets and gas hook-ups
7.0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Impacts of Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands LS None required
Project Impacts on Swainson’s Hawk, Burrowing 3 1. The project proponent shall pay the applicable LS
Owl and Other Sensitive Species Addressed by (SJMSHCP) fee prior to the issuance of any
the San Joaquin County Habitat Conservation building permit for the parcel area to be
Program developed.

2. The Project proponents shall implement other
“Incidental Take Avoidance Measures” as
specified in the SIMSHCP.

Project Impacts on Riparian Brush Rabbit LS None required
Project impacts on Heritage Oak Trees LS None required
Sensitive Fish Species, Water Quality Concerns L3 None required

5 = Significant, C5 = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS == Less than Significant, S0C Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
Massdale Landing East Supplemental EIR Page 2-7




Potential Impact

TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before
Mitigation WMeasures

Mitigation Measures

Significan

ce After

Mitigatian

Impacts on Cther Sensitive Plant or Wildlife
Species

8.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact on Known Archaeological or Historical
Rescurces

Impact on Unknown Archaeological Resources

10.0 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Seismic-Related and Soils Hazards

LS

LS

PS

None required

None required

If subsurface cultural materials are encountered,
all construction activities in that area 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 shalt be notified, and
impacts on significant cultural resources shall be
mitigated pursuant to the requiremenis of 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 ihe County
Coroner and the Community Development
Department shall be notified immediately, If the
remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner
must contact the Native American Heritage
Commission. At the same time, a qualified
archaeologist must be contacied to evaluate the
archaeological implications of the finds. The
CEQA Guidelines detail additional steps to be
taken if human remains are found to be of Native
American origin.

The project proponent shall submit copies of
project geotechnical reports prepared by gualified
geotechnical or soils engineers to the Lathrop
Building Department for review and approval.

LS

LS

§ = Significant, C8 = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentfally Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Befare Significance After
Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation

2. Al proposed development shall conform to the
soils engineer's recommendations, as detailed in
the approved soils report.

Shallow Groundwater Constraints LS None required

Soil Erosion PS 1. Comply with mitigation measures identified for LS
storm water quality effects in Chapter 12.0,
Hydrology and Water Quality

11.0 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS

MATERIAL
Exposure to Hazardous Materials Transportation LS None required
Risks
Exposure to High-voltage Power Lines and LS None required
Electromagnetic Fields
Exposure to Hazardous and Toxic Materials and LS None required
Sites
Hazardous Air Poliutants LS None required
12.0 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Direct Impacts on Surface Water Features LS None required
Potential Effects on River Flow and Volume LS None required
Project Effects on Levee Stability and Flooding LS None required
Risk
Construction Effects on Surface Water Quality PS 1. The project propenent shall prepare a Notice of LS

Intent and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
and submit these documents to the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the City
of Lathrop.

§ = Significant, C5 = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted == Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before Significance After
Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation

2. The proponent shall implement all relevant
provisions of the SWPPP, the City SWMP and
Construction General Permit during project
construction.

Urban Runoff Effects on Surface Water Quality LS None required

Effects of Recycled Water Storage and Disposal LS None required

on Surface Water Quality

Project Effects on Groundwater Quality LS None required

13.0 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Interim Land Use Conflicts during Project Buildout LS Nene required

Conflicts between Planned and Existing Land LS None required

Uses

140 NOISE

Construction Noise PS 1. Constraction activities should be restricted to the daytime LS

hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. In addition, all
equipment shall be fitted with factory-equipped mufflers,
and in good working order.

Project-Related Increases in Traffic Noise Levels LS None required
at Existing Land Uses.

Traffic Noise Impacts at Proposed Residential S 1. The project proponent shall construct a noise barrier with LS
Land Uses a total height of eight feet along the rear property lines of

residential lots adjacent to Golden Valley Parkway.
Noise Impacts Associated With Commercial Uses LS None required

5 = Significant, CS == Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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Potential Impact

TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
Iitigation

15.0 PUBLIC SERVICES

Project Impact on Law Enforcement

Animal Controi Services

PS

PS

The applicant shall be responsible for paying
startup costs associated with police services. The
manner and timing of payment shall be
established in the project Development
agreement.

The applicant shall fence, provide night lighting
and provide private security for contractors'
storage yards during the construction phases of
new development to prevent theft and vandalism,
and to reduce calls for assistance from the Police
BDepartment.

The proposed tentative map, circulation designs,
residential numbering and other elements of the
project shall be subject io the review of, and
developed in coordination with the Police, Fire,
and Public Works Depariment. The same
mitigation measure is repeated in the following
section 7.2 Fire Protection.

The applicant shall be responsiblie for previding
traffic control preemption devices on all iraffic
lights to be construcied in cenjunction with MLE
development.

The applicants shall be responsible for paying
startup costs associated with animal control
services. The manner and fiming of payment shall
be established in the project development
agreement.

The applicants shall pay Capital Facilities Fees to
defray capital facilities cosis associated with
animal control facility expansion.

LS

LS

5 = Significant, CS = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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Potential Tmpact

TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before
Iitigation Measures

IWitigation Measures

Significance After
Mitigation

Fire Protection

Parks and Recreation

PS

PS

The applicant shall provide each new homeowner
with a pamphlet detailing the responsibifities of pet
ownership, the City’s leash law and procedures for
dealing with wildlife.

The applicant shall pay applicable Fire Facility
Fees at the time of building permit issuance in
accordance with the City of Lathrop's fee
schedule in force at the time of development. If
required in order to maintain fire district response
time standards, and when requested by the fire
district, the City may require that these fees be
paid at the time of filing of final maps.

improvement plans for each phase of
development shall be subject to the review of the
Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District, including
consideration of the need to maintain secondary
access to properties requiring fire protection.

The tentative map, improvement plans and other
project plans and specifications shall be
coordinated with the Lathrop Police, Fire and
Public Works Departments. This mitigation
measure is aiso inciuded in the previous section
7.1 Police Protection.

Planned water distribution facilities shall be
designed in order to meet applicable, adopted
Uniform Fire Code requirements for the proposed
land uses.

The project proponent shall dedicate park sites
shown in the UDC for public/ recreational use.

After consideration of parkland dedications, the
applicant shall pay any remaining required
parkiand in-lieu fees. The applicant shall pay
required Cultural and Leisure Capital Facitities
Fees in order tc meet parkland requirements
generated by the project.

LS

LS

$ = Significant, CS = Cumulatively Significant, P5 = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
Mitigation

Potential Impact Mitigation Measyres
Schools S
Solid Waste LS

16.0 TRANSPORTATION AND
CIRCULATION

Year 2007 Intersection Level of Service Impacts S

Linear river park improvemenis shall conform to
design standards provided by the City.

Consistent with Government Code sections
53080-53080.15 and 65995-65995.3, the project
propanentis shall pay adopted developer fees
toward construction of new schools prior to
issuance of construction permits in accordance
with the rate at the time of building permits.

None required

The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project
applicant pays its applicable Transporiation Impact
Fee for its fair share coniribution towards
improvements at the River Islands Parkway/i-5
Southbound Ramps, as follows:

. Add a third southbound off-ramp lane and
stripe as two exclusive left turn lanes and a
shared through/right turn fane.

. Add a second eastbound Louise Avenue
approach lane.

The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project
applicant pays iis applicable Transportation
Impact Fee for its fair share contribution toward
improvements at the Louise Avenue/l-5
Northbound Ramps, as follows:

. Add a third northbound off-ramp lane and
stripe as two exclusive right tum fanes and a
shared through/left turn lane.

LS

LS

S = Significant, CS = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adepted.
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TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before

Significance After

Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation
3. The project applicant shall participate in the
Mossdale Landing Traffic Monitoring Program.
Year 2007 Intersection Signal Warrant LS None required
Year 2007 Freeway Level of Service S 1. The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project 5
applicant pays its applicable Transportation
Impact Fee for its fair share contribution for 1-5
and 205 freeway improvements.
Year 2025 Intersection Level of Service Impacts S 1. The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project L3

applicant pays ils applicable Transportation
Impact Fee for its fair share coniribution towards
improvements at River Islands Parkway/I-5
Southbound Ramps as follows:

* Add a fourth southbound off-ramp lane and
stripe as two exclusive right turn lanes, and
exclusives left turn Jane and a shared
left/through lane. One of the two right tumn
lanes would be a free right turn and
channelized to its own exclusive depariure
lane, while the other right turn lane wouid be
signal controlled.

2.  The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project
applicant pays its applicable Transportation
Impact Fee for its fair share contribution towards
improvemenis at Louise Avenuefl-5 Northbound
Ramps as follows:

*  Add a fourth northhound off-ramp lane and
stripe as two exclusive right turn lanes, an
exclusive left turn lane and a shared
left/through lane. One of the two right turn
lanes would be a free right turn and
channelized to its own exclusive departure
lane, while the other right turn lane would be
signal controlled.

§ = Significant, S = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, L3 = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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TABLE 2-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential impact

Significance Before
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
Ritigation

Year 2025 Intersection Signal Warrant

The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project
applicant pays its applicable Transportation
impact Fee for its fair share contribution towards
improvements at River Islands Parkway/Golden
Valley Parkway as follows:

» Provide free right turns on the nerthbound
Golden Valley Parkway intersection
approach.

* Add a fifth eastbound departure lane
extending to the [-5 southbound ramps
intersection.

* Add a second left turn lane to the
eastbound River Islands Parkway approach.

The project applicant is fully responsible for
design and construction costs of improvements at
River Islands Parkway/Golden Valley Parkway as
foliows:

* Add third through lanes to the north and
southbound Geolden Valley Parkway
approaches.

The project applicant is fully responsibly for
design and construction costs of improvements at
Golden Vailey Parkway/Towne Centre Drive as
follows:

* Add a second right turn lane to the
westbound Towne Centre Drive approach.

LS None required

S = Significant, C§ = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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TABLE 2-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Patential Impact

Significance Before
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
Mitigation

Year 2025 Freeway Level of Service

Existing + Project Intersection Level of Service
Impacts

The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project
applicant pays its Applicable Transportation
Impact Fee for its fair share contribution for -5
and SR 120 freeway improvements detailed as
follows:

Summary of Required Freeway Lanes for Base
Case + Project Peak Hour Traffic

[-5 (north of SR 120} - 5 lanes northbound / 4
lanes southbound

[-5 (between SR 120 and 1-205)-8 lanes each
direction

I-6 (south of |-205) — 3 anes each direction
[-205 (west of 1-5) — § lanes each direction

SR 120 (east of I-5) — 4 lanes each direction

The project applicant is fully responsible for
design and construction costs of improvements at
Louise Avenue/l-5 Southbound Ramps as
follows:

* Add a second lane io the eastbound Louise
Avenue approach.

LS

S == Significant, C8 = Cumuiatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before Significance After
Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation

2. The project applicant is fully responsible for
design and construction costs of improvements at
Louise Avenue/l-5 Northbound Ramps as follows:

« Add a third northbound off-ramp lane and
stripe as iwo exclusive right turn lanes and a
combined through/left turn lane,

3. The project applicant is fully responsible for
design and construction costs of improvements at
Louise Avenue/Golden Valley Parkway as
foltows;

* Signalize the intersection

Existing + Project Intersection Signal Warrant 3 1. The project applicant is fully responsible for LS
design and construction costs of improvements at
Louise Avenue/Golden Valley Parkway as
follows:

* Signalize the intersection

Existing + Project Freeway Level of Service LS None required

Construction Traffic S 1. No construction delivery truck traffic shall be LS
allowed on the local roadway network before 8:00
AM or after 4:30 PM.

2. No construction worker traffic shall be allowed on
the local roadway network between 6:30 and 8:30
AM and between 4:30 and 6:00 PM.

§ = Significant, CS = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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Potential Impact

TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Befare
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
Mitigation

Internal Circulation in the North Single-Family
Residential Area

Internai Circulation in the South Single-Family
Residential Area

Internal Circuiation in the Highway Commercial

Area

Interna! Circulation in the Service Commercial Area
(North}

All degradation of pavement condition along
Louise Avenue and Manthey Road due to
Mossdale Landing East construction traffic will be
fully repaired to the satisfaction of the City of
Lathrop. City staff and project applicant shall
jointly monitor the condition of each roadway
every six months.

All proposed residential streets shall be 36 feet
wide curb-tc-curb on the approaches to and
through each major curve {as listed in the impact
section), or that on-street parking be prohibited on
the inside of all 90-degree or shamper curves.

McKee Boulevard shall be widened to provide left
turn lanes on the approaches to Johnson Ferry
Road, Street D, Street C and any driveways
serving the village commercial or apartment
complex parking lots.

Widen Street P to at least 36 feet curb-to-curb for
at least 100 feet west of Golden Valley Parkway
and prohibit parking on the north side of the street
at least 50 feet from Golden Valley Parkway.

Prohibit outbound movements at any driveway
connection to Golden Valley Parkway north of the
main entrance.

Prohibit diagonal parking along Street N in close
proximity ito the Golden Valley Parkway or
Manthey Road intersections,

Provide right and left turn deceleration lanes on
the approaches to both Manthey Road project
driveways and a right turn deceleration lane on
the southbound Manthey Road approach to
Towne Centre Drive,

LS

LS

LS

§ = Significant, C5 = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SQC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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Potential Impact

TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
MWitigation

Internal Circulation in the Village Commercial Area

Internai Circulation in the Service Commercial Area
(South)

Pedesirian Circulation

PS

Prohibit diagenal parking aleng Street N in close
proximity to the Golden Valley Parkway or
Manthey Road iniersections.

Access o the service commercial areas along
Street N about halfway between Golden Valley
Parkway and Manthey Road (opposite the
proposed new access to the highway commercial
center). Potentially, all-way-stop control this
intersection.

Prohibit diagonal parking along Towne Centre
Drive in close proximity to Golden Valley Parkway
(at least 150 to 200 feet from Golden Valley
Parkway).

Provide at least 100 feet of separation between
the intersection of McKee/Street C and any
driveway connections along McKee Boulevard io
the Village Commercial parcels. Any village
commercial and apariment complex driveways
should also not he moved any closer than 150
feet from the Towne Centre Drive traffic circle
approach (i.e. no closer than currently shown on
the UDC plan).

Provide right and left furn deceleration lanes on
the Manthey Road approaches to the commercial
access driveway and limit access to a single
driveway,

North Single-Family Residential Area

* Relocate the walkways connecting the
northerly single-family subdivision to Golden
Valley Parkway to the locations of the
proposed signalized shopping center access

LS

LS

LS

§ = Significant, CS = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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Potential impact

TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures

Ssignificanr:t;e After
Mitigaticn

Transit Service

Bicycle Circulation

PS

PS

intersections along the parkway.
(or)

+ Maintain walkways in their currently proposed
locations and develop a design for the Golden
Valiey Parkway median that will prehibit or
severely discourage mid-block pedestrian/bike
£rossings.

The project applicant should work with local transit
agency to incorporate potential future transit route
and transit stop designs into their plans for McKee
Boulevard, Golden Valley Parkway, Manthey
Road, Street N and Towne Centre Drive,

All project commercial area developers should
work with the local transit agency {o incorporate
transit route and transit stop designs into their
futures plans.

Widen ail streets within the northerly subdivision to
36-foot widths on the approaches and through
each curve (see locations in the internal circulation
section). Or, prohibit parking on the inside of
each 90-degree or sharper curve.

Design the one-parcel-long pathway connecting
Street A in the northerly subdivision to Louise
Avenue 1o require bike riders to dismouni or
proceed slowly near Louise Avenue.

Relocate the northerly subdivision
pedestrian/bicycle connections to Golden Vailey
parkway to the locations of the proposed
signalized shopping center access intersections
atong the Parkway.

(or)

LS

LS

§ = Significant, C3§ = Cumulatively Significant, P8 = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before Significance After
Potential Impact Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures Mitigation

Maintain walkways/bicycle connections in their
currently proposed locations and develop a
design for the Golden Valley Parkway median that
will prohibit or severely discourage mid-block bike
crossing.

4, Provide left turn lanes on the McKee Boulevard
approached to all intersections as well as the
village commercial/apartment complex driveways.

17.0 UTILITIES

Existing and Planned Municipal Water Supplies PS 1. Proportionaie share groundwater and surface LS
water allocations shall be acquired for the
proposed project site before the project connects
to the municipal water system.

Water Distribution System L3 None reguired
Water Storage LS None reguired

Demands for Wastewater Treatment Capacity PS 1. The owners, developers, and successors-in- LS
interest shall not exceed their allotted wastewater
treatment capacity, namely 125,000 gpd.
However, if project demands exceed the
alloiment, additional capacity must be acquired
before additional construction can oceur.

2. The owners, developers, and successors-in-
interest shall reimburse sewer consortium
properties for their share of WRP-1 expansion
improvements.

Wastewater Collection Systems PS 1. If wastewater infrastructure required to connect LS
the project site to WRP-1 is unavailable to either
Unit 1 or Unit 2, the project proponents shall
construct the necessary wastewater collection
system improvements prior o occupation of the
first house.

§ = Significant, C5 = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.
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Potential impact

TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Before
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures

Significance After
Witigation

Recycled Water Systems

Impacts on Terminal Drainage Facility

Adequacy of Storm Drainage Collection and
Disposal System

Storm Drainage Water Quality Issues

Project Bemands For Other Utility Services

S = Significant, CS = Cumulatively Significant, PS = Potentially Significant, LS = Less than Significant, SOC Adopted = Statement of Overriding Considerations previously adopted.

PS

LS
LS

LS

2, The owners, developers and successors-in-interest
shall pay their proportionate share of wastewater
infrastructure improvements installed by others, in
accordance with established reimbursement
systems.

1. Proposed water recycling facilities shall be subject
to the review and approval, including all conditions
and requirements imposed on said facilities
through review by City of Lathrop, Regional Water
Quality Control Board and other agencies.

None required

None required

These issues are addressed in detail in Chapter 12.0
Hydrology and Water Quality.

None required

LS
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 BRIEF DESCRIPTION

This Supplemental Environmental tmpact Report (SEIR) evaluates the potential
environmental effects that would result from the City of Lathrop’s approval of the Mossdale
Landing East (MLE) project. The MLE project consists of applications for City approval of
an Urban Design Concept (UDC), Vesting Tentative Map, Development Agreement and
Williamson Act contract cancellation for the 150.2-acre project. These approvals would
result in development autharization for 403 single-family residential lots, 80 high-density
residential units, 6.5 acres of Village Commercial Development, 27.5 acres of Highway
Commercial Development, 14.0 acres of Service Commercial Development and
approximately 9.4 acres of parks and open space (Figure 3-1). The proposed project is
described in more detail below.

The proposed project involves development of a portion of Mossdale Village, a major
element of the urban development described in the approved West Lathrop Specific Plan
(WLSP). The WLSP is 6,955-acre urban development plan approved by the City of Lathrop
in 1995. Mossdale Village is a primarily residential development that includes a vitlage
commercial center and service and highway commercial development along I-5.
Mossdale Village is located in the eastern portion of the WLSP area, west of 1-5. Most of
the Mossdale Village area, and the remainder of the WLSP area, now known as the River
Islands project, have been approved for urban development and are preparing for
construction, Additional detail on other ongoing development projects in Mossdale
Village, River Islands and surrounding areas is provided in Section 1.2.

3.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed project site is located within the incorporated area of the City of Lathrop, in
southern San Joaquin County. The project is located between [-5 and the San Joaquin
River, south of the Louise Avenue interchange. The project site is divided into two units:
Unit One {122 acres) is located immediately south of Louise Avenue and adjacent to |-5,
and Unit Two (28 acres) is located approximately 0.5 miles south of Unit One. Figures 1-2
through 1-6 in Chapter 1.0 show the project location in detail.

The MLE project site is made up of APNs 191-190-08, 20 and 21 {Unit One) and 241-020-
01 and 40 {Unit Two) (Figure 1-4). The project site is located within the Lathrop,
California, USGS 7.5-minute guadrangle map (Figure 1-3). The project area has not been
subject to sectional subdivision; Unit 1 is located within Township 1 South, Range 6 East,
MDBM. Unit 2 is located within Township 2 South, Range 6 East, MDBM.
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3.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objective of the proposed project is the development of a livable, pedestrian-oriented
community in accordance with the adopted West Lathrop Specific Plan. The proposed
project would result in a total of approximately 403 single-family residences, 80 high-
density residential units, 6.5 acres of Village Commercial development, 27.5 acres of
Highway Commercial development and 14.0 acres of Service Commercial development,
public streets, utilities, parks, and other public facilities. The proposed residential portions
of the project are intended for development by the applicant, Western Pacific Housing.
The proposed Highway Commercial area is intended for development by a joint applicant,
Watt Commercial. Portions of the project may also be sold to other developers for
construction consistent with the requirements of the approved UDC, Tentative Map and
Development Agreement.

3.4 PROJECT DETAILS

The proposed project involves a request for City of Lathrop approval of the MLE UDC,
Vesting Tentative Map, Development Agreement, Williamson Act contract cancellation
and associated actions. Inherent in these approvals is City approval of proposed land uses,
circulation systems, utility improvements, parks and design elements of the project.

Throughout the remaining description, reference is made to Unit 1 and Unit 2 of the
proposed project. Unit 1 refers to the northernmost 122.4 acres of the project site, located
immediately south of existing Louise Avenue. Unit 2 refers to the southern 27.8 acres of
the project site, which is separate from Unit 1 and located immediately south of the
Mossdale Landing project area (Figures 1-1 through 1-6).

3.4.1 Proposed Land Uses and Designations

The MLE project site is located within the City of Lathrop corporate limits, within Sub-Plan
Area #2 of the Lathrop General Plan. Development within the project area is governed by
the adopted West Lathrop Station Specific Plan (WLSP). The WLSP requires the
preparation of an Urban Development Concept (UDC) prior to the acceptance of any
development or building permit applications. Approval of a UDC requires the review and
approval of the Lathrop Planning Commission. The UDC includes a detailed mapping and
description of land uses, circulation systems, landscaping, design details, and other
elements related to buildout of the project, including the provision of utilities and the
financing of public improvements.

The proposed MLE UDC prescribes development standards for proposed land uses in
planned residential, commercial and public areas; the circulation system’s location and
standards; design guidelines for the various land uses; specifications for planned public
improvements, signage and lighting; plans for water, sewer, storm drainage and reclaimed
water systems; and project phasing and financing. Each of the provisions of the UDC is
described in more detail below.
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The MLE project UDC emphasizes the creation of a livable, pedestrian-oriented
community that provides identity and variety. The UDC will embody themes associated
with the history and imagery of the City of Lathrop as well as incorporating other elements
of development in traditional Central Valley communities. These features would include a
network of interconnected streets, roundabouts, parkways with canopy street trees, varied
architectural styles, an emphasis upon pedestrian scale and access, and a mix of land uses.

The provisions of the UDC apply to both Unit 1 and Unit 2 of the proposed project.
Overall land use proposals for the proposed project area are shown on Figure 3-1, and
proposed land use/zoning designations are shown in Figure 3-2. A conceptual plan for
development of the Highway Commercial parcels is shown in Figure 3-3. Land uses
permitted within the MLE project are briefly summarized below, and acreages devoted to
each of these uses are listed, by unit, in Table 3-1. Net potential development associated
with the proposed development is also shown in the table.

TABLE 3-1
LAND USE TABLE
MOSSDALE LANDING EAST PROJECT

{acres)
Proposed Land Use Unit Unit 2 TOTAL PROJECT
ACRES SQ. FT. UNITS  ACRES  SQ. FT, UNITS ACRES SQ. FT. UNITS
Highway Commercial 27.5 270,246 27.5 270,246
Service Commercial 12,5 136,125 1.5 13,068 14.0 149,193
Viltage Commercial 6.5 79,497 6.5 79,497
High Density Residential 4.0 80 4.0 80
Low Density Residenlial 13.2 85 101 66 23.3 151
Medium Densitly 27.6 252 27.6 252
Residential
Open Space 3.6 3.6
River Park 1.7 1.7
Neighborhood Park 4.1 4,1
Streets 311 6.8 37.9
TOTAL 122.4 485,568 M7 27.8 13,068 [E]5) 150.2 498,936 483

Residential-MV. The Residential-MV designation (Figure 3-2) encompasses a total of 54.9
acres in both Units T and 2 and will support a range of single-family housing densities and
types ranging from 4,000 square-foot lots at a density of approximately 6.5 units per acre
(Medium Density Residential) to 7,000 square-foot and larger lots at a density of
approximately 4.8 units per acre (Low Density Residential). Higher density residential
development of up to 20 units per acre is permitted in the Village Commercial area.

Village Commercial-MV. The Village Commercial-MV area of approximately 6.5 acres is
located along the south boundary of Unit 1, which is the centerline of future Towne Centre
Drive. This area, together with a mirror-image area located within the adjoining Mossdale
Landing project, is envisioned as a mixed-use activity area where Mossdale Landing and
MLE residents and visitors to the area can shop, eat, work and live. This area may include
a mix of shops, restaurants, office space and multi-family residences. The designation is
intended to establish a pedestrian-oriented commercial environmental with wide
sidewalks, articulated and well-designed buildings, street trees, special paving and street
furniture woven into a more urban setting.
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Source: MACKAY & SOMPS Figure 3-1

NSITE ENVIRONMENTAL PROPOSED LAND USES




Source: WEST LATHROP SPECIFIC PLAN Figure 3-2

INSITE ENVIRONMENTA WLSP LAND USE/ZONING
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The western 4.0 acres of the Village Commercial area is reserved for High Density
Residential uses. This area would support up to 80 residential units at a density of
approximately 20 units per acre.

Highway Commercial-MV. The 27.5-acre Highway Commercial-MV area is located
immediately south of existing Louise Avenue, between future Golden Valley Parkway and
I-5.  This designation provides for development of up to 270,246 square feet of
commercial space oriented primarily to shoppers accessing the area from the interstate and
major arterial roads in the area. However, the designation will also allow the development
of community commercial uses.

Service Commercial-MV. A total of 14.0 acres of the project are reserved for Service
Commercial-MV development. More than 90% of this area is located within Unit 1, with
only 1.3 acres located in Unit 2. Proposed Service Commercial areas are located between
future Golden Valley Parkway and [-5, south of the proposed Highway Commercial area,
The Service Commercial areas will provide for a variety of services, retail and office uses
that, at least in Unit 1, relate closely to planned uses in the Main Street (Village
Commercial) district. An 3.0 acre portion of the Service Commercial areas wilt be utilized
for storm water detention on a permanent basis. An additional 3.75 acres will be used to
provide an enlarged storm water pond that will retain runoff from construction areas and
early units of proposed development until completion of the Mossdale Landing storm
drainage outfall structure at the San Joaquin River.

The quantities of potential highway and service commercial development, as well as
residential development, associated with the MLE project, as identified above and in
Tables 3-1 and 3-2, are proposed levels of development; these proposed levels are the
subject of this SEIR. The development standards of the WLSP and the MLE UDC may
permit development of additional residential units and higher floor area ratios in
commercial areas than are proposed. Additional development over and above the
quantities specified in this chapter are not necessarily addressed by this SEIR and may
require additional environmental review, However, no such development is proposed at
this time.

3.4.2 UDC Development Standards.

The UDC sets forth development standards for each of the proposed tand use designations.
Development standards implement, adhere to and draw upon the adopted provisions of
the WLSP for the Mossdale Village Plan Area. Planned roadway improvements associated
with adjacent nearby projects, proposed improvements associated with the project and
future roadway improvements in the project area are shown on Figure 3-4. Cross-sections
for these facilities are shown on Figure 3-5 and pedestrian and bicycle facilities are shown
on Figure 3-6.

Proposed standards for MLE specify development themes and concepts; lists of permitted
uses, conditional uses and uses that require site plan review; parcel dimensions, setbacks
and building heights; guidelines and limitations for site planning, building massing,
architecture, materials and colors, access and parking, and placement of mechanical and
utility equipment. These standards are predominantly drawn from the WLSP. Lot and
setback requirements apply largely to proposed residential uses while, in this regard,
commercial uses are less restricted. Commercial uses, on the other hand, involve more
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detailed guidance related to signage. More specific information with respect to
development standards applicable within each land use designation is provided below.

Service Commercial, Development standards for the Service Commercial areas identify a
range of aliowable retail, service and office commercial uses. Service Commercial areas
would be largely pedestrian-oriented with buildings oriented to Golden Valley Parkway
and to the Village Commercial area. Proposed architectural standards would require
variations in building height, size and setback in order to reduce massing, and the
standards would require a variety of architectural design details, landscaping and
screening. The standards limit the use of low-quality materials, and the placement and
screening of mechanical equipment.

Highway Commercial. A Highway Commercial area, located in the northeastern portion
of the project area, would involve comparable design requirements to those specified for
the Service Commercial areas. The proposed Freeway Commercial area would be
oriented to highway travelers and shoppers accessing the area from major streets.
Nonetheless, development standards for this area would require certain building
orientation, massing limitations and architectural detail, as well as landscaping and
screening and limitations on the use of certain materials.

Village Commercial. The proposed Village Commercial areas would involve a mixed-use
“main street” area composed of retail and Service Commercial as well as professional
offices and potential high-density residential uses. Village Commercial areas woulid be
pedestrian-oriented, and building scale and level of architectural detail would be closely
refated to the “Main Street” theme. Commercial and residential structures would be
oriented primarily to the streets with parking located to the rear of these buildings.
Additional architectural detail would be required, including frequent variations in design
style along the street front, interesting corners, special roof treatments and lighting that is
related to the overall Main Street theme. Development standards for this area would also
include limitations on materials and placement of mechanical equipment similar to the
other commercial designations. Planned residential uses within the Viilage Commercial
area would require additional landscaping and setbacks as well as certain window and
door treatments.

Medium and Low Density Residential. Medium and Low Density Residential area
development standards identify allowable housing types and architectural styles for the
various neighborhoods included within the proposed project. A variety of styles would be
offered, and development standards would require a variation among styles from home to
home. A mix of single and two-story residences would be encouraged, as would
minimizing the visual importance of garages and emphasizing the importance of porch
elements in home design. These standards specify a range of architectural elements and
materials that should be incorporated into residential design,

The Architectural Styles portion of the UDC defines a range of residential styles that may
be used within the proposed project area. Building form, mass, material and detail
information is provided for each of the styles, which include Spanish, ltalianate, Craftsman
and Cottage.
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Public Lands. Development standards for public areas apply to the approximately 9.4 net
acres of park and open space lands located within the project site. The UDC defines the
nature and type of recreational uses that will be permitted within these areas as well as
other applicable requirements. These would include relating architecture of public
buildings to nearby residential areas and repetition of certain tree planting styles.

Landscape Architecture Standards. The UDC also defines Landscape Architecture
Standards for the project area. The purpose of the defined planting theme is to “recreate
the character of memorable locally and regionally significant traditional neighborhoods
and environs, with their broad shade trees, landmark palms” and elements “reflecting
agricultural heritage of the Central Valley including windrows, orchards and grazing
lands.” The UDC defines a palette of plant materials to be utilized along the various major
streets associated with the project, including the Main Street area as well as multi-use trails
and bicycle lanes. The Landscape Architecture Standards also provide for special
treatments at project gateways, including the intersection of Main Street and Golden Valley
Parkway as well as the entryways to residential neighborhoods. The standards also
provide guidance for landscaping in open space areas, standards for walls and fences used
throughout the project area, and street furniture, utility placement and signage.

3.4.3 Planned Circulation Improvements

The adopted West Lathrop Specific Plan provides a general plan for provision of vehicular
and pedestrian circulation to, from and within the UDC area. The circulation provisions of
the UDC establish a street plan for the proposed community and linkage between the UDC
area and the overall circulation network defined in the City’s General Plan, the WLSP and
subsequent development approvals. These include a precise plan adopted by the City for
Golden Valley Parkway. A discussion of traffic issues and improvement needs related to
the project is provided in Chapter 5.0.

Golden Valiey Parkway is the only major arterial located within the proposed UDC area.
The City has adopted a precise plan for this roadway. Located within a 70- to 184-foot
right-of-way, Golden Valley Parkway will provide regional access to the project area as
well as other City of Lathrop lands west of I-5. At full development, Golden Valley
Parkway would consist of a six-lane roadway north of Towne Centre Drive, typically
separated by a 16-foot median. South of Towne Centre Drive, Golden Valley Parkway
would be a four-lane street with right-of-way reserved to allow development of two
additional lanes, for a total of six. No on-street parking would be provided; shoulders,
landscaped setbacks and an 8-foot bike/pedestrian way would be located on either side of
the street. The City’s General Plan identifies Golden Valley Parkway as the main north-
south thoroughfare for the City west of I-5. When the six-lane roadway is completed it will
eventually extend south from Roth Road to River Islands, parallel to I-5 and 1-205.

The proposed project will involve construction of the initial portions of the roadway from
River Islands Parkway to the south boundary of Unit 1 at Towne Centre Drive. Initial
development will consist of development of one half of the ultimate street section, the
median and parkway along the east side of the street. The precise extent of these initial
improvements will be determined in the Development Agreement. Initial portions of the
section south of Towne Centre Drive would be constructed in conjunction with buildout of
the TCN Properties portion of the Mossdale Landing project.
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Coliector streets would be located within 70-foot rights-of-way Class 1l bikeways would be
located within the McKee Boulevard right-of-way. Five-foot sidewalks would be located
on each side of McKee within 17-foot landscaped areas. Within the proposed project,
these would include McKee Boulevard, and Indian Summer Way. McKee Boulevard
would be extended south from River islands Parkway to the project site in conjunction
with the adjoining Pacific Union Homes portion of Mossdale Landing.

Portions of Manthey Road to be retained would be focated within a 59-foot right-of-way
and would provide no bike lanes and emergency parking enly. A 10-foot landscaping strip
with a sidewalk would be located along the west side. The northernmost portion of
Manthey Road, located immediately south of Louise Avenue, would be abandoned in
conjunction with Phase 1 development of the Highway Commercial parcel, to be replaced
by an interim roadway to be located along the south boundary of this parcel. An
additional section of Manthey Road, extending to the south boundary of the Highway
Commercial parcel, would be abandoned in conjunction with a second phase of
commercial construction on this parcel.

Local streets would be constructed to provide direct access to individual residential lots,
The typical local street would consist of 32 feet of pavement within a 56-foot right-of-way,
providing a five-foot pedestrian circulation and landscaping along each side of the street.
Local streets would be constructed in conjunction with adjoining units of residential
development.

A traffic “roundabout” would be located at the intersection of Towne Centre Drive and
McKee Boulevard. Located within an approximately 100-foot radius, the roundabout
would include a central landscape istand, special paving and raised planter areas along the
perimeter. Diagonal parking is proposed on Towne Centre Drive, however, other options
may be considered.

Proposed bicycle facilities will include Class | pedestrian/bikeways located along the south
side of River Islands Parkway, both sides of Golden Valley Parkway and through the
riverside park area. Class [l bikeways would be located in the Towne Centre Drive/McKee
Boulevard traffic circle and along McKee Boulevard. Sidewalks would be provided along
all other streets, unless superseded by planned Class | ways.

3.4.4 Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map

The proposed project would require City approval of the Vesting Tentative Map for the
project {Figure 3-7). The map would create approximately 403 lots for development of
single-family detached dwelling units. Within the Medium Density Residential area, lot
sizes would range upward from approximately 4,000 square feet. Within the Low Density
Residential area, lots sizes would range upward from approximately 6,000 square feet.
The map would also create four lots for highway, service and “village” commercial
development. These lots range in size from 4.0 to 27.5 acres in size for a total of 48 acres,
The tentative map also provides for dedication of public street right of way and establishes
improvement standards for proposed streets. Proposed street standards are consistent with
UDC circulation plans.

Mossdale Landing East Suppfemental EIR 3-14



3.4.5 Development Agreement

The proposed project would include a City/Applicant Development Agreement
establishing the commitments of the parties with respect to the design, construction and
financing of the proposed project.

3.4.6 Williamson Act Contract Cancellation

The proposed project includes a request to the City of Lathrop for immediate cancellation
of two California Land Conservation (Williamson Act) contracts that apply to APNs 191-
190-20 and 21 (Unit 1) (Figure 3-8). There are no Williamson Act contracts applicable to
Unit 2 of the project. Notices of Nonrenewal have been filed for both parcels; the contract
on the smaller parcel will expire in 2004, and the contract on the larger parcel, the
majority of Unit 1, will expire naturally in 2008. Immediate cancellation is therefore
necessary to allow development to proceed. A lfandowner may petition the City Council
for cancellation of the contract for ail or part of the contracted land, and the council may
grant tentative approval for cancellation if certain findings are made as per Sections 51282
and 51284 of the California Government Code. These findings are discussed in more
detail in Chapter 5.0 Agriculture.
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3.4.7 Utilities

Domestic Water System. Domestic water service for the MLE project will be provided by
an expansion of the City's existing water system in conjunction with proposed commercial
and residential development. The proposed water system (Figure 3-9} would consist of a
backbone of 10-inch water lines to be located within the major streets, with 8-inch lines
located within planned local streets providing service to planned residential
neighborhoods

Proposed water system improvement would be connected to the existing City system at the
Louise Avenue/l-5 interchange, and at the intersection of Nestle Way and Harlan Road,
adjacent to I-5. The northern connection would be made by extending an 18-inch line
east along the future alignment of River Islands Parkway across [-5 to the existing line in
Louise Avenue. The southern connection would extend east from Golden Valley Parkway
across |-5 along the extension of Nestle Way. Both extensions are being constructed in
conjunction with the Mossdale Landing project.

Additional water line construction would occur in conjunction with the Mossdale Landing
project, including extension of mains along River Islands Parkway, McKee Boulevard and
Towne Centre Drive. The proposed project would construct portions of the McKee
Boulevard, the line along Golden Vailey Parkway and all local lines serving planned
development. The project will include the construction of a 1.0-million gallon water tank
within the proposed Service Commercial parcel, within Unit 2 of the project.

The short-term water supply for MLE will be derived from new wells to be added to the
City’s well system. These improvements are expected to be completed in 2004, The
project applicant has agreed to participate in the financing of these improvements on a
proportional share basis. The long-term source of water will be the South County Surface
Water Supply Project (SCSWSP). The proposed project site is located within the City’s
Water Service Planning Area, as defined in its recently adopted Lathrop Water,
Wastewater, Recycled Water Master Plan. A Water Supply Assessment has been required
for the project as required by Senate Bills 610/221 (Nolte, 2003). Based on this study,
water supply is sufficient to serve the project in the long term, as discussed in Chapter 12.0
of this document.

Wastewater System. Wastewater treatment and disposal services are to be provided by the
City of Lathrop. The project would provide recycled water disposal areas on an interim
basis. The proposed wastewater collection system (Figure 3-10) would consist of a network
of eight-inch to 15-inch lines flowing northerly by gravity to a pump station located within
the adjoining Mossdale Landing project, near the corner of McKee Boulevard and River
Islands Parkway. Wastewater would be pumped from this point across I-5 to the City’s
Water Recycling Plan No. 1 in 8- and 10-inch force mains.

Principal wastewater collection lines would be located along Golden Valley Parkway (12-
15 inch), River {slands Parkway (15 inch}, and McKee Boulevard (10 inch). A 10-inch line -
would be installed along Towne Centre Drive in conjunction with the adjoining Mossdale
Landing project. Smaller collection lines would feed to these trunks from commercial
areas and residential neighborhoods. Wastewater collection lines within Unit 2 would
consist of 8-inch lines extended into the residential area from planned lines in adjoining
Mossdale Landing neighborhoods, as well as from the 12-inch line to be located in Golden
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Valley Parkway. Wastewater collection lines would be located within proposed public
streets to be constructed in conjunction with the MLE and Mossdale Landing projects.

Wastewater treatment would be provided at the City’s existing Waste Recycling Plant No.
1 {(WRP-1). The City is in the process of expanding this facility to provide additional
tertiary treatment capacity. Phase | improvements are expected to be completed in 2004.
The project applicants have participated in a sewer consortium to aid in financing
improvements and secure capacity to serve their project.

Recycled Water System. The City's adopted Water, Wastewater and Recycled Water
Master Plan provides for a citywide system for the recycling of treated wastewater as
irrigation water applied to parks, recreation lands and other open spaces. Portions of this
system will be constructed in conjunction with the proposed project (Figure 3-11). The
proposed project will provide a site for disposal of treated wastewater on an interim basis.

Unit 2 of the project site, and a small portion of Unit 1, will serve as a storage and disposal
site for treated wastewater on an interim basis. Treated wastewaters will be stored on and
applied to this site at agronomic rates in the production of alfalfa. When adequate sites
become available for the disposal of project-generated wastewaters, this use will cease,
and the [and will become available for planned residential and commercial uses.

Tertiary treated effluent from WRP-1 would be returned to the Mossdale Village and the
project site by a 20-inch line to be located along Nestle Way West of I-5, this line wouid
branch north and south as 12-inch lines, to be located along Manthey Road. The
proposed project would construct the line south along Manthey Road and then west to an
approximately 10-acre interim recycled water storage pond to be located within the
proposed residential area of Unit 1. This line would form a portion of the City’s planned
recycled water system. The project would also construct a six-inch recycled water line
within the on-site portion of McKee Boulevard. Additional lines in the project vicinity
would be constructed in conjunction with the adjoining Mossdale Landing project.

The project includes construction of a temporary holding pond for recycled water. The
pond, to be located within Unit 2, would be approximately two acres in size and 19 feet in
depth with a maximum storage volume of 36 acre-feet. The pond would be lined to
prevent percolation of recycled water to the groundwater system. A pumping station at the
pond site would be used to return recycled water to the City’s system as needed for
irrigation of disposal areas.

Approximately 16.7 acres of the site, consisting of the balance of Unit 2 and an
approximately 1,7-acre portion of the Service Commercial area on Unit 1, would be
reserved from development on a temporary basis and used for disposal of recycled water
by the City. Recycled water would be applied at agronomic rates as permitted by weather
and soil moisture conditions. Adequate separation will be maintained between the
proposed disposal area on Unit 1 and the proposed storm drainage detention pond. Based
on a water balance prepared by MacKay and Somps, the proposed disposal areas would
sufficient to accept the approximately 123 acre-feet of recycled water generated by the
project.

Storm Drainage. The proposed project would involve the instailation of new storm
drainage facilities to serve the project (Figure 3-12). The proposed collection system
would consist of a network of 15-inch to 54-inch storm drains located within proposed
public streets.
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Within Unit 1, storm drains would flow by gravity to an interim retention/detention pond
to be located in the southern portion of the proposed Service Commercial area. This
facility would be excavated during first phase construction and would receive runoff from
construction areas. On an interim basis, the proposed pond would also serve to retain all
storm drainage generated by new development within the project area; retained storm
flows would evaporate or percolate to groundwater.

In order to provide adequate capacity to retain runoff from new development areas, this
facility will be constructed larger than necessary to provide storm water retention only. A
retention pond of approximately 6.75 acres and providing 27.0 acre-feet of storage would
be necessary to meet these needs. In the fong term, the proposed pond would provide
storm water detention, as discussed below.,

The proposed 3.0-acre detention pond for Unit 1 would be approximately 2.0 feet in depth
and would provide up to 6.0 acre-feet of storage. The first foot of storage is contained for
water quality while the remaining acreage is for flood control. Planned pumping facilities
would transport storm flows to the terminal facility in a 30-inch force main. The proposed
force main would be located within planned project streets.

Storm drainage from Unit 2 would be directed westerly to a proposed storm drainage basin
located within the planned Neighborhood Park Area. This proposed 0.75-acre pond
would be approximately 5.0 feet deep and would provide up to 3.75 acre-feet of storage.
The first 2.0 feet of storage is contained for water quality, while the remaining acreage is
for flood control. Planned pumping facilities wouid direct flows from Unit 2 and the
Mossdale Village South area north along the planned River Road alignment to the
Mossdale Landing outfall facility

The proposed storm water detention ponds would be designed in accordance with City
Best Management Practices to limit peak flows from the project site (and in the case of
Unit 2, lands to the south) to 30% of the potential maximum under 100-year storm
conditions. In addition, these facilities would capture first-flush storm runoff for water
quality protection. Excessive runoff would bubble up into the ponds and flood lands
within the basin as needed to meet instantaneous requirements. Both of the proposed
basins would maintain 2-foot separation from ground water and would be located a
minimum of 200 feet from the nearest levee.

The proposed storm drainage system would be designed to cease discharge in excess of
existing discharge when flows in the San Joaquin River exceed an elevation of 21.0 feet.
The proposed project design includes sufficient storage in detention ponds, street systems
and yard areas, up to an elevation of 1 foot below planned building pad elevations needed
to contain 100-year runoff during a 48-hour period.
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The MLE applicant will participate in the financing of these improvements on a
proportional share basis.

Portions of the Unit 1 Service Commercial area that are used for recycled and storm water
retention would be unavailable for commercial use on an interim basis. Once these uses
have ceased, however, the land would become available for planned development as
specified in the WLSP and UDC.

Drainage facilities associated with the project will include the installation of toe drains
along the portion of the San Joaquin River levee located within Unit 2. Toe drains are
designed to intercept levee seepage and direct it to the project storm drainage system.
These improvements would be installed in conjunction with other Unit 2 subdivision
improvements.

Other Utilities. The MLE project would be provided with electrical, gas, cable television
and telephone by the regulated public utilities for the area. These would include Pacific
Gas and Electric, SBC and Comcast. All utilities would be installed underground within
proposed street systems.

3.4.8 Schools, Parks and Open Space.

The MLE does not provide sites for schools; no planned school sites are located within the
project boundary. Two approximately 20-acre sites for proposed elementary (K-8) schools
to be constructed by the Manteca Unified School District are located within the adjoining
Mossdale Landing project (Figure 3-14). The project applicant wili be responsible for the
payment of school impact fees to help finance construction of these facilities.

The proposed project provides limited park land facilities, as most of the land to meet park
needs for the Mossdate Village area will be met within the adjoining Mossdale Landing
project. Staff analysis of park needs indicates that the Mossdale Village area will be served
with parklands. One proposed neighborhood park would be located on 4.1 acres at the
west end of Unit 2. This facility may include both active and passive recreationali facilities,
including playgrounds and equipment, restrooms and landscaping. The neighborhood
park is intended to serve the future residential neighborhoods located within and near Unit
2. An additional 5.3 acres west of Indian Summer Way in Unit 2 would be reserved for
River Park and Open Space. This area may form a portion of a planned off-leash area to
be located within the Mossdale Landing project; plans for this facility are being developed
in coordination with the City.

Additional park facilities will be constructed in conjunction with the adjeining Mossdale
Landing project. Mossdale Landing includes a proposed community park, to be located
southwest of the intersection of Towne Centre Drive and Golden Spike Trail. The MLE
applicant will contribute to the development of this and other recreational facilities in the
City of Lathrop through the payment of park in-lieu fees and Culture and Leisure CFF.
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3.4.9 Other Improvements

The proposed project wiil include the construction of walls and fences for noise
attenuation and decorative purposes (Figure 3-15). These would include community walis
located along the Golden Valley Parkway frontage of proposed residential areas and
neighborhood fences separating proposed backup lots from Louise Avenue and proposed
residential lots in Unit 2 from adjoining residential development, agricultural lands and the
proposed Neighborhood Park. Decorative walls and monuments will also be provided at
the entries to proposed residential neighborhoods.

3.4.10 Demolition

Project site development would involve the demolition of existing structures on Unit 1,
including one residence and several farm-related structures. There are no existing
structures located on Unit 2.

3.5 DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL

The various approvals described in Section 3.4 will lead to physical development of the
proposed MLE project. Potential quantities of development associated with the project are
shown on Table 3-2. Approved development will involve physical effects on the
environment, and these effects are addressed in detail in subsequent chapters of this
document.

