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1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft 
EIR for the Oleander, Sundance, and Sundance 2 Development Projects (proposed project). The Final EIR has 
been prepared on behalf of the City of Manteca (City), the lead agency, in accordance with the requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The project applicants—Raymus Homes for Oleander and FCB Homes for Sundance and Sundance 2—are 
requesting approval of various discretionary entitlements in support of a development that would include single-
family residential, community parks, a new Boys and Girls Club facility, and approximately 2.29 acres of 
commercial land uses on approximately 230 acres located in the southern portion of the City’s sphere of 
influence, south of State Route (SR) 120.  

On June 30, 2006, the City released the Draft EIR for public and agency review and comment. The Draft EIR 
evaluated the potential environmental effects of the proposed project and three alternatives: No-Project 
Alternative, Mitigated Design Alternative, and Off-site Alternative. Six comment letters were received from state 
and local agencies. In addition, a public hearing to receive public input on the Draft EIR was held at the City 
Council Chambers on August 1, 2006. No comments were received at the hearing. The comment period closed on 
August 14, 2006.  

This document and the Draft EIR together comprise the Final EIR.   

1.1 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

1.1.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is located along the SR 120 corridor. Regional access to the project site is provided by Interstate 5 
(I-5) to the west, SR 120 to the north, and SR 99 to the east. Local roadways in the project area include 
Woodward Avenue, Oleander Avenue, Peach Avenue, Union Road, Airport Way, and Atherton Drive. The 
project site is located outside of the city limits, but within the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) and the city’s 
Primary Urban Service Boundary (USB). In general, land surrounding the project area is mostly agricultural and 
rural residential. However, some areas are being converted to commercial and residential land uses and several 
residential and commercial development projects, in various planning and design stages, are proposed in the 
general vicinity of the project area. SR 120 forms the northern boundary of the site, with residential development 
located to the north.  

1.1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The goal of the proposed project is to develop a plan for the orderly and systematic development of an integrated, 
residential community that would be consistent with goals and policies of the City of Manteca General Plan. 

The City of Manteca, as the lead agency, has developed the following primary objectives to satisfy the 
requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (b): 

► provide a residential community that is consistent with the land use patterns envisioned in the City of 
Manteca General Plan and that provides supporting commercial, open space, and public facilities; 

► develop an integrated master-planned community that includes residential, commercial, and recreational land 
uses; 
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► integrate the project site with the surrounding development and circulation pattern by creating street and 
pedestrian connections; and 

► provide a pedestrian-friendly, human scale community environment that provides a safe and pleasant place for 
people to live, work, and recreate. 

1.1.3 ELEMENTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The project site currently consists of agricultural uses, including livestock grazing, crop production, fallow 
farmland, orchards, residences, barns, a dairy, and other agricultural support facilities (e.g., corrals, animal 
shelters, and outbuildings). 

The project applicants are proposing to remove all existing site structures and develop three single-family 
residential developments on a 230-acre site that would include a total of 1,074 new residences; four new 
community parks (totaling 17.24 acres) and a new Boys and Girls Club facility; approximately 2.29 acres of 
commercial land use; new public roadways to provide pedestrian and vehicular access to the project site and 
surrounding community areas; and other improvements, including water supply, storm drainage, sewer facilities, 
and landscaping. 

Project construction is anticipated to begin in 2006 and would consist of two general phases, with construction of 
land improvements (e.g., new roadways and utility infrastructure) occurring first, followed by construction of on-
site facilities and residences. Construction would proceed in phases with development of approximately 100 lots 
at one time. Build-out of the proposed project is anticipated to extend for approximately 6 to 7 years. 

Implementation of the proposed project would require San Joaquin County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) approval of annexation of the project site to the City and the following entitlements from the City of 
Manteca: adoption of pre-zoning designations for the site; and City approval of tentative subdivision maps, 
development agreements, phasing plans, and Planned Unit Development guidelines. Additionally, a General Plan 
Amendment would be required for implementation of the Sundance development. This General Plan Amendment 
would be needed to: 

► Reduce the amount of land designated as General Commercial (CG), from 12 acres to 2.3 acres; 
► Reduce the amount of land designated as Low Density Residential (LDR), from 95.7 acres to 87.5 acres; and 
► Increase the amount of land designated as Medium Density Residential (MDR), from 4.4 acres to 12 acres. 

1.1.4 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Draft EIR evaluated the following alternatives to the proposed project: 

► No-Project Alternative, 
► Mitigated Design Alternative, and 
► Off-site Alternative. 

The No-Project Alternative and the Mitigated Design Alternative were found to be environmentally superior to 
the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative was found to be environmentally similar to the proposed project 
and would result in comparable impacts, but at an off-site location. 

The No-Project Alternative would not attain any of the project’s objectives, while the Mitigated Design 
Alternative would partially attain some of the project’s objectives. 
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1.2 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR  

CEQA requires a lead agency that has completed a Draft EIR to consult with and obtain comments from public 
agencies that have legal jurisdiction with respect to the proposed action, and to provide the general public with 
opportunities to comment on the Draft EIR. This Final EIR has been prepared to respond to comments received 
on the Draft EIR for the proposed project. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS 

The State CEQA Guidelines state that written responses to comments received on the Draft EIR must describe the 
disposition of significant environmental issues. In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead 
agency’s position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed. 
There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response.  