TABLE 3-2
NET DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
MOSSDALE LANDING EAST PROJECT
(residential units, 1,000 square feet commercial floor area)

Proposed Land Use Unit 1 Unit 2 Total
Residential Low 85 66 151
Residential Medium 252 252
Residential, Village {potentia} 80 80
Total Residential 417 units 66 units 483 units
Village Commercial 79.5 79.5
Service Commercial 136.1 13.0 149.2
Highway Commerciaf 270.2 270.2
Total Commeercial 485.8 K sq. ft. 13.0 K sq. ft. 498.9 K sq. ft.
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3.6 PROJECT PHASING AND FINANCING

A preliminary phasing plan for the MLE project is shown on Figure 3-16. Residential
development will be initiated with planned lots in the low-density residential development
area of Unit T (Phase 1), foliowed by the southernmost portions of the medium density
area. Residential portions of the Viilage Commercial area are expected. Development of
proposed residences would be largely market-driven, with the demand for the 84 proposed
larger single-family (Low Density) lots being constructed first. Proposed smailer (Medium
Density) lots would likely be constructed in three subsequent phases.

Planned commercial development would likely be initiated with development of the
northern portion of the Highway Commercial area (Phase 1). Remaining development
within this area, and development of the Service Commercial and Village Commercial
areas, will proceed as demands warrant. Conceptual phasing of this development is
shown on Figure 3-16.

Infrastructure will be extended onto the project site, as required to service planned land
uses as they develop. Street access will initially be extended onto the Unit 1 site from
River islands Parkway, which is to be constructed in conjunction with the adjoining
Mossdale Landing project. Golden Valley Parkway will likely be constructed in stages,
beginning with one half of the ultimate street section together with the median area and
the east side parkway, adjacent to commercial development.

The UDC contains a general description of potential financing for project-related
infrastructure and other improvements. A more precise definition of financing methods
has been outlined in a fiscal impact analysis prepared by Goodwin and Associates for the
Mossdale Landing project. In general, the UDC indicates the applicant will be responsibie
for all on-site street and utility improvements, including on-site portions of regionat
facilities. The applicant would also be responsibie for its proportionate share of any off-
site improvements required to mitigate traffic or other impacts of the project. Funding of
these improvements may be accomplished with a variety of financing mechanisms
including assessment and special districts such as lighting, landscaping maintenance
(LLM}, Mello-Roos, Community Facilities (CFD} or others. In addition, the City has
adopted development impact fees.

Fee-based infrastructure can be an adequate mitigation measure under CEQA {Save Our
Penninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. Of Supervisors, supra, 87 Cal.App.4™ at p.
140, 104 Cal.Rptr.2d 326), and can be particularly useful where, as with the proposed
project, traffic congestion results from cumulative conditions and not solely from the
development of a single project. Therefore, unless otherwise stated, the discussion of
impacts in this SEIR will be presumed to be implemented through the payment of
appropriate mitigation fees as adopted by the City of Lathrop from time to time. To the
extent that fees may not be sufficient, the City shall require the developer to upfront the
costs of the improvements.
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3.7 PERMITS AND APPROVALS

CEQA requires that an EIR identify the principal discretionary actions under consideration
in the EIR as well as any other agency permits and approvals that may require
consideration under CEQA. The principal discretionary permits and approvals for the
project would be granted by the City of Lathrop. Permits and approvals from a number of
other agencies may also be necessary in the course of development of the project site.
Anticipated and potential permits and approvals are identified in Table 3-3.

TABLE 3-3
PERMITS AND APPROVALS
MOSSDALE LANDING EAST

Agency Permit/Approval

City of Lathrop, City Council Certification of Final Envirenmental Impact Report, adoption of
CEQA findings and mitigation monitoring program

Appraoval of Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map
Approval of Williamson Act Contract Cancellation
Approval of Development Agreement

City of Lathrop, Planning Commission Recommendations to the City Council on the above matters,

Approval of MLE Urban Design Concept
City of Lathrop, Public Warks Department Review and approval of street and utility improvement plans
Other City Actions Final subdivision map approvals; acceptance of public

improvements; establishment/expansion of maintenance districts
andfor areas-of-benefit

Reclamation District 17 Levee bikeway construction encroachment

California Department of Health Services, Engineer’s Report, Waste Discharge Requirements, Recycled
Regional Water Quality Control Board Water Discharge

Regional Water Quality Control Board Notice of Intent, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
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4.0 AESTHETICS

4.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The WLSP EIR provides an overview of scenic resources for the Stewart Tract and Mossdale
Village areas. Resources mentioned include farmland, Valley Oaks, the San Joaquin River,
riparian vegetation, old farm structures and bridges. Due to elevation, western views of the
Coastal Range and partial eastern views of the Sierra Nevada Range are accessible from
freeway corridors, Views of the San joaguin River are generally restricted to its immediate
vicinity due to the height of the levee system. The following offers a more focused look at
the MLE project area.

The project site is iocated in a primarily agricultural and rural residential area. The flat
topography is generally unvarying with minor localized exceptions, such as drainage
channels and agricultural earth work. There are few trees, and agricultural features are
generally repetitive. The most prominent landscape feature in the project area is.the San
joaquin River and levee system. Aesthetically, the river feature is separated from the
project site by the levees. Landscape character can be characterized as common to
minimal on the project site, and throughout the surrounding area. Features are consistent
with those identified in the WLSP, including several trees, riparian vegetation adjacent the
western edge of Unit 2, farmland and farm structures.

Existing landscapes on and in the vicinity of the project site are rural in nature, and
agriculture is the prevailing land use. Agricultural uses are predominantly alfalfa and
vegetable row crops. The agricultural uses, levees, water works, electrical lines, and
occasional residences are the principal features of viewsheds in the area. Individual
residences and outbuildings often stand alone, in association with accompanying
agricultural uses.

Surrounding lands were approved in January 2003 for development as a part of the
Mossdale Landing project, which includes lands north of Unit 1 and most of the lands
between Units 1 and 2. The Pacific Union Homes lands to the north of Unit T are under
construction at this time, and construction within the TCN Properties portion of Mossdale
Landing, between Units 1 and 2, is anticipated in the near future. Planned development of
this site will result primarily in new commercial development in the vicinity of 1-5 and
urban residential development between this area and the San Joaquin River. Thus, while
the project area is now in primarily agricultural use, it is planned to transition to urban use
over the next few months.

Fxisting and potential future view corridors that could be affected by proposed project
include [-5, Louise Avenue and Manthey Road. The site would also be visible from
surrounding lands, including existing scattered residences and planned urban residential
development. Views from these locations are presently primarily flat agricuitural lands.
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The aesthetic sensitivity of lands in urban areas is a function of the use of land and viewer
expectations. As a result of continuing and planned residential development to the south
and west of this project location, the project site can be considered somewhat sensitive to
visual/aesthetic change.

The project area has generally open views with few distinctive features. Scattered
residential and commercial development is visible south and east of the MLE project site.
Louise Avenue and Manthey Road serve as access poinis to residential development and
agricuitural land, and as the northern and eastern boundaries of Unit 1. Yeilow squash
and other fields establish the boundary on the western and southern sides of the site. Unit
2 is bounded by Manthey Road on the west and vegetable crops on all other sides, except
the southwestern corner, which is adjacent to the San Joaquin River levee system and
riparian habitat. The 1-5 corridor is visible to the east of the site. Visibility from the site to
the west is limited by the levee along the San Joaquin River.

There are no designated scenic sites or transportation routes [ocated in the vicinity of the
project.

4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds.

According to the CEQA Guidelines, a project will ordinarily have a significant effect on the
environment if it would have a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect. A
project may have a significant aesthetic effect if it would a) have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista, b} substantially damage scenic resources, c) substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, or d) create a new
source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area.

Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The City of Lathrop prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental impacts of the -
project prior to preparation of this SEIR. The Initial Study, which was circulated for agency
review in conjunction with the Notice of Preparation for the project, identified aesthetic
issues that were either less than significant, or need not be further addressed as a result of
their treatment in a prior environmental document. These issues were addressed as
follows:

1. Based on the WLSP EIR, the proposed project would not involve significant
effects on distance views as development of parks and open space would
provide better opportunities to enjoy scenic resources than are currently
available.
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2. Based on the WLSP EIR, the elimination of agricuitural lands would not result in
significant aesthetic effects; agricultural losses would be replaced by planned
urban fandscapes.

3.  The WLSP EIR indicated that new development lighting would involve
significant impacts on the night sky, even with shielding of light fixtures, as
required by the WLSP. This significant and unavoidable effect was considered
in the Statement of Overriding Considerations for the WLSP and does not
require further analysis.

4, Based on the WLSP EIR, impacts of light from vehicles using major arterial
roads on residential and other sensitive areas would be mitigated to a less than
significant level by perimeter walls and landscaping treatment. The project is
consistent with these requirements and would not involve a significant effect in
this issue area.

Aesthetic Effects of Proposed Residential Development

Development of the proposed residential project will result in conversion of the project site
from the existing agricultural use to urban use. Construction of the proposed project
would involve removal of all existing site vegetation and agricultural features. The project
site will be subject to extensive grading followed by construction of utility services, road
access and other site improvements.

Site improvements would include residential construction in accordance with the proposed
UDC and the West Lathrop Specific Plan. Construction disturbance would not result in
significant aesthetic effects. The project area is in active agricultural use and is subject to
substantial disturbance as a result of cycles of preparation, planting and harvest.
Construction disturbance would be temporary and would be replaced by structures,
Jandscaping and other improvements associated with the proposed urban development.

The proposed residential project would result in new urban development in an area that is
otherwise undeveloped and that provides open space values. Potential impacts associated
with open space loss were addressed in the previous EIR and found to be fess than
significant.

The proposed residential development is not expected to result in any substantial adverse
visual effect. Aesthetic qualities of new development will be governed by the proposed
Mossdale Landing East Urban Design Concept (MacKay and Somps, 2003). The UDC
details design guidelines and development standards for MLE in accordance with the
WLSP. Neighborhoods would include single and multiple family residential housing as
well as a centralized village commercial area with a traditional “Main Street” feel.
Landscape characteristics include use of a uniform street grid plan and creating a
comfortable human-scaled streetscape in order to maximize pedestrian activity. Building
designs are to be compatible with the surrounding natural and built environments as well
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as be visually interesting through inclusion of subtle design variation. Lathrop Community
Development Department staff have reviewed the proposed UDC for consistency with the
adopted WLSP and found that the UDC is in close conformance

Planned commercial areas are expected to contribute to the overall appearance of the
planned MLE urban landscape. All planned development will be required to conform to
the requirements of the UDC, and these requirements include detailed specifications
addressing required building orientation, vehicle and pedestrian circulation, site design,
landscaping and architectural amenities, all intended to ensure that planned development
realizes the objectives of the Lathrop General Plan, the WLSP and the UDC. Planned
commercial development is expected to result in beneficial aesthetic effects on the
planned urban environment.

Lands surrounding the project site are planned for comparable urban residential and
commercial development. There are no extraordinarily sensitive land uses located on or
near the project site, nor are any of the transportation corridors in the project vicinity
considered sensitive to visual change. Urban residential and commercial development are
not inherently impacting and is a common and accepted part of the landscape in and
around the cities of the San Joaquin Valley.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
Light and Glare

Development of the project would involve new sources of night lighting, including street
lighting, interior lighting of new structures, lighting of commercial parking areas and
various building security lighting. Street lighting is an essential and accepted portion of the
urban nightscape and would not result in significant adverse effects. Commercial parking
areas located behind the central Village Commercial areas could result in potentially
significant fight and glare impacts on neighboring residential development. However, all
residential areas are separated from Village Commercial areas by a landscape buffer and
56-62-foot street rights of way. These streets would be illuminated in accordance with City
standards and should provide an adequate buffer against commercial parking glare.

The project area is located more than two miles from the Stockton Metropolitan Airport,
and project-related lighting would not result in any aircraft operation concerns.

Levet of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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5.0 AGRICULTURE

5.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The WLSP EIR characterizes the planning area as dominated by agricultural uses and
devoted to the production of field crops, vegetables, pasture, nuts and fruits on prime and
near-prime soils. Many WLSP lands proposed for urbanization are considered Prime Farm
tand and are under Williamson Act contracts with San [oaquin County. Agricultural issues
associated with the project site were not discussed in the WLSP EIR and will be addressed
below.

Units 1 and 2 of the project site are currently involved in agricultural production of alfaifa
and vegetable crops such as green beans. Crops are irrigated through an existing on-site
irrigation system supplied by on-site wells; the system includes underground piping and
surface ditches. Irrigation systems are self-contained within Units 1 and 2.

The state Important Farmiands Map designates the project site as Prime Farmiands and
Farmland of Statewide Importance; about half of the land area of the site is in each
designation. Project site soils vary widely in type, including, in Unit 1, primarily clay
loams but a large unit of Joamy sands near the center of this area. Unit 2 soils are evenly
balanced between clay and sandy loams. Consistent with the state farmlands designations,
these soils are considered mostly prime.

The majority of Unit T of the project site (APNs 191-190-20 and 21) is under existing
Williamson Act contracts. These contracts were executed in 1974, A Notice of Non-
Renewal on APN 191-190-20 {114 acres) was recorded on October 9, 1998, and a Notice
of Non-Renewal on APN 191-190-21 was recorded on February 4, 1994. As a result, the
contracts will expire in 2008 and 2004 respectively.

5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds

According to CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it wouid
invalve conversion of Prime Farmland, Unigue Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance to non-agricultural use, or impair the agricultural productivity of prime
agricultural land. A project may also have a significant effect on agriculture if it would
indirectly result in conversion of prime agricuitural fand or conflict with agricultural zoning
or a Williamson Act contract.
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Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The City of Lathrop prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental impacts of the
project prior to preparation of this SEIR. The Initial Study, which was circulated for agency
review in conjunction with the Notice of Preparation for the project, identified several
potential environmental issues that were either less than significant, or that need not be
further addressed as a result of their treatment in a prior environmental document. These
issues were addressed as follows:

1. The WLSP EIR identified the impacts of the proposed project and other WLSP
lands on conversion of prime agricultural lands to urban uses as significant and
unavoidable. These impacts were considered in the Statement of Overriding
Considerations adopted in conjunction with the WLSP project, and no further
analysis is required.

Conversion of Agricultural Land

As noted in the previous section the WLSP EIR included consideration of this issue, and
adoption of the West Lathrop Specific Plan and annexation of the project area committed
this fand to urban development. The project would convert approximately 157 acres of
agricultural land, contributing to the overall WLSP agricultural fand conversion impact.
This significant and unavoidable impact was the subject of a Statement of Overriding
Considerations adopted in conjunction with the WLSP project.

The Initial Study indicated that this EIR would reconsider the potential for mitigation of
agricultural land impacts. Partial mitigation for agricultural land conversion is provided by
required project participation in the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan.
This program requires the payment of a per-acre fee which is used, in turn, to acquire other
fands or development rights over other lands, including agricultural lands, for preservation
and development of wildlife habitat values. However, recent case law indicates that off-
site mitigation cannot reasonably serve as mitigation for agricultural land conversion. See
Friends of the Kangaroo Rat v. California Department of Corrections, 111 Cal.App.4™
1400,4 Cal. Rptr.3d 558 (2003).

The San Joaquin County Community Development Department has recommended that
monetary compensation for loss of agricultural land be included as mitigation for other
proposed projects, and the County has retained a consultant to explore development of a
mechanism for assessing and collecting agricultural land conversion fees. The timing of
adoption of such a fee is uncertain, and, at this time, no public plan or mechanism for
equitable assessment of such fees exists or appears to be nearing adoption. As a resulf,
mitigation fees do not appear to represent feasible mitigation. A fee mechanism is not
available and would not reduce potential impacts to less than significant.
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This impact will remain significant and unavoidable.
Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures: None available
Urban- Agricultural Conflicts

Agricultural land use conflicts may result from the proximity of active agricultural and new
urban residential uses. The potential for conflict between urban and agricultural tands was
addressed in the WLSP EIR and the Initial Study (Appendix A). Examples of such conflict
include trespassing, vandalism, theft, liability, pesticide drift, noise and spreading dust. To
address this issue, the City of Lathrop and the County of San Joaquin have each adopted
“Right to Farm” ordinances. These ordinances serve to protect farmers from nuisance
complaints. They require owners and builders to notify their successors-in-interest of the
potential conflicts and effects of agricultural activities, and the ordinances specify that
typical agricultural practices shall not be considered a nuisance.

In addition, the WLSP EiR proposed two mitigation measures that would be applicable to
the project and that would further reduce the potential for conflict:

1.a. As development occurs under the phasing pian, fencing or other suitable
barriers such as watercourses should be established at the interface between the
phases which are developing and adjacent to agricultural land so as to reduce
the potentiai of urban-agricultural conflicts resulting from trespass, vandalism,
crop and equipment damage, and theft.

1.b. To reduce the potential for adverse impacts from agricultural operations upon
residential areas, a buffer zone of 50-100 yards shall be provided between the
line of residential or commercial development and the nearest line of farmland,
with fencing of each line to discourage trespass. This buffer should be assured
as a condition of development approval, with removal of the buffer not to occur
until the next phase of urban expansion is approved.

Mitigation measure 1.a would be applicable to the proposed project. Mitigation measure
1.b was analyzed in the Mossdale Landing EIR and found to the infeasible. However, the
combined effect of mitigation measure 1.a and the adopted Right to Farm ordinances
would be sufficient to reduce potential conflicts to less than significant.

At the time of preparation of the WLSP EIR, the timing of various units of development
within the overall plan area was uncertain, and the potential existed that urban and
agricuitural lands would be juxtaposed, and this potential remains for some lands within
the WLSP area. Unit 1 of the proposed project, however, is flanked on the north and south
by approved units of the Mossdale Landing project that are under development at this time.
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As a result, most of the development in Unit 1 would not be juxtaposed with agricuitural
uses. In the event that residual agricultural uses remain, the mitigation measures
applicable to the WLSP would remain and would reduce potential impacts to less than
significant.

Unit 2 of the project would, for the foreseeable short term, involve the storage and disposal
of recycled water through agricultural application. This would involve no conflict with
adjoining agricultural uses, if they remain. Lands to the north of Unit 2 are approved for
urban development as well as additional recycled water disposal as a part of the Mossdale
Landing project; proposed urban development of Unit 2 would involve no conflict with
these lands. Lands to the south of Unit 2 are being processed by the City of Lathrop for
urban residential and commercial development comparable to the proposed project.
Assuming these lands are developed in the short term as proposed, no conflict would
occur; should development of these lands not proceed as planned, the WLSP EIR
mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.

As MLE develops, existing on-site irrigation system components would be removed.
However, on-site irrigation systems are self-contained and independent of surrounding
areas. Potential for irrigation system impacts is considered less than significant.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The project proponent will implement mitigation measure 1.a. as provided in
the WLSP EIR at page V-2 for planned residential uses that abut ongoing
commercial agricultural operations.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Williamson Act Contracts

The MLE project is proposed for immediate development, which would require the
immediate cancellation of existing Williamson Act contracts affecting the project site. The
WLSP EiR acknowledged the existence of Williamson Act contracts within the WLSP
planning area but did not evaluate existing contracts within MLE or provide a cancellation
analysis for those contracts. That information is provided in the following section.

Two of the parcels in MLE Unit 1 (APNs 191-190-20 and 21) are under an existing
Williamson Act Contracts. Notices of Non-Renewal have been filed for this site, the latest
in 1998. When a Notice of Non-Renewal is filed, the contract is not renewed and will
expire after 10 years. Since urban development is prohibited on lands under Witliamson
Act contract, proposed urban development on Unit 1 would ordinarily be postponed to
2008. There are no non-contracted lands within Unit 1, which constitutes the majority of
the project site. Unit 2 is not subject to Williamson Act contracts.
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A tandowner may petition the County Board of Supervisors or City Council for immediate
cancellation of the contract for all or part of the contracted land. The board or council
may grant tentative approval for canceilation only if the following findings are made as per
Sections 51282 and 51284 of the California Government Code:

1) that the cancellation is consistent with the purposes of thle} . . . California Land
Conservation Act of 1965, and

2} That cancellation is in the public interest.

Cancellation of a contract can be determined to be consistent with the purposes of the Act
only if the board or council makes all of the following findings:

1) That the cancellation is for land on which a notice of non-renewal has been served
pursuant to Government Code Section 51245.

2) That cancellation is not likely to result in the removal of adjacent lands from
agricultural use.

3) That cancellation is for an alternative use which is consistent with the applicable
provisions of the city or county general plan.

4) That cancellation will not result in discontiguous patterns of urban development.

5) That there is no proximate non-contracted land which is both available and
suitable for the use to which it is proposed the contracted land be put, or that
development of the contracted land would provide more contiguous patierns of
urban development than development of proximate non-contracted land.

Canceliation of a contract is considered to be in the public interest only if the board or
council makes the following findings: (1) that other public concerns substantially outweigh
the objectives of this chapter, and (2) that finding #5 above can be met.

The term “proximate, non-contracted land" means land not restricted by contract pursuant
to the Act, which is sufficiently close to land which is so restricted that it can serve as a
practical alternative for the use which is proposed for the restricted fand. The term
"suitable® means that salient features of the proposed use can be served by land not
restricted by contract in the Act.

A summary of project consistency considerations related to the required cancellation
findings is outlined as follows. The project proponent has applied to the City of Lathrop for
contract cancellation. As a result, the actual determination would need to be made by the
Lathrop City Council.

The proposed cancellation can be considered to be consistent with the purpose of the
California Land Conservation Act of 1965, as the proposed cancellation would be
consistent with each of the specified consisting criteria.
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1. Notice of Non-Renewal: Notices of Non-Renewal have been filed for both of
the parcels in Unit 1 that are subject to Williamson Act contracts.

2. Removal of Adjacent Agricultural Lands: Cancellation of the Unit 1 contracts
would not result in the removal of adjacent agricultural [ands, as these lands
have already been committed to urban development. Lands surrounding Unit 1
of the project site were approved for development with the adoption of the
West Lathrop Specific Plan in 1995. Lands to the north, west and south of Unit
1 were further approved for urban development with the City of Lathrop’s
January 2003 approval of the Mossdale Landing UDC project. This project
included approval of tentative maps.

Lands to the south of Unit 1 have also received tentative map approval in
conjunction with the Maossdale Landing UDC project in January 2003,
Cancellation of Williamson Act contracts for these lands were subsequently
approved by the City of Lathrop.

3.  Consistency with City or County General Plan: The proposed cancellation
would allow the development of urban uses that would be consistent with
applicable general plans. Proposed MLE land uses are consistent with the
Lathrop General Plan and the West Lathrop Specific Plan. This issue is
discussed in more detail in Chapter 13.0 Land Use and Pianning.

4. Contiguous Urban Development Patterns: The proposed cancellation would
not result in discontiguous patterns of urban development but would, rather,
promote contiguous urban development. Lands surrounding Unit 1 are
approved for urban development, and construction on these lands is being
initiated. Assuming construction on these sites proceeds, denial of canceliation
would leave Unit 1 as an agricultural remainder enclosed by urban
development, an “infill” parcel.

5. Proximate Non-Contracted Land: There are no proximate non-contracted lands
that meet both the availability and suitability criteria of Finding #5. Lands to
the immediate north, south and west of Unit 1 are no longer under Williamson
Act contract as a result of canceilations; these lands have been approved for
urban development, which is under way, and are unavailable for the uses
proposed in MLE Unit 1. Lands to the east include Interstate 5 and other
developed lands within the City of Lathrop. One 17-acre parcel, located
approximately 1,200 feet south of Unit T is non-contracted but is both too small
to accommodate the project and is unavailable for development. Several
developer attempts to purchase this site as a result of title difficulties.

Development of the contracted lands within the site would create more
contiguous patterns of urban development than development of proximate non-
contracted land (that are available for development). As noted above, the Unit
1 site will, as a result of recent development approvals, be surrounded by urban
development. Cancellation of Williamson Act contracts on the site, and its
subsequent development, would result in infill within an area already dedicated
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to urban development. Nearby non-contracted lands could involve
discontiguous development. Non-contracted fands north and west of the
Mossdale Village project area are outside the city boundary and more distant
from the perimeter of existing urban development. The project site has already
been annexed to the City, is designated for urban development and has been
integrated into development concepts of the approved West Lathrop Specific
Plan.

The proposed Williamson Act cancellation would result in no apparent conflict with
Government Code findings requirements. However, a final determination of consistency
with the required findings will be the responsibility of the Lathrop City Council. As a
result, cancellation of the Williamson Act contracts will be considered a potentially
significant impact. Other than selection of the “no project” alternative, there is no
mitigation available for this potential impact.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures: None available

Significance After Mitigation: Potentially significant
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6.0 AIR QUALITY

6.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Meteorology and Climate

The prevailing winds in the project area are from west to northwest and result from marine
breezes through the Carquinez Strait. During winter months when sea breezes diminish,
southerly winds occur more frequently. Summers are hot and dry, and winters are cool.
Average daily temperatures range from 44.6 degrees F in January to 76.7 degrees F in July.
Maximum temperatures of 90 degrees F or greater occur about 88 days per year.
Temperatures of 32 degrees F and below occur about 22 days per year. Nearly 90% of the
annual precipitation falls in the six months between November and April.

San Joaquin County enjoys a high percentage of sunshine. However, a reduction in
sunshine occurs during the winter months of December and January because of fog and
intermittent stormy weather. On the average, there are 185 clear days, 76 partly cloudy
days, and 104 cloudy days in the region. Heavy fog with visibility of less than a quarter of
a mile occurs about 44 times a year.

The vertical mixing of air pollutants is limited by the presence of persistent temperature
inversions. Inversions may be either ground level or elevated. Ground level inversions
occur frequently during early fall and winter (i.e., October through January). High
concentrations of primary pollutants, which are those emitted directly into the atmosphere
{e.g., catbon monoxide), may be found at these times. Elevated inversions act as a lid over
the basin and limit vertical mixing. Severe air stagnation occurs as a result of these
inversions. Elevated inversions contribute to the occurrence of high levels of ozone during
the summer months.

Air Poliutants and Ambient Air Quality Standards

Both the State of California and the federal government have established ambient air
quality standards for several different pollutants. For some pollutants, separate standards
have been set for different periods. Most standards have been set to protect public health.
For some pollutants, standards have been based on other values {(such as protection of
crops, protection of materials, or avoidance of nuisance conditions). The pollutants of
greatest concern in San Joaquin County are carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, and particulate
matter 10 microns or less in diameter (generally designated as PM10). A summary of state
and federal ambient air quality standards is shown in Table 6-1.
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Carbon Monoxide. State and federal CO standards have been set for both 1-hour and 8-
hour averaging times. The state 1-hour standard is 20 parts per million (ppm} by volume,
and the federal 1-hour standard is 35 ppm. Both state and federal standards are 9 ppm for
the 8-hour averaging period. CO is a public health concern because it combines readily
with hemoglobin and thus reduces the amount of oxygen transported in the bloodstream.

Motor vehicles are the dominant source of CO emissions in most areas. High CO levels
develop primarily during winter when periods of light winds combine with the formation
of ground level temperature inversions (typically from the evening through early morning).
These conditions result in reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions. Motor vehicles also
exhibit increased CO emission rates at low air temperatures.

High CO concentrations occur in areas of limited geographic size, sometimes referred to as
hot spots. Since CO concentrations are strongly associated with motor vehicle emissions,
high CO concentrations generally occur in the immediate vicinity of roadways with high
traffic volumes and traffic congestion. Areas adjacent to heavily traveled and congested
intersections are particularly susceptible to high CO concentrations.

Ozone. Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is formed by a photochemical
reaction in the atmosphere. Ozone precursors, which inciude reactive organic gases
(ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), react in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to
form ozone. Because photochemical reaction rates depend on the intensity of ultraviolet
light and air temperature, ozone is primarily a summer air pollution problem. Ozone is a
respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections and
can cause substantial damage to vegetation and other materials.

State and federal standards for ozone have been set for a T-hour averaging time. The state
1-hour ozone standard is 0.09 ppm, not to be exceeded. The federal 1-hour ozone
standard is 0.12 ppm, not to be exceeded more than three times in any 3-year period. A
new federal standard for ozone was issued in July 1997 by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). The new ozone standard has been set at a concentration of 0.08
ppm ozone measured over 8 hours.

Inhalable Particulate Matter. Health concerns associated with suspended particulate
matter focus on those particles small enough to reach the lungs when inhaled. Few
particles [arger than 10 microns in diameter reach the lungs. Consequently, both the
federal and state air quality standards for particulate matter apply to particulate matter 10
microns or less in diameter (PMT10),

The state PM10 standards are 50 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m®) as a 24-hour average
and 30 ug/m® as an annual geometric mean. The federal PM10 standards are 150 ug/ m* as
a 24-hour average and 50 ug/m’ as an annual arithmetic mean.

PM10 conditions in San Joaquin County are a result of a mix of rural and urban sources,
including agricultural activities, industrial emissions, dust suspended by vehicie traffic, and
secondary aerosols formed by reactions in the atmosphere.
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A new federal standard for particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5)
was issued in July 1997 by the EPA. PM2.5 is sometimes referred to as “fine particulate
matter’. The new PM2.5 standard has been set at a concentration of 15 ug/m* annually
and 65 ug/m” daily.

Air Quality Monitoring

Table 6-2 presents air quality monitoring data for three poliutants: CO, ozone, and
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). The data presented in Table 6-2 are for the latest
three years with available data for the full year. The monitoring station shown in the table
is the closest to the project site for each of the three pollutants.

The entire San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJ)VAB), including San Joaquin County, has been
designated an attainment area for the CO air quality standards. As shown in Table 6-2, the
Hazelton Avenue CO monitoring station has not exceeded CO air quality standard for the
three-year period.

The SIVAB, including San Joaquin County, has been classified as a nonattainment area for
ozone because concentrations of this pollutant often exceed the state and federal
standards. As shown in Table 6-2, the state ozone standard has been exceeded at the
station closest to the project site several times each year. The federal ozone standard has
been exceeded once at the Hazelton site.

San Joaquin County is considered a nonattainment area for PM10 because concentrations
of this poliutant sometimes exceed the standards within the County. Table 6-2 shows the
PM10 standard has been exceeded several times during the most three-year monitoring
period for which monitoring data were available at the Hazelton station.

Neither San Joaquin County nor the SJVAB have yet been classified as attainment or
nonattainment for the federal PM2.5 standards. Monitoring data show three violations of
the federal standard during the 2000 through 2002 peried at the Hazelton monitoring
station.

Countywide Emissions

Table 6-3 presents emissions currently generated in San Joaquin County. The information
presented in Table 6-3 is divided into emission source categories. The category that
generates the largest amounts of ROG and NOx emissions in San joaquin County is On-
Road Motor Vehicles. The category that generates the largest amount of PM10 emissions is
shown in Table 6-3 as Misceilaneous Processes; the two largest subcategories within this
one category are Farming Operations and Unpaved Road Dust.
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TABLE 6-2
STOCKTON AIR QUALITY MONITORING RESULTS

Poliutant Concentration

State
Pollutant Standard 2000 2001 2002

Carbon Monoxide (Hazeiton)

Highest 8-Hour Average {ppm) 9 3.9 8.0 2.9

Second Highest 8-Hour Average {ppm) L} 37 34 2.8

Days > State Standard 0 0 0
Ozone (Hazelton)

Highest 1-Hour Average {(ppm) .02 0.107 0.103 0.102

Second Highest 1-Hour Average {ppm} 0,08 0.104 0.104 0.095

Highest 8-Hour Average (ppm} 0.08* 0.08 0.088 0.0814

Second Highest B-Hour Average {ppm} 0.08* 0.079 .08 0.077

Days > State Standard 4 5 2

Days > Federal Standard 0 1 0
PM 10 {(Hazeiton)

Highest 24-Hour Average (ugim®) 50 H 140 87

Second Highest 24-Hour Average (ug/m®) 50 86 97 78

Days > State Standard (Measured) 9 10 10

Dyays > State Standard (Calculated) 45 60 60
PM 2.5 {Hazelton)

Highest 24-Hour Average (ug/m’) B5 78 76 46

Second Highest 24-Hour Average {iig/m”) 65 63 70 43

Days > Federat Standard 1 2 0

Source:
Note:

pgim® = micrograms per cubic meter
*indicates Federal Air Quality Standard

The monitering data are from the California Air Resources Board web site: http:/iwww.arb.ca.gov
ppm = parts per million

TABLE 6-3

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY EMISSIONS INVENTORY FOR 2002
{Tons per day)

Emission Category Reactive Carbon Nitrogan Particulate Matter
Organic Gasas Monoxide Oxitdes
Fue! Combustion 2.6 58.4 129.7 8.9
Whasie Disposal 3.5 0.04 0.03 0.24
Cleaning & Surface Coatings 28.7 - 0.0 0.0
Petroleum Production & 41.3 0.44 0.29 0.10
Marketing
Industriat Processes 14.5 34 21.2 329
Solvent Evaporation 64.0 - - -
Miscellaneous Processes 108.6 392.6 11.2 587.0
On-Road Motor Vehicles 102.7 1074.5 2247 8.2
Other Mobile Sources 54.9 3279 136.2 8.9
Natural Sources 2.2 435 1.8 8.7
TOTAL 431.0 1898.8 525.1 8563.0

Notes: Emissions basad on San Joaquin Vailey emission inventory for 2002 as published on ARB’s web site at:
huip:/ifsww.arb.ca govfemisinv/maps/basins/absivmap htm
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Regulatory Setting

Air guality management responsibilities exist at local, state, and federal levels of
government. Air quality management planning programs developed during the past few
decades have generally been in response to requirements established by the federal Clean
Air Act (CAA). However, the enactment of the California Clean Air Act of 1988 (CCAA)
has produced additional changes in the structure and administration of air quality
management programs in California.

Federal Clean Air Act. The 1970 amendments to the federal CAA established a joint state
and federa! program to control air pollution. Pursuant to Sections 109 and 110 of the
amendments, the EPA established federal air quality standards. The amendments also
required that states submit State Implementation Plans (SIPs) providing for attainment of the
federa! standards within certain periods of time. Because many of the original SIPs failed
to bring about attainment, the CAA was amended in 1977. The federal CAA amendments
of 1977 required all states to attain the federal standards by December 31, 1987. These
amendments required states to submit plans that demonstrated attainment of the applicable
standards by the statutory deadline.

Again, certain areas of the nation failed to meet the December 1987 deadline. In 1990,
new federal CAA amendments were signed into law. Depending on the severity of an
area's air poliution problem, the new amendments provided from 5 to 20 years for areas to
attain the federal standards. The amendments also set new planning requirements for
federal nonattainment areas.

California Clean Air Act. The CCAA substantially added to the authority and
responsibilities of the state's air pollution control districts. The CCAA establishes an air
quality management process that generally parallels the federal process. The CCAA,
however, focuses on attainment of the state ambient air quality standards that, for certain
pollutants and averaging periods, are more stringent than the comparable federal
standards.

The CCAA reguires that air districts prepare an air quality attainment plan if the district
violates state air quality standards for CO, sulfur dioxide (SO,), NOx, or ozone. No iocally
prepared attainment plans are required for areas that violate the state PM10 standards. The
CCAA requires that the state air quality standards be met as expeditiously as practicable,
but it does not set precise attainment deadlines. Instead, the act established increasingly
stringent requirements for areas that will require more time to achieve the standards. The
least stringent requirements are set for areas expected to achieve air quality standards by
the end of 1994. The most stringent requirements are set for areas that cannot achieve the
standards until after 1997.

The air quality attainment plan requirements established by the CCAA are based on the
severity of air pollution problems caused by locally generated emissions. Upwind air
pollution control districts are required to establish and implement emission control
programs commensurate with the extent of pollutant transport to downwind districts.
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Local Air Quality Management. The San Joaguin Valley Air Pollution Control District
{S]VAPCD) has jurisdiction over most air quality matters in the SJVAB. The SJVAPCD is
comprised of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings and Tulare Counties,
and the Valley portion of Kern County. The SJVAPCD is tasked with implementing certain
programs and regulations required by the federal CAA, and the CCAA.

6.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds

The following impact analysis is based primarily on the SJVAPCD's 2002 Guide for
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality impacts (GAMAQI).  GAMAQI defines analysis
methodology, thresholds of significance, and mitigation measures for the assessment of air
quality impacts. Construction related impacts would be considered less than significant
with the implementation of applicable mitigation measures presented in Tables 6-2 and 6-
3 of GAMAQ.

The proposed project will be considered to have a significant impact on ozone precursor
emissions if it would generate more than 10 tons per year (tpy) or either ROG or NOx. The
project’s impact on CO will be considered significant if the project would:

" degrade operation of an intersection to level of service (LOS) E or F, or
. substantially worsen an intersection already operating at LOS F.

If the project meets either of these criteria, the Transportation Project-Level Carbon
Meonoxide Protocol is used to screen intersections for potentially significant CO impacts.
The proposed project's impact on CO is considered potentiaily significant if it would
increase traffic volumes at an intersection by an amount approaching 5%, or more.

If the project would result in a sensitive odor receptor being located in the vicinity of an
undesirable odor generator, the impact on odors will be considered significant.

impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The initial study did not identify any issues in this area that could be clearly identified as
not significant and that should not be subject to further analysis in the EIR.

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EIR 6-7



Construction-Related Emissions

The proposed project would result in new construction activity, which would generate air
poliutant emissions, determined by the SJVAPCD to be primarily PM10. The primary
source of PM10 would be entrainment of fugitive dust from land clearing, earth moving,
and wind erosion of exposed soil.

As noted in GAMAQI, "although the impacts from construction-related air pollutant
emissions are temporary in duration, such emissions can still represent a significant air
quality impact. In some cases, construction impacts may represent the largest air quatity
impact associated with a proposed project. Construction activities such as grading,
excavation and travel on unpaved surfaces can generate substantial amounts of dust, and
can lead to elevated concentrations of PM10."

According to GAMAQ), the SJVAPCD emphasizes the implementation of measures to
control construction-related emissions, rather than the preparation of detailed
quantification of construction-related emissions. The SJVAPCD has determined that
implementation and enforcement of dust control measures specified in SJVAPCD
Regulation VIII would reduce construction-related air quality impacts to a less than
significant level.

Consistent with the approach presented in the GAMAQI document, this air quality study
does not quantify construction-related emissions. The generation of construction-related
emissions is, however, considered a short-term significant impact. This impact would be
reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation measures.

Level of Significance: Significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The owners, developers and/or successors-in-interest shall comply with all
applicable requirements of S)VAPCD Regulation VilI, including compliance
with the following mitigation measures 2 through 10.

2. Visible Dust Emissions {VDE) from construction, demolition, excavation or
other earthmoving activities related to the project shail be limited to 20%
opacity or less, as defined in Rule 8011, Appendix A. The dust control
measures specified in mitigations 3 through 10 shall be applied as required to
maintain the VDE standard.

3. Pre-water all land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, fand leveling,
grading, cut and fill, and demolition activity sites and phase earthmoving.

4. Apply water, chemical/organic stabilizer/suppressant, or vegetative ground
cover to all disturbed areas, including unpaved roads.
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5. Restrict vehicular access to the disturbance area during periods of inactivity.

6. Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants, construct wind
barriers and/or cover exposed potentially dust-generating materials.

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

8.  Remove carryout and trackout of soil materials on a daily basis unless it extends
more than 50 feet from site; carryout and trackout extending more than 50 feet
from the site shall be removed immediately. 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. if the project would involve more than 150 construction vehicle
trips per day onto the public street, additional restrictions specified in Section
5.8 of Rule 8041 will apply.

9.  Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

10. The ODS shall submit a Dust Control Plan to the SJVAPCD at least 30 days
prior to the start of construction activity, as required by Rule 8021, for any
activities that involve more than 40 acres of disturbed surface area or will
including moving more than 2,500 cubic yards per day of butk materials on at
least three days.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Implementation: The owners, developers, and/or successors-in-interest will be
responsible for compliance with the above standards in future project design and
construction.

Monitoring: The S[VAPCD will, as applicable, verify compliance with district rules
during project design, construction and operation,

Ozone Precursor Emissions

Operation of the proposed project would generate on-road vehicle travel, which would
result in mobile source emissions. The mobile source emissions would include emissions
that result in (i.e., are "precursors" to) ozone. QOzone precursor emissions include ROG
and NOx.

GAMAQ! describes a three-tier approach, based on the size of the project, for determining
the appropriate level of analysis for assessing a project's generation of ozone precursor
emissions. The Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL), which is the first tier, includes projects
that are so small that quantification of ozone precursor emissions is not required. For the
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tier that includes the largest projects (e.g., general plan updates, large specific plans, and
jarge general plan amendments), GAMAQI recommends use of travel demand models and
the Direct Travel Impact Model (DTIM). The SJVAPCD recommends use of the URBEMIS
model for calculating mobile source emissions for the middle tier, which includes most
development projects. The proposed project is included within the middle tier.

The URBEMIS2002 model, which was applied in this study, uses daily trip generation
rates, along with vehicle fleet mix, trip fength, and trip-start information. The results of the
URBEMIS2002 model runs are summarized in Table 6-4. The full URBEMIS results are
presented in Appendix C. Separate model runs were conducted for development through
2007 and in 2025. Implementation of the project without mitigation measures would
generate emissions of 12.95 tons per year (tpy) of ROG and 12.54 tpy of NOx in 2007. In
2025, proposed land use development would generate unmitigated ROG emissions of 10.6
tpy and NOx emissions of 7.9 tpy. In both 2007 and 2025, unmitigated ROG emissions
would exceed the 10 tons per year significance threshold. in 2007, unmitigated NOx
emissions would also exceed the threshold. Therefare, the project is considered to have a
significant impact.

TABLE 6-4.
PROJECT RELATED OZONE PRECURSOR EMISSIONS
(Tons per year)

Year Emission Category ROG NOx
2007 Area Sourcas (unmitigated) 3.0 0.8
2007 Operational {Motor Vehicle) Emissions {unmitigated) 9.9 11.8
2007 Sum of Area and Operational Emissions (unmitigated) 12.9 128
2007 Area Sources (mitigated) 3e 0.8
2007 Cperational {Motor Vehicle) Emissions (mitigated) 9.1 10,7
2007 Sum of Area and Operational Emissions (mitigated) 12.4 115
2025 Area Sources (unmiigated} 4.4 1.8
2025 Operational (Motor Vehlcle) Emissions {unmitigated) 6.2 6.3
2025 Sum of Area and Operational Emissions {unmitigated) 10.6 7.8
2025 Area Sources {mitigatad) 4.3 1.8
2025 Operationat {Motor Vehicle) Emissions {mitigated) 56 5.6
2025 Sum of Area and Qperational Emissions (mitigated) 8.9 7.2

The proposed project would include several design features that would contribute to
potential reductions in ozone precursor emissions, as recognized in the URBEMIS2002
model. The project will be required to provide transit improvements or right-of-way
sufficient to provide transit improvements where requested by San Joaquin Regional Transit
(SMART) (Chapter 16.0). Proposed subdivision improvements will include sidewalks and
pedestrian paths as weil as direct pedestrian connections between neighborhoods, and
between residential areas and planned employment centers. All proposed streets will be
lighted to City standards, and signalized intersections wil! provide pedestrian signalization
and signage consistent with City standards. The project will include Class I bikeway and
right-of-way will be provided for other on-street bikeways. Arterial and collector streets
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will include landscaping areas adjacent to sidewalks that will include tree plantings
providing for intermittent shade. The majority of the proposed residential lots are oriented
to permit north-south unit orientation, Other potential measures are the option of future
residential builders, including choices in mechanical equipment and prohibition of wood
stoves and fireplaces. Rule 4901, which was recently enacted by the San Joaquin Valiey
Air Pollution Control District, prohibits and/or places strict limits on the number of wood
stoves and fireplaces that can be installed in new residential development (depending on
residential density).

The nature of development in planned commercial areas has not been determined. As a
result, no specific commitment to mitigation measures is feasible. Based on the design
requirements of the UDC, the project as a whole can be expected to provide pedestrian
connections between employment and residential areas, food service opportunities and
bicycle parking. The project is not expected to support very large employers that could
support shuttle services.

Based on the URBEMIS2002 model, implementation of these mitigation measures would
reduce ROG emissions in 2007 to 12.09 tpy, and NOx emissions to 11.47 tpy. In 2025,
ROG emissions would be reduced to 9.96 tpy. Because ROG and NOx emissions would
exceed the 10 tpy significance threshold in 2007, this impact would be significant and
unavoidable in the short-term. In the long term, as ozone precursor emissions would not
exceed significance thresholds, project impacts would be less than significant.

Level of Significance: Significant (short-term)
Mitigation Measures:
1. The proponents shall implement the following mitigation measures:

Install central water heaters in all residential and commercial buildings.
Prohibit the use of wood stoves or fireplaces in all residential dwellings.
Orient buildings north/south to take advantage of solar heat gain.
Provide bus turnouts and transit improvements where requested by SMART
Provide sidewalks and/or pedestrian paths,

Provide direct pedestrian connections.

Provide street lighting.

Provide pedestrian signalization and signage.

Provide bike lanes/paths connecting to bikeway system.

Provide shade trees to shade sidewalks.

Provide pedestrian safety designs/infrastructure at crossings.

Provide secure bicycle parking

Provide outdoor electric outlets and gas hook-ups

Significance After Mitigation: Significant {short-term, less than significant after 2025)
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Carbon Monoxide Emissions

As described in Chapter 16.0, the Transportation/Circulation section of this EIR,
implementation of the proposed project would contribute to degraded traffic operations at
several intersections within or near the project site. Under the base case plus project
conditions for both 2007 and 2025, several study intersections would operate at an
unacceptabie levels of service (LOS) of E or F during the AM and/or PM peak hour. The
intersections that would operate at LOS E or F include Louise Avenue/l-5 northbound
ramps, Louise Avenue/I-5 southbound ramps, River Islands Parkway/Golden Valley
Parkway, and Golden Valley Parkway/Towne Center Drive. Traffic congestion associated
with LOS E and F can potentially expose sensitive individuals to significant increases in CO
concentrations.

As described in Chapter 16.0, traffic operations at the intersections listed above would be
improved to LOS D or better by implementing the mitigation measures identified in that
chapter. The traffic mitigation measures include substantial improvements to project area
roadways and intersections. [ntersections operating at LOS D or better typically do not
result in CO concentrations that exceed state or federal standards. As a result,
implementation of the recommended traffic mitigation measures would reduce the
potential carbon monoxide impacts of the project to less than significant.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The project applicants shall design and construct, or pay proportionate share
costs as appropriate, for the recommended transportation improvements
identified as mitigation measures in Chapter 16.0 Transportation/Circutation.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Odor Impacts

Land uses included in the proposed project are residential and commercial in nature.
While some relatively minor odor generators may occur, the location of a major odor
source as a part of the proposed project is considered unlikely.

Impiementation of the proposed project would locate residents in an area that is initially at
the boundary between urban and rural uses, and in the vicinity of building construction.
There are no major identified odor sources in the vicinity of the project. As a result, in the
short-term, residents may be exposed to odors related to rural activities and building
construction activities {e.g., crop harvesting, and diesel exhaust). The presence of these
odors at the project site is considered to be minor and short-term.  Therefore, this impact is
considered less than significant.
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The proposed project would involve the agronomic disposal of recycled water (tertiary
treated wastewater) on portions of the project. There are no known odor concerns
associated with disposal of recycled water.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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7.0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

7.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The WLSP EIR included a detailed inventory of wildlife, including sensitive species that
could occur within the planning area. A biological inventory and analysis was
prepared in connection with preparation of this EIR by Moore Bialogical. The inventory
included several field biological surveys of the project site.

Prior to each of the field surveys, a search of California Department of Fish and Game's
(CDFG) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was conducted.  This
information was used to identify species that have been previously documented in the
project vicinity or have the potential to occur in the project vicinity based on suitable
habitat. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list of sensitive species
that have been documented throughout in San Joaquin County was also reviewed.

Field surveys of the residential and wastewater treatment plant sites were conducted on
several days in 2000-2003. The surveys consisted of walking and driving around the
sites making observations of habitat conditions, surrounding land uses, and plant and
wildlife species. Moore Biological conducted a search for potential jurisdictional
Waters of the U.S. (ACOE, 1987), sensitive species, and suitable habitat for sensitive
species. The surveys also included searching the entire site for potential habitat for the
riparian brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani riparius), a focus species of regional interest,
and searching the site and adjacent parcels for potential nest trees and/or active nest for
Swainson’s hawks (Buteo swainsoni).

Particular care was taken to determine whether potential habitat for federally listed
species such as fairy or tadpole shrimp (Branchinecta spp.; Lepidurus packardi}, Valley
elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus), or giant garter snake
(Thamnophis gigas) exists in the project site. The project site and adjacent buffer areas
were evaluated as suitable burrow habitat for burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia), a
State of California species of concern. Trees located on the project site and in
surrounding areas that were readily accessible were evaluated as potential nest trees of
Swainson’s hawks (Buteo swainsoni), a State of California threatened species. The
surveys also included searching the entire site for potential habitat for riparian brush
rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani riparius).

Vegetation

Both parcels that make up the project sites are agricuitural fields that have been
planted in alfalfa, oats, and various row crops during the past few years. All of these
fields have been leveled for flood irrigation and are routinely maintained for weed and
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rodent control. The most notable vegetation at each of the sites are the discontinuous
bands of native/non-native grass and weed species found along the edges of the sites,
dirt roads, levees, and irrigation ditches, This vegetation represents a highly disturbed
assemblage of species within the California Annual Grassiand series (Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf, 1995). Dominant plant species in the native/non-native grassland at the
site include bull thistle {Cirsium vulgare), wild radish (Raphanus sativus), yellow star
thistle (Centaurea solstitiafis), oats (Avena sp.), perennial ryegrass (Lolium perenne}, soft
chess brome (Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut brome (8. diandrus), filaree (Erodium sp.),
rose clover (Trifolium hirtum), and foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum). Plant species
documented within the project sites are listed in Table 7-1.

There are very few trees in the site. The only relative large trees are some cottonwoods
(Populus fremontii} and ornamental trees at the ranch house in the northern parcel; there
are some willow saplings along the south edge of the north site. There are no notable
trees or shrubs besides ornamentals within the southern parcel.  No blue elderberry
shrubs (Sambucus mexicana) were observed within or adjacent to the site.

Wildlife

A variety number of bird species were observed during the recent survey; all of these
are common species found in urban and agricultural areas of the Central Valley (Table
7-2). Several birds were flying around and over the site and perching in trees on-site or
trees associated with off-site residences. Mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), red-tailed
hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), yellow-billed magpie (Pica nuttalli), red-winged blackbird
(Agelaius phoeniceus), American goldfinch (Carduells tristis), western meadowlark
(Sturnella neglecta), and starling (Sturnus vulgaris) are representative of the bird
species observed at the project site.

All of the trees within the project site were searched for raptor nests. Several raptor stick
nests were located in a dense stand of oaks along the western edge of Unit 1; however,
no raptors were observed using these nests. Despite lack of use during field surveys,
future use of these or off-site trees by raptors cannot be precluded.

A limited variety of mammals likely occur in the project site. Coyote (Canis latrans) and
black-tailed hare (Lepus californicus) were observed during the recent field surveys.
Desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), raccoon (Procyon lotor) and striped skunk
{Mephitis mephitis) are expected to occur in the project site. A number of species of
small rodents, including mice (Mus musculus, Reithrodontomys megalotis, and
Peromyscus maniculatus) and voles (Microtus californicus) also likely occur. As noted in
Tables 7-2 and 7-3, the riparian brush rabbit was not identified on the project site.

Based on habitat types present, a limited number of amphibians and reptiles may use
habitats in the project site. However, no amphibians were observed in the project site
during the recent surveys.
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TABLE 7-1

PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED DURING THE 2001 SURVEYS

Acer negundo
Artemisia douglasiana
Avena sp.
Amaranthus afbus
Brassica nigra

Bromus diandrus
Bromus hordeaceus
Cardaria pubescens
Centaurea solstitialis
Cephalanthus occidentalls
Convolvtius arvenis
Cucurbita foetidissima
Cynodon dactyion
Cyperus eragrostis
Epilobium angustifolium
Eremocarpus sefigerus
Erodium botrys
Fraxinus latifolia
Helianthus annuus
Helictropium curassavicum
Hordeum marinum
Hordeum murinum
Juglans californica
Lactuca serriola
Leymus triticoides
Lolium persenne

Malva sp.

Medicago polymorpha
Morus alba

Nicaotiana glauca
Phoradendron macrophylium
Populus fremonti
Quercus lobata

Rosa californica
Rumex crispus

Salix exigua

Salix lasiolepis

Salsola tragus

Scirpus acutus
Silybum marianum
Tribulus ferrestris
Typha lafifolia

Box elder

mugwort

wild cats
fumbleweed

black mustard
ripgut brome
Soft-chess brome
white-top

yellow star-thistle
Catlifornia button willow
morning glory
calabazilla
Bermuda grass
umbreila sedge
fireweed

doveweed

filaree

Oregon ash
sunflower

Salt hefiotrope
Mediterranean barley
foxtait bariey
California black walnut
prickly lettuce
creeping wild rye
perennial ryegrass
mallow

California burclover
white mulbearry

Tree tobacco

big Ieaf mistletoe
Fremant cotionwood
Valley oak
Califarnia wild rose
curly dock
narrow-teaved willow
Arrayo willow
tumbleweed

Tule

milkthistle

puncture vine
broad-leaved cattail
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TABLE 7-2

WILDLIFE SPECIES OBSERVED DURING THE 2001 SURVEYS

BIRDS

Great blue heron
Green-backed heron
Maliard

Swainson’s hawk
Ring-necked pheasant
California quail
Mourning dove
Western kingbird
Barn swatlow
Western scrub jay
American crow
European siariing
California towhee
Red-winged biackbird
Brewer's blackbird
House finch

House sparrow
MAMMALS
Black-tailed hare
Coyote
REPTILES

Western fence lizard

Ardea herodias

Butorides striatus

Anas platyrhynchos
Buteo swainsoni
Phasianus colchicus
Callipepla californica
Zenaida macroura
Tyrannus verticalis
Hirundo rustica
Aphelocoma coerulescens
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Sturnus vulgaris

Pipilo crissalis

Agelaius phoeniceus
Euphagus cyanocephalus
Carpodacus mexicanus

Passer domesficus

Lepus californicus

Canis lafrans

Sceloporus occidentalis

Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands

There are no areas that meet the technical and regulatory criteria of jurisdictional Waters of
the U.S. or wetlands within the project sites. The San Joaquin River, a jurisdictional Water
of the U.S., is located adjacent to Unit 2 to the west. This channel is bounded by a levee
that is routinely maintained for weed control and is virtually devoid of notable vegetation.
This non-wetland levee isolates the river from the site.
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Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species

The likelihood of occurrence of fisted, candidate, and other sensitive species on the project
sites is considered low. Tables 7-3 and 7-4 provide a summary of the listing status and
habitat requirements of sensitive species that have been documented in the greater project
vicinity, or for which there is potentially suitable habitat somewhere in San Joaguin
County. These tables aiso include an assessment of the likelihood of occurrence of each of
these species at the project site.

While the project site may have provided habitat for a subset of the sensitive species listed
in the tables at some time in the past, agriculture has substantially modified natural habitats
in the project vicinity. Through reviewing of the tables it is apparent that the likelihood of
occurrence of listed, candidate, and other sensitive species in the project site is considered
low. Other than Swainson’s hawk {Buteo swainsoni), no sensitive species were observed
during the recent surveys. The intensively cultivated fields and bands of highly maintained
ruderal vegetation along field edges provide mostly low-quality habitat to some of the
species listed in the tables.

Sensitive Plants. Sensitive plants generally occur in relatively undisturbed areas and are
fargely found within unique vegetation communities such as Delta wetlands, among
others, that are not present within the project site. Consequently, the likelihood of
occurrence within the fields, isrigation ditches, or disturbed ruderal areas along the edges
of these routinely maintained fields, roads, and ditches is considered very low to none.

Sensitive Wildlife. The potential for intensive use of habitats within the project site by
sensitive wildlife species is considered low. There are only two species with what is
considered a moderate potential to occur on more than an “occasional” basis: Swainson’s
hawk and burrowing owl (Athene cunnicularia). These species could be adversely
affected through loss of foraging habitat and/or construction-related disturbance.

Swainson's Hawk. Trees within the greater project vicinity may be used by nesting
Swainson’s hawks and on-site agricultural fields represent foraging habitat for this species.
There are potential nest trees along the margins and utility alignments of the project site for
this species, as well as nearby surrounding areas. While no active nests were located
during the recent surveys, a Swainson’s hawk was observed soaring and foraging at the
project site. These hawks likely nest within a few miles of the site. While the CNDDB
(2003) does not contain records of Swainson’s hawks nesting in trees near the site, the use
of on-site trees by nesting Swainson’s hawks cannot be precluded. The nearest occurrence
of a nesting Swainson’s hawk is located approximately one mile south of Unit 2.
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TABLE 7-3

SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES DOCUMENTED OR POTENTIALLY-OCCURRING IN THE FROJECT VICINITY.

Federal State CNPS
Common Name Scientific Name Status]  Status?  Listd Habitat Likeliness of Ocourrence
Valley spearscale  Afriplex joaquiniana sC none 1B Valleyffocthill grassland, meadows, None: considered extinct in San Joaguin County
chenopod scrub (CNPS, 1994}, Notrecorded in the CNDDB (2003)
within the Lathrop topographic gquadrangle.
Heartscale Atriplex cordulata SC none 1B Valley and foothill grassland, None: considerad extinct in San Joaquin County
chenopod scrub {CNPS, 1994). Not recorded in the CNDDB (2003)
within the Lathrop fopographic quadrangle.
Alkali milk-veich Astragalus tener ssp. tener sC none 1B Valley and foothill grassland, vernal None: considered extinct in San Joaguin County
pools (CNFS, 1994). Not recorded in the CNDDB (2003)
within the Lathrop topographic quadrangle.
interior California Delphinium californicum sC none 18 Cismentane woodland None: habitat not present; intensive farming at the
larkspur ssp. Interius project site precludes the existence of this species
(CNPS, 1984). Not recorded in the CNDDB (2003}
within the Lathrop topographic quadrangle.
Slough thistle Cirsium crassicaule 3C none 1B Riparian scrub, marshes and Low: the S8an Joaquin River and its levees, which
swamps, chenopod scrub bounds the site to the west, provides marginal
habitat. The nearest occurrence listed in the CNDDB
{2003) is 1-mile northwest of the project site.
Suisun marsh Aster lentus SC none 1B Freshwater and brackish marsh None: marsh habitats not present within or adjacent
aster to the project site. Not recorded in the CNDDB
(2003) within the Lathrop fopographic quadrangle.
Celta tule pea Lathyrus jepsonii 85p. sC none 1B Brackish and freshwater marshes Very low: the San Joaquin River and its levees,
Jjepsonii restricted to the Sacramento/San which bounds the site to the west, provides marginal
Joaquin Delia habitat. This species was not cbserved during the
2000-2003 surveys. Further, this species is not
reported within the CNDDB (2003) Lathrop
topographic guadrangie.
Deita bution-celery  Eryngium racemosum sC E 18 Riparian scrub associated with Very low: the San Joaquin River and its levees,

seascnally inundated floodplain,

which bounds the site to the west, provides marginal
habitat. The nearest occurrence listed in the CNDDB
{2003} is 0.5 mile south of the site. Not observed
within the site during the 2000-2003 surveys.
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TABLE 7-3

SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES DOCUMENTED OR POTENTIALLY-OCCURRING IN THE PROJECT VICINITY.

Federal State CNPS
Commeon Name Ecientific Name Status!  Status?  Listd Habitat Likeliness of Occurrence
Fleshy owls clover  Caslelleja campestris ssp. T none 1B Vemal pools None: there are no vemal pools located within the
succufenta project site.; the nearest occurrence is listed in
eastern Stanisiaus County (CNPS, 1994). Not
recorded in the CNDDB {2003) within the Lathrop
topographic guadrangle.
Greene's fuctoria Tuctoria greenei E R 1B Vernal pools None: there are no vemal pools located within the
project site. Not recorded in the CNDDB (2003)
within the Lathrop topographic quadrangle,
lLarge-flowered Amsinckia grandifiora E E iB Cismontane woodland, valley and None: habitat not present; only known from foothills
fiddleneck foothill grassland of western San Joaquin County (CNPS, 1394). Not
recorded in the CNDDB (2003} within the Lathrop
topographic quadrangle.
Mason's lilasopsis  Lifagopsis masonii sC R 1B Marshes and swamps (brackish or None: the San Joaguin River Delta system, which
fresh}, riparian scrub bounds the site to the west, provides marginal
habitat. However, this species was not observed
within the site during the 2000-2003 surveys.
Palmate-bracted Cordylanthus palmatus E E 18 Chenopod scrub, valley and foothill None: there is no habitat for this species within the
bird's beak grassland (alkaline) project site. Not recorded in the CNDDB (2003)
within the Lathrop topographic quadrangle.
Sanford's Sagittaria sanfordil sC none 1B Marshes and swamps (freshwater} None: there is no habiiat for this species within the
arrowhead project site. Not recorded in the CNDBB (2003)
within the Lathrop topegraphic quadrangle.
Wright's Trichocoronis wrightii var. none none 2 Marshes and swamps, riparian L.ow to none: the San Joaquin River system, which

frichocoronis

1 Eg= Endangered; T = Threatened; SC=Species of Concern.

wrightii

2 g= Endangered; R = Rare

3 CNPS List 1B includes species that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere; list 2 includes plants that are limited in California, but are more common
elsewhere in the United States.

forests, meadows and seeps, vemal
pools

provides marginal habitat, bounds the site to the
west. The nearest occurrence listed in the CNDDB
(2003) is 0.5-mile southwest of the project site. This
species was not observed within the project site
during the 2000-2003 surveys.
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TABLE 7-4

SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES DOCUMENTED OR POTENTIALLY QOCCURRING IN THE PROJECT VICINITY

Common Name Scientific Name

Federal
Status’

State
Status2

Habitat

l.ikeliness of Cccurrence

BIRDS

Bald eagie Haliaeetus

leucocephalus

Swainson's hawk Buteo swainsoni

Aleutian Canada
goose

Branta canadensis
leucopareia

American
peregrine falcon

Falco peregrinus
Mountain plover

Charadrius montanus

Tricolored
blackhird

Agelaius tricolor

Western yellow-
billed cuckoo

Coceyzus americanus
occidentalis

Burrowing owl Athene curicufaria

none

PT

5C

sC

E

T

none

none

none

Ocean shorelines, lake margins. and river
courses for both nesting and wintering

Nesting: large trees, usually within riparian
corridors; foraging: agricultural fields and
grassland

Forages in culiivated grain fields or
pasture; loafs on lakes, reservoirs , and
ponds

Breeds on cliffs; forages in dry, open hilly
or flat grassiands

Winters on grasslands and plowed fields;
avoids dense cover.

Seeks cover in wetland vegetation,
especially tulles and cattails; also in trees
and shrubs

Riparian forest nester, along broad
bottoms of larger river systems. Prefers
willows mixed with cottonwoods with an

understory of blackberries and nettle.

Uses ground squirrel or other small
marmmal burrows for roosting and nesting
caver.

Very low: no occurrences listed in CNDDB (2003)
within the Lathrop topographic quadrangle. However,
this species may occasionally fly over or forage near

the project site.

Present: uses agricultural fields in the project site
and greater project vicinity for foraging. The are also
a few suitable nest trees within the project site. The
nearest known nest territories in the CNDDB (2003)

are located approximately 0.5 miles south and
southwest of the project site.

Very low: Aleutian Canada goose may migrate
through area in winter menths and use nearby fields
for foraging. There are no occurrences listed in the

CNDDB (2003) within the Lathrop topographic
quadrangle. This species was seen flying over the

site while conducting the survey.

Very low: no occurrences listed in the CNDDBB (2003)
within the Lathrop topographic quadrangle. This
species may occasicnally fly over project site.

Very low: no occurrences listed in the CNDDB (2003)
within the Lathrop topographic quadrangle. This
species may occasionally fly over project site.

Very low: agriculiura! ditches in the project site
provide marginal nesting habitat, but may forage in
nearby fields. Location information is suppressed

{CNDDB, 2003).

Low to none: this species was not observed during
the 2003-2003 surveys. Not listed in the CNDDB
{2003) within the Lathrop topographic guadrangle.

Low; this species was not observed during the 2000-
2003 surveys. The nearest occurrence is located
approximately 2 miles east of the project site
(CNDDB, 2003},
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TABLE 7-4

SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES DOCUMENTED COR POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN THE PROJECT VICINITY

Federal State
Common Name Scientific Name Status]  Status? Habitat Likeliness of Occurrence
MAMMALS
San Joaquin kit fox  Vulpes macrotis E T Inhabits open, dry annuai or perennial None: the site is just outside of this species range. It
mutica grassiands and scrublands with loose sail oceurs in grassland habitats in southwest San
for denning. Joaquin County foothills. There are no occurrences
listed in the CNDDB (2003) within the Lathrop
topographic quadrangle.
Riparian (=San Neatoma fuscipes E sC Riparian areas along valley rivers. Very low to none: there is no suitable habitat for this
Joaquin Valiey) riparia species in the project site; no occurrences listed in
woodrat the CNDDB (2003} within the Lathrop topographic
quadrangle.
Ripartan brush Sylvilagus bachmani E E Riparian areas along the Sacramento-San  Very low o none: there is no suitable habitat for this
rabbit riparius Joaguin Delia system; require very dense species in the project site; A new occurrence was
thickets of willows, wild rose, andfor just sited less than 0.5 miles from the site CNDDB
blackberry for cover; usually found in {2003).
mature, moderately open-canopy riparian
woodlands with dense understory
vegetlation.
REPTILES
Alarmeda Masticophus tateralis T T A mosaic of shrub and scrub habitats Very low: the habiiat within the project site is
whipsnake euryxanthus within Alameda, Conira Cosla, San unsuitable for this species. This species has not
Joagquin, and Santa Clara Counties. been documented within the Lathrop topographic
quadrangle and is known only from the exitreme
western edge of San Joaquin County
Giant garter snake  Thamnophis gigas T T Freshwater marsh and low gradient Very low; the San Joaquin River provides very little

FISH

streams; adapted to Ceniral Valley
drainage canals and irrigation ditches

usable habitat due to extensive use of rip-rap and

lack of resting and basking sites required for this
species. No occurrences listed in the CNDDB

(2003) within the Lathrop topographic quadrangle.
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TABLE 74

SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES DOCUMENTED OR POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN THE PROJECT VICINITY

Federal State
Common Name Scientific Name Status!  Status? Habitat Likeliness of Occurrence
Central Valley OCncorhynchus mykiss T none Deep flowing pools with water Extremely low to none: The re is no habitat on site.
steelhead temperatures less than 27 degrees However, the San Joaquin River, which bounds the
Celsius. project site to the west, provides seasonal habitat for
this species. No occurrences are listed in the
CNDDB (2003) within the Lathrop topographic
guadrangie.
Winter-run chincok  Oncorhynchus E E Deep fiowing pools with water Exiremely low to none; The re is no habitat on site.
salmon ishawytscha temperatures less than 27 degrees However, the San Joaquin River, which bounds the
Celsius. project site to the west, provides seasonal habitat for
this species. No occurrences are fisted in the
CNDDB (2003) within the Lathrop topographic
quadrangle.
Fallfiate fall run Onchorhynchus T T Deep flowing pools with water Extremely low to none: The re is no habitat on site.
chinook salmon tshawytscha temperatures less than 27 degrees However, the San Joaquin River, which bounds the
Celsius. project site fo the west, provides seasonal habitat for
this species. No oceurrences are listed in the
CNDDB (2003) within the |athrop topographic
quadrangle.
Green sturgeon Acipenser medirostris C None Estuarine and riverine habitats with water None: the project site is weli outside this species
temperature that ranges from 5 to 16 range. No occurrences of this species are recorded
degrees C. in the CNDDB {(2003) search area.
Delta smelt Hypomesus T T Main channels of the Sacramento-San Extremely low to none: The re is no habitat on site.
transpacifcus Joaquin Delta in low fo moderate salinities However, the San Joaguin River, which bounds the
(2 ppt- 10 ppt). project site to the west, provides seasonal habitat for
this species. No occurrences are listed in the
CNDDB (2003) within the Lathrop topographic
quadrangle.
AMPHIBIANS
California tiger Ambystoma PT None Underground refuges. Ground squirrel Low to none. There is no suitable habitat on site for
salamander californiense burrows and vernal pocls or other breeding. The closest occurrence in the CNDDE
seasonal water sources for breeding. {2003) is approximate 1 mile south east of the project
soie.
California red- Rana aurora drayfonii T sC Perennial water bodies (i.e., streams and None: considered extinct on floor of the Central

legged frog

ponds} with abundant riparian vegetation.

Valley; no occurrences listed in the CNDDB (2003)
within the Lathrop topographic quadrangle.
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TABLE 7-4

SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES DOCUMENTED OR POTENTIALLY CCCURRING IN THE PROJECT VICINITY

Federal State

Likeliness of Oceurrence

Common Name Scientific Name Status?  Status? Habitat
INVERTEBRATES
Vernal pool Branchinecta lynchi; E&T sC Vernal pools
invertebrates B. longiantennae, B.

conservatio; Lepidurus

packardi,
Valley elderberry Desmocerus T E Elderberry shrubs, usually in Central
longhorn beetie californicus dimorphus Valley riparian habitats

L Threatened; E = Endangered; PT= Proposed Threatened; C= Candidate; SC=Species of Concern.

2 T =Threatened; E = Endangered; SC=5tate of California Species of Special Concern

None: there is no suitable hahitat for these species.
No vernal pocls were observed within the project site
during the 2000-2003 surveys. Not recorded in the
CNDDB ({2003) within the Lathrop topographic
quadrangle.

None: there are no elderberry shrubs located at
either site or along any of the utility alighments. Not
recorded in the CNDDB (2003) within the Lathrop
topographic guadrangle.
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Burrowing Owi. No burrowing owls were observed within the project site during the
recent surveys. There is a moderate concentration of ground squirrel burrows located
in the southern parcel and along the levee, but few burrows elsewhere on the site,
primarily due to the intensity of farming. There were also a few ground squirrel
burrows located in the immediate vicinity of the utility alignment that extends east of I-
5. However, no burrowing owls were observed within this immediate area. Burrowing
owls are often migratory and could use burrows within the sites on a seasonal basis for
nesting. However the limited amount of suitable habitat and the intensity of farming
substantially reduce the likelihood of owls using the site for nesting in the future.

Riparian Brush Rabbit. Although not reported in the CNDDB (2002} within the Lathrop
topographic quadrangle, the federally listed riparian brush rabbit is known to occur
along the heavily vegetated riparian corridors associated with the San Joaquin and
Stanislaus Rivers and was raised as a potential issue at the sites due to their
geographical location and proximity to the San Joaquin River. Untii recently, the only
known riparian brush rabbit population was located at Caswell State Park,
approximately 9.5 miles southeast of the project site. However, additional populations
have been located in a riparian habitat area on Stewart Tract and in the oxbow area
adjacent to the project site but outside of proposed development areas. The project
proponent has dedicated this land adjacent to the San Joaquin River for riparian brush
rabbit habitat. The project will participate in the costs of habitat acquisition and
maintenance through the City’s Capital Facilities Fee and the project area community
financing district.

The riparian brush rabbit requires very dense thickets of willows, wild rose, and/or
blackberry for cover and is usually found in mature, moderately open-canopy riparian
woodlands with dense understory vegetation. This species rarely ventures out into the
open more than 1.5 feet from dense cover (USFWS, 2000). The open fields on site do
not contain the dense cover required by this species. While the riparian brush rabbit
may occur in riparian habitats elsewhere along the San Joaquin River, they are
geographically isolated from the site by levees, roads, and irrigation ditches that
surround the site. These surrounding levees, roads, and .irrigation ditches are regularly
maintained for weeds by use of herbicide and mowing, resulting in the creation of open
strips of land that the riparian brush rabbit would not be expected to traverse. The
likelihood of occurrence of this species in the project site is considered remote.

Sensitive Fish. Federally-threatened delta smelt may occur within or downstream of the
portion of the San Joaquin River bordering the project sites during various times of the
year. Delta smelt is a small fish (2 to 3 inches in length), which is known from the Lower
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta. Delta smelt are usually found at the mixing zone
where fresh water and salt water come together, and in the freshwater areas
immediately upstream of the mixing zone. The position of the mixing zone shifts
upstream and downstream is usually in the vicinity of Honker Bay, just east of Suisun
Bay. During February through June, delta smelt swim upstream to spawn in the sloughs
and shailow edge-waters of channels in the upper Delta waterways. On occasion, delta
smelt have been documented in the San Joaquin River just downstream of the project
site. However, the site is not within designated critical habitat of the species.
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critical habitat triggers a mandatory consultation between ACOE and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) during any Section 10 and/or Section 404 permit process.

A number of other sensitive fish species occur in Delta waterways during various times of
the year. These include green sturgeon {Acipenser medirostris), river lamprey (Lampetra
ayersi), Pacific lamprey (Lampefra tridentata), and longfin smelt {Spirinchus thaleichthys).
Some of these fish species may move through or occur in the study area on an occasional
basis. However, the project site is not within designated or proposed critical habitat of any
of these species.

7.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds. A project will ordinarily have a significant effect on biological
resources if it will result in a substantial reduction in the habitat of fish, wildlife, or plants
species, substantial interference with the movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species, take or substantial impacts on a rare or endangered plant or animal species or its
habitat, or loss of wetland or riparian habitat.

Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The City of Lathrop prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental impacts of the
project prior to preparation of this SEIR. The initial Study, which was circulated for agency
review in conjunction with the Notice of Preparation for the project, identified several
potential biological issues that were either less than significant, or that need not be further
addressed as a result of their treatment in a prior environmental document. These issues
were addressed as follows:

1.  Based on the WLSP EIR, and reaffirmed by current biological surveys of the
project site, potential impacts on special-status plants were found to be less
than significant.

2. The proposed project does not contain areas of riparian vegetation or other
sensitive communities, and the project would have a less than significant on
these resources.

3.  The proposed project will be required to participate in the SJMSCP, as
appropriate, and would not involve conflicts with this plan.

Impacts of Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands

There are no jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or wetlands located within the project sites,
with the exception of the westernmost portion of Unit 2, which adjoins the San Joaquin
River. This area is, however, designated Open Space and would not be subject to any
proposed development activity. There are also irrigation and roadside ditches that exhibit
some wetland attributes, but it is highly unlikely that these created and maintained ditches
would fall under the jurisdiction of state or federal agencies. As a result, the project would
have no significant effect on Waters of the US or wetlands.
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Impacts of Waters of the U.S. and Wetlands

There are no jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or wetlands located within the project
sites, with the exception of the westernmost portion of Unit 2, which adjoins the San
Joaquin River. This area is, however, designated Open Space and would not be subject
to any proposed development activity. There are also irrigation and roadside ditches
that exhibit some wetland attributes, but it is highly unlikely that these created and
maintained ditches would fall under the jurisdiction of state or federal agencies. As a
result, the project would have no significant effect on Waters of the US or wetlands.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures:  None required

Project Impacts On Swainson’s Hawk, Burrowing Owl and Other
Sensitive Species Addressed by the San Joaquin County Habitat
Conservation Program

Proposed development of the planned residential and commercial sites would result in
the conversion and/or elimination of existing foraging habitat for Swainson's hawks.
This is considered a significant environmental effect of the project. The site also
provides suitable habitat for Swainson’s hawk nesting as well as foraging and nesting
use by burrowing owls. Both of these species are addressed by the San Joaquin County
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program.

Recognizing the importance of habitat values provided by agricultural land to the
Swainson's hawk and other sensitive species, and the potential for cumulative impacts
on these species from agricuitural land conversion in the Central Valley, the San joaquin
County COG, in cooperation with the County and incorporated cities, has prepared a
countywide habitat conservation plan that was adopted by the various agencies with
jurisdiction. This plan is known as the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation and Open Space Program (SJMSHCP). The SJMSHCP provides a fee
mechanism for mitigation of wildlife habitat losses that recognizes variations in wildlife
habitat values from site to site. In addition, the SJMSHCP provides mechanisms for
avoidance of the actual “take” of sensitive species. Implementation of the SJMSHCP
program is intended to provide for "no-net-loss" of habitat values and to reduce
potential impacts associated with development to a less than significant level. The
project proponent will participate in the SJMSHCP

Level of Significance: Significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The project proponent shall pay the applicable (SJMSHCP) fee prior to the
issuance of any building permit for the parcel area to be developed.
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2. The Project proponents shall implement other “Incidental Take Avoidance
Measures” as specified in the SJMSHCP.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Project Impacts on Riparian Brush Rabbit

The project sites do not contain suitable habitat for the riparian brush rabbit, and the
likelihood of occurrence of this species on the project sites is considered remote. A
portion of Unit 2 is adjacent to the San Joaquin River; however, this portion of the site is
designated Open Space, and no development is proposed for this area.

A portion of the proposed project site has been dedicated to a public agency for
perpetual use as riparian brush rabbit habitat. The project will participate in
acquisition and maintenance of riparian brush rabbit habitat lands by participating in
the City’s Capital Facility Fee program and the project area community financing
district.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures:  None required

Project Impacts on Heritage Oak Trees

The project site does not include oak trees of heritage size. Planned grading and site
preparation would involve removal of existing oak tree saplings, but the project would
involve no significant effect on oak trees.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required

Sensitive Fish Species, Water Quality Concerns

Operation of the storm drain outfal is not expected to result in adverse itmpacts to San
joaquin River or aquatic habitats. The outfall will discharge storm water into the river
primarily during and shortly after rain events. These discharges would occur primarily
after the time of year when fall-run salmon move upstream past the site to spawn (i.e,,
the early-fall) and before delta smelt move upstream to spawn (i.e., the spring).
However, steelhead could be migrating upstream past the site concurrent with
discharges from the storm drain outfall.
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Storm waters discharged from the site would be subject to treatment in accordance
with the City’s recently-adopted Storm Water Management Plan. Based on the analysis
in Chapter 12.0, the project would result in generally improved quality of discharge
from the project site. Any remaining oils, greases, or other chemicals in storm water
would be diluted upon discharge into the San Joaquin River and would not be
expected to measurably alter water quality.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required

Impacts on Other Sensitive Plant or Wildlife Species

The likelihood of occurrence of sensitive plant species on the project sites is considered
none to low. No such species were observed during field surveys of the project site.
The project does not contain suitable habitat for sensitive wildlife species other than
those discussed in the above issue areas. The project would not involve any significant
effect on these species.

Level of Significance: less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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8.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES

8.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The WLSP EIR documented a cultural resource investigation of most of the WLSP area
conducted by Far Western Anthropological Research Group, Inc. Far Western examined
2,290 acres on Stewart Tract and 500 acres within Mossdale Village using record searches
and field surveys. Although Far Western surveyed a portion of Mossdale Village, the MLE
project area was not included in their scope of work. Findings of their investigation are
therefore not applicable to the proposed project.

Record searches from 1991 revealed a Yokuts Indian village, artifacts and several burial
sites. The village reportedly contained metates and manos, large bowl mortars and
internments ranging from 5,500 to 170 years old. It is thought that the village was
abandoned after the outbreak of malaria in the 1830’s. [n 1972 the village was completely
destroyed in conjunction with the construction of Interstate 5. Records searches also
revealed a large occupation mound and a midden deposit located within the WLSP area
Field surveys revealed three archaeological sites, six isolated finds, and several existing
farming structures.

InSite Environmental retained jensen & Associates to conduct a detailed archaeological
inventory survey for the project site in conjunction with the preparation of this
Supplemental EIR. Jensen & Associates’ investigation included a records search and a field
survey,

A records search of both national and local databases was conducted at the Central
California Information Center of the California Historical Resource Information System at
CSU-Stanistaus to determine the presence of previously recorded archaeclogical sites exist
in or near the project area. Record search results revealed no prehistoric or significant
historic sites on or adjacent to the MLE project area,

A pedestrian field survey was conducted to search for previously unidentified cultural
resources. During the course of the field survey, areas of higher sensitivity (c. 10% of
project area) received intensive-level inspection, while remaining areas (c. 80% project
area) received general-level inspection. The surveyor, while taking the records research
into account, was alert for unusual fand contours, soil changes, vegetation patterns,
artifacts, features or any evidence of a cultural site. The fieldwork identified extensive
ground disturbance due to agricultural and levee maintenance and no evidence of
prehistoric resources were observed during the survey.

In a 1998 survey by Deitz, a single projectile point was discovered 300 meters south of
MLE Unit 2. No evidence of similar cultural material was observed adjacent the San
Joaquin River levee at its closest point to the project boundary. Although built resources
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identified within the project area included irrigation components, pumps, pump houses,
storage facilities, graded access roads, graded equipment parking areas, equipment storage
building and residences, none of these structures were considered historic. The
archaeological survey confirms the absence of both prehistoric and historic resources on
the MLE project site that are identifiable on the surface of the project site.

8.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds.

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a significant effect on the environment may result if the
project will cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
or unique archaeological resource; directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature; or disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries. Significance may be evaluated in accordance with
the eligibility criteria for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36
CFR 60.4) and/or the CEQA Guidelines, as appropriate.

Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The City of Lathrop prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental impacts of the
project prior to preparation of this SEIR. The Initial Study, which was circulated for agency
review in conjunction with the Notice of Preparation for the project, identified cultural
environmental issues that were either less than significant, or that need not be further
addressed as a result of their treatment in a prior environmental document. These issues
were addressed as foliows:

1. The proposed project does not involve the potential for destruction of unique
paleontological resources or unique geologic features. The project site is
located on relatively flat and recent atluvial sedimentary deposits.

Impact on Known Archaeological or Historical Resources

The WLSP EIR identified three archaeclogical sites and isolated historic finds that qualify
for preservation under federal and state law. [dentified resources are, however, located
outside of the MLE project area and would not be impacted by the project.

Cultural resource surveys of the project site did not encounter any archaeological or
historical resources on the project site. As a result, project development would not impact
any known cultural resources.
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tevel of Significance:  Less than significant

Mitigation Measures:  None required

Impact on Unknown Archaeological Resources

The WLSP EIR noted that the project area lies in a zone of thick Holocene alluvial
deposition. Potential therefore exists for the existence of buried archaeclogical resources
and the disturbance of subsurface archaeological deposits during construction activities.
The potential for disturbing subsurface archaeological deposits exists within the MLE
project area.

Mitigation measures included in the WLSP EIR include ciose monitoring of the
construction process by the City of Lathrop and halting excavation in the event of a find
until competent archaeological and Native American specialists are consulted to determine
the significance of the find. Updated and more specific mitigation measures are outlined

below.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation Measures:

1.

If subsurface cultural materials are encountered, all construction activities in
that area shall be halted uniil 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 impacts on
significant cultural resources shall be mitigated pursuant to the requirements of
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
the remains are of Native American origin, 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 additional steps to be taken if human remains are
found to be of Native American origin.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
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9.0 FISCAL IMPACTS

9.1 FISCAL SETTING

The City of Lathrop is a relatively new municipality, established in 1989. The first goal
listed in the City of Lathrop General Plan involves “balancing the social and economic
costs and benefits of urbanization.” To this end, development projects are analyzed with
respect to the fiscal impact to the City. It is a clear policy of the General Plan to limit the
pace and guantity of housing construction to annual allocations in reasonable balance
with the growth of Lathrop’s economic base (City of Lathrop General Plan, 1991). The
Plan further states that, rather than adhering to an arbitrarily fixed percentage of annual
growth as a matter of policy, it will be the City’s responsibility to manage the growth rate
in relation to the physical and financial capability of municipal services. As a result, a
fiscal analysis of the Mossdale Landing East project has been prepared (Appendix F). As
stated in the analysis, there is currently a pent-up demand for retail space within the City in
retail categories such as apparel, general merchandise, food stores, eating and drinking
establishments, home furnishings and building materials.

9.2 FISCAL IMPACTS

Significance Thresholds

According to CEQA, economic or social effects are not ordinarily treated as significant
environmental effects. However, economic information may be included in an EIR to trace
the chain of cause and effect from the project to physical changes constituting
environmental effects. Economic factors shall be considered in deciding whether changes
in a project are feasible to reduce or avoid the significant effects on the environment
identified in the EIR. The City of Lathrop’s policy to evaluate the fiscal impact of projects
supports the City’s continuing ability to provide public services to urbanized areas.

Previous Analysis

In January 2003, Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. (Goodwin), completed a fiscal impact
report that analyzed the recurring fiscal impacts to the City of Lathrop and the Lathrop-
Manteca Fire Protection District that would result from the development of Mossdale
tanding and the proposed Lathrop Station (currently Mossdale Landing East) projects. That
report analyzed the anticipated revenues compared to the projected cost of providing
public services within the new planned development areas. Only the City’s General Fund
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and the Fire District’'s General Fund were analyzed. The other districts and funds
supported by development fees and user charges (enterprise funds), state funding {school
districts), or a specific allocation of property taxes (flood controf districts, reclamation
districts, etc.) were not analyzed.

Due to changes in the MLE project that had occurred between the January 2003 report and
preparation of this EIR, Goodwin re-evaluated the fiscal impact of Mossdale Landing East
in a report shown in Appendix F. As with the January 2003 report, only the City’s General
Fund and the Fire District’s General Fund were analyzed; the other districts and funds
supported by development fees and user charges, state funding, or a specific allocation of
property taxes were not analyzed. The following text is excerpted from that report.

Methodology and Assumptions

Fiscal impacts arising from land development can be categorized into one of two types: 1)
one-time impacts or 2) recurring impacts. Both of these types of impacts generally contain
a revenue and expense component. For example, a project may create the need for a
police station and a development impact fee may offset the one-time construction cost of
the station. The annual property taxes, however, may offset the annual expenses
associated with staffing and maintaining the police substation.

Twao methodologies are employed in estimating recurring or annual fiscal impacts. The
Case Study Method is used to estimate recurring revenues and expenses by applying
defined service standards, existing tax and fee rates, and suggested operating and
maintenance costs to the land uses and services proposed in the project. The Multiplier
Method assumes that fiscal impacts wifl result from proposed development at a forecasted
rate per person served based on the City’s current fiscal budget. Both of these methods are
necessary in forecasting anticipated fiscal impacts of a development project and are used
under the following conditions:

Multiplier Method

1. Average cost is a reasonable approximation of the actual costs to provide
similar services to specific developments in the future.

2. Specific revenues and expenses are generated based on population.
3. Service standards and other information are not availabie or accurate.
Case Study Method
1. Marginal cost is a better approximation of the actual costs to provide similar
services.
2. The land use distribution of the project being analyzed does not resemble the

land use distribution within the public agency’s area.
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3. Service standards and estimated future costs for new projects are anticipated to
be different than they are now.

A number of economic assumptions were factored into the fiscal analysis. The
assumptions are summarized below and discussed in full detail in Appendix F.

1. The information is presented in 2003 dollars.

2. The Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund shift will continue in the future.

3. The City’s share of the 1.00% property tax for the proposed area is 11.77%.

4. Fiscal expense and service standards do not reflect existing expense and service

levels, but reflect the projected standards at buildout.

5. Revenues that will not have a significant impact on the City after buildout have
been excluded.

6. Fiscal revenues are based on the budgeted revenues as noted in the City of
Lathrop and the Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District 2002-2003 budgets.

7. Estimated value of dwelling units are based upon current sales figures.

8. Annual and cumulative absorption rates are based on a nine year horizon.

Fiscal Revenues

The City of Lathrop will provide the majority of public services to the Mossdale Landing
Fast area. Nine of the fourteen revenue sources itemized in the fiscal analysis are
calculated using the Multiplier Method: franchise tax, business licenses, animal licenses,
construction, transportation and encroachment permits, fines and forfeitures, state motor
vehicle in-lieu revenues, gas tax, charges for services and General Fund transfers. The
Case Study Method was used for the remaining revenues: secured property tax, unsecured
property tax, real property transfer tax, sales and use tax, public safety sales tax and
property assessment. Revenues from each of these sources are calculated in Appendix F
and shown in Table 9-1.
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Fiscal Expenses

Of the nine expense categories, all but three (depreciation, street maintenance, and
services financing district costs) are calculated using a multiplier method. The General
Government, Public Works Administration and Community Development categories are
calculated using a persons-served estimate. Police Services, Animal Licenses, and Culture
and Leisure categories are estimated using a “per resident” multiplier. Expenses associated
with each of these sources are calculated in Appendix F and shown in Table 9-1.

City Fiscal Impacts

Goodwin analyzed the fiscal impacts to the City of Lathrop based on the proposed
project’s {and uses, anticipated service demands and the relative revenues and expenses
associated with meeting those demands. The Mossdale Landing East project is projected to
have a positive net fiscal impact on the City of Lathrop. As shown in Table 9-1, fiscal
deficits are projected from 2005 until 2009 and a surplus is anticipated to range from
approximately to $600,000 beginning in 2010. With the project revenues totaling $3.07
million annually and the expenses estimated at $2.76 million annualiy after buildout
(Table 9-1), a surplus of $310,000 is anticipated annually. This amounts to approximately
$140 per dwelling unit.

Drainage and lighting, landscaping, trail and open space maintenance, and park
maintenance services are assumed to be included in a land-secured financing district. As
shown in Table 9-1, these costs will increase from $94,000 to $1.1 million per year which
is $240 - $520 per dweiling unit.

One or more financing mechanisms will be established by the City and the developers to
fund annual drainage, lighting, landscaping, trail and open space, and park maintenance
costs. These mechanisms may include a Mello-Roos district, a landscaping and lighting
district, a homeowners association, development impact fees, or other alternatives. With
the financing mechanisms in place, there will be no negative fiscal impact on the City from
the proposed project.
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TABLE 9-1

CITY OF LATHROP NET FISCAL IMPACTS

Fiscal Impacts  Project Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Fiscal Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Revenues
Property Tax: Secured $123,435 $267,929 $407,891 $508,861 $822.077 $716,763 $733.457 $750,395 $754,807
Property Tax: Unsecured $1,234 $4,928 $7.876 $9,931 $13,710 $15,680 $18,524 $21,267 $22,033
Real Property Transfer Tax $0 $5,822 $11,869 $18,127 $22,695 $27,447 $31,998 $32,453 $32,903
Sales and Use Tax $0 $232,958 $371,820 $470,783 $708,608 $807,571 $1,045,336 $1,276,595 $1,358,292
Public Safety Sales Tax $0 $458 5731 $826 $1.394 $1,588 $2,058 $2,511 5267
Franchise Fees $28,979 $62,897 $95,939 $120,668 $147.355 $168,792 $172,080 $175,274 $176,268
Licenses & Permits $20.321 $48,140 $74,101 $03,343 $118,751 $133,687 $140,893 $147,457 $149,569
Hotel Tax 50 $0 50 $o 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
Fines and Forfeitures $4,180 $9,144 $13,980 $17.561 $21,494 $24,820 $25.178 $25,717 $25,888
State Motor Vehicle $12,725 $26,374 $40,022 $50,293 $60,564 $69,390 $69,390 $69,390 $69,390
Gas Tax & Strest Maintenance $17,508 $36,283 $55,059 368,189 $83,319 $95,461 $95,4561 $95,461 $95,461
Transfers {n $0 $0 $0 50 $0 $0 50 $0 $0
Charges for Current Services $74,505 $162,975 $248.805 $312,977 $383,068 $438,781 $448.736 $458,346 $461,348
Other Revenue $7.915 $17.313 $26,431 $33,248 $40.684 $46,613 $47,671 $48.691 $49,010
Subtotal $290,801 $875,222 $1,354,508 $1,705,907 $2,221,730 $2,548,402 $2,830,648 $3,103,559 $3,197,741
Expenses
General Govemment {$162,940) {$302,786) {$445,365) ($451,558) {$536,733) {$572,062) ($554,255) ($533,625) {$512,162)
Commurify Development {$73,035) {$133,332) {$191,870) ($208,072) ($240,609) {$254,080) ($251.247) ($239,549) ($235,006)
Police Department {$150,680) {$262,647) {5414,599) ($511,954) ($6589,105} ($744,131) ($755.427) ($812,083) ($836,438)
Animal Control {$13,509) ($23,240) {$30,355) ($33,311) {$36,195) {$38,764) ($36,764) {566,105} {$71,804}
Street Maintenance {$67,218) {$144,650) {$222,083) {$285,412) ($348,742) {$403,179} {$419,179) {$419,179) ($418,179}
Depreciation {$12,406) {$24,488) {$36,005) (%40.678) ($45,805) {($51,692) (350,659} ($52,852) {$51,318)
Public Works {$41,058) ($147,954) ($168,617) {$182,364) {$196,948) {$255,830) {$239,937) ($22.831) {$213,028)
Cuiture and Leisure {$585,781) {$94,290) {141,184} {$155,219) {$167,621) {$199,141) ($187.237} ($274,978) {$259,337)
Subtotal (8576,625) ($1,103,386) ($1,650,777) ($1,908,568) (32,231,758} ($2,518,877) {$2,527,704) ($2,626,681) ($2.598,372)
Net Fiscal Impact {$285,824) {$228.164) ($296,272) (3202 662) {$10,028) $27,525 $302,944 $476,878 $599,369
Surplus per Dwelling Unit (§736) ($279) ($238) {$129) {35} $13 $139 5219 $276
Mossdale Landing East Service Financing District
Drainange {$14,140) {$28,089} (342,058} {$52,5812) {$63,568) {$72,300) ($72,300) {$72,300) ($72,300)
Street Lighting {$20,314) {340,368} ($60,422) ($75.872) ($91.323) {$103,870) {$103,870} {$103,870) {$103,870)
Landscaping {$59,788) ($102,833) {$145,881) {$179,046) {$212,211) {$239,144) {$239,144) ($239,144) {$239,144)
Trail Maintenance g0 {$2,500} {$5,000} ($7,500) {$10,000) {$10,000) {$10,000) {$10,000) {$10,000})
Open Space Maintenance 30 {$10,400) {$20,800) ($31,200) (341,800 (341,6800) {$41,600) {341,600} {$41,600)
Park Maintenance (Fair Share) $0 ($70,132) ($140,283} {$210,395) {$588.498) {$657,103) (3$657,103) ($657.103}) ($657,103}
Total Expenses {$94,240) ($254,332) ($414,423} ($556,824)  (31,007,185) ($1,124,017) ($1.124,017)  ($1,124,017}  ($1,124,017)
Annual Cost Per Dwelling Unit ($243) ($311} {$333}) {$354) {$529) {$517) {$517) {$517) {$517})
Source: Goodwin Consulting Group, iInc.
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10.0 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

10.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The WLSP EIR focused on discussion of the soils and seismicity of the Stewart Tract and
Mossdale Village areas at a general level. Soils west of Interstate 5 were identified as
mostly Delta floodplains consisting of silty, sandy ciay of the Merritt-Grangeville-Columbia
association. These soiis drain poorly with slow permeability and moderate shrink-swell
potential. Water erosion potential is low to moderate and the soils are subject to a high
water table as well as high flooding potential. Soil characteristics east of Interstate 5 were
discussed but do not pertain to the proposed project and will not be discussed further in
this document.

Discussion of seismicity in the West Lathrop planning area includes the potential for
seismic shaking from nearby faults such as the San Andreas, Hayward, Calaveras and
Green Valley-Concord.

While these geological characteristics are relevant to MLE, their treatment in the previous
EIR is brief and generalized. The objective of this SEIR is to provide more site-specific
information regarding soils and geology for the MLE project area including, soil
characteristics, geotechnical constraints and updated mitigation measures based on new
data.

Soil and Geotechnical Constraints

This analysis is based on a geotechnical report for Unit 1 of the MLE project area that was
prepared by Kleinfelder. The Preliminary Geotechnical Services Report (PGSR} identified
issues refating to the project site such as surface soil consistency, shrink-swell potential, the
potential impact of shallow groundwater and seismicity.

Soft Soifs. According to the PGSR findings, the sands, silts and clays underlying the project
site are soft/loose, relatively weak and moderately compressible under structural loading.
The eastern portion of Unit 1 inciudes extensive and deep areas of sand and saturated
sand. Elsewhere, strata of highly compressible organic silt were encountered.

Expansive Clays. Expansive soils are characterized by their tendency to undergo significant
volume change (shrink or swell} due to variations in moisture content and the kind and
amount of clay present. Five degrees of expansiveness are generally recognized: very low;
low; medium; high; and very high. PGSR findings encountered near-surface clays in the
western and southern portions of the project site with moderate to high shrink-swell
capacity.
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Shallow Groundwater. According to the PGSR, shallow groundwater is a frequent problem
in the MLE project area. Borings encountered groundwater as shallow as 4.1 feet in the
northern portion of Unit 1. Local residents and San Jeaquin County representatives report
day-lighted groundwater at the surface for extended periods of time when the San Joaquin
River reaches peak levels. Kleinfelder (2003a) reports, however, that data obtained from
additional monitoring wells on the project site, and groundwater observations in other
recently-developed areas, indicate that groundwater levels on the site are likely relatively
high as a result of flood irrigation and other farming practices. Kleinfelder indicates that no
permanent dewatering system will be required for the project, other than the French drains,
which are recommended in Chapter 12.0 to intercept river seepage during high flow
events in the San Joaguin River.

Seismicity and Faulting. The project vicinity is normally associated with low to moderate
seismic activity, but historical records indicate it could be subject to substantial seismic
shaking. Kleinfelder indicates that seismic shaking affecting the project area could
produce a peak ground acceleration of 0.17g. There are no active or potentially active fault
traces at or near the project site. The project site, however, is not located within or
adjacent to any Fault Rupture Hazard Zones.

Liquefaction and Subsidence. Earthquake induced ground shaking can also result in soil
liquefaction and subsidence. Liquefaction occurs primarily in relatively loose, saturated,
cohesionless soils. Under earthquake stresses, these soils become “quick,” loose their
strength and become incapable of supporting the weight of the overlying sails or structures.
PGSR findings indicate that the fine-grained, loose sands present on the project site are
vulnerable to liquefaction during strong seismic ground shaking events. Given the distance
to the nearest fault (15 miles), Kleinfelder estimates that even a maximum magnitude
seismic event would not likely be sufficient to initiate liquefaction. Quantified risks will be
taken into consideration during the engineering design and incorporated per City
standards.

General Soil Characteristics

Project area soils include Guard clay loam, Grangeville fine sandy loam, Egbert silty clay
loam, Bisgani loamy course sand, Veritas fine sandy loam, Scribner clay loam, and Merritt
silty clay loam (Figure 10-1). The eastern portions of the two units tend to support the
sandy soil units while the western portions tend toward clayey units. All soils are relatively
deep and originate from the same parent materials. Sandy soils are typically well drained
and permeable with slow runoff and moderate water capacity. Clayey soils are poorly
drained, tess permeable with moderate to high water capacity and slow runoff. See Table
10-1 for a complete listing of soils and their characteristics. These soils are conducive to
growing a variety of crops (pers. comm., Dr. Lee Jackson, UC Davis). Outside of Bisgani
loamy coarse sand, all are considered “prime”. For a more complete discussion of
agriculture-related impacts, see chapter 5.0 Agricultural Resources.
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Securce: SOIL SURVEY OF SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

NSITE ENVIRONMENTAL

Figure 10-1
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TABLE 10-1

SOILS DATA
Name Depth Drainage Parent Material Permeability  Available Runoff Capability Class Prime or
Water not
Capacity

109-Bisgani loamy Verv d Poorly Formed in aliuvium Rapid l.ow v Vw-4 Not
coarse sand, partially ery deep drained derived from granitic ;ery Non-irrigated
drained, 0-2 percent sources Slow
slopes.
153-Egbert sifty clay Very d Poorl Formed in alluvium Slow High 3 Vw2 Prime
loam, partially drained, 0 ery deep d 09”::[ derived from mixed ow Non-irrigated
to 2 percent slopes. raine rock sources.
166- Grangeville fine D Some what Formed in alluvium Moderately Moderate 3| Vw2 Prime
sandy loam, partially €ep poorly derived from granitic rapid ow Non-irrigated
drained, 0-2 percert sources
slopes.

£ . .
1689-Guard clay loam, Very deep Popr!y dgg:ﬁ?;&ﬂ'ﬂfgg Slow High Slow -2 Prime
glr;;r;esd‘, 0-2 percent drained rock sources. Non-irrigated
197-Merritt silty clay Very deep Paoorly Formed in alluvium Moderately High S| IVw-2 Prime
loam, partially drained, o drained derived from mixed slow ow Non-irrigated
to 2 percent slopes. rock sources
243-Scribner clay loam, Very deep Poorly Formed in alluvium Moderately Very high vV Vw-2 Prime
parfially drained, 0-2 drained derived from mixed slow ]ery Non-irrigated
percent slopes. rock sources slow
266- Veritas fine sandy Deep Moderately Formed in alluvium Moderately Moderate 3 IVs-8 Prime
loam, 0-2 percent weli drained  derived from mixed rapid ow Non-irrigated

slopes.

rock sources
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10.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds.

According to CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it would
involve substantial exposure of people or improvements to injury or damage from geologic
hazards such as earthquake fault rupture, strong seismic ground shaking, liquefaction or
landslides; impacts on unique geologic features; substantial topsoil or productivity loss;
substantial soil erosion or siltation; exposure to expansive soil; or development on soils
which cannot support use of on-site wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not
available.

Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The City of Lathrop prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental impacts of the
project prior to preparation of this SEIR. The Initial Study, which was circulated for agency
review in conjunction with the Notice of Preparation for the project, identified several
potential environmental issues that were either less than significant, or that need not be
further addressed as a result of their treatment in a prior environmental document. These
issues were addressed as follows:

1. The proposed project site is not subject to fault rupture hazards. There are no
mapped fault traces and no Alquist-Priolo fault rupture hazard areas located on
or near the project site. This impact was identified as less than significant in the
WHLSP EIR, and no further analysis is required.

2. The project site is subject to seismic shaking, but potential impacts on
structures are reduced to less than significant by the City’s adoption of the
Uniform Buiiding Code.

3.  The project site is not subject to landslide

Seismic-Related and Soils Hazards

While there are no active faults on or in the vicinity of the project area, new commercial
and residential development and infrastructure improvements would be exposed to
potential ground shaking associated with earthquake activity on more distant fault systems.
Shaking could result in structural damage on the project site. The City’s ongoing
implementation and enforcement of the Uniform Building Code and other planning and
safety regulations would reduce the potential for seismic shaking damage to structures an
insignificant level. Special design requirements would apply to site improvements and
support systems. Specific recommendations with respect to these facilities are provided in
the Kieinfelder {2000} report.
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Proposed development and related improvements would be subject to potential for
seismic-induced liquefaction of sandy, saturated soils in conjunction with seismic activity.
Kleinfelder indicates that slab foundation systems with underlying engineered fill are
preferred for the proposed project and are suitable for liquefaction and settlement
conditions. Kleinfelder provides recommendations for these and other acceptable
foundation systems in their report (2000).

Soft/loose sands, silts and clays were identified underlying the project site. These soils are
moderately to highly compressible under structural loading. This is not a significant issue
for residential and lightly loaded retail buildings, but may represent a settlement problem
with heavier foundations.

In other areas, Kleinfelder identified the shrink-swell (expansion) potential of near surface
clays as moderate to high. Floor slabs, lightly loaded foundations, exterior flatwork and
pavements could be subject to heaving, cracking and increased maintenance under this
condition. Recommendations for risk reduction are listed in their report {(2000) and should
be incorporated into the project.

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures:

1.  The project proponent shall submit copies of project geotechnical reports
prepared by qualified geotechnical or soils engineers to the Lathrop Building

Department for review and approval.

2. All proposed development shall conform to the soils engineer’s
recommendations, as detailed in the approved soils report.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Shallow Groundwater Constraints

Uncontrolled high groundwater can lead to sub-grade instability, pavement failure and
increased maintenance demands. Geotechnical study and reports of day-lighted
groundwater and ponding on the Lathrop Station project site identified this as a potential
concern during the early planning phases of the project. Based on further groundwater
monitoring and observations in other areas of new urban development, Kleinfelder (2003a)
indicates that dewatering systems witl not be necessary.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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Soil Erosion

Erosion hazard is the susceptibility of soil to erosion by water or wind. [n general, erosion
risk depends on soil texture and structure, slope of the land, vegetative cover, and runoff.
Five classes of soil erosion are generally recognized: none; slight; moderate; severe; and
very severe. According to the San joaquin County Soil Survey, the hazard of erosion by
water within the project area is slight.

Vegetation removal and excavation for construction of the proposed project would expose
area soils to wind and water erosion. The potential for soil erosion would occur mainly
during the construction period, and the use of standard construction practices and
procedures to control erosion and dust would reduce the impact to area soils to a less than
significant level,

Construction erosion and related storm water quality are the subject of regulation by the
Federal Clean Water Act through the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES). These regulations require the filing of a Notice of Intent (NOI) and the
preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) outlining water quality
measures to be implemented at the site before, during and after construction. The project
will also be subject to the requirements of the Lathrop NPDES Phase Il Storm Water
Management Plan, which will impfement further controls on construction site runoff.
Confarmance with these regulations would reduce erosion-related effects of the proposed
project to less than significant. Compliance with these regulations is required, and maore
detailed information on this regulatory program is provided, in Chapter 12.0, Hydrology
and Water Quality.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. Comply with mitigation measures identified for storm water quality effects in
Chapter 12.0, Hydrology and Water Quality

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
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11.0 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

11.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Highways, Railroads and Airports

Highways, railroads and airports represent risks associated with noise and accidents which
could result in injury to persons or damage to structures located on adjoining or nearby
Jands. Noise concerns associated with transportation sources are addressed in detail in
Chapter 14.0 Noise.

Interstate 5 is a heavily used travel corridor for local, commuter, intrastate and interstate
travel, and commercial truck traffic. Traffic accidents very rarely extend beyond the fenced
freeway right-of-way, and as a result potential risks to a proposed project located west of
the freeway would be [imited to the immediate freeway vicinity. The proposed project site
is separated from Interstate 5 by Manthey Road that parallels the freeway from Louise
Avenue on the north to the Union Pacific Railroad tracks on the south.

The Union Pacific Railroad corridor is located approximately one mile east and half-mile
south of the project site and is subject to substantial freight use. Rail accidents involving
derailment are relatively uncommon. In the event of such an occurrence, physical damage
and risk would be limited to the railroad vicinity. Both the highway and railroad corridors
accommodate shipments of hazardous substances. Hazardous substance transportation
involves a risk of release of toxic substances to the air and ground surface and has the
potential for fire and/or explosion. These risks are reduced with distance from the corridor.

There are no existing public airports within six miles of the project area. The nearest
public airport to the study area is the Stockton Metropolitan Airport, more than six miies
northeast of the project area. There is a small airstrip at the former Sharpe Army Depot
two miles northeast of the project area. However, it is no longer in use and there are no
plans to reopen the facility. There are no known airport-related hazards associated with the
EiR study area.

Information and issues associated with traffic safety are addressed in detail in Chapter 17.0
Transportation/Circulation. The project area is planned for urbanization. The area includes
lands that are developed to rural and agricultural standards. As the study area and vicinity
develop, additional street and associated pedestrian infrastructure will be constructed.
This infrastructure would include improvements to existing local roads and the
construction of numerous other new streets associated with project development. The
anticipated future road system in the study area is accounted for in the traffic analysis in
Chapter 17.0.
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High-voltage Power Lines

High-voltage transmission lines generate electromagnetic fields (EMFs) which vary in
proportion to the line voltage and distance from the line. There has been public concern
since 1979 that long-term exposure to electromagnetic fields (EMFs) surrounding
transmission lines and other electrical equipment have the potential to contribute to
increased risk of cancer. Several national health studies have concluded that the evidence
for a risk of cancer and other human disease from electric and magnetic fields around
power lines is "weak."

High-voltage power lines are not present in or proposed for the project area. The closest
high voltage power lines are located approximately two miles west of the project site.
There are no known EMF hazards associated with the project area.

Geologic Hazards and Flooding

Geologic hazards in the project area are addressed in detail in Chapter 10.0 Geology and
Soils. There are no active or potentially active faults located within the study area nor is
the area exposed to any substantial risk of landsliding, tsunami or seiche. The study area
could be subjected to severe ground shaking resulting from a maximum credible
earthquake on any of several Coast Range faults. Based on potential regional seismic
activity, the Uniform Building Code has placed all of San Joaquin County within Seismic
Zone 3. Project site soils may exhibit high shrink-swell capacity depending on moisture
content,

Potential flooding hazards within the study area are addressed in detail in Chapter 12.0
Hydrology and Water Quality. The project study area is potentially subject to flooding
from the San Joaquin River, but is protected by an extensive levee system. These levees are
maintained by Reclamation District 17, which is responsible for about 18 miles of river
levees in the project vicinity.

Hazardous Materials and Sites

Hazardous materials are defined as substances or combinations of substances which may
contribute to increases in serious illness or mortality, or pose a substantial hazard to
human health or environment when improperly treated, stored, transported or disposed.
Hazardous wastes are hazardous materials that no longer have a practical use. Hazardous
materials or wastes are generally classified as toxic (heavy metals, pesticides, solvents),
ignitable (gasoline, natural gas), corrosive (strong acids and bases) and/or reactive
(explosives, among others). These materials are ordinarily associated with certain land
uses, as illustrated in Table 11-1.
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TABLE 11-1
LAND USES COMMONLY ASSOCIATED
WITH HAZARDOUS MATERIAL

Land Use Potential Hazardous Material

Auto Repair Fuels, oils, solvents, heavy metals, oils
Gas Stations Fuel, oil, solvents

Painting Paints, solvents, heavy metals
Agricultural Pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, fuel, oils
Railroads Fuels, oils, solvents, heavy metals

The potential existence of hazardous materials or waste sites on or in the vicinity of the
study area was reviewed in an environmental records search prepared by Environmental
Data Resources, Inc. {EDR, August 20071). Sources searched are identified in Table 11-2.
The purpose of the environmental record search was to identify hazardous waste or
hazardous material sites with a one-mile radius of the project site. The record search
includes historical aerial photographs and topographic maps and lists of known hazardous
material sites maintained by federal and state environmental agencies.

Most of the database searches included lands located within a one-mile radius of the
project site. The project site was not listed in any of the databases searched by EDR. The
EDR databases search found no environmental concerns in the project area. The study
area is predominantly farmland, and available historic aerial photography evidence
indicated that the project site has only been used for agriculture.

The occurrence of hazardous materials or hazardous waste in off-site areas was also
evaluated in the database search. One site east of Interstate 5, the former Nestle
Distribution facility, is within one-haif mile of the project site. The former Nestle facility,
now closed, was identified as handling and transporting hazardous materials in the past,
but has not been cited for releases to the environment. Most identified sites in the EDR
report are located east of Interstate 5 and more than one half mile from the project area.
None of the sites listed in the EDR report have had or are expected to have any hazardous
waste effect on the project area.

The proposed project includes several farming structures including a residential structure
on the northern border of Unit 1, adjacent Louise Avenue. Demolition of older homes
involves the possibility of releasing harmful substances into the air, such as asbestos.
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TABLE 11-2
TYPICAL REGULATORY DATA BASES SEARCH

Federal Lists:

National Priorities List (NPL)

Resource, Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action (CORRACTS)
Treatment Storage and Disposal (TSD} facilities

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System
{CERCLIS)

RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD facilities

RCRA Generators list

Hazardous Materials information Reporting System (HMIRS)
Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System (TRIS)

Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS)

State of California Lists:

Cal-Sites List and Annual Workplan (AWP)

California Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System (CHMIRS)

Notify 65

Hazardous Waste and Substance Site List (Cortese}

Solid Waste information System/Solid Waste Landfills (SWIS/SWLF) database

Solid Waste Assessment Test/Waste Management Unit Database System (SWAT/WMUDS)
Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) database

California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Central Valley Region Spills, Leaks,
Incidents and Complaints (SLIC) list

Underground Storage Tank Registrations (UST) database

11.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that a significant effect on the environment
may result if the project will create a potential public health hazard, will involve the use,
production, or disposal of materials which pose a hazard to people or animal or plant
populations, or will interfere with emergency response or evacuation plans. The CEQA

Mossdals Landing £ast Supplemental EfR 11-4



[nitial Study Checklist suggests that significant effects may be associated with accidental
explosion or release of hazardous substances, exposure of people to existing health
hazards, or an increase in fire hazards.

Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The City of Lathrop prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental impacts of the
project prior to preparation of this SEIR. The Initial Study, which was circulated for agency
review in conjunction with the Notice of Preparation for the project, identified several
potential hazards and hazardous materials issues that were either less than significant, or
that need not be further addressed as a result of their treatment in a prior environmental
document. These issues were addressed as follows:

1. Proposed residential and commercial uses would not involve substantial
quantities of hazardous material. Hazardous materials use would be typical of
other urban development and would not create a significant hazard,

2. The project would involve no hazardous materials use that would be subject to
potential upset or accident conditions.

3.  The proposed project will be within a quarter of a mile of two schools Jocated
in the Mossdale Landing project, but the project will not involve substantial
hazardous materials use or acutely hazardous material.

4. The project is not located within two miles of a private or public airstrip.

5. The project would involve no substantial conflict with adopted emergency
response or evacuation plans. Existing public street access will be maintained
in accordance with existing City standards.

6.  The proposed project is iocated on intensively cultivated agricultural lands that
are not subject to substantial wildland fire risks.

Exposure to Hazardous Materials Transportation Risks

Land use adjacent to. I-5 is entirely commercial in nature. The proposed residential uses
are located near 1-5, but would be adequately buffered by distance, future commercial uses
and an eight-foot sound wall surrounding the residential area, The site is more than 2,000
feet from the Union Pacific Railroad and six miles from the Stockton Metropolitan Airport.
The proposed project would not be exposed to any significant safety risks from these
sources.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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Exposure to High-voltage Power Lines and Electromagnetic Fields
There are no high voltage electrical lines within the study area. The nearest high-voltage
power transmission lines are two miles west of the study area.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
Exposure to Hazardous and Toxic Materials and Sites
Based on the environmental databases search summarized in the Environmental Setting,
there are no potential environmental concerns associated with the proposed project.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures:  None required

Hazardous Air Pollutants

The proposed project would involve the demalition of existing structures located in Unit 1
of the project site. These properties have not been inspected for the presence of asbestos-
containing materials, and demolition activities couid involve releases of such materials to
the air. The Lathrop Building Department requires demonstration of compliance with the
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP). Compliance with
these requirements would ordinarily prevent any significant release of asbestos to the air.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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12.0 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

12.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Surface Waters

The project area is located immediately east of the Sacramento-5an Joaquin Delta.
Because of the relatively flat topography and historical agricultural improvements, drainage
patterns in the project area have been extensively modified. The principal surface water
resource in the project area is the San Joaquin River, which is located approximately 1,400
feet west of Unit 1 and bounds Unit 2 on the west. There are no natural surface water
features located within the proposed project site. Man-made drainage ditches are located
along the boundaries of the site. Existing peak storm water discharges from the project site
to the San Joaquin River are estimated at 3.9 cubic feet per second (MacKay and Somps,
2002).

The San Joaquin River has a drainage area of approximately 13,500 square miles above
Vernalis, a mean annual flow of approximately 4,400 cubic feet per second (CFS) and an
annual discharge of approximately 3.2 million acre-feet. Peak flows have reached 79,000
CFS (12/9/50) at the Vernalis gage. Peak flows at Vernalis reached a new high of an
estimated 80,000 CFS in January of 1997, and sustained high flows were experienced
through the middie of February of the same year (USACOE). Downstream of the Vernalis
gage, flows in the San Joaquin River channel are reduced by diversions to Paradise Cut and
Old River.

The San Joaguin River is a natural channel that conducts base flow, storm runoff and
irrigation water for a large portion of the San Joaquin Valley. The San foaquin River does
not provide a municipal water source for the City of Lathrop. Groundwater provides the
source of irrigation water for the project site. Based on recent agricultural use of the site
(alfalfa), and information on average water demands provided by the USDA Natural
Resource Conservation Service {Grinstad, pers.comm), average annual water use on the
project site would amount to about 57 inches. Over the approximately 151 acres of
agricultural land in the two properties, total agricultural water use would amount to
approximately 717 acre-feet annually.

As discussed in more detail in Section 17.1 Domestic Water, the City currently uses only
groundwater for domestic purposes. Municipal water supplies will soon be obtained
through a combination of additional groundwater development and surface water supplies
obtained from the South San Joaquin Irrigation District (S5)ID) via the South County Surface
Water Supply Project (SCSWSP), a joint project between SSfID and the cities of Lathrop,
Manteca, Escalon, and Tracy. The approved SCSWSP project involves the construction of
a water treatment plant, a 36.5-mile water transmission pipeline, pumping facilities and
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turnouts at each city. This project, which does not rely on the San Joaquin River for water
supply but rather would draw a portion of SSJID’s Stanislaus River entitiement from the
Woodward Reservoir, is under construction.

California legislation has recently enacted SB 610 requiring a Water Supply Assessment
Report (WSAR) to be prepared for large development projects to assess project water needs
in relationship to localized water supplies, In 2001, SB 221 was adopted, additionaily
requiring a Written Verification of Stable Water Supply Report (WVSWSR) be prepared
pursuant to SB 610, to ensure availability of adequate water supplies to serve the project.
A WSAR (August 2002} and a WVSWSR (October 2002) were prepared by Nolte
Engineering for the Mossdale Landing, River Islands at Lathrop, and Mossdale Landing East
projects. SB 610/221 requirements for the proposed project have been met by these
documents.

Surface Water Quality

The water quality of the lower San Joaquin River and Delta has been affected by human
activities, predominantly water withdrawals, agricultural activities and land development.
The use of pesticides and fertilizers has altered water quality, sometimes affecting sensitive
invertebrates (Nolte, 2001). Agricultural runoff and municipal storm drainage can contain
high concentrations of salts, oxygen-demanding material, dissolved solids and trace
elements that can degrade water quality. Section 303 (d) of the Clean Water Act requires
the state to identify and list surface waters that have been impaired with respect to
beneficial uses that are dependent on the water. The San Joaquin River and Delta
waterways have been so listed due to a variety of pollutants and stressors (EDAW, 2001).

The Draft EIR for the Lathrop Water, Wastewater and Recycled Water Master Plan (EDAW
2001) compiled water quality monitoring data for the San Joaquin River from a variety of
sources. These data show principal water quality parameters that comply with adopted
water quality criteria. Dissolved oxygen and pH levels are typically within acceptable
ranges. During low flow periods, total dissolved solids, conductivity and temperature may
be high. Compliance problems are generally found more frequently in the lower regions of
the river near Stockton. Additional data on San Joaquin River quality is provided in that
document.

The Mossdale Landing EIR (EDAW, 2003) contains a detailed description of San Joaquin
River water quality issues, standards and regulatory requirements. This discussion
indicates that the California Regional Water Quality Control Board currently has
established Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for selenium and that draft TMDLs are
under consideration for boron, diazinon, chlorpyrifos and salinity. Other TMDLs are in the
planning stages. Specific information with respect to each of these constituents is provided
in detail in the referenced document. The Mossdale Landing EIR indicates that:

“Each of these pollutants/stressors poses a threat to the water quality of the
SIR. However, it should be noted that none of the listed poliutants exceed
water quality objectives for the Mossdale Watershed”.
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Existing runoff from the project site is collected in drainage ditches and ultimately pumped
to the San Joaquin River. Pollutant loading levels of the existing site runoff are unknown.
As documented in the Mossdale Landing EIR, “agricultural land use typically results in
relatively high discharge of sediment, nutrients, herbicides and pesticides as well as
elevated concentrations of selenium.” Estimated constituent foading for agricultural runoff
on the adjoining Mossdale Landing site, as estimated from the literature, were summarized
in Table 4.2-1 of the Mossdale Landing EIR. For the most part, these predicted levels are
substantially higher for agricultural land uses than for planned residential or commercial
uses; however, it should be noted that planned urban land uses would involve substantially
higher runoff volumes.

An EPA publication oriented toward urban runoff planning and control for urban areas
{EPA 1990) indicates that "the net effect of urbanization is to increase pollutant runoff loads
by at least an order of magnitude over pre-development leveis." Urban runoff is often
referred to solely as urban storm water runoff, although it includes both runoff from winter
storms and water generated by human activities, such as fawn watering and auto washing.
In California, with its seasonal rainfall pattern, these two runoff sources are largely
separate. The end result is, however, that urban runoff carries pollutants that would, if
untreated, degrade receiving waters such as lakes, reservoirs, rivers, streams, sloughs, and
wetlands.

Pollutants contained within urban runoff may include but are not limited to sediment,
oxygen-demanding substances (e.g., organic matter), nutrients (primarily nitrogen and
phosphorus), heavy metals, bacteria, oil and grease, and toxic chemicals. These pollutants
may stem from erosion of disturbed areas, deposition of atmospheric particles derived from
automobile or industrial sources, corrosion or decay of building materials, rainfall contact
with toxic substances, decomposing plant materials, animal excrement, and spills of toxic
materials on surfaces which receive rainfall and generate runoff.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) controls the discharge of pollutants to water bodies from point and non-
point sources to regulate water quality in California. In San Joaquin County, the Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), a division of the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) administers this program. The SWRCB’s authority
includes permitting of storm water discharges from municipal storm drain facilities,
industrial processes, and construction sites that involve areas larger than one acre. Such
projects require an NPDES General Construction Activities permit, which is obtained by
filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) and preparing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) that addresses storm water pollution.

NPDES Phase Il storm water regulations address communities with populations of less than
100,000 that are located in urbanizing areas. The City of Lathrop falls under the Phase 1|
Program and has adopted a Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP). With the adoption of
this plan, City activities and activities under its jurisdiction (i.e. land development) are
covered under a general permit system that will be administered locally by the City. The
Lathrop Storm Water Management Plan was adopted by the City in October 2003 and is
expected to be adopted by the RWQCB in early 2004.
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Flooding

Flooding hazards in the project area are related to peak flows in the San Joaquin River,
failure of existing reserveirs on rivers flowing into the San Joaquin Valley, seasonally high
groundwater or inadequate storm drainage facilities.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), as
amended by a Conditional Letter of Map Revision in 1990, indicate that the 100-year flood
on the San Joaquin River would be contained within the existing levee system. The project
site is designated Zone B, an area protected from 100-year flooding by levees. The existing
levee system is owned and maintained by Reclamation District 17 (RD 17). This levee
system was subject to substantial improvement in conjunction with the development of
Weston Ranch in Stockton. These improvements resuited in a Conditional Letter of Map
Revision, which excluded the proposed project area from the 100-year flood plain.

During the 1997 peak flow event along the San Joaquin River, seepage along the levee was
significant at certain locations. RD 17 and the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) repaired
the most severe seepage during or immediately after the event. Additional sites beyond
those repaired during the flood event were repaired in subsequent years, including work
on levees adjacent to the project site. Levee improvements included repair and
construction of toe berms. According to RD 17 the landside toe berms are intended to
both stabilize the levee and increase seepage resistance.

The ACOE is currently involved in basin-wide study of flood protection improvements
along the San Joaquin and Sacramento Rivers. This study is expected to result in
recommendations for additional levee improvements but is not expected to be complete in
the immediate future. The RD 17 levees have a minimum of three feet of freeboard above
the predicted 100-year flood elevation and have been built to protect against a 100-year
flood event.

Flows in the San joaquin River have, however, exceeded the “design elevation” of the
Jevees, which has been determined by the US Army Corp of Engineers to be elevation 21.0
in the vicinity of the project. These levels were exceeded for approximately 72 hours
during the winter of 1997. The California Reclamation Board has adopted a “zero impact
policy” indicating “new development must have zero impact on the river when the water
level is at or above the design water surface elevation”. In response to this restriction, the
adjoining Mossdale Landing Project required that storm water discharge from the project
be restricted to pre-development levels when flows exceed the design elevation.

The City of Lathrop has determined that storm water discharges to the San Joaquin River
will also be limited during periods when San Joaquin River water levels are below the
design elevation. During these times, discharges will be limited to a maximum of 30% of
the potential 100-year discharge of the project site. The proposed project has been
designed to conform to this standard.

Issues have been raised by RD 17 in the past regarding development near its levees. A
primary concern is seepage through the levee during high rainfall and/or river flow events.
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While areas of past seepage have been repaired or reinforced, additional seepage could
occur at unimproved portions of the levee system. In correspondence related to this and
other land development projects adjacent to its levees, RD 17 has requested maintenance
of a minimum setback from the existing levee toe of 60 feet. The setbacks would allow the
District to maintain and reinforce the existing levee if required in the future,

RD 17 also has concerns with the number and type of levee penetrations for storm
drainage facilities. Through a series of recent discussions with the respect to the project
and other ongoing land development projects in the West Lathrop area, RD 17 agreed to a
single storm drainage outfall site west of Unit 1 of the proposed project, within the
approved Mossdale Landing project.  This outfall would serve Unit 1 of the proposed
project, Unit 2 and other Mossdale Village development properties to the south of project.
RD 17 prefers that storm drainage lines not exceed 30 inches in diameter and are located
“up and over,” rather than “through,” the levee. Detention basins should be located no
nearer than 200 feet from the levee toe.

Groundwater

The project site is located within the Great Valley Geomorphic Province of California (The
Central Valley). This approximately 400-mile long sediment-filled trench is composed of
both marine and non-marine sediments representing alluvial, flood and delta plains of the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their tributaries.

Several groundwater formations underlie the Lathrop area. However, only the upper two,
the Victor and the Laguna formations, are used as a source of water supply. The Victor
formation is the uppermost formation, extending from the surface to approximately 150
feet. The Laguna formation is hydrologically connected to the Victor formation and is
estimated to be 750 to 1,000 feet thick. The majority of groundwater within the County is
drawn from the Laguna formation. City wells are sealed to withdrawal depths of at least
270 feet and typically penetrate through the Victor formation and into the Laguna
formation.

Groundwater analysis of the project site was prepared by Kleinfelder (2001} based on
sampling data from six monitoring wells. These data are shown and summarized on Table
12-1. In general, these data show relatively high dissolved solids and related
concentrations. Volatile organic compounds and pesticide residues were not detected in
any of the samples.

The City draws its existing water supply from groundwater wells. There are currently five
municipal groundwater wells, with four currently in use. An additional well (No. 21} is
currently under construction. The City currently pumps approximately 2,100-acre feet per
year (AFY) to meet municipal demands (Noite 2001). The City of Lathrop master water
plans provide for conjunctive use of surface and groundwater to meet anticipated demands
for domestic water. Surface water supplies will be obtained from the approved South
County Surface Water Supply Project (SCSWSP). Additional information on planned
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domestic water supply for the City of Lathrop is provided in Section 17.1 Domestic Water
of this document.

Groundwater currently pumped by the City of Lathrop has been found to meet all state
water quality standards (Nolte, 2001). Treatment currently consists of chlorination at each
welthead.

An issue of concern not only to the City, but also to the San Joaquin Valley is the intrusion
of saltwater into the groundwater supply. Over time, saltwater has intruded into the
underlying groundwater in the San Joaquin Valley from the Delta. The intrusion of salt
water results in the deterioration of the quality of the existing groundwater supply. The
primary reason for this intrusion is attributed to increased groundwater pumping
throughout the Valley. Pumping of groundwater over time has encouraged the advance of
saline water from the Delta in an eastward direction.

The City’s Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Water Master Plan (Nolte, 2001} indicates
that a 500 milligrams per liter (mg/L) saltwater intrusion front has been identified just west
of the City's existing well field, located east of 1-5. Total dissolved solids (TDS} are used to
provide a measurement of the level of saltwater intrusion in the groundwater supply.
Recommended secondary TDS standard for drinking water is 500 mg/l, with upper limits
for long-term use set at 1,000 mg/L. TDS information for weils in Lathrop has ranged from
245 mg/L to 422 mg/L, with an average of 297 mg/L. Existing TDS levels in shallow water
on the project site range between 1,100 and 3,400 mg/L. Additional groundwater quality
issues in the Lathrop area inciude nitrate, iron, manganese and bacteriological and
radiological contamination.

Discharges that may affect groundwater quality are regulated by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board under the authority of the Federal Clean Water Act. The
proposed application of recycled waters to land would be subject to these requirements,
which inciude applicable water quality standards are established in the SWRCB’s Basin
Plan for the Central Valley Region as well as adopted Primary and Secondary Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) adopted by the state of California. “The RWQCB and local
agencies have (also) required a 5-foot separation between the bottom of recycled water
storage ponds and the highest known historical groundwater elevation in the area of (such)
ponds. If the ponds are lined, these agencies sometimes require only a 2-foot separation”
(EDAW, 2003).
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12.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds

According to CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it would
involve substantial adverse changes in surface water flow or drainage patterns, or
substantial flooding or exposure to flooding, erosion or siitation; violation of adopted water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements; substantial degradation of water quality;
contamination of a public water supply; substantial degradation or depletion of ground
water resources; or substantial interference with groundwater recharge.

Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The City of Lathrop prepared an initial Study of the potential environmental impacts of the
project prior to preparation of this SEIR. The Initial Study, which was circulated for agency
review in conjunction with the Notice of Preparation for the project, identified several
potential environmental issues that were either less than significant, or that need not be
further addressed as a result of their treatment in a prior environmental document. These
issues were addressed as follows:

1. Potential impacts of urban development of the project site on groundwater
resources were addressed on a worst-case basis in the WLSP EIR as well as the
City’s more recent Water, Wastewater and Recycled Water Master Plan EIR
(Nolte 2001). The City is proceeding with the identified mitigation for these
impacts with the development of the approved South County Surface Water
Supply Project. With this mitigation in place, and based on these previous
documents, the project would have no significant impact on groundwater
supplies or recharge.

2.  The proposed project includes development of an urban storm drainage system
in accordance with adopted City standards. This will avoid potential for
increases in on-site flooding.

3. The project site is protected from 100-year flooding by existing levees, and
planned development would not be subject to significant flood risk. The 2003
Mossdale Landing EIR evaluated existing levee protection in the project area and
found that exposure to flooding would be less than significant.

4. The project would not place any structures within the San Joaguin River levee
system that would impede or redirect flood flows.

5. The project site is not subject to significant flooding risks from tsunamis, seiches
or potential failure of storage reservoirs in the Sierra Nevada foothilis.
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Direct Impacts on Surface Water Features

The proposed project would involve no potential for direct effects on existing surface water
features, other than storm water discharges to the San Joaquin River, as discussed below.,
There are no existing natural surface water resources located within the proposed project
site, with the exception of the westernmost portion of Unit 2, which includes portion of the
San Joaquin River. Existing man-made drainage and irrigation features on the project site
would be disturbed as the site is graded for residential and commercial development
purposes, and as new storm drainage systems are installed. These impacts would not be
considered significant. Effects on the storm drainage and irrigation systems are addressed
in Chapters 17.0 Utilities and 5.0 Agriculture, respectively.

The WLSP and the proposed MLE UDC designate the westernmost portion of Unit 2 for
Open Space and Riverfront Park Use. The Open Space designation, which encompasses
the riverbanks and channel area, does not provide for development of any kind. The
upland Riverfront Park designation woutd allow for the development of picnic, trail,
landscaping and, possibly, restroom facilities. However, any such development would not
result in impacts to the San Joaquin River bank, channel or other hydrologic features.
Planned storm drainage discharge for the proposed project would be via an approved
storm drain outfali to be constructed in conjunction with the adjoining Mossdale Landing
project. Environmental review and permitting of this facility are occurring outside the
review of the MLE Project. No other development of the San Joaquin River vicinity is
anticipated by the proposed project.

Level of Significance:  Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: ~ None Required
Potential Effects on River Flow and Volume

Water supply for future urban development will be derived from the City’s proposed
conjunctive use system involving groundwater wells located east of I-5 and surface water
supplies obtained from the South County Surface Water Supply Project, derived from the
Stanislaus River. As a result, the project will result in no significant effect on San Joaquin
River flows or availability for irrigation, fish and wildlife or other purposes.

Development of the project site with new residential and commercial structures, site
improvements and associated impervious surfaces would increase runoff from the site.
Runoff from the project site would be conducted to the San Joaquin River via the proposed
storm drainage system described in Chapters 3.0 and 17.0 and would add to the river's
total discharge and instantaneous flows during and following storm events.

Phase 1 of the Highway Commercial area and the Phase 1 residential area are expected to
involve no impact on San Joaquin River flows. During this period, prior to the construction
of the Mossdale Landing drainage outfall structure, all runoff from the project site will be
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directed to a temporary retention basin located at the site of the permanent detention
facility (Figure 3-12). Storm drainage flows accumulated at this location would be allowed
to percolate and/or evaporate. The facility has been sized to accommodate this function.

Similarly, Unit 2 of the project will not generate new storm water flows to the San Joaquin
River in the near term. This portion of the project site is planned for use as a recycled
water storage and disposal facility. When alternative recycled water storage and disposal
sites are provided by the City, this portion of the site will be developed and would
contribute to the overall project storm drainage contributions to San Joaquin River flows
discussed below.

Storm drainage flows from the developed project site would be discharged to the San
Joaquin River via the proposed storm drainage system identified and discussed in Chapter
3.0 Project Description. These facilities would be designed to accommodate discharges
generated by 100-year storm events, in accordance with adopted City standards. As
discussed in the drainage plan for the MLE project, storm water runoff from the project site
would increase from the existing 3.9 CFS level to a total maximum flow of approximately
49 CFS. Additional discussion of planned storm drainage systems is provided in Chapter
17.0 Utilities.

As discussed in Chapter 3.0, the proposed storm drainage system is designed to limit
discharges to the San Joaquin River to a total of 30% of the projected 100-year flows at ali
times. Consequently, total maximum flows to the San Joaquin River generated by the
project would amount to 266 CFS. This limitation would be accomplished via proposed
detention facilities as well as additional on-site detention in streets and yard areas (helow
one foot building pad elevations). This would limit contributions to the San Joaquin River
to less than significant, except during flows exceeding the river's design elevation (21.0
feet).

Proposed discharges to the San Joaquin River, as limited, would result in relatively
incidental increases in San Joaguin River levels during lower flow stages. On the basis of a
hydraulic model prepared by project engineers MacKay and Somps in the Mossdale
Landing EIR (Appendix M), project contributions to high San Joaquin River flows would he
relatively incidental. The MacKay and Somps study, which accounted for all potential
development in the Mossdale Village area, predicted potential increases in flow that
amounted to 0.04 feet at 41,600 CFS and 0.03 feet at the maximum recorded flow of
49,000 CFS. The Mossdale Landing EIR found these potential impacts of San Joaqguin River
flows to be less than significant.

Discharges from the site would be further limited to existing discharge volumes from the
undeveloped site when the San joaquin River exceeds the design flood elevation of 21.0
feet. As a result, the proposed project would not contribute to San joaquin River near-
flood flows and would, therefare, not contribute to increases in downstream flooding
during these peak events. This limitation arises from and would avoid conflict with the
California Reclamation Board’s zero impact policy. Additional information on this issue is
provided in Section 17.3 Storm Drainage of this document. Potential indirect effects on
the San Joaquin River and other downstream water resources are addressed in subsequent
discussions of water volume and quality concerns.
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Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
Project Effects on Levee Stability and Flooding Risk

As noted in “Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study”, the project site is
not currently exposed to flooding hazards from the San Joaquin River. Existing levees on
the San Joaquin River have been improved to address seepage and damage associated with
past flooding events. Levees are considered adequate to accommodate projected 100-year
flows in the San Joaguin River,

RD 17 has, however, indicated that there may occur a need for additional levee
improvements, including toe berms, drainage systems as future peak flow events reveal
additional limitations in the levee structures. RD 17 recommends that all projects be set
back 60 feet from the fandward toe of the levee. RD 17 has requested construction of a
drainage system along the levee toe in conjunction with new development to collect and
dispose of levee seepage in order to help prevent the weakening of the levee.

Project encroachment on the San Joaquin River levee would occur only within Unit 2 of
the project. River frontage within Unit 2 is planned for Open Space and Riverfront Park
Development. The project will include the construction of toe drains, as described in
Chapter 3.0 Project Description, and observe recommended setbacks from the levee toe.
As a result, the project will not result in any decrease in fevee stability or interference with
efforts to protect levees in the future. The project would result in less than significant
impacts in this issue area.

The proposed project will not involve any new penetrations of the existing San Joaquin
River levee. Proposed storm drainage facilities would discharge to a new outfall structure
to be permitted and developed in conjunction with the adjoining Mossdale Landing
project.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required

Construction Effects on Surface Water Quality

Project construction would involve extensive potential site disturbance and potential for
soil erosion and sediment discharge to storm drainage systems and the San Joaquin River.
Because the project site and all of the project phases are more than one acre in size, the
construction project will need to comply with the federal NPDES General Construction
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Activities permit. The permit is obtained by filing a Notice of Intent (NOI) and preparing
and implementing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with the City and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. The project will also need to conform to
requirements of the Lathrop NPDES Phase Il Storm Water Management Plan, as they are
implemented by the City.

The SWPPP will need to include measures that would be effective in reducing or avoiding
construction-related storm water pollution. This would include such measures as
temporary runoff controls and detention facilities, the use of straw wattle, gravel
{construction entrances and drain inlet gravel bags), filter fabric, silt fences and seeding or
landscaping of areas that remain disturbed after construction of proposed infrastructure and
housing. Additional control on the quality of storm water runoff will be provided in early
stages of project construction by directing runoff from construction areas to the planned
temporary storm water retention facility. These measures would reduce potential
construction impacts on water quality to less than significant,

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The project proponent shall prepare a Notice of intent and Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan and submit these documents to the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the City of Lathrop.

2. The proponent shall implement all relevant provisions of the SWPPP, the City
SWMP and Construction General Permit during project construction.

Significance After Mitigation. Less than significant

Urban Runoff Effects on Surface Water Quality

Planned commercial and residential uses would result in the generation of new urban
runoff and contributions of associated pollutants to storm water flows and the San Joaquin
River. Phase [I NPDES regulations are intended to address storm water discharge
requirements for communities such as the City of Lathrop, and the City has adopted a
Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP). The SWMP includes Best Management Practices
(BMPs) that include structural and non-structural practices that reduce potential storm
water pollution such as community education, street sweeping, curb marking and vyard
waste pickup programs. The SWMP also includes provisions for post-construction
structural controls on new development that will facilitate storm water quality. Typical
BMPs are grass swales and filter strips, and detention basins such as found in California
Stormwater Quality (CASQA) Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbooks.

An analysis of potential storm water quality impacts of comparable development on the
adjoining Mossdale Landing site was prepared in conjunction with the SEIR for that
project. The analysis compared potential constituent loading generated by the project site
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under existing conditions, the developed condition without the use of storm water BMPs
and with the inclusion of storm water BMPs. The specific analysis data is provided in
Table 4.2-3 of the EIR (EDAW 2002). Estimated pollutant concentrations in storm water
runoff are typically lower than those in the existing agricultural runoff. However,
substantial increases in storm water flows associated with new development would result
in an increase in total loading of pollutants to the San Joaquin River without the
incorporation of storm water BMPs. The inclusion of storm water BMPs in the project
would, however, result in reductions in poilutant loading for all constituents, excepting
selenium and diazinon, as compared to existing conditions. That is, the proposed project,
with BMPs, would result in reduced pollutant loading for all but the two indicated
constituents.

The Mossdale Landing analysis found that projected selenium levels would be [ower than
the established TMDL for the San Joaquin River and that projected selenium levels were
likely overstated as a result of the lack of primary sources in the project area. In fact, the
analysis noted, “Selenium loading is likely to decrease as a result of increased impervious
cover.” The analysis also indicated that the project was not expected to result in
measurable increases in diazinon levels in the San Joaquin River. As a result of a planned
phase-out of diazinon by December 2003, it is anticipated that diazinon loading from
urbanized areas would approach zero.

The Mossdale Landing analysis aiso indicated that the project would have no significant
effect on potential storm water pollutants for which the San Joaquin River is listed as
impaired: boron, salinity {or TDS) and DDT. Boron and salinity levels generated in storm
water are typically well below the most restrictive standards for these constituents, and
DDT is a banned substance and would not be used in or generated by the project.
Overall, the Mossdale Landing analysis found that with planned BMPs in place, the project
would serve to decrease existing pollutant loading of the San Joaquin River and thereby
result in improved water quality.

Level of Significance: Less than Significant

Mitigation Measures: None Required
Effects of Recycled Water Storage and Disposal on Surface Water Quality

The proposed project would generate up to approximately 110,000 gallons per day of
wastewater, which would be treated at the city’s Water Recycling Plant No. 1 {(WRP-1).
This plant is currently being expanded and upgraded to provide tertiary treatment in order
to serve planned new development located west of 1-5. Wastewater generated by the
project would be treated to a tertiary level in accordance with Title 22 Standards allowing
uniimited human contact. Wastewater would be subject to coagulation, filtration and
disinfection and would conform to the very restricted Title 22 Standards allowing only very
Jow turbidity, coliform bacteria, BOD and TSS standards.
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While the city will have sufficient sewage treatment capacity to treat project-generated
wastewater, sufficient disposal sites for the recycled water must be provided in conjunction
with new development. As a result, the project will include temporary use of
approximately 16.7 acres of land located primarily within Unit 2 of the project area for
disposal of recycled water generated by the project. Recycled water would be delivered to
the site from the City’s planned recycled water system, which would be constructed in
conjunction with the proposed project and the approved adjoining Mossdale Landing
project. As wastewater disposal to land is limited during the rainy months, the project will
also provide for winter storage of up to 36-acre feet of recycled water on the Unit 2 site.

Recycled water storage is not expected to result in any effect on surface water quality.
Recycled water would be confined to a storage pond that would provide, at maximum
storage levels, a minimum of two feet of freeboard. Pond capacity was determined
through use of a water balance (PACE, 2003) that accounts for wastewater inflows/outflows
as well as precipitation, evaporation and other influences. As a result, this aspect of the
project would involve no substantial potential for release or recycled water to surface
waters, [n the unlikely event of an accidental release, the proposed treatment standards
applied to the stored water would prevent any adverse effect on surface water quality.

The project would also involve the application of approximately 120 annual acre-feet of
recycled water to approximately 16.7 acres of disposal area, located primarily within Unit
2 of the project. Recycled water application is not expected to result in any potential for
contamination of surface waters. Recycled water application would occur subject to
California Department of Health Services review under Title 22 regulations and subject to
Woaste Discharge Requirements imposed by the RWQCB. Application standards would
require setbacks between proposed application areas and surrounding property boundaries
and wells, and standards would prevent the accumulation of recycled water in order to
prevent runoff or ponding. Recycled water would be applied at agronomic rates to
minimize potential for percolation. As with proposed recycled water storage, an
accidental release of reclaimed water during appiication would not result in any
substantial contamination of surface water as a result of the Title 22 treatment standard
applied to these waters.

Additional detail on recycled water storage and application is provided in Chapter 3.0
Project Description and Chapter 17.0 Utilities. Additional detail on the relationship of
proposed recycied water storage and application to ground water resources is addressed in
the following section.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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Project Effects on Groundwater Quality

Urbanization of the project site would have mixed effects on groundwater quality. The
project would likely lead to a net decrease in the quantity of agricultural chemicals applied
to the land, but pest control and herbicide use by new homeowners would increase. The
relative volumes of chemical use between existing and future conditions is unknown. With
increased population, the potential for illegal dumping of hazardous materials and wastes
would be reduced within the project area, but would likely be displaced to other locations.

Project related excavation, including the excavation of utility trenches for deeper sections
of the sanitary sewer system, may involve interception of shallow groundwater on the
project site. Trench dewatering would be required to facilitate construction process, but
groundwater removed from construction trenches would be routed to the proposed storm
water retention facility and would have no impact on groundwater quality or wells.

The project would involve the storage of storm water in unlined ponds on the project site,
with the potential for percolation of stored waters to the ground water system. A 5 acre-
foot storm water detention pond would be located on Unit 1 of the project within the
Service Commercial Area. An approximately two acre-foot pond woutd be located within
Unit 2. Storm waters detained in the pond, in particular “first flush” waters, would have
potentially high levels of sediment, heavy metals and petroleum product contaminants.
Potential impacts on shallow groundwater would be limited by eobservation of minimum
groundwater separation requirements. The project would involve no substantial potential
for contamination of potable groundwater, which is located at depths of 150 feet or more
in the eastern portion of the City. The potential for ground water contamination as a result
of storm water detention was addressed in the Mossdale Landing EIR. That project was
found to have a less than significant impact on ground water quality.

The project would involve the storage and application of approximately 120 acre-feet of
recycled water annually on the project site. Recycled water would be treated to Title 22
unlimited contact standards as discussed in previous sections. Recycled water would be
stored in a lined 36 acre-foot pond located within Unit 2 of the proposed project. As a
result of the pond lining, which would allow minimal percolation, and the high level of
water treatment, recycled water storage would involve no significant potential for
groundwater contamination or impacts on wells.

Recycled waters would be applied to approximately 16.7 acres of agriculturat land within
Units 2 and 1 of the proposed project. Similarly, recycled water application would not
involve any significant potential for groundwater contamination. Recycled waters are
treated to a high level, allowing unlimited human contact. Even if released to protected
waters, no significant water quality effect would occur. Recycled waters would be applied
at agronomic rates, limiting the potential for percolation to groundwater; in addition, the
agricultural use supported by recycled water application would result in substantial uptake
of minerals during the growth process. Anticipated recycled water quality exceeds or is in
the range of existing ground water quality, as described in the Mossdale Landing EIR. As a
result, contact with the shallow ground water system would either maintain or enhance
water quality in the system.
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The project is expected to have no effect on the quality of deeper potable ground water or
wells tapping this resource. The potable ground water system is located at depths of 150
feet or greater in the eastern portion of the City. Theoretically, agronomic application of
recycled water would allow no substantial percolation beyond the root zone. Should any
recycled waters percolate to the deeper groundwater system, the already-reduced
contaminant levels of the recycled water would be further reduced by percolation through
the soil system.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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13.0 LAND USE AND PLANNING

13.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Existing land use in the project area is characterized by the WLSP EIR as essentially devoid
of urbanization and dominated by agricultural lands and farmsteads. This general
‘characterization is also true of the project site. [n the past few years, urban development in
Lathrop has primarily involved residential, freeway commercial and industrial expansion
east of Interstate 5. The WLSP EIR does not describe specific current land uses on the
project site or surrounding areas. This chapter will supplement information provided by
the previous EIR with more site-specific analysis.

Land uses in the MLE project vicinity are predominantly agricultural with the exception of
several residential and farming structures located near the boundaries of Units 1 and 2.
Unit 1 is in agricultural use, supporting primarily alfalfa with various row crops in the
southeast portion of the site. Unit 1 also includes a farmstead and associated barn
structures. Unit 2 is devoted to alfalfa cultivation.

Lands to the north, south and west of Unit 1 support a variety of row crops. Two
farmsteads are located along the south boundary of Unit 1. Land uses adjacent to Unit 2
are devoted primarily to alfalfa cultivation. Two farmsteads are located adjacent to the
north boundaries of the site.

Local roads are also principal features in the project vicinity. Unit 1 is bounded on the
north by Louise Avenue and Manthey Road bounds both Unit 1 and Unit 2 on the east.
Just east of Manthey Road lies Interstate 5. Lands east of {-5 are primarily developed for
industrial purposes in the Crossroads Industrial Park.

The proposed project is located in the City of Lathrop and is subject to the Lathrop General
Plan and the West Lathrop Specific Plan (WLSP). As shown in Figure 3-2, the WLSP
designates the project site for Residential-Low Density, Residential-Medium Density,
Public, Village Commercial, Freeway Commercial and Service Commercial uses. Planned
development as shown in the MLE Urban Design Concept conforms to requirements of the
WLSP and other applicable planning requirements. The WLSP, in turn, conforms to the
Lathrop General Plan.

By virtue of the Lathrop General Plan, the WLSP and other subsequent approvals, the
project area has been programmed for urban development and will be transformed from
agricultural to urban use over the coming years as a result of approved development
projects. Unit 1 of the project is surrounded on the north, west and south by the approved
Mossdale Landing project, portions of which are currently under construction. The
Mossdale Landing project was designed in conformance with the WLSP and includes
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commercial and residential land uses that are similar and complimentary to proposed MLE
land uses. The proposed UDC for MLE was modeled after the approved UDC for Mossdale
Landing.

The propased project will be subject to the WLSP Habitat Management Plan (HMP), the
Management Authorization and the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(SJCMSHCP). Consequent conformance to applicable requirements of each program will
be necessary. For further discussion of biological resource management plans see Chapter
7.0 Biological Resources. Issues related to agriculture are addressed in Chapter 5.0
Agricultural Resources.

13.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds

According to the CEQA Guidelines, a project may have a significant effect on the
environment if it would involve substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of
an area, disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community, conflict
with established recreational, educational, religious or scientific uses of the area, conflict
with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where the project is
located, convert prime agricuitural land to non-agricultural use, or impair the agricultural
productivity of prime agricultural land,

Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The City of Lathrop prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental impacts of the
project prior to preparation of this SEIR. The Initial Study, which was circulated for agency
review in conjunction with the Notice of Preparation for the project, identified several
potential land use issues that were either less than significant, or that need not be further
addressed as a result of their treatment in a prior environmental document. These issues
were addressed as follows:

1. The proposed project will not have an impact on established communities
since property is currently undeveloped and planned for urbanization.

2. The project does not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies or
regulation of the City of Lathrop. The proposed MLE UDC has been reviewed
by City staff and found to be consistent with applicable WLSP requirements.
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3.  The proposed project will be subject to the WLSP Habitat Management Plan
{HMP), the associated Management Authorization and the San Joaquin County
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan. The relationship between the
proposed project and applicable biological resource management plans will be
discussed in the Biological Resources, Chapter 7.0.

interim Land Use Conflicts during Project Buildout

The proposed project would be developed in phases as discussed in Chapter 3.0 and
shown on Figure 3-16. As a result, planned building, vacant lands and residual
agricultural use may be juxtaposed during the buildout period. This temporary condition is
typical of new development areas and is not expected to result in significant land use
conflicts.

Portions of the Service Commercial area on Unit 1 are ptanned for temporary storm water
retention and permanent storm water detention facilities. These facilities would be
consistent with planned commercial and existing agricultural use and would not involve
the potential for conflict. Storm water detention facilities would be separated from
planned residential uses by the Golden Valley Parkway right-of-way, eliminating the
potential for conflict with these uses.

Unit 2 tands are proposed for temporary use for storage and disposal of recycled water.
These lands are adjacent to lands within the Mossdale Landing project that are ultimately
planned for residential development; a portion of the Mossdale Landing project adjacent to
Unit 2 would also be used for temporary use as storage and disposal of recycled water.
The potential for conflict between residential and recycled water disposal uses is minimal.
Recycled water would be treated to a tertiary standard and is suitable for human contact.
These waters would pose no hazard to nearby residents and are not know to generate
odors.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required

Conflicts between Planned and Existing Land Uses

Planned development would be consistent with remaining non-agricultural fand uses in the
project vicinity. These uses consist of scattered farm residences that would, with the
exception of one residence adjacent to Unit 2, be located adjacent to or near planned MLE
residential areas. These uses would not be inherently conflicting. The existing residence
on Unit 2 would be adjacent to future commercial development of this site. However, the
residential site is also designated and zoned in the WLSP for future commercial use and
would likely be developed for that purpose in the future. Development of this area is
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expected to be delayed for the foreseeable future as a result of use of these areas for
recycled water disposal.

The project is not expected to result in any internal future land use conflicts associated
with proposed land uses within or surrounding the MLE project. Both Mossdale Landing
and MLE have been designed consistent with the overall guidance of the WELSP and do not
include any inherent fand use conflicts. Future land uses in Mossdale Landing are
consistent with those proposed for Mossdale Landing East. Housing densities are matched,
street systems are aligned for common circulation, and village commercial areas mirror
each other along Towne Centre Drive. Unit 2 is comprised primarily of low-density
housing that is located adjacent to similar development within Mossdale Landing;
unapproved lands to the south are designated for similar uses. The western portion of Unit
2 is a proposed park site, which would be compatible with planned low-density housing
that surrounds it.

The project would not involve any substantial potential for fand use conflicts.
Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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14.0 NOISE

This chapter discusses the existing noise environment in the project vicinity, and
identifies potential noise impacts and mitigation measures related to development of
the Mossdale Landing East project. Specifically, this section analyzes potential noise
impacts due to existing and future traffic noise, and noise levels associated with
commercial uses on the project site. The noise levels are compared to the applicable
noise level criteria and to the existing ambient noise environment. This analysis was
prepared by Bollard and Brennan, Inc. A complete copy of the technical report is
shown in Appendix H.

14.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Acoustical Terminology

Noise is often described as unwanted sound. Sound is defined as any pressure variation
in air that the human ear can detect. If the pressure variations occur frequently enough
(at least 20 times per second), they can be heard and hence are called sound. The
number of pressure variations per second is called the frequency of sound, and is
expressed as cycles per second, called Hertz {Hz).

Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward
range of numbers. To avoid this, the decibel scale was devised. The decibel scale uses
the hearing threshold (20 micropascals), as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB. Other
sound pressures are then compared to the reference pressure, and the logarithm is
taken to keep the numbers in a practical range. The decibel scale allows a million-fold
increase in pressure to be expressed as 120 dB, and changes in levels (dB) correspond
closely to human perception of relative loudness.

The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, including sound
pressure level and frequency content. However, within the usual range of
environmental noise levels, perception of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be
approximated by the A-weighting network. There is a strong correlation between A-
weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and the way the human ear perceives noise.
For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the standard tool of
environmental noise assessment. All noise levels reported in this section are in terms of
A-weighted levels.

Community neise is commonly described in terms of the "ambient" noise level, which is
defined as the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given noise environment.
A common statistical tool to measure the ambient noise level is the average, or
equivalent, sound level (Leq), which corresponds to a steady-state A-weighted sound
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level containing the same total energy as a time-varying signal over a given time
period (usually one hour). The Leq is the foundation of the composite noise descriptor,
Ldn, and shows very good correlation with community response to noise.

The Day-night Average Level (Ldn) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-
hour day, with a +10 decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime
(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) hours. The nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption
that people react to nighttime noise exposures as though they were twice as loud as
daytime exposures. Because Ldn represents a 24-hour average, it tends to disguise
short-term variations in the noise environment. A complete listing of acoustical
terminology is provided in Appendix H.

Existing Ambient Noise Levels

To quantify existing ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site, Bollard &
Brennan, Inc. conducted short-term noise fevel measurements at four locations in the
vicinity of the project site on November 1, 2001, and continuous hourly noise level
measurements at one location adjacent to the project site on July 31, 2003 (Figure 14-1).
The noise level measurements were conducted to determine typical background noise
levels and for comparison to the project noise levels. Figure 14-2 graphically shows the
results of the continuous hourly noise level measurements. Table 14-1 shows a summary
of the noise measurement results.

TABLE 14-1
EXISTING AMBIENT NOISE MONITORING RESULTS
MOSSDALE LANDING EAST

Average Measured Hourly Noise Levels, dBA

24-hour  Daytime (7:00 am - 10:00 Nighttime (10:00 pm - 7 am)
Site Location Lan pm}

Leq Leo Lnax Leq Lz Lmax

Continuous 24-hour Noise Measurement Site (July 31, 2003)
A Southern border of project site 74.0 68.0 67.1 76.5 67.5 65.3 74.6

Short-term Noise Measurement Sites {(November 11, 2001)

1 Southern Central portion of NA 55.3 54.9 60.0 Measurement at 2:23 p.m.
project site
Southeast portion of project site NA 60.6 60.1 66.7 Measurement at 2:45 p.m.
MNortheast portion of project site NA 56.1 55.4 61.6 Measurement at 3:18 p.m.
4 Northwest portion of project site NA 52.3 51.1 60.0 Measurement at 3:45 p.m,

Source: Bollard & Brennan, Inc.
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Existing Traffic Noise Levels

To describe noise levels due to traffic, the Federal Highway Administration Highway
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) was used. The FHWA model is the
analytical method currently favored for highway traffic noise prediction by most state
and local agencies, including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).
Additional information on this methodology is provided in Appendix H.

Based upon model calibration by Bollard and Brennan, the FHWA Model was found to
considerably over-predict traffic noise {evels on the project site.  Based upon field
observations, this is attributed in part to shielding of northbound traffic due to the fact
that 1-5 is elevated relative to the project site. For the purposes of this study, a
conservative -5 dB correction was included in the calculations of existing and future
traffic noise levels due to -5 at the site. Appendix H shows the complete inputs to the
FHWA Model.

Existing traffic noise associated with the project site is primarily contributed to Interstate
5 traffic. Therefore, to predict existing traffic noise levels, existing average daily traffic
{ADT) volumes for |-5 were obtained from Caltrans and inputted into the FHWA model.
The FHWA Model inputs are contained in Appendix B. Predicted noise levels at 100
feet and distances to Ldn contours are summarized in Table 14-2.

TABLE 14-2
PREDICTED EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS
MOSSDALE LANDING EAST

Ldn at 100’ Distance to Ldn Centour in feet
Roadway (dBA) 60 dBA 65 dBA
Interstate 5 78.4 1968 913

Note: Distances to readway noise contours and predicted noise levels are relative io the roadway
centerlines.

Applicable Noise Standards

The City of Lathrop General Plan Noise Element establishes a 60 dB Ldn exterior noise
level criterion as being normally acceptable for new residential uses affected by traffic
noise sources. An exterior noise level of up to 70 dB Ldn is considered conditionally
acceptable only after a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements is made, and
needed noise insulation features included in the design. An interior noise-level criterion
of 45 dB Ldn is specified in the Noise Element for residential land uses exposed to
transportation noise sources.
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For stationary or on-site noise sources, the Lathrop Noise Element establishes hourly
noise level performance criteria. The noise element standards applicable to the
Lathrop Station Project on-site noise sources are summarized in Table 14-3.

TABLE 14-3
EXTERIOR NOISE LIMITS FOR
CITY OF LATHROP NOISE ELEMENT

Noise Level, dB

Land Use Category Time Period ieg
Residential 7am — 10pm 60
10 pm - 7am 50

Source: City of Lathrop General Plan Noise Element

The potential increase in noise from a project, primarily traffic noise is a factor in
determining significance. Research into the human perception of changes in sound
level indicates the following:

. A 3 dB change is barely perceptible,
. A 5 dB change is clearly perceptible, and

. A 10 dB change is perceived as being twice or half as loud.

14.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Thresholds of Significance

Criteria for determining the significance of noise impacts were developed based on
information contained in the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines {State
CEQA Guidelines), According to those guidelines, a project may have a significant
effect on the environment if it will satisfy the following conditions:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies.

b. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project.
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C. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project.

For this project, the significance of anticipated noise effects is based on a comparison
between predicted noise levels and noise criteria defined by the City of Lathrop. For
this project, noise impacts are considered significant if the proposed residential uses
would be exposed to noise levels in excess of the City of Lathrop Noise Element
standards shown in Table 14-3. Increases in noise levels due to the project will be
considered significant if they result in a +3 dB increase.

Tables 14-4 and 14-5 show the results of the traffic noise analyses for the years 2007 and
2025. The following analyses assess the noise impacts along the primary roadway
network that have been affected by the project.

TABLE 14-4
PREDICTED FUTURE (YEAR 2007) TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS
MOSSDALE LANDING SOUTH

Ldr at 100’ Distance to Ldn Contour in feet
Roadway/Intersection Segment {dBA) 60 dBA 65 dBA
Without Project
McKee Blvd/River Islands Pkwy North 54.7 44 21
South 56.7 52 24
River Islands Pkwy/Golden Vailey West N/A® NIA N/A
South NIA NfA N/A
Interstaie 5 79.8 2074 963

Plus Project
Ldnat agra  Distance to Ldn Contour in feet

Readway/Intersection e — 100 60 dBA 65 dBA
Segment (dBA)
ivicKee Blvd/River Isiands Pkwy North 55.4 0.3 49 23
South 56.8 1.1 61 28
River Islands Pkwy/Golden Valley West 549.0 N/A 86 490
Saouth 53.8 N/A 38 18
Interstate 5 79.8 0 2102 978
Notes: Distances to roadway noise contours and predicted noise ievels are relative to the rcadway
centertines.

* Roadways are not planned to be constructed by 2007,
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TABLE 14-5
PREDICTED FUTURE (YEAR 2025) TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS
MOSSDALE EANDING S5OUTH

Ldn at 100’ Distance to Ldn Contour in feet
Roadway/Intersection Segment {dBA} 60 dBA 65 dBA
Without Project
McKee Blvd/River Islands Pkwy North 58.6 81 37
South 56.3 57 26
River Islands Pkwy/Golden Valley West 64.8 208 97
South 65.4 231 107
Interstate 5 South 81.3 2620 1216
Plus Project
Ldn at AdeA  Distance to Ldn Contour in feet
Roadway/Intersection —— 100 60 dBA 65 dBA
Segment (dBA)
McKee Blvd/River [slands Pkwy North 59.4 0.8 a1 42
South 58.6 2.3 81 37
River {slands Pkwy/Golden Vailey West 65.1 0.3 219 102
South 66.3 0.9 264 123
Interstate & South 81.3 0 26286 1219
Notes: Distances io rcadway noise contours and predicted ncise levels are relative to the roadway
centeriines.

Construction Noise

During the construction phases of the project, noise from construction activities would
add to the noise environment in the immediate project vicinity. Activities involved in
construction would generate maximum noise levels, as indicated in Table 14-7, ranging
from 85 to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet. Construction activities would be temporary in
nature and are anticipated to occur during normal daytime working hours.

Noise would also be generated during the construction phase by increased truck traffic
on area roadways. A significant project-generated noise source would be truck traffic
associated with transport of heavy materials and equipment to and from construction
sites. This noise increase would be of short duration, and would likely occur primarily
during daytime hours.

Activities associated with construction will result in elevated noise levels, with maximum
noise levels ranging from 85-90 dB at 100 feet, as shown in Table 14-7. Construction
activities would be temporary in nature and would likely occur during normal daytime
working hours. Nonetheless, because construction activities would result in periods of
elevated noise levels, this impact is considered potentially significant.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
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Mitigation Measures:

1. Construction activities should be restricted to the daytime hours of 7:00 a.m.
to 7:00 p.m. In addition, all equipment shall be fitted with factory-equipped
mufflers, and in good working order.

Significance After Mitigation: less than significant
FProject-Related Increases in Traffic Noise Levels at Existing Land Uses

A comparison of Future 2007 without and plus project traffic noise levels located within
Table 14-4 indicates that noise levels will experience a range of increase between +0.3
and +1.1 dB. Similarly, a comparison between Future 2025 without and plus project
traffic noise levels located within Table 14-5 indicates a range of increase between +0.3
and +2.3 dB. The results of the analysis indicate that the project will result in increases in
traffic noise of less than 3 dB Ldn. An increase in traffic noise of less than 3 dB is
considered to be less than significant. In addition, there are no existing noise-sensitive
[and uses in the project vicinity.

Level of Significance: Less than Significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
7rafiic Noise impacts at Proposed Residential Land Uses

Based upon the analysis, proposed residential uses within the project site will be
exposed to traffic noise levels in excess of the City of Lathrop 60 dB Ldn exterior noise
level standard. Table 14-6 shows the future {2025} traffic noise levels at the project site.

TABLE 14-6
PREDICTED FUTURE TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AT PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL USES
Traffic Noise Level at Distance to Noise Contours*
Roadway Project Site 60 dB Ldn 65 dB Ldn
-5 68 dB Ldn 2,626 feet 1,219 feet
Golden Valley Parkway 67 dB Ldn 264 feet 123 feet
McKee Boulevard 60 dB Ldn 81 feet 37 faet

Note: Distances to contours are from the roadway centerlines.

Based upon the analysis shown in Table 9, the predicted noise levels will exceed the
exterior noise level criterion of 60 dB Ldn. Bollard and Brennan conducted barrier
analyses to determine the barrier height reguired to reduce projected future noise
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levels that exceed City of Lathrop standards to fall within those standards. Proposed six-
foot masonry walls along McKee Boulevard and Johnson Ferry Road would be
adequate to maintain anticipated noise within City standards. These analyses
determined that an 11-foot barrier would be required along Golden Valley Parkway to
reduce projected noise levels to less than 60 dB.

Because an 11-foot wall can be visually obtrusive, the City allows the consideration of
an Ldn 65 dBA goal, which would allow shorter barrier heights (EDAW, 2002}, With
this approach, noise barriers would not need to exceed 8 feet in height to achieve the
City’s alternative standard of an Ldn of 65 dBA for exterior noise.

Level of Significance: Significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The project proponent shall construct a noise barrier with a total height of
eight feet along the rear property lines of residential lots adjacent to Golden
Valley Parkway.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Noise Impacts Associated With Commercial Uses

Commercial development within the project area has the potential to create noise levels
in excess of the applicable noise standards or result in annoyance at existing and future
noise-sensitive developments within the project area. Potential noise would be
associated with commercial loading docks, and on-site truck circulation.

At this time specific uses, and detailed site and grading plans associated with these
types of noise sources have not yet been developed. As a result, it is not feasible to
identify specific noise impacts associated with these sources. Rather, the potential for
these sources to generate excessive or annoying noise levels is identified, and
consideration of this potential should occur during the design phases of the
development.

Due to the elevated noise emissions of heavy trucks and the common practice of
utilizing loading docks during late night or early morning hours, adverse public
reaction to foading dock usage is not uncommon. This is especially true if heavy trucks
idle during unloading or if refrigeration trucks are parked in close proximity to
residential boundaries.

Average noise levels for single idling trucks generally range from 60 to 65 dB Leq at a
distance of 100 feet, and maximum noise levels associated with heavy truck passage
range from 70 to 75 dB Lmax at a distance of 100 feet. Maximum noise levels
generated by passages of medium duty delivery trucks generally range from 55 to 65
dB at a distance of 100 feet, depending on whether or not the driver is accelerating.
The potential for adverse noise impacts associated with loading dock usage could be
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reduced by restricting heavy truck arrivals or departures to the daytime hours,
requiring that truck drivers turn off their engines while parked at the loading dock, and
by requiring solid noise barriers along the side of the loading docks.

Due to the locations of the proposed Commercial Freeway and Service uses adjacent to
I-5, and the elevated background noise levels from [-5, it is not expected that loading
docks or truck circulation noise levels generated in this area will be a significant noise
source. Noise mitigation measures at future residential uses which will be required to
reduce [-5 traffic noise will be sufficient to reduce any potential commercial use noise
impacts.

The proposed Village Commercial area would be located adjacent to planned
residential areas. Planned commercial uses would be separated from residential areas
by a 60+-foot wide public street, and proposed commercial structures would be
located immediately adjacent to Towne Centre Drive, with parking areas between
proposed structures and residential areas. As a result, residential areas would be
separated from potentially noise-generating uses, other than parking lots, by more than
200 feet. This is not expected to result in a significant noise impact.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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15.0 PUBLIC SERVICES

This chapter identifies the impacts of the proposed project on law enforcement, fire
protection, schools, parks and recreation and solid waste services in the City of Lathrop.
Each section includes and supplements general public services information found in the
WLSP EIR.

15.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Law Enforcement

Police services are provided by the City of Lathrop through a contract with the San Joaquin
County Sheriff's Department. The Police Department is located at Lathrop City Hall,
16775 Howland Road. Officers employed by the Sheriff's Department are selected for a
minimum three-year assignment to Lathrop Police Services. The City determines the
number of officers assigned and reimburses San Joaquin County for the costs of providing
police services. Under the contract arrangement with the County, the City has access to all
of the Sheriff’s Department resources, including the SWAT team, hostage negotiators,
additional detective services, specialized equipment and additional patrol manpower. A
mutual aid agreement also allows the City to summon additional assistance from other
cities in the County.

The Lathrop Pelice Services Department currently has a staff of 20, including 14 deputy
sheriffs, one detective, one community resources officer, one office manager, one fuli-time
clerk, one lieutenant and one police chief. The Department operates six shifts that are
each staffed with one officer. With the exception of the hours between 4:00 a.m. and 8:00
a.m., the shifts overlap so that at least two officers are on duty at a given time. The City
Council has currently adopted a staffing ratio policy of 1.5 officers per 1,000 residents.

The most common calls received by the Police Services Department are for misconduct or
disturbing the peace, followed by property crimes and theft. Response time varies
depending on the severity of the call, the number of officers on duty and the severity and
nature of other calls that may be assigned to the officers. Within central Lathrop the
driving time to a call is two to three minutes. From central Lathrop, driving time to the
MLE subdivision and other distant [ocations would be three to five minutes.

Animal Control is a part of the City’s police services function and is supported by the City’s
General Fund. This division is staffed with city employees that include an Animal Control
Administrator and two Animal Control Officers. The division is equipped with two fully
equipped animal collection vehicles. The City of Lathrop presently contracts with the City
of Manteca for animal shelter services. Presently, Animal Control monitors the number of
calls received at the department; as the number of calls increase, additional patrol units
will be required.
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Fire Protection

The Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District provides fire protection and first response
emergency medical services in the City as well as in nearby unincorporated areas. The
District headquarters are located at 800 | Street in Lathrop. Response time to the project
site is within the District’s three to four minute threshold that has been established in the
Manteca-Lathrop Rural Fire District General Plan (2000). Ambulance service is available
at the station on | Street.

The ) Street station is equipped with two engines, one heavy rescue unit, one squad and
one tender pump unit. The ] Street Station is staffed with four firefighters per shift.
Additional assistance is available from two outlying stations, surrounding cities, and
County and State fire agencies through automatic and mutual-aid agreements. All
firefighters are trained as an EMT-D (emergency medical technician-defibrillator).
Approximately 70 percent of the calls received at the District are for medical emergencies.

Presently, the District services are adequate to serve the community, but are at their limit to
serve when multiple calls occur at the same time. When this situation arises, it is
necessary to move up additional engine companies either to the border of the response
zone or to the central station in the City.

The District’s adopted Master Plan-2000 establishes various standards for fire protection
within the District, including response time, station location, staffing and equipment. The
Master Plan identifies the need for five new stations to serve the City of Lathrop as it builds
out the fand use designations in the adopted General Plan. New stations include one each
within the Crossroads Industrial Park, the area north of Lathrop Road and the Mossdale
Village area, and two stations within the River Istands {Gold Rush City) development.
Other than the first new station planned in Mossdale Village area, the schedule for
construction of the other new stations is unknown at this time.

The District and Pacific Union Homes, the applicants for the planned and approved
Mossdale Landing urban development project surrounding the proposed, entered into an
agreement in 2002, now being updated, in which a new fire station would be constructed
after either the first 170 homes are constructed or the three-four minute response time is
exceeded from the existing Lathrop Station #31 to Mossdale Landing, whichever occurs
first. The proposed fire station would serve the early stages of development in the
Mossdale area as well as the Crossroads Commerce Center. The proposed fire station
would be located between Golden Valley Parkway and McKee Boulevard, and would
initially be staffed with two persons per shift, increasing to three persons per shift upon
buildout.

The City has an adopted fee of 21 cents per residential square foot and 29 cents per
commercial square foot. However, the Lathrop-Manteca Fire District does not consider
these fees adequate. It is anticipated that these fees will be updated in the near future.
According to the Master Plan, the need for a new fire station is triggered when either 1) 50
new residential units are constructed outside of the existing three minute response area, or
2) more than two commercial buildings are located outside the four minute response area.
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Under the agreement between the District and Pacific Union Homes, however, at the sole
discretion of the District, if funding is not adequate for construction of the first new station
in Mossdale Village and its staffing, Pacific Union Homes would be required to fund its
construction,

Parks and Recreation

The City of Lathrop is responsible for pravision of parks and recreation services within the
corporate limits. The City operates and maintains one community park and a community
center identified as Valverde Park and Community Center, and three neighborhood parks
identified as Woodfield, Milestone and Libby Parks. Valverde Park and the Community
Center are located adjacent to Lathrop Elementary School. Outdoor recreational facilities
at this location include four softball/soccer fields, one outdoor basketball court and hard
court area, a tot lot and picnic shelters. Indoor facilities include a gymnasium, multi-
purpose rooms and an office. Park facifities and acreage in the established, older area of
town are limited and do not meet the City’s adopted parks and recreation standards.

Woodfield Park, a five-acre facility, is located near the intersection of Fifth Street and
Lathrop Road, and has play equipment, restrooms and open space. Milestone Park and
Libby Park are neighborhood parks located in residential areas on the east side of I-5. Both
facilities are storm drain ponds approximately one acre in size and have park-like
amenities including tot lots and picnic benches.

Stonebridge Park is 2 new 10-acre neighborhood park facility. The park is located near
Harlan Road and Stonebridge Drive, adjacent to the Joseph Widmer School. The site
includes a softball diamond, a tot lot, picnic tables and barbecues, a one-half mile paved
walking trail, field area and restrooms.

[n addition to City park facilities, public boat launching facilities operated by San Joaguin
County are located along the San Joaquin River at the west end of Dos Reis Road, and at
Mossdale Crossing. Other amenities at Mossdale Crossing Regional Park include picnic
areas and a children’s playground facility.

The Lathrop General Plan sets forth standards for the provision of park and recreation land
in conjunction with new urban development. The standards require the provision of 2.0
acres of Neighborhood Parks and 3.0 acres of Community Parks per 1,000 population.
Park needs associated with new urban development may be met through land dedication
and park development, or through the payment of park in-lieu fees for land acquisition, in
accordance with Government Code Section 66477 (Quimby Act), or payment of City
capital facility fees.

There are no existing parks in the project vicinity. Primary community and neighborhood
park facilities for the MLE project area would be provided in conjunction with the
adjoining Mossdale Landing project. Mossdale Landing wouid construct approximately
20.1 acres of Community Parks and 14.8 acres of Neighborhood Parks. A 20-acre
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Community Park would be located adjacent to the site; the proposed Mossdale Commons
and The Green neighborhood parks would be located north of Louise Avenue.

There are currently no park facilities located in Unit 1. Within the project site, one
proposed neighborhood park would be located adjacent the San joaquin River levee
system on 4.1 acres at the west end of Unit 2. This facility would be passive and include
landscaping. This neighborhood park is intended to serve the future residential
neighborhoods located within and near Unit 2. A 1.7-acre riparian park would be located
just west of the neighborhood park in Unit 2, adjacent to the San Joaquin River. On Unit
1, 0.7 acres of pedestrian connections are proposed.

Schools

The WLSP EIR provided a brief summary of the public school situation in Lathrop, but this
information provided in the WLSP EiR is no longer current. School information is revised
and expanded below.

Students from MLE would attend schools within the Manteca Unified School District
(MUSD). Currently, there are three MUSD elementary school sites located within the City
of Lathrop. Lathrop Elementary School is located on Fifth Street and accommodates grades
4-8. The second site, known as the Lathrop Annex, is located on Thomsen Road and
accommodates grades K-3. A new elementary school, Joseph Widmer School, located in
the Stonebridge development, was recently opened. The school has a capacity of 1,000 to
1,100 students. The Joseph Widmer and Lathrop schools are slated for year-round
education.

The MUSD plans the construction of new elementary schools to serve new development
within the City of Lathrop. Current plans exist for the next elementary school to be built in
Mossdale Village within the Terry property, north of future River [slands Parkway and
Louise Avenue. This school, temporarily referred to as Lathrop No. 1 (Terry) Elementary
School, is being planned to serve grades K-8, Another new K-8 elementary school,
temporarily referred to as Lathrop No. 2 {Mossdale} Elementary School, is planned for
Mossdale Village, located south of future Main Street and Louise Avenue. New MUSD
elementary schools typically serve 1,000 to 1,100 students on a school site area of
between 16 and 20 acres.

High school students (Grades 9-12) from Lathrop attend Sierra High School in Manteca.
This facility currently accommodates 1,471 students and is at capacity. The District is
adding 10 classrooms that wilt be ready for the 2002-2003 school year. Within five years
the District anticipates an additional 400 students attending this high school. The
additional classrooms will encroach into the playing fields, thereby decreasing the amount
of area that can be used for sports activities. A new high school is currently under
construction in Weston Ranch {south Stockton), which will have a capacity of 2,000
students. The first phase of this facility is complete and opened at the beginning of the
2003 schoot year for tenth and eleventh grades. The second phase is under construction at
this time. Upon completion of Phase 1, the schoo! facility will enable total population to
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increase to 1,500 students in ninth through twelfth grades. The third and final phase of the
facility is scheduled for occupancy in July 2006 and will accommodate an additional 500
students. Construction of this high school and associated boundary adjustments will
relieve high school student congestion at existing MUSD high schoals. In order to meet
anticipated future needs, the MUSD is seeking an additional 50-acre high school site
within the City of Lathrop, north of Mossdaie Village and west of Interstate 5. This facility
will be located within the Central Lathrop Specific Plan area.

The School District imposes school impact fees upon new development to the maximum
permitted by law, and derives additional school facility funding through Mello-Roos
Districts. There is currently a provision in the State Law that exempts senior citizen
housing projects from participation in school financing through school impact fees.

The District provides busing service based upon the foliowing policy:

Grades K-3 One mite from school

Grades 4-6 One and one/half mile from schoal

Grades 7-8 Two mifes from school

Grades 9-10 Two and one/half miles from school
Solid Waste

Residential and commercial solid waste services in the City of Lathrop are provided by
Lathrop Sunrise Sanitation and Delta Container. All wastes collected pursuant to the
franchise agreement within the City are taken to the Forward Inc. landfill. Self-haul permits
are also available for residents pursuant to ordinance.

City recycling programs are also operated by Sunrise Sanitation. These programs include
curbside collection of glass, aluminum, newspaper, plastics, steel and yard waste.
Additionally, the Manteca-Lathrop Fire Protection District collects used oil.

Industrial solid waste is handled by permitted haulers. The City has two permitted
industrial waste haulers. There are no anticipated industrial uses in this project.

Total waste generation in the City of Lathrop is approximately 3,600 pounds per capita
annually. Of this amount, the City estimates that total waste reduction is approximately
74%. Marginal increases in this percentage are expected over the next few years.
Ultimate disposal of solid waste is to Foothills Landfill, which has adequate capacity to
accommodate waste generation from foreseeable growth in San Joaquin County. The total
capacity of the landfill is approximately 45 million tons. At an average annual rate of
approximately 250,000 tons per year, and accounting for 5% to 10% increases in waste
disposal annually, the County estimates that more than 45 years of disposal capacity
remain in the landfiil.
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15.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Project impact on Law Enforcement

Development of the Mossdale Landing East project would create an additional need for
law enforcement officers and facilities. Based on the City’s existing police staffing standard
of 1.5 sworn officers per 1,000 population, development of the entire project area would
generate the need for about two officers at proposed development densities.

These needs would be realized incrementally as buildout of the proposed project
proceeds. An additional patrolman would be required after the development of
approximately 483 homes and 80 multi-family housing units. New officers would be hired
as needed, based on the recommendations of the Chief.

Funding of police facilities and services comes from the City of Lathrop Generai Fund. The
City would incur start-up costs associated with the hiring, training and equipment expenses
for each new officer. The manner and timing of payment for police services shall be
established in the project Development Agreement. The fiscal effects study for the project
(Chapter 9.0} concluded the costs associated with providing additional personnel to
provide police protection services, as well as other public services costs, are offset by
revenues generated by new growth.

Construction sites have become easy targets for people stealing construction materials or
vandalizing equipment. The number of calls coming from construction sites has increased
over the past few years according to the Police Chief. Fencing of construction yards and
the presence of an on-site security guard help to reduce the number of reported incidents.

Other potential impacts related to law enforcement can include inadeguate emergency
access to new development and inadequate security features. The project involves
generally good circulation, streets constructed to City standards and adequate access for
law enforcement personnel. These concerns are addressed generally by the mitigation
measures below.

As a means of reducing response times, patrol and fire vehicles are equipped with flashing
strobe lights, that when activated, trigger the traffic control signals to cycle to a green light.
As new traffic lights are installed, the sensors need to be installed as well.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation Measures:

1. The applicants shall be responsible for paying startup costs associated with
police services. The manner and timing of payment shalt be established in the
project development agreement.
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2. The applicant shall fence, provide night lighting and provide private security for
contractors' storage yards during the construction phases of new development
to prevent theft and vandalism, and to reduce calls for assistance from the
Police Department.

3. The proposed tentative map, circulation designs, residential numbering and
other elements of the project shall be subject to the review of, and developed in
coordination with the Police, Fire, and Public Works Department. The same
mitigation measure is repeated in the following section 7.2 Fire Protection.

4. The applicant shall be responsible for providing traffic control preemption
devices on all traffic lights to be constructed in conjunction with MLE
development.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than Significant
Impact of Proposed Project on Animal Control Services

The MLE project would result in the addition of dwelling units that will increase the animal
population in the City, thereby increasing the demand for animal control services. This is a
potentially significant impact. As development occurs in the project area, Animal Control
Services anticipates an increase in the number of calls for service if pets are not properly
contained. In addition, Animal Control anticipates an increase in barking dog complaints,
cruelty investigations and humane investigations not only for domestic animals, but
wildlife as well. Additional calls will result from new use of the parks associated with this
project, including leash law violations, stray animals, dog bites and abandoned animals.
With increasing public access to the San Joaquin River, animal control services wilf be
required to address domestic pets stranded in the river or abandoned in uninhabited areas.

Funding for additional animal control services is typically offset by project-generated
revenue such as property taxes, however, in the early stages of the project, required
funding for additional services will not be realized. The applicants shall pay their
proportionate share of startup costs associated with additional services until revenues
generated from the project can cover the cost, as well as pay Capital Facility Fee — City
Services. Educational programs will also help to alert new residents of their responsibility
in containing their pets and how to live with wildlife that may enter residential
neighborhoods.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:
1. The applicants shall be responsible for paying startup costs associated with

animal control services. The manner and timing of payment shall be
established in the project development agreement.
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2. The applicants shall pay Capital Facilities Fees to defray capital facilities costs
associated with animal control facility expansion.

3. The applicant shall provide each new homeowner with a pamphlet detailing
the responsibilities of pet ownership, the City’s leash law and procedures for
dealing with wildlife.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Project Impact on Fire Protection

The proposed project will ultimatety result in the construction of approximately 483 new
residential units and approximately 50 acres of village, service and highway commercial
space. New construction will increase the need for fire protection services and generate a
need for additional personnel, equipment and station facilities. Fire protection needs will
be realized as soon as construction begins. New residences that have reached the framing
stage (as well as later stages) are flammable and involve potential demands for fire
protection service.

As development of MLE and surrounding projects proceeds, it is anticipated that response
times to the project area will exceed the District’s standards. However, the Lathrop-
Manteca Fire Protection District’s public facilities planning program has accounted for
these needs. A new fire station is planned for the project area, and the adjoining Mossdale
Landing project has made a site available for the station. Funding required to construct
these facilities is partially provided by the District’s adopted fee system. These fees are
currently undergoing revisions.

Additional funding will be necessary to meet operational needs, but this funding would be
generated from project-related revenues and fees. See Chapter 9.0, Fiscal Analysis.

The MLE project area would contribute to exceeding the response time standard of three to
four minutes for the Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District. As a result, a new fully
equipped fire station with engine, associated equipment and staffing will be needed to
provide fire protection services for the project. This new fire facility would serve both
Mossdale Landing and Mossdale Landing East. Costs of design and construction would be
subject to reimbursement from the payment of Fire Facility Fees for the project as weli as
for other future development that would be served by the proposed station. As described
above, at the sole discretion of the District, if funding is not adequate for construction of
the first new station in Mossdale Village and its staffing, the Mossdale Landing developers
(Pacific Union Homes) would be required to fund the its construction. MLE may be
required to assist in this construction through advance payment of Fire Facility Fees, as
provided in the mitigation measures below.
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The proposed project would be constructed in phases, and phasing would involve the
potential for portions of the proposed street system to remain incomplete, pending
completion of later phases. Phasing plans should be subject to review by the Lathrop-
Manteca Fire Protection District for adequacy of access during the development process.

The ability of the Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District to provide fire protection service
at master planned levels is dependent upon the availability of an adequate water
distribution system and fire hydrants. Project infrastructure and improvement design will
need to provide fire flows of 1,250 gpm for proposed low to medium density residential
development and 2,000 gpm for commercial development.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The applicant shall pay applicable Fire Facility Fees at the time of building
permit issuance, in accordance with the City of Lathrop’s fee schedule in force
at the time of development. If required in order to maintain fire district
response time standards, and when requested by the fire district, the City may
require that these fees be paid at the time of filing of final maps.

2. Improvement plans for each phase of development shall be subject to the
review of the Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District, including consideration
of the need to maintain secondary access to properties requiring fire protection.

3.  The tentative map, improvement plans and other project plans and
specifications shall be coordinated with the Lathrop Police, Fire and Public
Works Departments. This mitigation measure is also included in the previous
section 7.1 Police Protection,

4. Planned water distribution facilities shall be designed in order to meet
applicable, adopted Uniform Fire Code requirements for the proposed land
uses.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Project Impact on Parks and Recreation

City standards require two acres of Neighborhood Park per 1,000 people and three acres of
Community Park per 1,000 people. MLE will provide approximately 483 housing units
{see Chapter 3.0). Unit 1 would generate an estimated population of approximately 1,062
people, requiring 2.1 acres of Neighborhood Park and 3.2 acres of Community Park, a
totat of 5.3 acres. Currently there is a deficit of 5.3 acres. This is a potentially significant
impact.
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It is the applicant’s proposal and staff's recommendation for the developer to pay park in-
lieu fees. Paying park fees would help to offset the cost of Mossdale Landing parks, while
utilizing their “extra” park dedications. All residential homes within Unit 1 would be
within a one-half mile radius of Mossdale Landing parks. Payment of park in-lieu fees
would reduce potential impacts of the MLE project to less than significant.

Development of Unit 2, would generate an added population of approximately 212
people. Associated park demands include approximately 0.4 acres of neighborhood park
and approximately 0.6 acres of community park for a total of 1.0 acres. The site includes a
proposed 4.1-acre neighborhood park, and this portion of the project may be eligible for
park in-lieu fees for dedication of this area.

A linear river park is also proposed adjacent the San Joaquin River. Basic amenities may
be required such as picnic tables, walking/biking paths, restrooms and staging areas. This
facility may also be used as an off-leash area in conjunction with similar adjoining {ands
on the Mossdale Landing site. Linear park improvements must conform to design
standards provided by the City. These facilities will contribute to the overall availability of
park facilities in Lathrop.

Level of Significance:  Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The project proponent shall dedicate park sites shown in the UDC for public
recreational use.

2. After consideration of parkland dedications, the applicant shall pay any
remaining required parkland in-lieu fees. The applicant shall pay required
Cultural and Leisure Capital Facilities Fees in order to meet parkland
requirements generated by the project.

3. Linear river park improvements shall conform to design standards provided by
the City.

Significance after Mitigation:  Less than significant
Project Impact on Schoois

The Mossdale Village residential area is projected to generate about 1,145 new MUSD
students, the majority of which (774, 68%) would be elementary school (K-8) students.
Student generation for the proposed project is shown in Table 15-1, below. The proposed
commercial development portions of the project would not involve new student
generation.
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Development of new housing units in conjunction with the proposed project would result
in generation of new student populations that would need to be accommodated by MUSD
facilities. New student generation would add to existing schoo! overcrowding within the
district and would add to the need for new schools.

To assist in meeting school construction costs, the MUSD collects developer fees. The
District’s adopted developer fee schedule establishes a current fee for single-family homes
of $4.01 per square foot of construction for residential projects that have not joined a
Community Services District for Mello Roos fees. Developer fees are also collected for all
categories of commercial development at the rate of $.34 per square foot. The current fee
for residential projects that are annexed to the Mello Roos district is $2.14. The project
applicants have not come to a decision about annexing into the Mello Roos district, but
will do so prior to project approval (John Compaglia, pers. comm.).

Table 15-1
MQOSSDALE LANDING EAST
STUDENT GENERATION
School Ceneration Rate Number of Students
Elementary School (Grades K-6) 48 227
Middie School (Grades 7-8) .14 66
High Schoal {Grades 9-12) 230 142
Total .92 435

Source: Manteca Unified School District, April 2002.Source: Manteca Unified School
District, April 2002.

High school student generation associated with the project would be accommodated by
the Weston Ranch High School, which opened in August 2003. Elementary school needs
associated with the proposed project would be accommodated in the two new elementary
schools to be constructed within Mossdale Village. Until these schools are constructed
and operationai, K-8 students would attend either Joseph Widmer School, Lathrop
Elementary School or the Lathrop Elementary School Annex. The MUSD will construct the
proposed school facilities using state school construction funding, developer fees and other
funds, as coordinated with the developers.

All of the existing schools are operating at capacity, and the increase in students from
Lathrop Station would create a short-term significant impact.

Level of Significance: Significant
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Mitigation Measures:

1.  Consistent with Government Code sections 53080-53080.15 and 65995-
65995.3, the project proponents shall pay adopted developer fees toward
construction of new schools prior to issuance of construction permits in
accordance with the rate at the time of building permits.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Project Impact on Solid Waste

The WLSP EIR discusses project impact on solid waste generation. Stewart Tract and
Mossdale Village are expected to generate large quantities of solid waste during
construction and at full development. Recommended mitigation measures included
compliance with the City’s Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan, traditional
management of agricultural wastes, mandatory pickup of residential solid waste, curbside
recycling measures, reuse of wood wastes in landscaping, and composting of lawn wastes.
These mitigation measures are relevant to the proposed project and would reduce potential
impacts.

Sufficient landfiil capacity exists at the County’s Foothills site to receive and dispose of
solid waste generated by new urban development within the City of Lathrop and other San
Joaquin County communities for the foreseeable future. As a result, the proposed project
would not result in a significant environmental effect on solid waste services, and no
mitigation measures are necessary.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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16.0 TRANSPORTATION

16.1 INTRODUCTION

This section, prepared by Crane Transportation Group, evaluates the on and off-site
traffic impacts of the proposed project. Similar to the other chapters in this document,
the transportation analysis is divided into this Introduction (Section 16.7), Environmental
Setting (Section 16.2), Summary of Model Run Procedures and Assumptions (Section
16.3) Future Base Case {Without Project) Operating Conditions (Section 16.4) and
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Section 16.5}.

The transportation analysis considers the potential impacts of the project on various
transportation modes available in the project area, primarily roadway traffic. Traffic
impacts of the project are analyzed in two horizon years: the year 2007, during which
the project will be partially built out, and 2025, when the project is expected to be
completely built out. The analysis also considers the effect of adding all project-
generated traffic to existing conditions as well as the effects of project construction,
internal circulation within the project and pedestrian and bicycle circulation concerns.
it begins by documenting existing traffic conditions in the vicinity of the project site.
Next, it projects anticipated future development (Base Case), excluding the Mossdale
Landing East Project, and the resulting traffic impacts in the Lathrop area for the two
horizon years (2007 and 2025, the year of anticipated project build-out). 1t follows with
an analysis of needed improvements for each horizon year to handle anticipated non-
project traffic. Under the environmental impact analysis, it evaluates the traffic impacts
associated with the addition of project traffic to the Base Case condition (i.e., “Base Case
+ Project”) for each of the two project-development horizon years.

Because of the high degree of unknowns concerning regional development and road
improvements more than twenty years in the future, there is a need to identify the
potential impacts of the project without any debate over future development
projections in the region, For this reason, this section also evaluates the Existing Baseline
(2003) + Project conditions of the project build-out to isolate the implications of project-
only development. Impacts and mitigations for both the Base Case + Project and the
Existing Baseline {2003) + Project are therefore included.

The traffic mitigation applicable to the proposed project will be a combination of both
the mitigation measures identified in the Base Case + Project and the Existing Baseline
(2003) + Project analyses. The majority of the mitigation measures, especially for the
Base Case + Project, require fair-share payments by the project applicant for future
regional traffic improvements. These improvements will ultimately serve all local area
cumulative projects (including the proposed project).

The City of Lathrop adopted the West Lathrop Specific Plan (WLSP) in 1996. Although
the WLSP provided an analysis of the traffic impacts of proposed development within
the WLSP area, and the land area proposed for development has not increased, many
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of the land uses proposed for the Stewart Tract part of the WLSP have changed. In
addition, the character and intensity of the Stewart Tract (River Islands) development
have changed. The land uses proposed for the River Islands Project will create a
broader range of jobs and housing, and will reduce the higher peak traffic flows that
would have been experienced with the original entertainment focused plan. In
addition, traffic projections within the county and the anticipated timing of
development have been updated and the regional improvements assumed to be in
place have changed. For these reasons, a reanalysis of the traffic impacts of
development of the WLSP area including the Mossdale Landing East site is inciuded in
this EIR.

The following analysis is based on a detailed modeling methodology and numerous
assumptions regarding existing traffic, future roadway improvements and future growth
in the City of Lathrop. Details regarding methodology and assumptions are provided in
Appendix B.

16.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Roadways

Regional access to the Lathrop area is provided by the interstate 5 (I-5), Interstate 205 (I-
205), and State Route 120 (SR 120) freeways. Local access is provided by Louise
Avenue and Manthey Road. See Figure 16-1. Each freeway or roadway is briefly
described below while existing intersection geometrics and control are provided in
Figure 16-2.

/-5 is a major north-south thoroughfare in the City of Lathrop. It continues north of
Lathrop to Stockton, Sacramento and Oregon; and south of Lathrop through the San
Joaquin Valley to Los Angeles and San Diego. In the project vicinity, it has three travel
lanes in each direction and interchanges with Louise Avenue (directly east of the site},
Lathrop Road (approximately a mile north of Louise Avenue) and Manthey Road and
Mossdale Road (buttonhook ramps approximately 2.5 miles south of Louise Avenue),
The Louise Avenue interchange is a tight diamond design with the north and
southbound ramps signal controlled at their surface street intersections. Both off-ramps
have two travel lanes in the vicinity of their surface street intersections. The southbound
on-ramp has a single travel lane near Louise Avenue while the northbound on-ramp has
two travel lanes near Louise Avenue. The posted speed limit on I-5 at the Louise Avenue
interchange is 70 miles per hour (mph).

1-5 connects to the 1-205 and SR 120 freeways approximately 4 and 1.5 miles south of
the Louise Avenue interchange, respectively. 1-205 extends westerly and provides
access to/from the Bay Area, while SR 120 extends easterly and provides access to
Manteca and the State Route 99 (SR 99) freeway. 1-5 has a minimum of five southbound
and four northbound travel lanes between its connections to the 1-205 and SR 120
freeways.
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1-205 extends west from I-5 (just south of the City of Lathrop) to the City of Tracy and a
connection with the 1-580 freeway. |-580 then continues westward across the Altamont
Pass and into the Bay Area. 1-205 has two travel lanes in each direction between §-5
and the 11th Street interchange in west Tracy and three travel lanes between 11th Street
and 1-580. The 1-205 connection to -5 allows eastbound 1-205 to northbound 1-5, and
southbound 1-5 to westbound 1-205 movements only; there are no freeway-to-freeway
ramps providing eastbound 1-205 to southbound -5, or northbound 1-5 to westbound |-
205 movements. The first interchange along 1-205 west of 1-5 is at MacArthur Drive,
approximately 4.5 miles from the |-5/1-205 connection. The posted speed limit near I-5
is 70 mph.

SR-720 is a four-lane freeway extending easterly from i-5 in the southern section of the
City of Lathrop to the City of Manteca and a connection with the SR 99 freeway. The
posted speed limit is 65 mph.

Louise Avente is an arterial roadway that extends west of 1-5 almost to the San Joaquin
River (SJR) and east of the freeway through Lathrop to the City of Manteca. It has two
lanes west of the freeway, four lanes in its underpass of I-5 between the north and
southbound ramps intersections, and four lanes to the east of the freeway (to Howland
Road, where it narrows to two lanes). In its 64-foot-wide {curb-to-curb) underpass of
the freeway it has two eastbound lanes, one westbound lane and back-to-back left-turn
pockets for turn movements to both the north and southbound freeway on-ramps.

Manthey Road is a two-lane local frontage road running in a north-south direction
immediately west of I-5. It extends north to Stockton and south through Lathrop across
the San Joaquin River. it ends near a set of single lane on- and off-hook ramps
connecting to the southbound I-5 freeway. Left-turn lanes are not provided on the
approaches to any intersection. Pavement conditien is good. Observed vehicle speeds
ranged from 45 to more than 60 miles per hour in the project vicinity. Manthey Road
has a bridge crossing of the San Joaquin River that contains two 13-foot travel lanes but
no shoulder areas.

Stewart Island Road is a poorly paved, two-lane rural road extending westerly from
Manthey Road across the Stewart Tract. Itis stop sign controlled at Manthey Road. The
roadway ultimately connects to Paradise Road near the west end of the Stewart Tract.
Stewart 1sland Road has numerous sharp horizontal curves as well as an at-grade
crossing of a single track Union Pacific Railroad line near Manthey Road. The crossing
is protected by gates and flashing lights.

Mossdale Road is a two-lane frontage road extending along the east side of the I-5
freeway between the San Joaquin River and Paradise Cut. It provides access to single
lane on- and off-hook ramps that connect to the northbound 1-5 freeway. Mossdale
Road and Manthey Road are connected via a two-lane roadway in an underpass of the
I-5 freeway.
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Traffic Volumes

Weekday AM and PM peak period turn movement traffic counts (5:30-8:30 AM and
3:30-6:00 PM) were conducted by TJKM Associates in August 2003 at eight intersections
in the study area. Count locations were:

« Louise Avenue/Manthey Road

» Louise Avenue/l-5 southbound ramps

+ Louise Avenue/l-5 northbound ramps

» Louise Avenue/Harlan Road

+ Manthey Road/-5 Southbound Hook Ramps

+  Mossdale Road/1-5 Northbound Hook Ramps

« Manthey Road/I-5 Underpass Connection to Mossdale Road
«  Mossdale Road/i-5 Underpass Connection to Manthey Road

Weekday AM and PM peak period counts (5:30-8:30 AM and 4:00-6:00 PM) were also
conducted by either TIKM Associates or “All Traffic Data” on an August Thursday in
2003,

« 1-205 eastbound and westbound just west of 1-5

+ 1-5 northbound and southbound just south of 1-205

» SR 120 eastbound and westbound just east of 1-5

« 1-5 northbound just south of Louise Avenue and 1-5 southbound just north of
Louise Avenue

All intersection and freeway counts differentiated between autos and trucks. A
summary presentation of intersection volumes is presented in Figures 16-3 and 16-4 for
AM and PM peak hour conditions, respectively, while AM and PM peak hour freeway
volumes are presented in Figure 16-5. Appendix B presents a discussion of existing
traffic volume findings.

Intersection Operations

The City of Lathrop uses LOS D as the poorest acceptable operation at signatized
intersections. However, it has no minimum published standard for ali-way-stop or side
street stop sign controlled intersections.  City staff has indicated that all-way-stop
minimum standards should be the same as signalized (LOS D), whiie the minimum LOS
for movements at side street stop-sign controlled intersections should be LOS E. Analysis
methodologies from the Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual are detailed in Appendix
B.

Table 16-1 shows that all analyzed intersections are currently operating at good to
acceptable levels of service during both the AM and PM commute peak traffic hours.
At Louise Avenue/Harlan Road, there is LOS C signalized operation during both the AM
and PM peak traffic hours; at the Louise Avenue/l-5 northbound ramps there is LOS B
signalized operation during both the AM and PM peak traffic hours; and at the Louise
Avenue/l-5 southbound ramps there is LOS C signalized operation during both the AM
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and PM peak traffic hours. The stop sign controlled Louise Avenue approaches to
Manthey Road are operating at LOS A conditions during both peak traffic hours. The
stop sign controlled -5 off-ramp approaches to both Manthey Road and Mossdale Road
currently experience LOS A operation during both the AM and PM peak traffic hours.

Intersection Signalization Needs (Warrants)

Currently, none of the un-signalized intersections analyzed for this study have AM or PM
peak hour volumes close to meeting peak hour signal warrant criteria levels. Caltrans
peak hour signal warrant #11 analysis methodology is detailed in Appendix B.

Freeway Mainline Operations

Freeway operation has been evaluated based upon methodology contained in the year
2000 TRB Highway Capacity Manual. Operating conditions are reported as a LOS,
vehicle speed and density of traffic per lane, and are based upon number of fanes,
volumes, percent trucks, percent recreational vehicles and terrain. Caltrans uses LOS D
as the poorest acceptable operation for freeways in the Lathrop/Tracy area.

Table 16-2 shows that during both the AM and PM peak hours all local freeway
segments along I-5, 1-205 and SR 120 are operating at acceptable levels of service. It
should be noted, however, that on the sections of 1-205 theoretically projected to be
operating at LOS D (by volume levels), observed speeds and intermittent stop-and-go
conditions are more reflective of LOS F operation.

Public Transit

The San Joaquin Regional Transit District SMART Route 20 travels along I-5 in the
Lathrop area and uses the Lathrop Road and Louise Avenue interchanges to access the
Lathrop City street system east of the freeway. This route extends north to downtown
Stockton and Lodi and south (and west) to Tracy. There are 12 buses each day both
northbound and southbound. The first buses depart at about 5:45 a.m. and the last
buses depart at about 6:15 p.m. Service runs seven days a week with the exception of
six major holidays. There is also San joaguin Regionai Transit District SMART County
Area Transit (CAT) fixed route service (no number) between Manteca, Lathrop and
French Camp. The bus runs along Harlan Road and along Louise Avenue east of Harlan
Road. There are five buses in each direction seven days a week. The first bus departs
at 7:00 a.m. and the last bus departs at about 5:45 p.m.
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TABLE 16-1
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

EXISTING
Intersection AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Louise Ave./Harlan Rd. C-25.80 C-28.2
Louise Ave./I-5 Northbound Ramps B-15.1% B-19.7
(Signal)
Louise Ave./1-5 Southbound Ramps C-29.2% C-26.8
(Signal)
Manthey Rd./Louise Ave, (Louise A-9.5/A-9.7% A-9.6/A-9.4
Ave, Stop Sign Controlled)
Manthey Rd./I-5 Scuthbound Hook A-5.0% A-RT
Ramps (Off-Ramp Stop Sign
Controlied)
tMossdale Rd./I-5 Northbound Hook A-8.8% A-8.8
Ramps (Off-Ramp Stop Sign
Controlied)
Manthey Rd./I-5 Underpass from AG2W A9.1
Mossdale Rd. {Underpass Stop Sign
Controlied}
Mossdale Rd./I-5 Underpass {from AP A-9.3

Manthey Rd. (Underpass Stop Sign
Controiled)

Notes.

M gignalized feve! of service—control delay in seconds.

12)

[EH

#

15}

Unsignalized level of service-average control delay in seconds-Louise Ave, westbound stop
sign controlled through-teft turn/right tum/.ouise Ave. easibound stop sign controlled approach.
Unsignalized level of service—average control delay in seconds—Off-ramp sfop sign controlled
approach.

Uinsignalized level of service—average control delay in secends—Underpass stop sign controfied
approach to Manthey Road.

Unsignalized level of service—average control delay in seconds—Underpass stop sign controlled
approach to Mossdale Road.

Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manuat Operations Methodology
Source: Crane Transportation Group
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16.3 SUMMARY OF MODEL RUN PROCEDURES AND ASSUMPTIONS

The traffic analysis for this Project evaluated six different development scenarios with
AM and PM peak hour model runs for each scenario, for a total of 12 separate model
runs. Every model run projected traffic volumes on existing and/or future streets,
intersections and freeways. These volumes were used to analyze and predict roadway,
intersection and freeway operating conditions in the future with and without project
traffic.

Model Run Descriptions

The 12 traffic model scenarios evaluated traffic conditions under existing baseline,
existing baseline plus project, future baseline (Base Case), and future baseline plus
project traffic for specific horizon years.

Existing Baseline (Year 2003)

Existing Baseline (represented as Year 2003) volumes were obtained from actual August
and September 2003 traffic counts on the freeways and surface streets in the Lathrop
area. While these counts were used to determine Existing Baseline (Year 2003)
conditions, a set of AM and PM peak hour Existing Baseline (Year 2003) calibrated
modeling runs were also developed in order to be able to more accurately project
Existing Baseline (Year 2003) + Project volumes.

To develop an “existing traffic conditions” set of AM and PM peak hour traffic model
calibration runs, this traffic analysis relied on the San joaquin Council of Governments
(SJCOG) Regional Traffic Model analysis for the year 2001 as updated in September
2003 to reflect (1) the current local street configuration in Lathrop, (2} redefined traffic
analysis zones, (3) updated traffic counts, and (4) updated existing land use projections.
To accurately evaluate traffic conditions resulting from the proposed project, in 2001
SJCOG's modeler (TIKM) first updated the SJCOG Regional Traffic Model to add many
jocal Lathrop streets to the model network (the map of the streets used by the model).
This step provided more accurate traffic projection detail in the Project area. Second,
the SJCOG Regional Traffic Model traffic analysis zones were further refined to provide
smaller traffic analysis zones in the Lathrop area in order to provide greater detail in the
modeling projections. Lathrop originally comprised only 15 traffic zones; the model
was updated to dis-aggregate the area into 109 separate traffic zones to more
accurately predict impacts at a localized level. Third, the land use projections used in
the SICOG Regional Traffic Model were updated to reflect year 2001 development in
Lathrop based on aerial photography and development records, and this development
was further dis-aggregated into the 109 separate traffic zones described above.
Finally, the model was re-calibrated to reflect additional traffic counts in the Lathrop
area in order to predict more accurately the year 2003 measured traffic voiumes. As
noted in the modeling explanation by TJKM included as part of this appendix, the
recalibrated model very accurately predicts year 2003 traffic volumes on the streets
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and freeways in the Lathrop area, based upon comparison of actual counts and the
traffic model calibration results.

Base Case (Without Project) Fiiture Development Horizons

To evaluate future traffic conditions, the SJCOG model was used to develop Base Case
(Without Project) AM and PM peak hour traffic projections for two different design
years: 2007 and 2025. The Base Case represents existing, approved and ptanned
development that is consistent with the City’s General Plan and/or WLSP (although
additional entitlement approvals are needed} and that is reasonably expected to occur
in each of these two years, excluding the Mossdale Landing East development but
including the recently approved River Islands project. The City of Lathrop allocated the
level of development anticipated to occur within each of the 109 Lathrop traffic zones
for each design year. The Base Case also included development in the balance of
Lathrop projected in each design year based on adopted specific and general plans
and approvals. The results were AM and PM Base Case model runs for 2007 and 2025.

Staff from both SJCOG and the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District
(S)VUAPCD) confirmed that the level of devefopment within San Joaquin County was
accurately projected in the SJCOG model for the county as a whole for each of their
design years. Development for the YEAR 2007 was interpolated between year 2005
and 2010 $JCOG data. To maintain an accurate projection of growth within San
Joaguin County, SJCOG and S)VUAPCD staff confirmed that an increase in projected
development in one location of the County (above that assumed in the origina! SjCOG
model) should result in a corresponding proportionate decrease in projected growth in
other regions within the County. Based upon available demegraphic and economic
information and recent growth projections, SJCOG and the SJVUAPCD recommended
the City adjust the land use inputs to the model so that increased development in
tathrop would be offset by a corresponding proportionate reduction in development
growth elsewhere in the County. The resulting reapportioned land use data sets
represent a total growth in San Joaquin County consistent with the original SJCOG model
assumptions for each design year.

The FIR has not assumed any freeway improvements that are not included in the
Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP).  Lacking regional freeway
improvements, future model runs project extensive freeway congestion in the Base Case
scenarios.

Base Case + Prosect

To evaluate future traffic conditions with development of the Mossdale Landing East
project, the SJCOG model was used to develop AM and PM peak hour Base Case +
Project traffic projections for the same two years: 2007 and 2025. A summary of the
Mossdale Landing East land uses anticipated in each phase is presented in Section 16.5,
Environmental Impacts.
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It should be noted that the roadway network is different for each design year since new
roads will be built as part of the Project and other Lathrop developments. As with the
Base Case scenario, development projections were added to Lathrop zones with
corresponding reductions in growth from other zones in the County. The results were
AM and PM Base Case + Project model runs for 2007 and 2025.

Existing Baseline (Year 2003) + Froject

In order to demonstrate the maximum potential impact of the Mossdale Landing East
project, a set of mode! runs was developed adding traffic from the proposed project to
the existing (year 2003) highway network and volumes. To evaluate the incremental
effects of the Mossdale Landing East project, this Existing Baseline (2003} + Project
scenario assumed that no development would occur in San joaquin County or the Bay
Area after the year 2003 except the Mossdale Landing East project. This scenario was
not intended to represent a realistic scenario of growth. Instead, the intent was to
evaluate the corresponding level of roadway improvements required to serve only the
Mossdale Landing East project if it were developed under existing conditions. The
added development for these runs was not reallocated from other growth in the County,
since this scenario assumed that no other growth occurs. The result was AM and PM
Existing Baseline (Year 2003) + Project traffic projections for full project development.

Modef Run Stmnary

In summary, AM and PM model runs were conducted for each of the foliowing
scenarios:

Fxisting Baseline (Year 2003)

Year 2007 Base Case (No Project)

Year 2025 Base Case (No Project)

Year 2007 Base Case + Project Phase 1

Year 2025 Base Case + Project Build-Out
Existing Baseline (Year 2003) + Project Build-Out

SRS SRS

Future Base Case (Without Project) Development and Roadway lmprovemernts

Background (without project) operating conditions have been developed for the two
horizon years of project analysis in this EIR, year 2007 (Phase 1) and 2025 (Project
Build-out). Projections have first been developed of likely new (non-project)
development and roadway improvements to be considered in place for each horizon
year. AM and PM peak hour traffic projections have then been produced using the San
Joaquin County Councit of Governments (COG’s) countywide traffic modet with
refinements added to provide increased detail in the Lathrop and northeast Tracy areas.
The following sections describe the non-project-related land use and roadway
improvement assumptions for each of the two horizon years, while T/IKM's “Demand
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Forecasting Methodology for the Mossdale Landing East Project: Preliminary Results”
(following this traffic analysis) presents details of the traffic model and the traffic
modeling methodalogy.

Base Case Land Use Development Projections

Year 2007

Appendix B lists all approved development within Lathrop that should be completed
before 2007. For planned but not approved development within Lathrop as well as for
areas outside the City of Lathrop, growth was projected using COG land use input.

Year 2025

Lathrop staff has projected that overall new development within the City would include
21,923 new single and multi-family residential units and 31,851 new employees by
2025. For areas outside the City of Lathrop, year 2025 growth was based upon COG’s
land use projections. [t should be noted that these 2025 projections had already been
used by COG in their countywide traffic model to develop regional traffic volume
projections for air quality monitoring purposes. The initial COG land use estimates
assigned an increase in residential and empioyment growth expected to occur within
the City of Lathrop between the years 2000 and 2025. Specifically, COG projected that
Lathrop would experience an increase of 8,246 residential units and 5,708 employees
by 2025. This is a lower level of growth than that currently projected by City staff
(referenced above). Because Lathrop staff requested that their higher 2025 land use
projections for the City be used for traffic modeling purposes in this SEIR, land use
projections for all other jurisdictions in the County were adjusted downward in order to
produce a revised land use scenario where there would be no net change in 2025 land
use on a countywide basis from that projected by San joaquin (COG). The minor
reductions in land use growth assigned to all other jurisdictions was done on a
proportional basis in relation to the COG projected land use growth in these areas
between 2000 and 2025. Thus, the net difference in Lathrop land use growth requested
for use by City staff versus that projected for Lathrop by COG, 13,677 residential units
and 26,143 new emplioyees, was proportionally reduced from other County
jurisdictions.

Base Case Roadway Improvements

Year 2007

Caltrans has scheduled comeletion of 1-205 widening to six lanes {from 1I-5 to the
existing six-lane section at 11" Street in Tracy) by the end of 2006 or the beginning of
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2007. However, there is a chance that the schedule may be revised to allow project
completion one year earlier.

The City of Lathrop currently has one circulation system improvement funded along the
Louise Avenue corridor. The north side of Louise Avenue (between I-5 and Harlan
Road) wiil be improved to its final four-lane configuration in 2004. In addition to this
one measure, a new roadway infrastructure wilt be started to the west of the Louise
Avenue/l-5 interchange as part of the planned development of the Mossdale Landing
project. As shown in Figure 16-6, the most likely current projection would have two
lanes of River Islands Parkway built to the west of 1-5 between Manthey Road and the
proposed McKee Boulevard (a new north-south street serving the Mossdale Landing
development). No major improvements would be likely at the Louise Avenue-River
lslands Parkway interchange. All new development within the River Islands
development would be served via Stewart Road, which connects 1o Manthey Road just
south of the San joaquin River. Figure 16-6 presents projected intersection geometrics
and control for 2007 Base Case fevel of service evaluation.

Year 2025

Figure 16-7 shows the Lathrop roadway systems projected to be in place by 2025 to
serve anticipated development without the Mossdale Landing EFast Project along with
projected intersection geometrics and control used for level of service analysis. River
Islands Parkway is projected to be four lanes wide across the San joaquin River, six
lanes wide between McKee Boulevard and Golden Valley Parkway and more than
eight lanes wide (including turn lanes) between Golden Valley Parkway and the I-5
interchange. The 1992 Project Study Report (PSR) Phase 2 improvements at the Louise
Avenue/l-5 interchange are projected to be fully in place. This includes widening the
freeway underpass to allow eight travel lanes and widening each off-ramp to include
three lanes. Golden Valiey Parkway would be six lanes wide from Towne Centre Drive
to north of River islands Parkway and four lanes wide to the south of Towne Centre
Drive across the San Joaquin River. Right-of-way would be reserved to the south of
Towne Centre Drive for an ultimate six-lane-wide roadway. In addition, Manthey Road
would be restricted to one-way northbound flow across the San Joaquin River. In Tracy,
a new interchange is projected by Tracy City staff to be in place along the 1-205
freeway at Paradise Road-Chrisman Road to serve both Tracy and the River Islands
development.

No additional improvements are projected along the 1-5, SR 120 or |-205 freeways due
to lack of committed funding, with one exception. Northbound |-5 will be widened
across the San Joaquin River to provide a fifth travel lane. It will then be possible to
travel northerly on I-5 to the north of the I-5/5R 120 diverge on four travel lanes. This
fourth northbound lane will then merge into the existing three-lane segment of I-5 about
halfway between the SR 120 and Louise Avenue interchanges. This improvement is
schedufed for completion in 2008,
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16.4 FUTURE BASE CASE (WITHOUT PROJECT) OPERATING CONDITIONS

Year 2007 Base Case Operating Conditions

Future Base Case conditions for the analysis scenario years of 2007 and 2025 provide the
baseline for the following impact analysis. The base case conditions described below
are based on assumptions of future growth in Lathrop and project area as well as
roadway improvements that will be in place. These assumptions are described in
detail in Appendix B. Assumed roadway improvements are shown on Figures 16-6 and
16-7.

Traffic Volimes

Year 2007 Base Case (without project) volumes were developed using the SJCOG traffic
model with added traffic zones and roadway system detail provided in the Lathrop
area. Additional adjustments were then made to reflect 100 construction workers
commuting toffrom the Mossdale Landing and River Islands projects and the use of
Paradise Road by River Islands commuters destined to the west. Resultant AM and PM
peak hour intersection volumes are presented in Figures 16-8 and 16-9, respectively,
while AM and PM peak hour freeway volumes are presented in Figure 16-10.

Intersection Operalions

Table 16-3 shows that by 2007 all analyzed intersections would be operating at
acceptable levels of service with Base Case traffic during the AM and PM peak traffic
hours with the following exceptions.

*+  AM Peak Hour
Louise Avenue/l-5 Southbound Ramps — LOS F
*+  PM Peak Hour

Louise Avenue/l-5 Northbound Ramps — LOS E

During the AM and PM peak hours all un-signalized intersections analyzed for the 2007
horizon year would have Base Case velumes below peak hour signal warrant criteria
levels.
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TABLE 16-3
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
YEAR 2007 BASE CASE & BASE CASE + PROJECT

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Base Case Base Case + Base Case Base Case +

Project Project
Louise Ave./Harlan Rd. c-o7.40 C-27.9 C-315 C-32.9
(Signal)
Louise Ave./I-5 Northbound Ramps c-23.0" C-34.9 £.58.2 F-06.8
{Signal)
River Islands Parkway./l-5 F-142.0'% F-243.7 C-34.0 D-48.9
Sauthbound Ramps (Signal)
Manthey Rd./Louise Ave. (Manthey C-15.2/B-14.89 N/A B-13.3/C-16.2 N/A
Rd. Stop Sign Contralied)
River islands Parkway/Shopping N/A c-218M NIA c-21.8
Center Enfrance (Signai)
River Islands Parkway/Golden NIA B-13.6 NiA B-10.7
Valley Parkway (Signal)
River Islands Parkway/McKee Blvd. B-12.5% C-20.8 B-10.4 B-14.5
(River Islands Stop Sign Controlled)
River Islands Parkway/Manthey Rd. N/A 8-13.2/A-8.89 N/A B-14.2/A-9.6
Morth (Manthey Rd. Stop Sign
Controlled)
Manthey Rd /-5 Southbound Hook A9 40 A-0.2 A1 A-Q.2
Ramps (Off-Ramp Stop Sign
Contralled)
Massdaie Rd./l-6 Northbound Hook A9 A-Q.2 A5 A-9.3
Ramps (Off-Ramp Stop Sign
Controlled}
Manthey Rd./I-5 Underpass from A-10.2® B-10.3 8-10.7 B-11.0
Mossdale Rd. (Underpass Road
Stop Sign Controlled)
Mossdale Rd./I-5 Underpass from A-10.0% A-10.0 8-10.1 B-10.3

Manthey Rd. (Underpass Road Stop
Sign Controlled)

Notes:
N gignalized tevel of service—control defay in seconds.

Un-signalized level of service—average control defay in seconds—Manthey Read southbound stop sign controlfed
approachiorthbound stop sign controlled approach.

Un-signalized leve of service—average control delay in seconds—River Islands Parkway westbound stop sign
controled left turn.

Un-signalized level of service—-average control delay in seconds—Manthey Road southbound stop sign controlled
right turn/River Islands Parkway eastbound left turn to Manthey Road.

Un-signalized level of service—-average control delay in seconds—Off-ramp stop sign controiied approach.

®  Un-signalized leve! of service-average control delay in seconds-Underpass stop sign controited approach to
Manthey Road.

Un-signalized level of service—average control delay in secands—Underpass stop sign contrelled approach to
Mossdale Road.

@
3}
@)

8}

7}

Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Operations Methodology
Source; Crane Transportation Group




Freeway Mainline Opération

Table 16-4 shows that by 2007, and even with the widening of the 1-205 freeway west of
I-5 to six lanes, many analyzed segments of the 1-5, 1-205 and SR 120 freeways would
be operating at unacceptable levels of service during both the AM and PM peak traffic
hours in the peak flow directions.

«  AM Peak Hour

I-5 Southbound from Louise Avenue to 1-205 LOSEorF
SR 120 westbound east of 1-5 LOSF
[-205 westbound west of 1-5 LOS F

. PM Pealk Hour
[-5 northbound from south of 1-205 to north of Louise Avenue LOSEorF
SR 120 eastbound east of i-5 LOSF
1-205 eastbound west of -5 LOS E

Recommended Base Case 2007 Improvements

The following recommended base case {without project) improvements were not
assumed to exist in the impact analysis, but have been identified here as an
informational item to demonstrate what improvements are required, in addition to the
assumed base case improvements discussed above, to serve future 2007 and 2025
(without project) conditions.

Intersections (see Figure 16-11 and Table 16-5)

{ouise Avenue/l-5 Southbound Ramps.
Add a second eastbound Louise Avenue approach fane (for a total of two). [n addition,
add one additional southbound off-ramp lane (for a total of three). Stripe as two

exclusive left turn lanes and one combined through/right turn lane.

Resultant AM Peak Hour Operation:
AM Peak Hour: LOS D-48.6 seconds vehicle delay

Louise Avenue/l-5 Northbound Ramps

Add one additional northbound off-ramp fane (for a total of three). Stripe as a shared
left/through lane and two exclusive right turn lanes.

Resultant PM Peak Hour Operation:
PM Peak Hour: LOS C-31.7 seconds vehicle delay

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EIR 16-25
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TABLE 16-5
MITIGATED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
YEAR 2007 BASE CASE & BASE CASE + PROJECT

AM Peak Hour P Peak Hour
Location Base Case Base Case + Base Case Base Case +
Project Project
River Isiands Parkway/l-5 D-48.61@ D-49.82
Southhound Ramps (Signal)
Louise Ave fi-5 Northbound c-31. 7@ 0.37.8%

Ramps (Signal)

MNotas:

tn

X Signalized level of service—control delay in seconds.
[

Add a third southbound off-ramp lane and siripe as two exclusive lefi turn lanes and a combined through/right turn
lane.

Add a second lane 1o the eastbound River Islands Parkway approach.

) Add a third nerthbound off-ramp lane and stripe as two exclusive right turns and a combined through/left turn tane.
Year 2000 Highway Capacily Manual Analysis Methodology

Source: Cranse Transportation Group




Freeway Mainline (See Table 16-6)

The I-5, SR 120 and 1-205 freeways in the Lathrop and northeast Tracy areas would all
require widening by one lane in each direction to provide acceptable operation, with
the exception of the segment of northbound 1-5 across the San Joaquin River, which
would require widening from four up to six lanes. Resultant operation would be LOS D
or better along all segments.

Year 2025 Base Case Operating Conditions
Traffic Volumes

Year 2025 Base Case (without project) volumes were developed using the SJCOG traffic
model with added traffic zones and roadway system detail provided in the Lathrop
area. Resultant AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes are presented in Figures
16-12 and 16-13, respectively, while AM and PM peak hour freeway volumes are
presented in Figure 16-14.

Intersection Operation

Table 16-7 shows that by 2025 all analyzed intersections would be operating at
acceptable levels of service during the AM and PM peak traffic hours with the following
exceptions.

*  AM Peak Hour

Louise Avenue/l-5 Southbound Ramps  LOS F

+  PM Peak Hour

Louise Avenue/l-5 Northbound Ramps ~ LOS F
River Islands Parkway/Golden Valley Parkway LOS E

During the AM and PM peak hours all un-signalized intersections analyzed for the 2025
horizon year would have volumes below peak hour signal warrant criteria levels.
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Year 2025 Base Case (Without Project)
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YEAR 2007 BASE CASE & BASE CASE + PROJECT

TABLE i6-6
FREEWAY SEGMENT MITIGATED LEVEL OF SERVICE

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

.ocation Direction Projected # of Base Case  Base Case + Base Case Base Case +
Lanes Used For Project Project
Analysis Purposes

I-5 North of Louise NB 3 4/C 4/C

Ave. Interchange SB 3 4/C*

i-5 Between Louise N8 3 4D 410

Ave. & SR120 SB 3 4fc* 4/C

I-5 Between SR120 NB 4 6/D 6/D

and Manthey/ sB 5 6/D* 6/0

Mossdale Hook

Ramps

I-5 Between Manthey! NB 5 6/D 6/0

Mossdale Hook SB 5 6/D* 6/D

Ramps and 1-205

I-5 Just Scuth of 1-205 NB 2 - - 3/C* 3/C
SB 3 - -

[-205 Between |-5 and EB 3 4/D 4/D

MacArthur Dr. whB 3 4/0* 4/

Interchange

SR120 Just East of -5 EB 2 3/D 3D
WB 2 3/D* 3/D

Notas:

* Required total number of lanesfresultant leve! of service.

Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Analysis Mathodology
Source: Crane Transportation Group




INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE

TABLE 16-7

YEAR 2025 BASE CASE & BASE CASE + PROJECT

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Intersection Base Case Base Case + Base Case Base Case +
Project Project

Louise Ave./Harlan Rd. D-43.6'" D-43.8 D-44 .5 D-50.1

{Signal)

Louise Ave./I-5 Northbound c-22.2% C-24.3 F-216.4 F-220.4

Ramps (Signal)

River Istands Parkway/l-5 F-152.40 F-190.2 D-40.5 E-63.1

Scuthbound Ramps (Signal)

River Islands Parkway/Shopping NIA A-7.9 NiA B-14.3

Center Entrance {Signal)

River Islands Parkway/Golden D-49.3" E-71.5 E-72.7 F-87.5

Valley Parkway (Signal)

River Istands Parkway/McKee c-20.20" D-36.4 C-30.6 D-38 .4

Blvd. {Signai)

Golden Valley Parkway/Shopping NIA A-9.8 NiA C-32.7

Center Entrance North (Signal)

Golden Valiey Parkway/Shopping N/A B-11.8 N/A B-19.3

Center Entrance South (Signal)

Golden Valley Parkway/Towne c-22.6M C-29.8 D-53.5 E-65.3

Centre Dr. (Signal)

Golden Valley Parkway/River c-25.1"M C-28.9 D-40.7 D-46.4

Edge Dr. (Signal)

Manthey Rd./I-5 Southbound A-8.7% A-88 A-8.0 A-9.1

Hook Ramps (Al Way Stop)

Mossdaie Rd./I-6 Northbound A-8.3% A-8.4 A-9.9 B-10.5

Hook Ramps (All Way Stop)

Manthey Rd./-5 Underpass from B-12.4% B-13.2 B-14.5 C-16.3

Mossdale Rd. {All Way Stop)

Mossdaie Rd./I-5 Underpass from A-8.6% A-8.7 AB9 B-10.5

Manthey Rd. (All Way Stop)

Nates:

W gignalized level of service—controf delay in seconds.

@ Al way stop level of service—average control defay in seconds.

Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Operations Methodolagy

Source: Crane Transportation Group




TABLE 16-8
FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE
YEAR 2025 BASE CASE & BASE CASE + PROJECT

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Location Direction # Lanes Base Case Base Case + Project Base Case Base Case + Project
Fuil Buildout Full Buildout
I-5 North of Louise Ave. NB 3 c c F F (3.1%)
Interchange SB 3 F F (2.9%)* E E (1.6%)
I-5 Between Louise Ave. & NB 3 Cc c F F (-0.3%)
5.R.120 sB 3 F F (0.899%) E E (1.4%)
1-5 Between 5.R.120 and NB 5 c c F F (-C.3%)
Manthey/Mossdale Hock SB 5 F F (0.8%)* E E (-0.1%)
Ramps
1-5 Between NB 5 c C F F (C.0%)
Manthey/Mossdale Hook 58 5 F F (0.7%)" E E (-0.4%)
Ramps and |-205
1-5 Just South of -205 NB 2 B B F F (3.7%)
SB 3 c D B B
I-205 Between 1-5 and EB 3 D o F F{~1.8%)
Paradise Rd. Interchange WB 3 F F F F (0.5%)
5.R.120 Just East of -5 EB 2 C D F F (1.6%)
WB 2 F F{0.7%)" E E {0.1%)

* Percent change in traffic due to the project.

Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Analysis Methodology
Source; Crane Transportation Group




Freeway Mainiine Qperation

Table 16-8 shows that by 2025 many analyzed segments of the [-5, 1-205 and 5R 120
freeways would be operating at overcapacity conditions (have a theoretical demand
well above available capacity) during both the AM and PM peak traffic hours.
Segments with unacceptable operation would be as follows.

+  AM Peak Hour

1-5 Southbound (from north of Louise Avenue to 1-205)-LOS F
SR 120 Westbound (just east of |-5)-LOS F
[-205 Westhound (west of 1-5)-1.OS F

«  PM Peak Hour

1-5 Northbound (from south of 1-205 to north of Louise Avenue)-LOS5 F
I-5 Southbound {from north of Louise Avenue to 1-205)-LOS E

1-205 Westhound {west of |-5)-LOS F

1-205 Easthound {west of {-5)-LOS F

SR 120 Westhound (east of I-5)-LOS E

SR 120 Fastbound (east of $-5)-LOS F

Recommended Base Case (without Project) Improvements
Intersections (see Figure 16-15 and Table 16-9)

touise Avenue/l-5 Southbound Ramps

Add a fourth southbound off-ramp lane and stripe to allow right turns from two ianes
and left turns from two lanes. Allow free right turns from the most westerly right turn
lane.

Resultant Operation:
AM Peak Hour: LOS C-34.8 seconds vehicle delay

Louise Avenue/l-5 Northbound Ramps
Add a fourth northbound off-ramp lane and stripe to allow right turns from two lanes
and left turns from two lanes. Allow free right turns from the most easterly right tumn

lane.

Resultant Operation:
PM Peak Hour: LOS D-41.3 seconds vehicle delay

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EiR 16-38
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TABLE 16-9
MITIGATED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
YEAR 2025 BASE CASE & BASE CASE + PROJECT

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR

Location Base Case Base Case + Base Case Base Case +
Project Project

River Islands Parkway/l-5 C-34.8"2 D-53.2% D-46.79
Southbound Ramps (Signal}
Louise Ave./-5 Northbound D-41,3M¢ D-53.1%
Ramps (Signal}
River Islands Parkway/ Golden D-54.7 D-52.6% D-53.79
Valiey Parkway (Signal)
Golden Valley Parkway/ Towne D-54 21

Centre Dr. (Signal)

Notes:

tn
2)

13)

(4}

&

@)

Signalized level of service—control delay in seconds.

Add a fourth southbound off-ramp lane and stripe as two exclusive right turn lanes, an exclusive left turn and a
shared left-threugh iane.

One of the two right turn lanes would be a free right tumn and channelized to its own exclusive departure lane, white
the other right turn lane would be signal controlled.

Add a second laft turn fane to the eastbound River islands Parkway approach.

Add third through lanes to the nerth and souihbound Golden Valley Parkway approaches.

Provide free right tums cn the northbound Golden Valley Parkway approach.

Provide a fth eastbound lane on River islands Parkway between Golden Valley Parkway and the 1-5 Southbound
Ramps.

Add a fourth northbound off-ramp lane, stripe as two exclusive right turn Tanes, an exclusive lefi turn and 2 shared
teftfthrough lane.

One of the two right turn lanes would be a free right turn and channelized io its own exclusive deparfure lane, while
the other right turn lane would be signal controlled.

Add a second left turn lane 1o the eastbound River Islands Parkway approach.

Provide fres right tums on the northhound Golden Valley Parkway approach.

Provide a fifth eastoound lane on River Istands Parkway between Golden Valley Parkway and the |-5 Southbound
Ramps.

Add a second right turn lane to the westbound Towne Centre Drive approach.

Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Analysis Methodology
Source: Crane Transportation Group




TABLE 16-10
FREEWAY SEGMENT MITIGATED LEVEL OF SERVICE
YEAR 2025 BASE CASE & BASE CASE + PROJECT

Tota! Required Freeway Lanes/Resultant Level Of Service

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Location Direction Projected # of Lanes Base Case Base Case + Project Base Case Base Case +
{Used For Analysis Fuli Buildout Praject Fult
Purposes) Buildout

i-5 North of Louise Ave. Interchange NB 3 4/D 5/C

S8 3 4/p"M 4D 4/C 4/C
I-5 Between Louise Ave. & S.R.120 NB 3 5/D 5/D

SB 3 4D 4/D 4IC 4D
-5 Between S.R.120 and NB 5 8/D® 8/D?
Manthey/Mossdale Hook Ramps sB 5 gmpte 8/D® gic? gic®
-5 Between Manthey/Mossdale Hook NB 5 ap®@ g/p®
Ramps and 1-205 SB 5 s/D!M 8/p? 8ic®@ 8iIc®
I-5 Just South of 1-205 NB 2 3p 3/D

sB 3
1-2058 Between |-5 and Paradise Rd. EB 3 50 5/D
Interchange wB 3 5Dt 5/D 5/C 5/C
$.R.120 Just East of |-5 EB 2 4/D 4D

WB 2 4D 41D 48 4/B
Notes:

i
2

Required total number of lanesiresultant level of service,

This mitigationimprovement indicates the need for 8 freeway lanes in the north or southbound directions. While & adjacent freeway lanes could not function acceptably, two
adjacent northbound (and southbound) freeways, each with 4 lanes (between 1205 and 5.R.1120) would be able to function acceptably. This would be an extremely expensive
improvement.

Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Analysis Methodology
Source: Crane Transportation Group




River Isfands Parkway/Golden Valley Parkway
Provide free right turns on the northbound Golden Valley Parkway intersection
approach.
Add a fifth eastbound departure lane extending to the I-5 southbound ramps
intersection,
Add a second left turn lane to the eastbound River Islands Parkway approach.
Resultant Operation
PM Peak Hour: LOS D-52.6 seconds vehicle delay
Freeway Mainline (see Table 16-10, above)

All freeways in the Lathrop and north Tracy areas would require major lane additions in
arder to provide acceptable Base Case (without project) peak hour operation. These
are regional transportation improvements that are beyond the scope of any one project.
Lane addition requirements to provide LOS D operation would be as follows:

I-5 (north of Louise Avenue)

Add 1 lane each direction—total 4 lanes each direction

I-5 (from Louise Avenue to SR 120}

Add 2 lanes each direction-total 5 lanes each direction.

-5 {from SR 120 to {-205)

Add 3 lanes each direction—total 8 lanes each direction. This would require two side-
by-side freeways (4 lanes each) in the north and southbound directions.

I-5 (south of I-205)

Add 1 lane northbound-total 3 lanes northbound.

SR 120 (east of I-5)

Add 2 lanes each direction-total 4 lanes each direction.

-205 (1-5 to Paradise Road)

Add 2 lanes each direction-total 5 lanes each direction.

Failure to provide these lanes would cause additional traffic diversion to already

congested parallel surface street routes as well as the spreading of the peak traffic
periods to four or more hours.

Mossdale Landing East Supplementai EIR 15-40



16.5 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Significance Thresholds

The Mossdale Landing East project would result in a significant traffic impact if it would
result in one or more of the following (which are based, in part, upon standards
established in the City of Lathrop’s General Plan or by the Lathrop Public Works
Department or standards established by Caltrans:

« if project traffic degrades Base Case operation at a signalized or all-way-stop
intersection in the City of Lathrop from LOS A through D to LOS E or ¥, or
degrades Base Case operation at a City of Lathrop side street stop-sign
controlled intersection from LOS A through E to LOS F;

+ If the project increases traffic by 1% or more at Base Case signalized or all-
way-stop intersections in the City of Lathrop already operating at LOS E or F,
or side street stop sign controlled intersections in the City of Lathrop already
operating at LOS F;

« If the projects increases traffic at Base Case un-signalized intersections such
that Caltrans Peak Hour Warrant #11 criteria levels are exceeded;

« If the project increases traffic by 1% or more at Base Case un-signalized
intersections that already exceed Caltrans Peak Hour Warrant #11 criteria
levels;

« If project traffic degrades Base Case operation at a signalized, all-way-stop ar
side street stop sign controlled intersection from LOS A through Cto 1LOS D, E
or F;

* If the project increases traffic by 1% or more at Base Case signalized, all-way-
stop or side street stop sign controlled intersections already operating at LOS
D, Eor F;

» If project traffic degrades base case freeway segment operation from LOS A
through D to LOS E or F;

« If the project increases traffic by 1% or more to base case freeway segments
already operating at LOS E or F;

« If, in the opinion of the EIR registered traffic engineer, certain project-related
traffic changes or proposed designs would substantially increase auto,
pedestrian or bicycle rider safety concerns;

» If the proposed project internal circulation does not provide for or allow
flexibility to provide for public transit service along major internal streets; or

« If project traffic could significantly degrade existing roadway pavement
condition.

iossdale Landing East Supplemental £IR T6-41



Introduction

As discussed in the introduction, this section evaluates the traffic impacts associated with
the addition of project traffic to the existing condition (i.e., “existing baseline (2003) plus
project”) and the modeled Base Case for each of two horizon years: the Year 2007
scenario and the Year 2025 (Project Buildout) scenario.

Project Year 2007 _Scenario

. 250 single family units
. 80 apartment units
. 14 acres highway commercial (¥ 135,000 5Q.FT.}

Project Year 2025 Buildout Scenario

. 403 single family units

. 80 apartment units

. 28 acres highway commercial (¥ 270,000 SQ.FT.)
. 6.5 acres village commercial

. 12.5 acres service commercial

The traffic impact analysis addresses potential project impacts on intersection
operations, need for signalization and freeway level of service under each of the three
analysis scenarios (2007, 2025 and Existing). FProject construction, internal circulation
within the project and pedestrian and bicycle circulation concerns are addressed
following the traffic scenarios. Transportation issues addressed in this section are listed
below.

Year 2007 Base Case + Project Traffic Impacts
Year 2007 Intersection Level of Service Impacts
Year 2007 Intersection Signal Warrant
Year 2007 Freeway Level of Service
Year 2025 Base Case + Project Traffic Impacts
Year 2025 Intersection Level of Service Impacts
Year 2025 Intersection Signal Warrant
Year 2025 Freeway Level of Service
Existing + Project Traffic Impacts
Existing + Project Intersection Level of Service Impacts

Existing + Project Intersection Signal Warrant
Existing + Project Freeway Level of Service

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EIR 16-42



Other Transportation lssues

Construction Traffic
Internal Circulation
Pedestrian Circulation
Transit Service
Bicycle Circulation

The City of Lathrop required the development of a Traffic Monitoring Program in
conjunction with the approved Mossdale Landing project, adjacent to MLE. The TMP
requires that the Mossdale Landing applicant commence traffic monitoring at specified
locations starting with occupancy of the 50th on-site residential unit and continuing until
all required traffic improvements have been completed. The TMP is intended to be
used as the basis for determining when each of the traffic improvements required by
the mitigation measures are required to be implemented. The proposed project will be
required to participate in the TMP, as required by subsequent mitigation measures.

Assumed Project Access, Intersection Control and Intersection Geometrics

A forecast of future traffic conditions also requires a forecast of the physical state of the
transportation system including the availability and configuration of access to the
project site, intersection geometrics and traffic controls at the intersections. These
assumptions for each of the analysis scenarios (2007, 2025 and Existing} are outlined
below.

Year 2007 Base Case + Froject Scenarfo

Figure 16-16 shows the roadway system and intersection control/geometrics to be in
place to serve Base Case + Project development by 2007. The project would provide
two lanes of Golden Valley Parkway extending approximately 900 feet south of River
Islands Parkway. An east-west public roadway would then be constructed connecting
the south end of Golden Valley Parkway and Manthey Road. The existing Manthey
Road alignment just south of River Islands Parkway would be eliminated due fo
construction of a shopping center between Golden Valley Parkway and the [-5 freeway
right-of-way. Access to this shopping area would be provided via an intersection along
the new east-west roadway connecting Golden Valley Parkway and Manthey Road, an
extension of Manthey Road into the south end of the center and via a signalized
intersection along the center’s River Islands Parkway frontage that would allow all but
left turn outbound movements from the shopping center,

The Johnson Ferry Road connection to River Islands Parkway would be eliminated with
construction of the first segment of Golden Valley Parkway. All access to Mossdale
Landing East single family and apartment units would be via McKee Boulevard
extending to the south of River Islands Parkway.

Mossdale Landiag East Supplemental EIR 16-43



Year 2025 Base Case + FProfect Buildout Scenario

Figure 16-17 shows the roadway system and intersection control/geometrics expected
to serve Base Case + Project Buildout development. The northern part of the project
would have all single family and apartment units accessed via McKee Boulevard (to
Towne Centre Drive or River Islands Parkway). Parking for village commercial uses
along the north side of Towne Centre Drive (between McKee Boulevard and Golden
Valley Parkway) would be accessed via a driveway connection to McKee Boulevard as
well as a right turn in driveway from southbound Golden Valley Parkway to the north of
Towne Centre Drive. Commercial uses hetween Golden Valley Parkway and Manthey
Road {or the I-5 freeway) would be accessed via Manthey Road, Towne Centre Drive,
two signalized intersections along Gelden Valley Parkway (between River Islands
Parkway and Towne Centre Drive) and a signalized intersection along River Islands
Parkway between Golden Valley Parkway and the I-5 freeway (where all but left turn
outhound movements from the shopping center would be allowed).

The southern Mossdale Landing East development residential area (west of Golden
Valley Parkway) would be accessed via Golden Spike Trail and the southerly extension
of McKee Boulevard as well as a right turn in/right turn out intersection with southbound
Golden Valley Parkway. The small commercial parcel in the southern area would be
accessed via driveway connections to Manthey Road.

Evisting Baseline (2003) + Profect Buildout Scenatio

Projected Existing Baseline (2003) + Project Buildout intersection geometrics and
control are presented in Figure 16-18. Two lanes of Golden Valley Parkway would be
constructed from Louise Avenue to Towne Centre Drive and Towne Centre Drive would
extend westerly from Manthey Road to Golden Valley Parkway and into the project’s
village commercial area.

Analysis Organization and Notes

As explained in Model Run Descriptions, the SJCOG regional traffic model with added
traffic zone and roadway infrastructure for the Lathrop area has been utilized to project
Base Case + Project year 2007 and 2025 weekday peak hour traffic volumes. Resultant
year 2007 Base Case + Project AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes are
presented in Figures 16-19 and 16-20, respectively, while year 2007 Base Case +
Project AM and PM peak hour freeway volumes are presented in Figure 16-21.
Resultant year 2025 Base Case + Project Buildout AM and PM peak hour intersection
volumes are presented in Figures 16-22 and 16-23, respectively, while Year 2025 Base
Case + Project Buildout AM and PM peak hour freeway volumes are presented in
Figure 16-24. The net change in traffic due to proposed project development in 2007
and 2025 is presented in Appendix Figures 1 to 6.

Mossdale Landing East Supplementai EIR 16-44



Adjustments were made in the 2007 projections to reflect at least 25 construction worker
vehicles that could be entering the site during the AM peak hour and leaving the site
during the PM peak hour. No construction-truck activity would be expected during
either peak hour. In addition, adjustments were also made to the 2007 with project
projections to reflect locations of elementary, middie and high school attendance.

It should be noted that year 2007 and 2025 Base Case and Base Case + Project traffic
projections show projected volumes exceeding available capacities on the i-5, 1-205
and SR 120 freeways. In particular, by 2025 demand exceeds capacity by more than
50 percent {(with or without the Mossdale Landing East project) in many locations.
Given the capacity constrained reality of the local freeway system not to be able to
accept or deliver the surface street volumes that are included as part of the traffic
modeling output, there is the distinct possibility that interchange and surface street
intersection impacts and needed mitigations are conservatively overstated in this
analysis.

As explained in Model Run Descriptions, an additional evaluation has been conducted
for this DEIR: an existing baseline (2003) + Project Buildout. Resultant existing +
Project Buildout AM and PM peak hour intersection volumes are presented in Figures
16-25 and 16-26, respectively, while existing + Project Buildout AM and PM peak hour
freeway volumes are presented in Figure 16-27.

The mitigation measures below correspond by name to the environmental impacts.
Where either a less-than-significant impact” or “no impact” would occur, no mitigation
is identified below. A general discussion of funding and monitoring programs is
provided in the Appendix. These include the WLSP Regional Transportation Fee, the
City of Lathrop Capital Facility Fee for Transportation Improvements, The Stewart Tract
On-Site Traffic Mitigation Fee, the City of Tracy/San Joaquin County/City of Lathrop
Cooperative Agreement and Traffic Fee and the Stewart Tract Traffic Monitoring
Program. Together, these fee programs are referenced in this document as the
Transportation Impact Fees. Therefore, rather than reference the fee program specific
to each facility, the individual mitigation measures reference payment of applicable
Transportation Impact Fees.

16.3.1 Year 2007 Base Case Traffic Impacts

Year 2007 Intersection Level of Service Impacls (see Table 16-3)

Proposed project development by 2007 would produce significant level of service
impacts at the following intersections.

River Islands Parkway/I-5 Southbound Ramps

AM Peak Hour—The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (29.1%) at this
{ocation already experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS F operation. The AM peak

hour leve!l of service would be improved to LOS D — 49.8 seconds vehicle contro! delay
with the mitigation measures recommended below.

Mossdale Landing East Supplementat EIR 15-43
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Louise Avenue/l-5 Northbound Ramps

PM Peak Hour—The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (18.0%) at this
lacation already experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS E operation. In addition,
operation wouid be degraded from LOS E to LOS F conditions. The PM Peak hour
level of service would be improved to LOS D — 37.8 seconds vehicle control delay with
the mitigation measures recommended below.

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures: (See Figure 16-28 and Table 16-5, above)

1. The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project applicant pays its applicable
Transportation Impact Fee for its fair share contribution towards

improvements at the River Islands Parkway/i-5 Southbound Ramps, as
follows:

Add a third southbound off-ramp lane and stripe as two exclusive left turn
lanes and a shared through/right turn lane.

L]

Add a second eastbound Louise Avenue approach lane.

o

The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project applicant pays its applicable
Transportation Impact Fee for its fair share contribution toward
improvements at the Louise Avenue/l-5 Northbound Ramps, as follows:

-

Add a third northbound off-ramp lane and stripe as two exclusive right turn
lanes and a shared through/left turn lane,

3. The project applicant shall participate in the Mossdale Landing Traffic
Monitoring FProgram.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Year 2007 Intersection Signal Warrant

Proposed project development by 2007 would not increase Base Case volumes to meet
peak hour signal warrant #11 criteria levels at any major un-signalized intersection.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EIR 16-59



Year 2007 Heeway Leve/ of Service (see Table 16-4)

Proposed project development by 2007 would increase volumes along the I-5, SR 120
and 1-205 freeways where Base Case operating conditions would already be an
unacceptable LOS E or F in the peak commute directions (southbound or westhound
during the AM peak hour and eastbound or northbound during the PM peak hour).
However, project volume increases along these segments would be less than 1%
(resulting in a less-than-significant impact) with three exceptions.

I-5 Southbound (from Louise Avenue to SR 120}

AM Peak Hour - The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (1.4%) along
this segment of freeway already experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS E
operation.

i-5 Northbound (from SR 120 to louise Avenue)

PM Peak Hour - The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (1.6%) along this
segment of freeway already experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS F operation.

-205 Eastbound (west of [-5}

PM Peak Four - The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (1.6%) along this
segment of freeway already experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS E operation.

As indicated by the mitigation measure below, the City of Lathrop would ensure that the
project applicant pays its applicable Transportation Impact Fee for its fair share
contribution for 1-5 and 1-205 freeway improvements. However, because the needed
improvements (widening 1-5 or 1-205 to 8 lanes with or without the project) are not
currently scheduled by Caltrans and because the development of these improvements
by the proposed project is outside the scope of the project (i.e., it is a regional
improvement), the Mossdale Landing East Phase 1 development wouid result in
significant unavoidable (short term) traffic impacts to the identified 1-5 and 1-205
segments until said improvements are completed. Resultant 2007 Base Case + Project
Phase 1 operating conditions with added freeway lanes is presented in Table 16-6.

Although the implementation of the Mitigation Measure would assist in reducing
degradation of freeway operation on I-5 and 1-205, actual freeway improvements
would not be implemented by Caltrans rapidly enough to reduce the impact to less-
than-significant levels. Therefore, these impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable.

Mossdale Landing Easl Supplemental EIR 16-60



Level of Significance: Significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project applicant pays its applicable
Transportation Impact Fee for its fair share contribution for [-5 and 1-205
freeway improvements.

Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable

16.3.2 Year 2025 Base Case Traffic Impacts

Year 2025 Intarsection Level of Service lmpacts (See Table 16-7)

Proposed full project development by 2025 would produce significant level of service
impacts at the following intersections.

River Islands Parkway/I-5 Southbound Ramps

AM Peak Hour—The project would increase voiumes by more than 1% (9.1%) at this
location already experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS F operation. The level of
service would be improved to LOS D - 53.2 seconds vehicle control delay with the
mitigation measures recommended below.

PM Peak Hour—Project traffic would degrade operation from an acceptable LOS D to
an unacceptable LOS E. The level of service would be improved to LOS D - 46.7
seconds vehicle control delay with the mitigation measures recommended below.

Louise Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps

PM Peak Hour—The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (6.0%) at this
location experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS E operation. The level of service
would be improved to LOS D ~ 53.7 seconds vehicle control delay with the mitigation
measures recommended below.

River Islands Parkway/Golden Valley Parkway

AM Peak Hour—Project traffic would degrade operation from an acceptable LOS D to
an unacceptable LOS E. The level of service would be improved to LOS D - 54.7
seconds vehicle control delay with the mitigation measures recommended below.

PM Peak Hour—Project traffic would increase valumes by more than 1% (13.2%) at
this location experiencing unacceptable Base Case LOS E operation. In addition,
operation would be degraded from LOS E to LOS F conditions. The level of service
would be improved to LOS D — 43.7 seconds vehicle control delay with the mitigation
measures recommended below.

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EIR 18-61



Golden Valfley Parkway/Towne Centre Drive

PM Peak Hour—Project traffic would degrade operation from an acceptable LOS D to
an unacceptable LOS E. The level of service would be improved to LOS D — 54.2
seconds vehicle control delay with the mitigation measures recommended befow.

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures: {see Figure 16-29 and Table 16-9)

1.

The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project applicant pays its applicable
Transportation |mpact Fee for its fair share contribution towards
improvements at River Islands Parkway/I-5 Southbound Ramps as foliows:

Add a fourth southbound off-ramp lane and stripe as two exclusive right tumn

lanes, and exclusives left turn lane and a shared left/through lane. One of the
two right turn lanes would be a free right turn and channelized to its own
exclusive departure lane, while the other right turn lane would be signal
controlied,

The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project applicant pays its applicable
Transportation Impact Fee for its fair share contribution towards
improvements at Louise Avenue/I-5 Narthbound Ramps as follows:

Add a fourth northbound off-ramp lane and stripe as two exclusive right turn

lanes, an exclusive left turn lane and a shared left/through lane. One of the
two right trn lanes would be a free right turn and channelized to its own
exclusive departure lane, while the other right turn lane would be signal
controlled.

The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project applicant pays its applicable
Transportation Impact Fee for its fair share contribution towards
improvements at River Islands Parkway/Golden Valley Parkway as follows:

Provide free right turns on the northbound Golden Valley Parkway intersection

approach.

Add a fifth eastbound departure lane extending to the I-5 southbound ramps

intersection.

Add a second left turn lane to the eastbound River Islands Parkway approach,

The project applicant is fully responsible for design and construction costs of
improvements at River Islands Parkway/Golden Valley Parkway as follows:

Add third through lanes to the north and southbound Golden Valley Parkway

approaches.

Mossdale Landing East Supplermental EIR 16-62



* % pdd 2nd (free) right
Not To Scale

turn lane - original right
turn lane remains signal A
controlled NORTH

* Add 2nd (free) right
turn fane - original right
turn lane remains signal
controlled

Louise Ave

e ——

= Project Site

ANTICIPATED LANES
& CONTROL
b = stop Sign
/ - kn 3 = Signal
8 3
o % —p = lane
2 g
, (U]
Aiver "| Edge D MITIGATION: Required

Approach Lanes and
Control

San
Joaquin
River

Y Improvement also required for
Base Case conditions only

\,Mossdale Landing Easl EIR

S
N\

~

Figure 16-29

Year 2025 Base Case + Project Buildout

CRANE TRANSPORTATION GROUP A .
Mitigations

v




5. The project applicant is fully responsibly for design and construction costs of
improvements at Golden Valley Parkway/Towne Centre Drive as follows:

* Add a second right turn lane to the westbound Towne Centre Drive approach.
Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
Year 2025 intersection Stgnal Warrant

Proposed full project development by 2025 would not increase Base Case volumes to
meet peak hour signal warrant #11 criteria levels at any major un-signalized
intersection.

Level of Significance: Lless than Significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
Year 2025 Freeway Level of Service (see Table 16-10)

Proposed full project development by 2025 would increase volumes along the I-5,
SR 120 and 1-205 freeways where Base Case operating conditions would already be an
unacceptable LOS E or F in the peak commute directions (southbound or westbound
during the AM peak hour and eastbound or northbound during the PM peak hour).
However, project volume increases along these segments would be less than 1%
(resulting in a less-than-significant impact) with four exceptions,

{-5 Southbound (north of louise Avenue)

AM Peak Hour - The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (2.9%) along
this segment of freeway already experiencing unacceptable Base Case 1OSF
operation.

-5 Southbound (from north of Louise Avenue to SR 120)

PM Peak Hour - The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (1.6% north of
Louise Avenue and 1.4% south of Louise Avenue} along these segments of freeway
already experiencing unacceptable LOS E operation.

I-5 Northbound (north of Louise Avenue and south of 1-205)
PM Peak Hour - The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (3.1% north of

Louise Avenue and 3.7% south of 1-205) along these segments of freeway already
experiencing unacceptable LOS F operation.

Maossdale Landing East Suppiemental EIR 16-64



SR 120 Fastbound (east of I-5}

PM Peak Hour - The project would increase volumes by more than 1% (1.6%) along
this segment of freeway already experiencing unacceptable LOS F operation.

As indicated by the mitigation measure below, the City of Lathrop shall ensure that the
project applicant pays its Applicable Transportation impact Fee for its fair share
contribution for 1-5 and SR 120 freeway improvements. However, because these
needed freeway improvements are not schedules to be completed by Caltrans by 2025,
and because the full development of these improvements by the proposed project is
outside the scope of the project {i.e. they are regional improvements), the Mossdale
Landing East project would result in significant unavoidable (long term) traffic impacts
to the identified 1-5 and SR 120 segments until said improvements are completed.
Table 16-10 lists needed 2025 Base Case and Base Case + project freeway lanes in
order to provide acceptable peak hour operation. In all but one case, the number of
new freeway lanes required to accommodate Base Case traffic would also
accommodate Base Case + project volumes. The one exception is: I-5 northbound
north of Louise Avenue, where an additional 5 lanes (rather than 4) would be required
to provide acceptable operation with project traffic.

Although implementation of the foilowing mitigation measure would assist in reducing
degradation of freeway operation on I-5 and SR 120, actual freeway improvements
may not be implemented by Caltrans rapidly enough to reduce the impact to less than
significant levels. Therefore, this impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures: (See Table 16-10)

1. The City of Lathrop shall ensure that the project applicant pays its Applicable

Transportation Impact Fee for its fair share contribution for 1-5 and SR 120
freeway improvements detailed as follows:

Summary of Required Freeway Lanes for Base Case + Project Peak Hour Traffic

I-5 {north of 5R 120} 5 lanes northbound 7 4 lanes southbound
I-5 {between SR 120 and 1-205} 8 lanes each direction®
I-5 {south of 1-205) 3 lanes each direction
1-205 {west of I-5) 5 lanes each direction
SR 120 {east of I-5) 4 lanes each direction

*As detailed in the 2025 Base Case improvements section, this would potentially
require provision of two side-by-side freeways (4 lanes each) in the north and
southbound _directions,

Significance After Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable
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16.3.3 Existing Plus Project Traffic Impacts
Existing + Project intersection Level of Service Impacts (see Table 76-77)
Proposed full project development would produce significant level of service impacts
to the existing circulation system at the following intersections.
touise Avenue/l-5 Southbound Ramps
AM Peak Hour—Signalized operation would be degraded from an acceptable LOS C
to an unacceptable LOS E. The level of service would be improved to LOS D - 38.1
seconds vehicle control delay with the mitigation measures recommended below.
PM Peak Hour—Signalized operation would be degraded from an acceptable LOS C
to an unacceptable LOS F. The level of service would be improved to LOS D — 39.2
seconds vehicle controf delay with the mitigation measures recommended below.
Louise Avenue/I-5 Northbound Ramps
PM Peak Hour—Signalized operation would be degraded from an acceptable LOS B
to an unacceptable LOS E. The level of service would be improved to LOS D - 42.6
seconds vehicle control delay with the mitigation measures recommended below.
Louise Avenue/Golden Valley Parkway
PM Peak Hour—All-way-stop operation would be an unacceptable LOS E. The level of
service would be improved to LOS C — 22.8 seconds vehicle control delay with the
mitigation measures recommended below.

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures: (see Figure 16-30 and Table 16-12)

1. The project applicant is fully responsible for design and construction costs of
improvements at River Islands Parkway /I-5 Southbound Ramps as follows:

Add a second lane to the eastbound Louise Avenue approach.

™

The project applicant is fully responsible for design and construction costs of
improvements at River Islands Parkway/I-5 Northbound Ramps as follows:

Add a third northbound off-ramp lane and stripe as two exclusive right turn
lanes and a combined through/left turn lane.

s

The project applicant is fully responsible for design and construction costs of
improvements at River Islands Parkway/Golden Valley Parkway as follows:

L]

Signalize the intersection
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TABLE 16-11
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING + PROJECT

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Existing Existing + Existing Existing +

Proiect Preiect
Louise Ave./Harlan Rd. (Signal) c-25.8M C-24.2 C-28.2 C-28.5
Louise Ave /-5 Norihbound Ramps B-15.1" D-36.1 B-19.7 £-66.3
(Signal)
Louise Ave./I-5 Southbound Ranips c-29.2t E-57.5 C26.8 F-129.7
{Signal)
Louise Ave./Manthey Rd. (Manthey Rd. A-8.5/A-9.77 c-17.99 A-0.8/A-0.4 8-14.8
Stop Sign Controlled)
L ouise Ave./Shopping Center Entrance N/A c-23.4" N/A Cc-21.2
(Signal)
Louise Ave./Golden Valley Parkway (All- N/A D-32.1" NFA E-44.1
Way-Stop)
Golden Valley Parkway/Shopping Center NIA G-20.8® N/A D/27.6

Entrance North (Shopping Center Stop
Sign Controlled)

Golden Valley Parkway/Shopping Center NIA c-17.62 N/A Cc-17.1
Enfrance South {Shopping Center Stop
Sign Cantrolled)

Towne Centre Dr./Golden Vailey Parkway N/A A-8.3% NIA A998
(All-Way-Stop)

Manthey Rd./Towne Centre Dr. (Towne N/A A-9.1@ N/A A-9.3
Centre Dr. Stop Sign Controlled)

Manthey Rd./I-6 Southbound Hook Ramps A-9.0 A-9.07 A-8.7 A-8.7
(I-5 Ramps Stop Sign Controlied)

Mossdale Rd./I-5 Northbound Hook A-8.8 A-8.8% A-8.8 A-9.0
Ramps (I-5 Ramps Stop Sign Centrolled}

Manthey Rd./I-5 Underpass from Mossdale A9.2 A-9.4® A9.1 A-9.7
Rd. (Underpass Stop Sign Controlled)

Mossdale Rd./I-5 Underpass from Manthey A-9.0 A-9.219 A-9.3 A-D.6
Rd. (Underpass Stop Sign Controlled)

Notes:

I Signalized leve) of service~control delay in seconds.

@ Unsignalized level of service-average control delay in seconds-Louise Ave. westbound stop sign controlled through-left
turn/Louise Ave. eastbound stop sign contratled approach.

@ Unsignalized level of service-average conirol delay (in seconds). Southbound Manthey Rd. right turn.

@ All-way-stop level of service—average control delay in seconds,

' Unsignalized level of service-average control delay (in seconds). Westbound Shopping Center driveway lelt turn.

®  Unsignalized level of service-average control delay (in seconds). Eastbound Towne Centre Dr. approach.

™ Unsignalized level of service—average coatrol delay (in seconds). Southbound I-5 off-ramp approach.

®  Unsignalized level of service—average control delay {in seconds). Northbound 1-5 off-ramp approach.

®  Unsignalized ievel of service-average control delay (in seconds). Westbound Underpass Rd. stop sign controlled approach
to Manthey Rd.

4n  {ynsignatized level of service-average control delay {in seconds). Eastbound Underpass Rd. strop sign controlled approach
to Mossdale Rd,

Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual Operations Methodology
Source: Crane Transportation Group




Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
Existing + FProject intersection Signal Warrant
The proposed full project development would increase volumes above signal warrant
criteria levels at one location.
Louise Avenue/Colden Valley Parkway
PM Peak Hour - (All-Way-Stop) Existing + project buildout volumes would exceed
Caltrans #11 peak hour urban warrant criteria levels during the PM peak hour. The
level of service would be improved to LOS C — 22.8 seconds vehicle control delay with
the mitigation measures recommended below.

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures: {see Figure 16-30 and Table 16-12)

1. The project applicant is fully responsible for design and construction costs of
improvements at River Islands Parkway/Goiden Valley Parkway as follows:

» Signalize the intersection

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
Existing + Froject Freeway Leve! of Service (see Table 16-73)

Existing + proposed project full buildout traffic would not result in unacceptable AM or
PM peak hour operation along any segment of the I-5, SR 120 or [-205 freeways in the
project vicinity.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required

16.3.4 QOther Transportation Issues

Constriiction Traific

The project applicant estimates there could be up to 75 construction workers accessing
the project site on any given weekday. All but 25 workers are expected to access the
site before 6:30 AM and all but 25 would exit the site before 4:30 PM. No construction-
truck traffic is expected before 8:00 AM or after 4:00 PM. Should these projections and
commute times be followed, operational impacts would remain at a less-than-
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significant level. However, construction traffic, particularly truck traffic, could degrade
pavement condition along all roadways used for access. As indicated by the mitigation
measures below, the project applicant will ensure that all degradation of pavement
condition due to project construction is fully repaired and monitored every six months,
reducing this impact to less than significant.

Level of Significance: Significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. No construction delivery truck traffic shall be allowed on the local roadway
network before 8:00 AM or after 4:30 PM.

2. No construction worker traffic shall be allowed on the local roadway
network between 6:30 and 8:30 AM and between 4:30 and 6:00 PM.

3. All degradation of pavement condition along Louise Avenue and Manthey
Road due to Mossdale Landing East construction traffic will be fully repaired
to the satisfaction of the City of Lathrop. City staff and project applicant shall
jointly monitor the condition of each roadway every six months.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
Internal Circulation i the North Single-family Residential Area

Proposed curb-to-curb street widths within the North Single-Family Residential Are are
as follows:

McKee Boulevard: 36 feet (no parking allowed, striped Class I} hike lanes)
Johnson Ferry Road and Golden Spike Trail: 36 feet

Median and Low Density Residential Streets: 32 feet

Neighborhood Entries: 20 feet (separate 20-foot exit lane and 20-foot entry lane)

The proposed circulation plan for the north single-family residential area appears
acceptable with the following exceptions. These concerns would be mitigated to a less
than significant level with the following mitigation measures.

« The 32-foot-wide residential streets should function acceptably where
straight, but would result in significant safety concerns at any moderate to
90-degree or sharper curve due to the increased potential for sideswipe or
head-on collisions. Locations would be:

Colonian Way {east and west end)
Victorian Way (east and west end)
Street M {north end)

Street F (north and south end)
Street K (north and south end)
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TABLE 16-12
MITIGATED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
EXISTING + PROJECT BUILDOUT

Location AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Louise Ave./i-5 Southbound Ramps D-38.1(% D-39.2%
{Signal)

Louise Ave./I-5 Northbound Ramps D-42.6"
(Signal)

Louise Ave./Golden Valley Parlway C-22.8M%
Notes:

M Signalized level of service—control delay in seconds,
@ Add a second Iane te the easthound Louise Avenue approach.

®  Add a third northbound off-ramp lane, stripe as two exclusive right turn lanes and a combined through/left turn

lane.
@ Sjgnalize the intersection.
Year 2000 Highway Capacity Mannal Analysis Methodology
Source: Crane Transportation Grotp




TABLE 16-13

FREEWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE

EXISTING+ PROJECT BUILDOUT

Location Direction # of Lanes Am Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
-5 North of Louise Ave. Interchange NB 3 C C
SB 3 C C
i-5 Between Louise Ave. & SR120 NB 3 C C
SB 3 C C
I-5 Between SR120 and NB 4 B D
Manthey/Mossdale Hook Ramps SR 5 c B
[-5 Between Manthey/Mossdale Hook NB 5 B C
Ramps and |-205 SB 5 C B
i-5 Just South of [-205 NB 2 A C
SB 3 B B
[-205 Between |-5 and MacArthur Dr. EB 2 C D
interchange WB 2 D C
SR120 Just East of I-5 EB 2 B D
WB 2 D B

Year 2000 Highway Capacity Marnual Analysis Methodoclogy

Source; Crane Transportation Group




Street A {north end and just south of southerly Street B connection)
Street B (southwest 90-degree curve}

The 36-foot-wide McKee Boulevard would not allow provision of left turn
lanes on the approaches to any intersections along the moderately high
volume road (with 450 to 500 vehicles per hour). Some through traffic
attempting to pull around the right side of a stopped vehicle waiting to turn
left would need to enter the bike lane adjacent to the curb. This would be a
significant safety concern for bike riders.

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures:

1.

All proposed residential streets shall be 36 feet wide curb-to-curb on the
approaches to and through each major curve (as listed in the impact section)
or on-street parking be prohibited on the inside of all 90-degree or sharper
CUrves.

McKee Boulevard shall be widened to provide left turn lanes on the
approaches to johnson Ferry Road, Street D, Street C and any driveways
serving the village commercial or apartment complex parking lots.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Intemnal Circuiation in the South Single-Family Residential Area

Proposed curb-to-curb street widths within the South Single-Family Residential Area are

as follows:

McKee Boulevard: 36 feet (no bicycle lanes proposed)

Golden Spike Trail: 36 feet

Residential Street P (connecting to southbound Golden Valley Parkway-—right
turn infout only): 32 feet

Other Residential Culs-de-sac: 32 feet

Indian Summer Way: 50 feet

The proposed circulation plan for the south single-family residential area appears
acceptable with the following exceptions. These concerns would be mitigated to a less
than significant level with the following mitigation measures.

The narrow width of Street P at its connection to southbound Golden Valley
Parkway would lead to safety concerns due to the potential for vehicles
turning from Golden Valley Parkway at a high speed not staying fully within
their westbound (departure) travel lane near the intersection (particularly if
there is parking along both sides of the street).

Level of Signiticance: Significant
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Mitigation Measures:

1.

Prohibit outbound movements at any driveway connection to Golden Valley
Parkway north of the main entrance,

Limit proposed driveway connections to Street N to a single driveway
connection about midway between Golden Valley Parkway and Manthey
Reoad.

Prohibit diagonal parking along Street N in close proximity to the Golden
Valley Parkway or Manthey Road intersections.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

Internal Circuiation in the Service Commercial Area (North)

The proposed plan in the UDC shows one access connection to Street N (near Golden
Valley Parkway), two along Manthey Road and one along Towne Centre Drive
(midway between Golden Valley Parkway and Manthey Road). Manthey Road is
proposed to be 44 feet wide curb-to-curb, while Town Centre Drive is proposed to be
60 feet wide (30-foot half section adjacent to the project site) with diagonal parking.

The proposed service commercial circulation and access plan appears acceptable with
the following exceptions. These concerns would be mitigated to a less than significant
level with the following mitigation measures.

The Manthey Road 44-foot width would not allow provision of two travel
lanes along with both right and left turn deceleration lanes on the
approaches to project driveways and to Towne Centre Drive.

Maneuvers to/from the diagonal parking on hoth sides of Towne Centre
Drive and Street N in close proximity to Golden Valley Parkway and
Manthey Road could lead to short term backups of traffic through both the
Golden Valley Boulevard and Manthey Road intersections as well as
inefficient delivery of vehicles into each intersection.

The access connection to Street N is too close to the Golden Valley Parkway
intersection. Turns to/from this driveway could interfere with turn
movements from Golden Valley Parkway.

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures:

1.

Provide right and left turn deceleration lanes on the approaches to both
Manthey Road project driveways and a right turn deceleration lane on the
southbound Manthey Road approach to Towne Centre Drive,

Mossdale Landing East Supplemental EIR 16-75



Mitigation Measures:

1. Widen Street P to at least 36 feet curb-to-curb for at least 100 feet west of
Golden Valley Parkway and prohibit parking on the north side of the street
at least 50 feet from Golden Valley Parkway.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
Internal Circufation in the Highway Commercial Area

The proposed plan in the UDC shows one access connection to River Islands Parkway,
two connections to Golden Valley Parkway and two connections to Street N at the south
end of the site. Street N would connect Golden Valley Parkway to Manthey Road. The
Street N and southerly driveway connections to Goiden Vailey Parkway would
uftimately be signalized, as would the driveway connection to the River Islands
Parkway. No left turns out would be allowed at the River Islands Parkway signal.
Street N is proposed to be 60 feet wide curb-to-curb and have diagonal parking in
each direction. None of the uses within the highway commercial center {including all
the pads) are shown having drive-thru facilities.

The highway commercial internal circulation access plan appears acceptable with the
following exceptions. These concerns would be mitigated to a less than significant ievel
with the following mitigation measures.

* The northerly {un-signalized) driveway connection to River Islands Parkway
{(where right turns in and out only would be atlowed) would result in
significant safety concerns due to some potential movements from the
outbound right turn,  Some outbound vehicles would attempt to cross five
lanes of traffic to enter the left turn lane providing access to westbound River
Islands Parkway. This diagonal movement over a short distance would
create significant safety concerns.

+ The two project access drive connections to Street N are too close to Golden
Valley Parkway and Manthey Road. Turns to/from both driveways could
interfere with turn movements from the major streets at either end of Street
N.

»  Maneuvers to/from the diagonal parking on both sides of Street N in close
proximity to the Golden Valley Parkway intersection could lead to short-
term backups of traffic back through the intersection as well as inefficient
delivery of vehicles into each intersection,

Level of Significance: Significant
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Prohibit diagonal parking along Street N in close proximity to the Golden
Valley Parkway or Manthey Road intersections.

Access to the service commercial access along Street N should be located
about halfway between Golden Valley Parkway and Manthey Road
{opposite the proposed new access to the highway commercial center).
Potentially, all-way-stop control this intersection.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

intemal Circulation in the Village Comimercial Area

The proposed plan in the UDC shows access to the village commercial area via a right-
turn-in-only driveway from southbound Golden Valley Parkway, a driveway
connection to Towne Center Drive (about halfway between Golden Valley Parkway
and McKee Boulevard), and a driveway connection to McKee Boulevard (just south of
the McKee Boulevard intersection with Street C in the residential neighborhood north of
the village commercial parking}. Towne Centre Drive would be 60 feet curb-to-curb
with diagonal parking.

The proposed village commercial vehicular circulation and access plan appears
acceptable with the following exceptions. These concerns would be mitigated to a less
than significant level with the following mitigation measures.

*

Maneuvers to/from the diagonal parking on the north side of Towne Centre
Drive in close proximity to Golden Valley Parkway could lead to short term
backups of traffic through the Golden Valley Parkway intersection.

The close proximity of the McKee Boulevard/village commercial parking
lot/apartment complex intersection with the McKee Boulevard/Street C
intersection could lead to occasional conflicts due to simultaneous turns at
both intersections. This would create a significant safety concern.

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures:

Prohibit diagonal parking along Towne Centre Drive in close proximity to
Golden Valley Parkway (at least 150 to 200 feet from Golden Valley
Parkway).

Provide at least 100 feet of separation between the intersection of
McKee/Street C and any driveway connections along McKee Boulevard to
the Village Commercial parcels. Any village commercial and apartment
complex driveways should also not be moved any closer than 150 feet from
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the Towne Centre Drive traffic circle approach (i.e. no closer than currently
shown on the UDC pian).

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
Internal Circulation in the Service Commercial Area (South)

No detail is shown in the UDC regarding access to or internal circulation for this parcel.
Access is therefore assumed from Manthey Road, which is proposed as a 44-foot-wide
street.

This access plan appears acceptable with the foliowing exception. This concern would
be mitigated to a less than significant level with the following mitigation measure.

« A 44-foot-wide Manthey Road would not ailow provision of two through
lanes as well as left and right turn deceleration lanes on the approaches to an
access driveway,

Level of Significance: Significant

Mitigation Measures:

1. Provide right and left turn deceleration lanes on the Manthey Road
approaches to the commercial access driveway and limit access 1o a single
driveway.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
Pedestrian Circulation

North Single Family Residential Area

A detaifed internal pedestrian circulation plan has only been prepared for the northerly
single-family development. Sidewatks would be provided along both sides of all
streets within this area. An eight-foot-wide multiuse trail would also be provided along
the west side of Golden Valley Parkway. In addition, two walkways would connect
Street K and Street M in the residential area to Golden Valley Parkway at the north and
south ends of the subdivision (ust south of the River Isfands Parkway intersection and just
north of the Towne Centre Drive intersection and the southbound right turn access into
the Village Commercial parking area). Also, a walkway between residential units
would connect Street A to Louise Avenue at the westerly end of the site (opposite a
roadway leading to a park in the Mossdale Landing development). Pedestrian
circulation in the single family development appears acceptable with the one potential
concern that neither of the walkways connecting to Golden Valley Parkway is located
at either of the two proposed signalized intersections along the Parkway (between River
Islands Parkway and Towne Centre Drive) that will access the shopping centers east of
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Golden Valley Parkway. Some pedestrians may attempt fo cross GColden Valley
Parkway at the mid-block locations where the pedestrian walkways would be located.
These concerns would be mitigated to a less than significant level with the following
mitigation measures.

South Single Family Residential Area

Sidewalks are proposed along both sides of all internal streets and an eight-foot-wide
multiuse trail would be provided along the west side of Golden Valley Parkway. Indian
Summer Way would have a five-foot sidewalk along its east side and a 12-foot-wide
multiuse trail along its west side. All should function acceptably and the level of impact
would be less than significant.

Village Commercial and Apartment Complex Area

An eight-foot-wide multiuse trail would be provided along Golden Valley Parkway.
Sidewalks would also be provided along Towne Centre Drive, McKee Boulevard,
Street A and Street C frontages. Five pedestrian paseos would connect the village
commercial (north) parking area to Towne Centre Drive. All shouid function
acceptably and the level of impact would be fess than significant.

Highway and Service Commercial Areas

An eight-foot-wide multiuse trail would be provided along the south side of River
Islands Parkway and the east side of Golden Valley Parkway, while sidewalks would be
provided adjacent to the commercial facilities along Manthey Road, Street N and
Towne Centre Drive. All should function acceptably. No detail is provided regarding
internal pedestrian circulation in either case.

Level of Significance: Potentially Significant
Mitigation Measures:
1. North Single-Family Residential Area
« Relocate the walkways connecting the northerly single-family
subdivision to Golden Valley Parkway to the locations of the proposed
signalized shopping center access intersections along the parkway.
(or)
«  Maintain walkways in their currently proposed locations and develop a
design for the Golden Valley Parkway median that will prohibit or

severely discourage mid-block pedestrian/bike crossings.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
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Transit Service

There are no indications on the tentative map for the northerly or southerly single-family
subdivisions or in the UDC plans for the highway commercial, service commercial or
village commerciai areas that transit route considerations have been taken into account.
Realistically, Golden Valley Parkway, Towne Centre Drive, McKee Boulevard, Street N
and Manthey Road are the only thoroughfares that would likely ever have bus service.
No potential bus stop locations or bus bays are shown on these routes. These concerns
would be mitigated to a less than significant level with the following mitigation
measures.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. The project applicant should work with local transit agency to incorporate
potential future transit route and transit stop designs into their plans for
McKee Boulevard, Golden Valley Parkway, Manthey Road, Street N and
Towne Centre Drive.

2. All project commercial area developers should work with the local transit
agency to incorporate transit route and transit stop designs into their future
plans.

Significance After Mitigation: lLess than significant

Bicycle Circufation

The UDC shows that internal to the project or along project roadway frontages, Class |
pedestrian/bicycle trails would be provided along both sides of Golden Valley
Parkway, the south side of River Islands Parkway and along the west side of Indian
Summer Way (in the southern project area). In addition, the internal circulation plan for
the northerly single family residential area shows a Class I1 bike route along both sides of
McKee Boulevard between Johnson Ferry Road and Towne Centre Drive. Bike riders
would share the streets with cars along all residential streets. This could lead to
significant safety concerns at curves on the proposed narrow 32-foot residential streets if
parking is allowed on both sides of the street. These concerns would be mitigated to a
less than significant level with the following mitigation measures,

Bike riders in the north single family subdivision using the one-parcel-long pathway
connecting Street A to Louise Avenue could be tempted to cross Louise Avenue at a
high rate of speed (due to the low volume of traffic likely on this section of Louise
Avenue). This would create a significant safety concern. These concerns would be
mitigated to a less than significant level with the following mitigation measures.

Massdale Landing East Supplementat EIR 16-79



Bike riders using the pathways connecting Street K and Street M to Golden Valley
Parkway may also be tempted to cross the Parkway at these mid-block locations
(similar to the potential probiem with mid-block pedestrian crossings). Also, as
discussed in the internal circulation section, the 36-foot curb-to-curb width of McKee
Boulevard and lack of left turn lanes on intersection approaches would promote
vehicles pulling into the Class Il bike lanes as they make their way around vehicles
waiting to turn left. These concerns would be mitigated to a less than significant level
with the following mitigation measures.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. Widen all streets within the northerly subdivision to 36-foot widths on the
approaches and through each curve (see locatians in the internal circulation
section) or prohibit parking on the inside of each 90-degree or sharper
curve.

2. Design the one-parcel-long pathway connecting Street A in the northerly
suhdivision to Louise Avenue to require bike riders to dismount or proceed
slowly near Louise Avenue.

3. Relocate the northerly subdivision pedestrian/bicycle connections to Golden
Valley parkway to the locations of the proposed signalized shopping center
access intersections along the Parkway.

(or)
Matintain walkways/bicycle connections in their currently proposed locations
and develop a design for the Golden Valley Parkway median that will
prohibit or severely discourage mid-block bike crossing.

4. Provide left turn lanes on the McKee Boulevard approached to all
intersections as well as the village commercial/apartment complex

driveways.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
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17.0 UTILITIES

This chapter addresses the availability of, and potential project impacts on, urban utility
services needed for development of the proposed project. Required utilities would include
domestic water, wastewater disposal, recycled water, storm drainage and electrical, gas,
solid waste disposal, cable television and phone service.

The primary source documents for this anaiysis are City of Lathrop Master Plans for the
various municipal utilities. The most comprehensive of these master plans is the City’s
recently adopted (uly 2001) Lathrop Water, Wastewater, and Recycled Water Master Plan
(Nolte 2001). The City has also adopted a Storm Drain Master Plan {Lew-Garcia-Davis
1992). Thresholds of significance for all utility-related issues are provided below.

Thresholds of Significance

According to the CEQA Guidelines, a project may have a significant effect on the
environment if it would 1) exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2) require or result in the construction or expansion
of water, wastewater or storm drainage facilities that coutd cause significant environmental
effects, 3) require the development of new water supplies available to serve the project, 4)
not comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, or
5) not be served by a landfill with sufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs.

Impacts Adequately Addressed in the Project Initial Study

The initial study did not identify any issues in this area that could be clearly identified as
not significant and that should not be subject to further analysis in the EIR.

17.1 DOMESTIC WATER

Environmental Setting

The City of Lathrop’s existing domestic water supply is derived from groundwater. The
City has four active groundwater wells (Wells 6 through 9). Combined capacity of the four
operating wells is approximately 5,000 GPM or 7.2 MGD. The City’s water system also
includes three water storage tank and booster pump stations that store and transport water
from the wells throughout the City’s water service area.
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According to the Lathrop Water, Wastewater and Recycled Water Master Plan (Master
Plan), in the near term {(2001-2004), the City of Lathrop plans te obtain all its water from
existing and expanded well system. Over the period, well pumping would increase
steadily, from the current 2,100 acre-feet per year (AFY) to approximately 6,300 AFY in
2004, to accommodate near-term development. Demands through 2030 are projected to
reach 18,800 AFY. This increase in well water extraction would be reduced, starting in
2005, with the advent of planned South County Surface Water Supply Project (SCSWSP)
water deliveries, discussed below. Any delay in SCSWSP water deliveries would result in
corresponding increase in pumping. Table 17-1 identifies future water demand and the
planned sources of this water.

TABLE 17-1
AVERAGE ANNUAL WATER DEMAND AND SUPPLY (IN AFY)

Year Water Bemand Water Supply
Groundwater SCWSP Totat
2000 2,100 2,100 0 2,100
{near term}

20014 3,300 3,300 0 3,300
2002 4,300 4.300 G 4,300
2003 5,300 5,300 0 5,300
2004 6,300 8,300 Q 6,300
2006 7,300 2,100 5,200 7,300
2010 10,800 2,900 8,000 10,900
2015 13,100 5,100 8,000 13,700
2020 15,200 3,400 11,800 15,200
2025 17,000 5,200 11,800 17,000
2030 18,000 7,000 11,800 18,800

The South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SS]ID} and the cities of Lathrop, Escalon, Manteca
and Tracy have joined to form the South County Surface Water Supply Project (SCSWSP).
This project would withdraw a portion of §S)1D's Stanislaus River entitlement from
Woodward Reservoir, treat it at a new plant located in the vicinity of the reservoir, and
distribute it to the four participating cities via a new pipeline system. This new source
would limit the amount of groundwater needed to accommodate projected growth in the
south county, and is expected to halt or even reverse the salt water intrusion that threatens
water quality in the area. The adopted master plan assumes the SCSWSP will be in
operation by 2005. This project is under construction.
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A project level EIR was certified on the construction of three of the new wells (#21-23).
Well #21 would serve near term development in the Mossdale Landing and MLE (formerly
Lathrop Station) areas. Well #21 is currently under construction and construction of the
accompanying manganese treatment plant is expected to begin in the next few months. A
water line from Well #21 is expected to be available for municipal use in 2004 (Buck,
pers. comm.).

California legislation has recently enacted 5B 610 requiring a Water Supply Assessment
Report (WSAR) to be prepared for large development projects to assess project water needs
in relationship to localized water supplies. In 2001, SB 221 was adopted, additionally
requiring a Written Verification of Stable Water Supply Report (WVSWSR) be prepared
pursuant to SB 610, to ensure availabitity of adequate water supplies to serve the project.
A WSAR (August 2002) and a WVSWSR (October 2002} were prepared by Nolte
Engineering for the Mossdale Landing, River islands at Lathrop, and Mossdale Landing East
projects. SB 610/221 requirements for the proposed project have been met by these
documents.

The project site is not currently served by the City’s municipal water system, however,
extension of water service to the area is anticipated in 2003 in conjunction with the
approved development of the Mossdale Landing project. The westernmost backbone
portion of the existing water system is located immediately east of 1-5, more or less along
Harlan Road. Two points of connection are proposed to the existing system, one at Louise
Avenue (18-inch) and one at Nestle Way (12-inch). The planned Mossdale Landing water
distribution system includes 10-inch lines located along Golden Valley Parkway, McKee
Boulevard, Louise Avenue and Towne Centre Drive. The distribution system would serve
planned development within Mossdale Landing as well as the MLE project (McKee and
Lathrop Associates properties). Distribution lines are located throughout the planned
developed areas.

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The proposed project involves the urbanization of approximately 150 acres and associated
new demands for domestic water service, which is proposed to be provided by the City of
Lathrop. Based on demand factors utilized in the City’s adopted Water, Wastewater, and
Recycled Water Master Plan (Nolte 2001), proposed demands would amount to
approximately 1.3 million gallons per day (MGD). The majority of this demand, detailed
in Table 17-2, would be the result of proposed medium-density residential development
(approximately 57%). Most of the remaining demand would be associated planned with
commercial development.

The approved Mossdale Landing project includes improvements to the existing City of
Lathrop domestic water system that are intended to accommodate MLE water demands as
well as flow requirements needed to support municipal fire protection. The following
sections address the effectiveness of the proposed improvements in meeting anticipated
demands as well as potential impacts on the capacity and operation of the City of Lathrop
system.
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TABLE 17-2
MOSSDALE LANDING EAST WATER DEMANDS AT BUILDOUT

Land Use Category Acres Rate Demands
galfac/day GPD
Low Density Residential 23.2 1,760 41008
Med. Density Residential 276 3,000 82800
High Density Residentiat 4.0 4,200 16800
Village Commercial 6.5 1,500 9750
Service Commercial 14.0 1,500 21000
Highway Commercial 275 1,500 41250
Open Space a6 none
Parks 58 300 1740
Streets 37.9 none
TOTAL 146.8 214348

Note: Rates derived from Nelte 2001

Project impacts on Existing and Planned Municipal Water Supplies

The proposed project is focated within the adopted service area for City water, wastewater,
and recycled water utilities. The City of Lathrop recently {uly 2001) adopted a
comprehensive Master Plan for Water, Wastewater and Recycled Water Utilities (Nolte
2001). The adopted Master Plan identifies needed water supply development to support
planned urbanization through the year 2030. Planned sources of water supply include
new wells, as well as the City’s participation in the improved South County Service Water
Supply Project (SCSWSP), which is currently under construction.

A Written Verification of Stable Water Supply for Mossdale Landing, River Islands and
Lathrop Station projects was written in accordance with SB 610/221 by Nolte (2002).
Annual water demand for the MLE (formerly Lathrop Station) project area is projected at
296 acre-feet per year. This is substantially below the 478 acre-foot annual water demand
identified for Lathrop Station in the Nolte study. The study determines that water demands
will be met by available water supplies in the interim and buildout conditions (2005~
2025), and in normal year, single-year drought, and multi-dry year drought conditions for
the Mossdale Landing, River Isiands and Lathrop Station projects.

Water demands associated with the project are consistent with projected demands
inciuded in the adopted Master Plan and SB 610/221 Water Supply Analysis, and the
project will be required to participate in financing of City water supply projects through
adopted connection fees and financing mechanisms, such as the Water Consartium or
Mossdale Village Community Facilities District 2003-01, adopted for construction of Well
#21 and water treatment facility, and the SCSWSP project.
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Although the proposed project would participate proportionately in the financing of these
improvements, and available water supplies have been determined to meet project
demands, specific surface water allocations have not yet been made for the proposed
project.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
Mitigation Measures:

1. Proportionate share groundwater and surface water allocations shall be
acquired for the proposed project site before the project connects to the
municipal water system

Significance after mitigation: Less than significant
Potential Fiffects on Water Distribution System

The water distribution system approved for Mossdale Landing and proposed for MLE was
developed in accordance with the Lathrop Water, Wastewater and Recycled Water Master
Plan. The project would involve construction of additional points of connection within a
looped water system proposed and to be initially installed by Mossdale Landing (Figure 3-
9). MLE proposes a 10-inch domestic water line originating at an 18-inch line in Louise
Avenue, traveling south along Golden Valley Parkway to the northern border of the
Lathrop Associates site. The MLE project would provide an additional 10-inch line along
Louise Avenue between Golden Valley Parkway and McKee Boulevard, as well as a 10-
inch line along McKee Boulevard from Louise Avenue to Towne Center Drive.

The water distribution system has been designed and sized to serve the proposed project
under buildout conditions, in accordance with City Standards. A looped system is
proposed with connections to the existing water system at Louise Avenue and at Nestle
Way. Communication with City of Lathrop Public Works department has confirmed that
the system, as proposed, is adequately designed to serve the project.

Level of Significance: Less than significant
Mitigation Measures: None required
Water Storage

Mossdale Village as a whole will require a water storage facility. A water tank is proposed
to be located on the southeast corner of Unit 2, and the proposed project will dedicate a
site for this facility. The steel tank would be approximately 26 feet tall, 90 feet in diameter
and have a capacity of approximately one million galions. This tank would fulfill water
storage needs for the Mossdale Village project area, including the proposed project (Nolte,
2002).
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Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required

17.2 WASTEWATER AND RECYCLED WATER SYSTEMS

Environmental Setting

There are no existing public sewers or wastewater treatment facilities serving the proposed
project area. Existing land uses on and in the vicinity of the site rely on on-site (i.e. septic
tanks/leach field) systems that provide wastewater treatment by percolating sewage effluent
into the soil.

Wastewater collection and treatment systems are in place to serve existing development
east of 1-5 within the city of Lathrop. The City’s residential wastewater, approximately 90
percent of Lathrop’s wastewater, is conveyed to the City of Manteca Water Quality Control
Facility. The City’s industrial wastewater from the Crossroads Industrial Park, the
remaining ten percent of Lathrop’s wastewater, is conveyed via a gravity system to the
City’s existing Water Recycling Plant #1 (WRP-1) (EDAW 2002). Both of the existing
treatment facilities (Manteca WQCF and Lathrop WRP-1) are limited in capacity and are
not intended to serve new deveiopment areas located west of 1-5. However, Stage 1
expansion of WRP-1 is currently underway; this expansion will allow portions of the
Maossdale Viliage project to be served by the WRP-1 plant. Plant expansion is expected to
be complete in 2004.

The City of Lathrop recently (July 2001) adopted an updated Water, Wastewater And
Recycled Water Master Plan addressing the provision of domestic water and wastewater
systems for both developed and developing portions of the City of Lathrop. The Master
Plan calls for the expansion of WRP-1 and the establishment of two new sewage treatment
facilities as required to serve Lathrop’s wastewater generation through 2030 (EDAW 2002).
Sewage flows are expected to increase to 11.5 million gallons per day at buildout of the
General Plan. Development assumptions used in the Master Plan were based on Lathrop
General Plan [and use designations.

The City currently receives sewage flow of less than 1.0 million gallons per day (MGD) at
its existing facilities. The existing capacity of WRP-T is 0.25 MGD. According to the
adopted Master Plan, the City would expand its existing WRP-1 plant within the
Crossroads area to provide an additional 3.0 (MGD) of capacity. Approximately 25% of
this capacity (0.75 MGD) is expected to be available in 2004. The MLE project is expected
to generate 0.18 MGD of wastewater at buildout.

The proposed WRPs are all planned to provide a common method of treatment and to
meet comparable quality standards for treated effiuent. Each of the proposed facilities
would meet all applicable regulations for Title 22 Tertiary Treatment and Disposal. The
proposed treatment systems at each plant would consist of mechanical screening, influent
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pumping, grit removal, extended aeration, clarification, flow equalization, chemical
addition, coagulation, flocculation, filtration, ultraviolet disinfection, chlorination,
nitrification and denitrification. Each facitity would inciude off-fine storage to account for
temporary interruptions in disposal facilities. All solids generated by the proposed facilities
would be disposed to existing fandfills.

Disposal of treated effluent would be accomplished by land application. The DEIR for the
WRP-1 Phase 1 Expansion does not include discharge of treated effluent to the San Joaguin
River, but envisions discharge of treated effluent to fand via irrigation of crops and
landscaped areas. Recycled water would be directed from proposed treatment facilities to
a distribution pipe system that would transport recycled water to public recreation lands,
street and highway right of ways and other available disposal sites.

In the Mossdale Landing area, the recycled water system will consist of a 12-inch main
located within the Golden Valley Parkway and Manthey Road alignments. A 6- to 12-inch
recycled water fine would be Jocated more or less along the north side of the project site,
and 12-inch lines would be located along the San Joaquin River levee (land side}, along
the west and east boundaries of the site. Both of these lines would also extend south to
connect to other future lines of the recycled water system.

Sewage collection facilities are outlined in the adopted Master Plan. There is currently no
sewer infrastructure in the MLE project area. The nearest existing municipal sewer line is
located on Nestle Way. Construction of infrastructure, however, is anticipated to begin in
2003 in conjunction with the Mossdale Landing project. Planned facilities in the Mossdale
Landing area consist of 8- to 15-inch gravity lines located along portions of Towne Centre
Drive, and Louise Avenue. These lines lead to a pump station at the intersection of McKee
Boulevard and River Islands Parkway. From the pump station at McKee Avenue and River
tslands Parkways, 8- and 10-inch force mains would direct wastewater south along Golden
Valley Parkway, Manthey Road and west on Nestle Way to WRP-1.

Environmental Impacts And Mitigation Measures
Demands for Wastewater Treatment Capacity

Development of the proposed MLE project would generate new sewage collection,
treatment and disposal demands. According to Lathrop City staff, the WRP-1 expansion
should provide sufficient sewage treatment capacity to serve the Mossdale Landing and
MLE projects, however, it is possible that the Village Commercial area of MLE may need
additional capacity (Batista, pers. comm.),

As indicated in Table 17-3, the project would generate demand for 158,826 gpd (0.16
mgd) wastewater treatment capacity at buildout. The project developer participated in the
funding of the expansion of the WRP-1 and is entitled to a portion of the wastewater
treatment capacity. The WRP-1 Phase 1 expansion is currently under construction and
expected to be operating in 2004.
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Table 17-3
PROJECT WASTEWATER DEMAND AT BUILDOUT

Land Use Category Acres Units Rate Rate Demands
gpd/acre Gpd/unit apd
Low Density Residential 233 151 288 43488
Med. Density Residential 27.6 252 234 58968
High Density Residential 4.0 a0 189 15120
Village Commercial 6.5 79,497 1,200 7800
Service Commarcial 14.0 149,193 1,200 16800
Highway Commercial 27.5 270,246 1,200 3300
Open Space 3.6 none
Parks 5.8 300 1740
Streets 379 none
TOTAL 176916

Source: Rates derived from Nolte 2001

Under near-term conditions, Phase 1 of the MLE project is slated for completion by 2007.
Phase | includes development of residential and commercial portions of Unit 1. In the
near-term, Unit 2 would be utilized as a recycled water spray field, and would not require
wastewater treatment capacity. At buildout conditions Units 1 and 2 would be developed
and the project would demand 176,916 gpd, or, approximately five and a half percent of
the WRP-1 wastewater treatment capacity. Because the WRP-1 expansion should be
completed in 2004, under near-term, wastewater treatment capacity is expected to be
available to the MLE project, and no significant impacts are anticipated. However, if under
project buildout conditions project demands, anticipated at 176,916 gpd, exceed the
project’s share of treatment capacity, currently 125,000 gpd, additional treatment capacity
must be secured before construction can continue. Additional capacity can be obtained
either through the purchase of excess capacity from another developer, or financial
participation in the Phase |} WRP-1 expansion to ensure a portion of the next 0.75 MGD
capacity.

Both MLE developers participated in the sewer consortium and their properties are
included in the Mossdale Village Assessment District (MVAD), a financing mechanism for
construction of the WRP-1 expansion. Due to property value limitations imposed on the
project site due to Williamson Act contracts, MLE was only able to make a small
contribution to the MVAD. Once Williamson Act contracts are cancelled, during the
second issuance of bonds MLE proponents shall reimburse other properties that fronted the
McKee property developments.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant
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Mitigation measures:

1.  The owners, developers, and successors-in-interest shall not exceed their
allotted wastewater treatment capacity, namely 125,000 gpd. However, if
project demands exceed the allotment, additional capacity must be acquired
before additional construction can occur,

2. The owners, developers, and successors-in-interest shall reimburse sewer
consortium properties for their share of WRP-1 expansion improvements.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
Wastewater Collection Systems

Sewage demands generated by the project would be met by public infrastructure
improvements started in conjunction with the Mossdale Landing project. Planned
Maossdale Landing improvements scheduled for construction in 2003 include gravity lines,
a force main and a pump station to serve the Mossdale Village area.

MLE proposes to construct additional lines within Mossdale Village, including portions of
Louise Avenue and McKee Boulevard Figure 3-10). Most significantly, the MLE project
proposes to construct a backbone gravity line from the southern boundary of the Lathrop
Associates site along Golden Valley Parkway to River Islands Parkway, and continuing
west to the pump station. Tributaries of this main {ine would serve service and highway
commercial areas east of Golden Valley Parkway. Residential and village commercial
areas west of Golden Valley Parkway in the Mossdale Landing and MLE project areas will
be served by existing and proposed lines located in Louise Avenue, McKee Boulevard, and
Towne Centre Drive. Collection system improvements have been sized and designed to
accommodate project flows (Guenther, pers. comm.}.

Portions of Unit 1 will comprise MLE’s first phase of construction. Phase 1 will be
dependent on the availability of planned Mossdale Landing infrastructure. The
development of Unit 2 will occur later, anticipated to be after 2007. [t is anticipated that
the collection system infrastructure will be completed by Mossdale Landing by the time
Unit 2 is constructed. However, if wastewater infrastructure is unavailable to either Unit 1
or Unit 2, the necessary improvements must be completed by the MLE project proponents
before the occupation of the first house.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation Measures:

1. If wastewater infrastructure required to connect the project site to WRP-1 is
unavailable to either Unit 1 or Unit 2, the project proponents shall construct

the necessary wastewater collection system improvements prior to accupation
of the first house.
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2. The owners, developers and successors-in-interest shali pay their proportionate
share of wastewater infrastructure improvements installed by others, in
accordance with established reimbursement systems.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant
Recycled Water Systems

The City’s adopted Water, Wastewater and Recycled Water Master Plan provides for a
network of recycled water lines that would direct treated sewage effluent to disposal sites
in parks, street rights-of-way and other open spaces. This system is not presently
constructed, but initiai elements will be constructed in conjunction with the adjoining
Mossdale Landing project.

The MLE project would construct additional planned components of the recycled water
system. A six-inch line would be constructed along McKee Boulevard between Louise
Avenue and Towne Centre Drive. A shorter 12-inch line would be added south of the
McKee property to connect the existing reclaimed water pump station at the corner of
Manthey Road and Bramblewood to a proposed pump station just west of GVP on the
Lathrop associates site. A line would also be added on the Lathrop Associates site
connecting a proposed pump station and reclaimed water pond to the reclaimed water
spray field located adjacent to and west of the pond.

The City currently lacks adequate disposal sites to accommodate wastewaters generated by
the project site.

An interim recycled water spray field and recycled water pond is proposed on the Lathrop
Associates site to serve planned development on Unit 1. The western portion of Unit 2
would serve as a spray field for tertiary treated effluent during the growing season
(approximately March through October). The proposed 36 acre-foot recycled water pond
would contain excess recycled water during these months, as well as be the primary
recycled water receptor during the winter months. If necessary, an additional spray field
area will be established in the Service Commercial area of Unit 1, just north of the
proposed storm drainage basin. For additional details on recycled water systems see
Chapter 3.0 Project Description.

Utilization of the Lathrop Associates site is the currently proposed option for MLE recycled
water disposal, however, other options may present themselves. The applicant has
proposed interim use of Unit 2 for recycled water disposal, with eventual development of
the site for residentia, park, open space, and storm drainage basin uses. One of two
conditions must be met before development of Unit 2 can occur. Either replacement spray
field locations must be secured to dispose of project generated recycied water, or, a
discharge permit must be obtained (from the RWQCB} to discharge recycled water into the
San Joaquin River,

Proposed recycled water systems would adequately meet the needs of the proposed
project. These facilities have been designed by professional engineers and have been
and/or will be subject to reviews by the City of Lathrop, the California Department of
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Health Services, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and other
agencies. Planned facilities have been reviewed by the City Engineer and their consultants
prior to submittal of the Report of Waste Discharge to the RWQUCB. The proposed facilities
are currently under RWQCB review and will require its approval prior to construction,
Proposed facilities will also be subject to additional reviews by the City of Lathrop and
other agencies for consistency with adopted master plans, ability to meet projected sewage
demands and function adequately in the context of the larger City water recycling system.
The proposed facilities will need to conform to all applicable reviews and conditions
imposed by these reviews.

Level of Significance: Potentially significant

Mitigation Measures:

1. Proposed water recycling facilities shall be subject to the review and approval,
including all conditions and requirements imposed on said facilities through
review by City of Lathrop, Regional Water Quality Control Board and other

agencies.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant

17.3 STORM DRAINAGE

Environmental Setting

The project sites are located adjacent to the San Joaquin-Sacramento Delta, on the east
side of the San Joaquin River. Surface runoff is unable to flow directly from the project site
to the River due to a levee that separates the two. Existing agricultural drainage and storm
water generally flows through existing agricultural drainage ditches, eventually discharging
to the San Joaquin River through private pump stations.

Existing maximum discharge to the river is estimated by the project engineer at
approximately 3.9 cfs. An existing 36-inch storm drain line is located along the existing
Louise Avenue. This line terminates at an existing pump station which discharges runoff
over the levee into the SJR. It serves development east of [-5 and does not serve the
proposed project site.

Future construction of storm drainage infrastructure in the vicinity of the project area has
been proposed by the Mossdale Landing project. The Project Area Drainage Plan for
Mossdale Landing was approved by the City Council in July 2002; and, then, in February
2003 revised for the Mossdale Village area. The drainage plan consists of six drainage shed
areas, each equipped with collection lines leading to a flood control detention basin,
where a pump station would direct drainage to a common outfall structure and terminal
discharge facility into the San joaquin River. Portions of these improvements are already
under construction in the Mossdale Landing project area. The outfall structure is expected
to be completed in 2004,
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The City has adopted drainage requirements and design standards for drainage facilities in
the City of Lathrop Design and Construction Standards Manual (Sept. 2001). A Drainage
Plan for Mossdale Landing (MacKay and Somps, 2002) was also prepared in accordance
with the Standards Manual. MLE would adhere to requirements set forth in the Mossdale
Landing Drainage Plan.

Construction and post-construction storm water quality issues are subject to regulation by
the Federal Clean Water Act through the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES). These issues are addressed in Chapter 12.0 Hydrology and Water Quality.

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The proposed project involves approximately 151-acres of residential and commercial
development. Each element of the proposed project would involve generation of new
storm water run off and the need for its disposal. The proposed project includes the
construction of storm drainage facilities required to serve the proposed residential and
commercial elements of the project, as detailed below.

A storm drainage detention pond would be located in Unit T in the southern portion of the
proposed Service Commercial area. This facility would be designed to capture and
process run off from ail of Unit 1, also known as the M3 drainage area in the Mossdale
Landing Drainage Plan. Another proposed detention facility would be located within the
proposed Neighborhood Park of Unit 2. This facility would serve Unit 2 as well as
remaining lands within Mossdale Village to the south. Proposed detention ponds would be
designed to accept run off which exceeds the 30% limitation on 100-year outflow to the
San joaquin River. Excessive runoff would bubble up into the ponds and flood lands
within the basin as needed to meet instantaneous reguirements. Both of the proposed
basins would maintain two-foot separation from ground water and would be located a
minimum of 200 feet from the nearest levee.

The proposed storm drainage system would be designed to cease discharge in excess of
existing discharge when flows in the San Joaquin River exceed an elevation of 21.0 feet.
The proposed project design includes sufficient storage in detention ponds, street system
and yard areas up to an elevation of one foot below planned building pad elevations
needed to contain 100-year runoff during a 48-hour period. (For additional information
see Chapter 3.0 Project Description)

The MLE applicant will participate in the financing of these improvements on a
proportional share basis.

lmpacts on Terminal Drainage Faciity
The proposed storm drainage system would discharge to the San Joaquin River channel via

the proposed gravity lines, storm drainage detention basins, pump station, storm drainage
force main and outfall structure.
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The proposed project would contribute to San Joaquin River flows. The San Joaquin River
has accommodated peak flows of up to 80,000 CFS (January 1997). These flows were
experienced after several days of intense rainfalt throughout the San Joaquin River
drainage. Ordinarily, flows in the San Joaquin River would be operating substantially
below this historical peak, and project-related flows could be accommodated without
concern. Even at historical peak flows, project contributions would represent an incidental
increase in flow and stage.

The project includes design parameters to prevent project contributions to San joaquin
River when its flows are in excess of 21.0 feet during a 48-hour period. In addition, runoff
in excess of 30% of 100-year peak discharges from the site would automatically be routed
to the detention basin. The proposed discharge would also require the applicant’s
acquisition of permits from federal, state and local agencies with jurisdiction over both
water resources and flood protection. The proposed discharge would necessarily conform
to all applicable regulatory requirements and standards. As a result, the proposed project
would result in no significant effect on the terminal drainage facility.

Level of Significance: Less than significant
Mitigation Measures: None required
Adeguacy of Storm Dratnage Collection and Disposal System

The proposed storm drainage system has been designed by the applicant to conform to
adopted City Standards and policies. The proposal has been prepared by professional
engineers and has been subject to review by the City Engineer. As a result, the proposed
system, to be constructed in accordance with the proposal, would provide adequate storm
drainage service to the proposed project.

The proposed pump station would be operated using either natural gas or diesel engines.
The proposed system may also be electrically driven with stand-by gas-fueled engine
generator to provide back-up power. Consequently, failure of any portion of the system
should be limited to a single pump, and the proposed station has been designed in order to
provide its full discharge capacity with one pump down.

According to RD 17, levee seepage occurred along the SJR levee during the 1997 rainfall
events. Collection of levee seepage would be required in conjunction with the proposed
project. The proposed project includes a seepage drainage system, or, toe drains, that
would discharge to the storm drainage system. The proposed pump station includes
adequate capacity to accommodate these flows in addition to peak storm water run-off
from the project site.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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Storm Drainage Water Qualily 1ssues

Construction and operation of the proposed project would involve potential contribution of
pollutants to storm water run-off. The project may also contribute to flooding risks, levee
failure and additional erosion. These issues are addressed in detail in Chapter 12.0
Hydrology and Water Quality and are not addressed further here.

17.4 OTHER UTILITIES

Environmental Setting

Natural gas service in the Lathrop area and in the project vicinity is provided by Pacific
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). PG&E’s local service mains are located east of 1-5, the
nearest of which is located in Louise Avenue and Harlan Road {(EDAW 2002).

Local electrical service in the project area is also provided by PG&E. Existing 12 kilovolt
{kV) lines are located along the Manthey Road, northwest of the project site and along
Louise Avenue west of |-5 (EDAW 2002).

Cable television service is provided in the Lathrop area by Comcast. Comcast currently
provides no cable television service west of I-5 in the immediate project vicinity. Comcast
representatives indicate that service can and will be extended in to the project area when
sufficient demand exists.

Telephone service in the project vicinity is provided by SBC. Existing telephone services
are located along Manthey.

Environmental Impacts And Mitigation Measures
FProject Demand's For Other Uity Services

Development of the proposed project, including proposed utility facilities, would involve
new demands for electrical, gas, telephone and cable television services. The most
substantial demands would be associated with the proposed residential development; the
project would introduce a total of 483 housing units and approximately 500,000 square
feet of commercial development to the project area at buildout. These demands have,
however, been accounted for in the consideration and the adoption of the Lathrop General
Plan and the WLSP.

The California Public Utlities Commission (CPUC) requires that gas, electric and other
utility facilities be placed underground. Proposed improvement plans will necessarily
effect these requirements. Utility improvements will be completed under subdividers/
utility company cost-sharing agreements as required by CPUC rules.
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Representatives of each of the utility companies that would serve the proposed project
have been contacted regarding any concerns related to serving the proposed project. All
representatives indicated that they had no concerns with extending service to the proposed
residential project.

Project construction would involve potential for conflict with existing overhead and
underground utilities in the project vicinity. These potential conflicts will be accounted for
in preparation of improvement plans that must document existing structures in the ground
to the degree that information is available. The City of Lathrop will require that
Underground Service Alert (USA) be notified of all proposed construction work so that
locations of existing utilities can be marked to prevent accidental damage. Improvement
plans will need to be coordinated with the utitity companies.

Level of Significance: Less than significant

Mitigation Measures: None required
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18.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

18.1 INTRODUCTION

A cumulative impact is an environmental impact that may result from the combination of
two or more environmental impacts associated with the proposed project with each other,
or the combination of cne or more project impacts with related environmental impacts
caused by other projects. Cumulative impacts may also result when a project’s impacts
compound or increase other environmental impacts. The CEQA Guidelines provide that
an EIR must discuss the cumulative environmental impacts of a project “when the project's
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable,” that is when the project’s contribution is
deemed considerable when viewed in light of the cumulative effects of past, current and
probable future projects.

If the project does not invelve a "cumulatively considerable” contribution to a significant
cumulative effect, the project’s effect need not be considered significant, and discussion in
the EIR can be limited to the basis for that conclusion. Projects that do involve
cumulatively considerable contributions may involve significant cumulative impacts.
Project contributions may also be found less than cumulatively considerable if the project
is required to implement or fund its fair share of mitigation measures designed to avoid or
substantially reduce the cumulative impact.

When a project may involve a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative
impact, the EIR must contain adequate analysis of that impact. The analysis should be
based on either 1) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, or 2) on a summary of projections contained in an adopted general
plan or related planning document, or in a certified environmental document which
described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative
impact. Where significant cumulative impacts are identified, the EIR must examine
reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project's contribution to a less
than considerable ievel. In some cases, the only feasible mitigation may involve the
adoption of ordinances or regulations.

18.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF MLE ADDRESSED IN PRIOR
DOCUMENTS

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (d} makes a provision for cases in which cumulative
impacts have been adequately addressed in a prior EIR for a community plan, zoning
action, or general plan. If the proposed project is consistent with the previously analyzed
plan or action, then the project EIR should not further analyze the cumulative impacts
addressed in the prior EIR.
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Section 15130 (d) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that, “No further cumulative impacts
analysis is required when a project is consistent with a general, specific, master, or
comparable programmatic plan where the lead agency determines that the regional or area
wide cumulative impacts of the proposed project have already been adequately addressed,
as defined in Section 15152 {f), in a certified EIR for that plan.” As documented in Chapter
13.0 Land Use and Planning, the proposed project is consistent with the certified WLSP
EIR, in which cumulative impacts were adequately addressed. This EIR is incorporated by
reference in Chapter 1.0 of this document. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15130 {d), no additional analysis of cumulative impacts is required in this EIR.

In addition to the cumulative consideration provided in the WLSP EIR, the potential
cumulative impacts of the project were also considered in the recent EIR on the adjoining
Massdale Landing UDC project (EDAW 2002). This EIR considered the cumulative
impacts of the Mossdale Landing (West) project. The Mossdale Landing East (MLE) project
(identified as Lathrop Station in that EIR) was evaluated along with a list of other past,
present, and future projects that would potentially contribute to cumulative impacts in the
area, Discussion of cumulative impacts in the Mossdale Landing UDC EIR is considered
applicable and sufficient for the MLE project and is summarized below.

In addition to the cumulative impact analysis included in the two referenced previous EIRs,
this document includes project-specific cumulative analysis of future conditions in certain
issue areas, These issue areas include Chapter 6.0 Air Quality, which quantifies the
potential air quality impacts of cumulative traffic generated by the project, Chapter 14.0
Noise, which quantifies future noise conditions with cumulative traffic, and Chapter 17.0
Transportation/Circulation, which identifies future traffic scenarios with and without the
project.

Past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects contributing to potential
cumulative impacts would include the following:

Crossroads Commerce Center and Industrial Park
Field Storage Corporation

Lathrop Industrial Park

Panattoni Distribution Center

Riverwalk

Stonebridge

Utility Trailer Sales

Farm World

Califia/River Islands (Stewart Tract)

Mossdale Landing West

Mossdale Landing East (Lathrop Station}

Central Lathrop Specific Plan

South Lathrop Specific Plan

Kentucky Fried Chicken

Hampton Inn

Wastewater Recycling Plant (WRP) #1 Phase | Expansion Project
Wastewater Recycling Plant (WRP) #2
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Well #21-23 Development Project

The potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project were examined pursuant to the
direction provided by the CEQA Guidelines in the Mossdale Landing UDC EIR (EDAW
2002). That EIR has been incorporated into this document by reference in Chapter 1.0..
The foliowing summarizes the analysis of cumulative impacts and its determination for
each potentially affected environmental discipline: 1) whether a potentially significant
cumulative impact could occur, 2) whether the project would make a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact, or make significant an impact
that was otherwise less than significant, and 3) whether a considerable contribution can
feasibly be reduced to a less than considerable level, in accordance with Section 15130 of
the State CEQA Guidelines.

Air Quality

At the project level, impacts from both construction activities and mobile source CO
emissions would be less than significant. Ozone precursors like ROG and NOx generated
from project level mobile source emissions would exceed the 10 tpy significance threshold
and constitute a significant and unavoidable air quality impact.

From the perspective of impacts resulting from the proposed project and other regionally
related projects, cumulative air quality impacts may occur. The San Joaquin Valley Air
Basin has a non-attainment status for particulate matter (PM 10), and although an
individual project would not create significant PM 10 concerns, the combined number of
regional projects may result significant camutlative construction-related air quality impacts.

Future projects are bound to generate substantial increases in regional traffic. Increased
traffic would result in a higher level of CO emissions, which may exceed recommended
significance thresholds and result in a significant cumulative impact with respect to mobile
source CO emissions. The project, though less than significant at the project level, would
make a minor contribution to this cumulative impact.

The proposed project will not exceed the S|[VAPCD’s recommended significance threshold
for ozone precursors ROG and NOx under cumulative conditions. Consequently, the
project will involve a less than significant impact on ozone precursor emissions.

Biological Resources

The proposed project would involve potentially significant impacts on Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat, however, these impacts would be reduced to less than significant through
participation in the San Joaquin County Multispecies Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).
The project will involve potential impacts on oak trees, but these will be reduced to less
than significant with mitigation measures. No other sensitive species or biological issues
were observed within the project site.
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Related projects would also contribute to elimination of sensitive species habitat. Projects
within the City of Lathrop are subject to the requirements of the HCP. Therefore, related
projects would be subject to these requirements, and cumulative losses of sensitive species
and or habitat would be reduced to less than significant levels.

The project would contribute to a cumulatively significant loss of open space in the project
area. Through participation in the HCP would mitigate the project’s contribution to less
than significant through provision of open space at a different location, related projects
may not opt to participate in the HCP. Cumulative loss of open space was addressed in
the WLSP EIR and subject to a Statement of Overriding Considerations.

Cultural Resources

The WLSP EIR along with the site-specific record search and pedestrian field survey
revealed no known archaealogical, historical, or significant Native American resources on
the MLE project site. The possibility remains that once excavation begins, resources would
be discavered below ground. These potential impacts have been accounted for, and, with
the adoption of mitigation measures in Chapter 8.0 Cultural Resources, would be reduced
to less than significant.

Multiple related projects also have the potential to encounter buried resources. Failure to
undertake mitigation measure such as those recommended for the proposed project could
result in a potentially significant cumulative impact on archaeological resources.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Adherence by the Mossdale Village projects to the Drainage Plan for Mossdale Village
would prevent significant cumulative drainage impacts to adjacent properties, as storm
water runoff would be discharged to the San Joaquin River (SJR) rather than be conveyed to
adjacent properties.

Cumulative drainage impacts to the SJR would be less than significant because storm water
discharge would not increase peak flows to the point of flooding. EDAW demonstrates
under tmpact 4.1-b in the Mossdale Landing UDC EIR that even during 100-year flows,
approximately 6.0 feet of freeboard would remain in the SJR downstream of the project
site, indicating the river has existing available capacity to absorb project-related flows and
flows associated with related projects.

Adherence to BMPs, along with SWPPP and NPDES discharge requirements would prevent
project-related significant impacts in terms of sedimentation and runoff contaminants.
Construction and operation of related projects could cause cumulatively significant
impacts if they do not adhere to same standards. However, all projects are expected to
adhere to the City’s adopted SWMP.
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Through adherence to NPDES and RWQCB permit requirements and phasing out of
existing agricultural discharge into the SJR, the proposed project’s and related projects’
overall effect on surface water quality is expected to be beneficial despite the increased
quantity of urban runoff.

The proposed project would involve land application of recycled water. Treatment and
application requirements would reduce project-level impacts on surface water quality
resulting from recycled water to less than significant

Although specific recycled water disposal plans for related projects is unavailable,
cumulative surface water quality impacts from recycled water are considered less than
significant due to the lack of any proposal to directly discharge treated wastewater to the
SIR, the high treatment standards proposed under the WRP #1 Expansion Project, and the
need for any discharge to be permitted by the RWQCB.

The proposed project would involve potential sources of groundwater contamination such
as construction activities, urban runoff, and land disposal of treated wastewater. However,
the project would comply with protective measures to reduce groundwater contamination
such as BMPs, tertiary treatment of wastewater to Title 22 standards, and application of
wastewater at agronomic rates. For these reasons, project related impacts on groundwater
quality were considered less than significant.

Although related projects would be varied in nature, from residential to industrial, these
projects would involve the elimination of agricultural activities and associated
contaminants and would provide regulatory safeguards for groundwater protection.
Cumulative impacts on groundwater quality are therefore anticipated to be less than
significant.

Noise

The proposed project would result in significant noise impacts before mitigation due to
construction, traffic, and other activities. These impacts however would be reduced to less
than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures.

Cumulative noise issues were evaluated in the Mossdale Landing UDC EIR (EDAW, 2002),
According to EDAW, cumulative projects in the vicinity of the proposed project may add
to stationary and activity related noise levels associated with the project site, resuiting in
cumulative noise impacts. Because the proposed project would not result in significant
noise impacts, it would not contribute to these significant cumulative noise impacts.

Cumulative traffic noise impacts are considered significant and unavoidable, and the
proposed project would contribute to this impact.
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Public Services

The proposed project would invalve increased demand for police, fire, and school services
and facilities. These impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels through
proposed mitigations.

It is yet unclear whether sufficient police, fire and school facilities are available or planned
to serve related projects. If there is a future shortage of cumulative public services,
significant environmental impacts may accompany development of such services.

Traffic Impacts

Cumulative traffic impacts were analyzed in the Mossdale Landing UDC EIR (EDAW,
2002). Under cumulative conditions, significant impacts were identified at Louise
Avenue/l-5 southbound ramps and Louise Avenue/I-5 northbound ramps intersections, the
Golden Valley Parkway/Main Street intersection, the Main Street/Manthey Road
intersection, the Manthey Road/River Edge Drive intersection, the segment of Golden
Valley Parkway between Gold Rush Boulevard and Main and the segment of Main Street
between Golden Valley Parkway and Manthey Road. These impacts were mitigated to less
than significant, although a residual temporary significant unavoidable impact was noted
with the unacceptable operation of the [-205 segment between 1-5 and MacArthur Drive.

Results from the current cumulative traffic study for Mossdale Landing East are included in
Chapter 16.0.

Utilities

Local utility infrastructure improvements such as the City Well Field Expansion Project and
the WRP #1 Phase 1 Expansion Project would provide for adequate water, wastewater
treatment and wastewater disposal capacity to the project. The SB 610 Water Supply
Assessment has ensured the availability of adequate water supplies to meet demand
generated by MLE under present and future development conditions. Project level utility
impacts concerning water, wastewater treatment and disposal capacity, storm drainage,
and other miscelianeous utilities have been determined to be less than significant, either
before or after mitigation incorporation.

Under long-term cumulative conditions, existing and planned domestic water, storm
drainage, and wastewater utility infrastructure may not be adequate. Additional expansion
of municipal utilities may be necessary to serve future development. Potentially significant
cumulative impacts may occur related to future impacts on domestic water, storm
drainage, and wastewater disposal capacity. Cumulative impacts associated with other
utilities are anticipated to be less than significant.
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19.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

19.1 INTRODUCTION

CEQA requires that an EIR describe and analyze the relative environmental effects of
alternatives to the proposed project and evaluate their comparative merits. The EIR must
consider a range of reasonable alternatives that can feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project and that would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the
significant effects of the project. The environmentally superior alternative must be
identified among the alternatives considered.

The alternatives analysis must identify the potential alternatives and include sufficient
information about each one to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with
the proposed project. The discussion must focus on alternatives that can avoid or reduce
the significant effects of the project. However, if an alternative is not feasible, or does not
provide an opportunity to avoid or reduce environmental effects, the analysis should be
truncated and the reasons for doing so be identified. Similarly, if an alternative would
cause one or mare significant effects, in addition to those that would be caused by the
project, the significant effects of the alternative shall still be discussed, but in less detail
than the analysis of the project. Measures of feasibility may include site suitability,
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or
regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries and whether the applicant can reasonably
acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.

The alternatives analysis must always include evaluation of the "no project” alternative.
"No project" is defined as no action and continuation of existing conditions. However, “no
project” also considers what could reasonably cccur on the project site if development
trends continue, to the degree that current plans, zoning, infrastructure and services permit.

The following section (19.2) identifies those alternatives that were rejected from
consideration on the basis of their infeasibility or lack of opportunity to reduce the
potential environmental impacts of the project. The second section following addresses
the alternatives that require detailed consideration in this document, including the “no
project” aiternative.

19.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED FROM
FURTHER CONSIDERATION

As discussed in the introduction above, alternatives discussion should focus on alternatives
that can avoid or reduce the significant effects of the project. If an alternative is not
feasible, or does not provide an opportunity to avoid or reduce environmental effects, the
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analysis should be abbreviated and the reasons for doing so be identified. The following is
a discussion of alternatives that are either infeasible or do not have the potential to reduce
environmental impacts of the project. These alternatives have consequently been
dismissed from further consideration.

General Plan/WLSP Buildout

The General Plan/WLSP buildout alternative involves development of the project area in
accordance with land uses specified in Lathrop General Plan and the West Lathrop
Specific Plan. Because the proposed project is consistent with both the General Plan and
the WLSP, this alternative and the proposed project are roughly equivalent. A buildout
alternative would not, therefore, significantly reduce the potential environmental impacts
of the project. The buildout alternative is therefore not further evaluated in this SEIR.

Off-Site Alternative

The off-site alternative involves selection of a different site on which to construct the
proposed project. This alternative would not further the intent of the approved WLSP, nor
are there available parcels of similar size and situation in the vicinity of the project site.
The project site is located within the City limits and designated for development in the
General Plan and an adopted Specific Plan. Other similarty situated and undeveloped
parcels are currently in the development planning stages and are unavailable. It s also
unlikely that any significant impacts of the proposed project would be avoided or
substantially reduced through selection of an alternative site in the area. The off-site
alternative is therefore rejected from further consideration.

Other Alternatives Addressed in the WLSP EIR

Two other alternatives were considered in the WLSP EIR, including a Conservation-
Oriented alternative which favors park and open space areas adjacent the San Joaquin
River above residential areas, and a Job-Intensive alternative which increases Service
Commercial acreage and decreases residential acreage. Both of these alternatives were
evaluated in a previously certified EIR, and the Lathrop City Council selected the adopted
WLSP instead of these alternatives. As a result, these alternatives are moot and are not
addressed further in this SEIR.
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Extended Use Of On-Site Areas For Storm Water Detention And Recycled
Water Disposal

This alternative was evaluated in the Mossdale Landing UDC EIR, and it involves
permanent on-site disposal of both storm water and treated wastewater effluent,
Permanent on-site disposal would mean that permanent areas of the project site are
dedicated for spray field and storm basin usage. These alternatives would result in
substantial ly fess intensive commercial and residential development of the site. Due to less
intensive development, some environmental impacts of the project would be temporarily
reduced such as traffic, air quality, and surface water quality. However, this altermnative is
unfeasible and would not result in long-term reductions in environmental impact for the
following reasons:

« The alternative is inconsistent with adopted planning documents such as the
Lathrop General Plan and WLSP.

* It was rejected as an alternative as part of the approval of the Mossdale Landing
UDC EIR.

« It would be contrary to principles encouraging contiguous development by
integrating patchwork open space areas amidst urban development. Such
development would result in discontiguous leap-frog development, would reduce
overal! development density, require additional conversion of agricultural land to
meet development demands, and increase travel demands and associated air
quality impacts, among other concerns.

For these reasons, this alternative is not consistent with project objectives, would not
involve potential for significant reduction of environmental impacts, and will therefore not
be considered further in this SEIR.

Project Design To Address Significant Environmental Constraints

The environmental constraints alternative would involve specific project designs to lessen
environmental impacts, such as preservation of sensitive resources, like wetland areas.
Environmental impacts of the proposed project are addressed in Chapters 4.0-23.0 of this
SEIR. Significant environmental impacts were identified in the following issue areas:
agriculture, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils,
hydrology and water quality, noise, public services, transportation and utilities. None of
these impacts are location specific within the project site. In other words, if the proposed
land uses were to be reconfigured, there were be little to no change with respect to the
tevel of environmental impact of the project. Therefore, the project design aiternative to
address environmental constraints would not be effective in achieving substantial
reduction in environmental impacts and is consequently rejected from further
consideration in this SEIR.
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19.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

19.3.1 No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative, with respect to proposed residential and other development of
the MLE site, is defined as the continuation of existing conditions and trends in the project
area. This alternative assumes that there is no action on the part of the City of Lathrop to
approve the proposed UDC, SEIR, Development Agreement, and subdivision map for the
project area. Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed residential, commercial,
recreational, and other development of the project area would not occur. The existing mix
of agricultural and related residential land uses and activities would continue.

This alternative would avoid projected increases in population and associated demands for
public services and utilities. The No Project Alternative would avoid increased traffic, air
pollution and noise impacts due to project-related travel on local roadways. Under the No
Project Alternative, there would be no changes to aesthetics, agriculture, geology, sails,
biology, or cultural resources within the project area. The no project alternative would
involve continuation of adverse impacts to water quality due to continued discharge of
agricultural runoff into the San Joaquin River. It would also involve inconsistencies with
adopted planning documents such as the Lathrop General Plan and the West Lathrop
Specific Plan which designate the site for urban development.

The contributions of the proposed project to planned land development in areas of Lathrop
designated for urban growth would be foregone. These contributions would include initial
development and extension of urban infrastructure into areas planned for development.
Increased employment and housing apportunities associated with the project would not be
realized. The No Project Alternative would be fiscally neutral for the City.

However, denial of the residential portion of the proposed project would result in only
temporary avoidance of the potential environmental effects of urban development. The
project site is currently designated in the Lathrop General Plan and WLSP for substantial
urban development. Assuming that existing land use designations remain in place, it can
be assumed that the project site that the project site will be subject to continuing pressure
for urban development.

Denial of the commercial portion of the proposed project would also involve temporary
avoidance of potential environmental effects. This site is, however, already designated for
commercial use, Due to its proximity to an I-5 interchange, a designation of other nearby
lands for similar development, there are no likely alternatives for the future use of the site.

This alternative does not fulfill any of the basic objectives of the project. Elimination of the
proposed project would inhibit planned urban growth in the City of Lathrop areas located
west of -5, including the project site. The alternative is not reasonable in that it is contrary
to the adopted General Plan for the area, which serves as the “constitution” for
development in the City of Lathrop.
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This alternative would avoid some significant environmental effects of the proposed
project, but would only result in temporary avoidance of these environmental effects.
Demands for new residential and commercial facilities would still need to be satisfied at
another site with generally comparable impact potential, and urban development of the
study area can be expected to occur in the foreseeable future with comparable
environmental effects. With few exceptions, the potentially significant environmental
effects of the current proposed project can be reduced to less than significant with
proposed mitigation measures identified in this document.

19.3.2 Lower Density/Reduced Commercial Alternative

The Lower Density/Reduced Commercial alternative would is defined as a general but
substantial reduction in the residential and commercial development yield of the proposed
project. For the purposes of this analysis, that reduction is nominally set at 25%. Under
this alternative, then, the project would consist of up to approximately 350 residential units
and 375,000 square feet of commercial development.

This alternative would reduce projected increases in population and associated demands
for public services and utilities. The alternative would reduce projected increases in traffic,
air pollution and noise impacts due to project-related travel on local roadways by
approximately 25%. However, with this aiternative, there would be no substantiat
changes to the aesthetics, agriculture, geology, soils, biology, or cultural resources impacts
of the project; while the alternative would involve a reduction in density, physical impacts
to land would be relatively unchanged. The alternative may invelve slight reductions in
potential for hydrologic and water quality impacts but would invalve inconsistencies with
adopted planning documents such as the Lathrop General Plan and the West Lathrop
Specific Plan. The reduced project would fail below projected densities established in
these plans.

Reduced density may result in adverse resource impacts associated with development with
other lands. The proposed project is designed to accommodate anticipated growth at
planned urban densities. Reduction of these densities would displace demands for urban
development onto other undeveloped lands. This would result in increased impacts on
agricuttural, cultural and biological resources; dispersion of new urban development may
also result in increases in vehicle miles traveled and associated air quality effects. Costs of
providing urban services and utilities could be increased incrementally.

This alternative would partially fulfill the objectives of the project and would result in
short-term reductions in environmental impact. However, this alternative would likely
result in greater resource land impacts via displacement and potentially result in greater
impacts associated with vehicular travel. The alternative is not reasonable in that it is
contrary to the adopted General Plan and Specific Plans for the area. With few exceptions,
the potentially significant environmental effects of the current proposed project can be
reduced to less than significant with proposed mitigation measures identified in this
document.
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10.3.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Of the alternatives identified, the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior
alterpative. This alternative would avoid all of the potentially significant environmental
impacts of the project. The continuation of agricultural discharges to the San joaquin River
would be the only environmentally detrimental aspect of this alternative. Environmental
benefits associated with this alternative would be short-lived, as the project site is planned
for urban development and is likely to receive continued pressure for that use.

Of the project alternatives, the proposed project is the environmentally superior
alternative. The project would accommodate more of the growth projected for the project
area within less land area than the other alternative, and would provide for a more
compact urban form, efficient transportation, and efficient provision of utilities and
services.
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20.0 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR discuss the ways in which the proposed
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  Projects that
could induce growth include those that involve development in undeveloped areas,
which extend new infrastructure or remove physical or economic obstacles to
population growth, or which encourage and facilitate other activities that could
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. The Guidelines
note that it must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily heneficial,
detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.

Growth can be induced in a variety of ways, for exampie by development that creates
demands for other types of development. For example, a new industrial facility that
creales a large number of jobs may accelerate demands for housing. In an area of
relative housing shortage, this effect could be growth-inducing. The same project in a
labor surplus area may have no growth-inducing effect. Development of amenities
may also spur development of other land uses nearby.

Growth can also be induced by removing obstacles to development or by providing
facilities to serve development. Extension of new sewer and potable water systems to
un-served areas can stimulate development. |If these facilities are extended in
conjunction with other planned development, however, they may not have a
distinguishable growth-inducing effect. Growth may also be induced by government
action to permit development through the amendment of a generai plan or zoning
ordinance.

The Mossdale Landing East project would be developed within the planned Mossdale
Village area of the City of Lathrop. Mossdale Landing East could be characterized
essentially as an infill project, as it will function as a counterpart to and complete
sections of an already planned and approved community of residential and
commercial land uses previously entitled as Mossdale Landing. Development of the
Mossdale Village area has been planned for and evaluated in both the Lathrop General
Plan FIR and the West Lathrop Specific Plan EIR. An EIR was prepared for the Mossdale
Landing project prior to its approval by the City in January 2003. This project is
currently under construction.

The proposed project would contribute to the development and extension of existing
infrastructure systems such as roadways, domestic water, wastewater, recycled water
and storm drainage. The project wili, however, supplement and fili in utility and road
systems to be extended as a part of the adjoining approved Mossdale Village project.
Extension of utilities to Unit 2 would be considered mildly growth-inducing as this site is
located south of approved development. Roadway and storm drainage systems would
be consistent with the WLSP and Mossdale Landing Drainage Plan. Domestic water as
well as wastewater treatment and disposal would be consistent with the adopted
i athrop Water, Wastewater and Recycled Water Master Pilan. Otherwise, the project
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would be consistent with all other applicable fand use, infrastructure, fee, and
environmental plans. The project would not be growth inducing in this respect,
because it would not lead to new development in an undeveloped area.

The Mossdale Landing East proposal includes development of approximately 483
residential units and 498,936 square feet of commercial development. Additional
population generated by the proposed project within the City of Lathrop will fead to
increased demand for jobs, goods, and services that are not necessarily met by the
project. This increased demand may facilitate additional commercial or industrial
development, a potential growth inducing impact for the proposed project.

All in all, the project would be considered mildly growth inducing, because it would
contribute to extension of roadway and municipal utility infrastructure to areas that are
currently unserviced. In this respect, obstacles to growth would be removed. The
project would also extend the area of urbanization west of I-5 to the southern edge of
the Lathrop Associates site. The project would also increase public demand for goods
and services, fostering economic growth in the City. Growth inducing impacts created
by the proposed project have, however, been evatuated and provided for in the City of
Lathrop’s General Plan and WLSP EIR,
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21.0 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

CEQA requires that an EIR address any significant irreversible environmental changes
that would be invalved in the proposed project if it were implemented. Significant
irreversible environmental changes could include conversion or use of substantial
amounts of nonrenewable resources during the construction or operation of the project,
or the commitment of resources to other uses, or to their permanent non-use. Rescurces
that may be considered subject to irreversible change may include materials, land,
energy or state of development/non-development. Consumption, use or commitment of
resources is considered irreversible when it is likely that future generations will be
committed to similar uses. Irreversible damage can also result from environmental
accidents associated with the project. CEQA suggests that irretrievable commitments of
resources be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.

The proposed project would involve the irreversible commitment of construction
materials and energy consumption to project construction. Construction materials
would involve sand and gravel, concrete, asphalt, plastics and metals as well as various
renewable resources. For the most part, sand and gravel resources are renewable.
Energy use would occur as a result of aperation of equipment used in construction of the
project. These materials would not be used in highly significant or unusual quantities
and would be obtained from existing commercial sources.

The project would involve the conversion of approximately 151 acres of land from the
present agricultural use to urban residential and commercial uses. This would involve
an irreversible commitment of the project site to developed uses; subdivision of the site,
dispersion of ownership and investment in streets and utilities would likely prohibit any
future return to agricultural use, The conversion of agricultural lands and associated
resources is identified in Chapter 5.0 of this document as a significant unavoidable
impact.

Development of the project site as proposed would commit the site to long-term use for
urban residential and commercial activities. This would likely result in the perpetuation
of these activities as well as associated vehicular use, air pollutant emissions and noise.

Commitment of the proposed project site to urban uses would involve an essentially
irreversible loss of open space and the biological resource values inherent in the project
site. These losses would be mitigated to a less than significant level as dacumented in
Chapter 7.0. Development of the site would involve an essentially irreversible
reduction in groundwater recharge and increases in runoff during rainfall events.
Groundwater recharge losses are not considered significant, and potential increases in
runoff would be mitigated to a less than significant level, as documented in Chapter
12.0 and 17.0.

There are no other changes associated with the project, or resources impacted by the
project, which are not reversible.
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION

FROM: CITYOF LATHROP
16775 Howiand Road, Suite One
Lathrop, California 95330
Attn: Deanna Walsh, Project Manager

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPCRT
FOR THE LATHROP STATION URBAN DEVELOPMENT CONGCEPT, VESTING
TENTATIVE MAP AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

The City of Lathrop wil be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report for
the project identified helow. We need to know the views of interested persons, organizations and
agencies as to the scope and content of the environmentat information to be included in the EIR.
Agencies should comment on the scope and content of the environmental information which is
germane to their statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Agencies may
need to use the EIR prepared by the City when considering future permits or other approvals for
portions of the overall project.

The description, location and potential environmental effects of the proposed preject are
identified in the attached tnitial Study.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must pe seni at the earliest possible
date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notics.

Please send your response to Deanna Walsh, Project Manager, at the address shown above.
Respenses should include the name of a contact petson from your home, organization or agency.
PROJECT INFORMATION:

Project Title: Lathrop Station

Project Entitlements: Urban Design Concept, Vesting Tentative Map and
Development Agreement

Project Location: City of Lathrop, San Joagquin County, California

Project Applicant: Schuler Homes

NOP iSSUER INFORMATION:

Date:/é}///}‘((/ /% { %E}L Signature: AW \JMQ‘\Q‘O

Deanna Walah; Proiect Manager, bity of Lathrop
{209) 858-2860, ext. 269




ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION FORM
GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:

1. Project Title: Lathrop Station

2. Project Entitlements: Urban Design Concept, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map,
and Development Agreement

3. Lead Agency Name and City of Lathrop
Address: Department of Community Developmant
16775 Howland Road
Lathrop, CA 95330

4. Contact Person and Deanna D. Walsh, Project Managet, 209-858-2860 ext. 269
Phone Number:

5. Project tocation: The proposed project site consist of approximately 151 acres
of land located within the Mossdale Village portion of the
West Lathrop Specific Plan area. This site is located
immediately west of Interstate 5 and Manthey Road, south of
Louise Avenue and east of the San Joaquin River

6. Project Sponsor's Name Schuler Homes
and Address: 1210 Ceniral Blvd.
Breniwood, CA 94513
Attn: Vince Fleicher

7 . General Plan The northern portion of the project site (Unit 1) is designated
Designation: by the Lathrop General Plan as Village Center and Low-
Density Residential. The southern portion of the project site
(Unit 2) is designated  Low-Density Residential,
Neighborhood Park and Open Space (San Joaquin River

cortidon).

8. Zoning: Existing zoning within the northern portion of the project site
is Single-Family Residential (R-MV), Multi-Family residential
(RM-MV), Village Commercial (CV-MV), Highway Commercial
(CH-MV) and Service Commercial {CS-MV).

9. Description of Project: The Lathrop Station project invoives approximately 161 acres of
urban developmen