1.4 REQUIREMENTS FOR EIR CERTIFICATION AND FUTURE STEPS IN 
PROJECT APPROVAL 

The EIR is intended to be used by the City Council when considering approval of the proposed project or an 
alternative to the proposed project.  

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR was circulated for public and agency review and comment on June 30, 
2006. The comment period closed on August 14, 2006. Comments were received from state and local agencies. A 
public hearing to receive public input on the Draft EIR was held during the review period on August 1, 2006. 
Following completion of the Final EIR, the City of Manteca will hold a public meeting to consider certification of 
the Final EIR and to decide whether or not to approve the Proposed Action or an alternative. A Notice of 
Determination (NOD) will then be filed. If the City Council approves the proposed project (or an alternative), it 
will prepare and adopt written findings of fact for each significant environmental impact identified in the EIR; a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, if needed; and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

1.5 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized as follows: 

► Chapter 1, “Introduction,” describes the purpose and content of the Final EIR, provides an overview of the 
environmental review process, and presents a summary of the proposed project and alternatives.  

► Chapter 2, “Comments and Responses,” contains a list of all agencies who submitted comments on the 
Draft EIR during the public review period, copies of the comment letters received, and individual responses to 
the comments. 

► Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” presents revisions to the Draft EIR text based on issues raised by 
comments, clarifications, or corrections. Changes in the text are signified by strikeouts where text is removed 
and by underline where text is added.  

► Chapter 4, “Report Preparation,” lists the individuals who assisted in the preparation of this Final EIR.  
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR. In conformance 
with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), written responses to comments on environmental issues received 
from reviewers of the Draft EIR were prepared. 

Comment letters and responses to comments are arranged in the following order: state agencies, local agencies, 
and other. Each letter and each comment within a letter have been given an identification number. Responses are 
numbered so that they correspond to the appropriate comment. Where appropriate, responses are cross-referenced 
between letters. 

As noted previously, a public hearing on the Draft EIR was conducted at the City Council Chambers; however, no 
public comments were received at this hearing. 

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS  

Table 2-1 provides a list of all agencies who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period.  

Table 2-1 
List of Commenters 

Commenter Agency Letter ID Page Number 

State Agencies 

Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Intermodal 
Planning 

California Department of 
Transportation  

DOT 2-2 

S. M. Coutts, Captain, Commander, 
Stockton Area 

Department of California Highway 
Patrol  

CHP 2-8 

Local Agencies  

Andrea Vallejo, Associate Planner  San Joaquin County Department of 
Public Works 

PW 2-11 

Mike Huggins, Supervising R.E.H.S., 
R.D.I., Program Coordinator, 
Environmental Health Department  

San Joaquin County Environmental 
Health Department  

EH 2-15 

Jessica R. Willis, Air Quality Specialist, 
Central Region 

San Joaquin Valley Unified Air 
Pollution Control District 

Air 2-17 

Other 

Alfred Poon, Land Agent, Land Rights 
Protection, Northern Area 

Pacific, Gas, and Electric Company PG&E 2-21 

 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided in this 
section. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by the response(s) to the letter. Where a 
commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying 
number in the margin of the comment letter. 
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Letter 

DOT 
Response 

 California Department of Transportation 
Tom Dumas, Chief, Office of Intermodal Planning 
August 14, 2006 

 

DOT-1 The commenter states that after certification of the EIR, the project will also require approval of an 
annexation by the San Joaquin Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) as well as approval of 
site pre-zoning, tentative subdivision maps, development agreements, phasing plans, and Planned Unit 
Development guidelines by the City of Manteca. The discretionary actions sought by the project are 
discussed in Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR. The City acknowledges that the project 
applicants are seeking approval for many entitlements, approval of which will be required prior to 
implementation of the project. 

DOT-2 The commenter states the peak-hour signal warrants analyses should be completed for all unsignalized 
study intersections. The Draft EIR evaluated potential increases in peak-hour volumes at 22 project 
intersections (see Impact 4.7-1, “Increases in Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes on Regional Roadways 
Resulting in Unacceptable Levels of Service”). The results of the traffic modeling and Draft EIR analysis 
indicated that, with project implementation, the eastbound and westbound ramp intersections of Airport 
Way/State Route (SR) 120 and Union Road/SR 120 would operate at unacceptable levels of service and 
would meet the warrant for a signal. This was determined to be a significant impact and mitigation was 
recommended (i.e., signalization) to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The City 
acknowledges that a full signal warrant traffic study consistent with Caltrans requirements will need to be 
prepared prior to the installation of any signals. The City of Manteca, in cooperation with Caltrans 
District 10 and the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) has initiated Project Study Reports 
(PSRs) for the SR 120/Airport Way and SR 120/Union Road interchanges. As part of each interchange 
study, the existing stop-controlled ramp terminal intersections are being evaluated using all 8 warrants 
contained in the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 2003 California Supplement1 to determine 
when traffic signals are required to serve morning and evening peak hour traffic volumes under both 
existing and near-term conditions. The purpose of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR was to 
determine whether the project would result in a potential impact to nearby intersections and the 
magnitude of those impacts. The City and the project applicants will coordinate with Caltrans regarding 
the appropriate timing and project contribution toward installation of signals at the above intersections. 

DOT-3 The commenter states that other traffic relieving strategies should be explored under Mitigation Measure 
4.7-3. The Traffic Operations Reports for the SR 120/Airport Way and SR 120/Union Road interchanges 
will also address the operational benefits of auxiliary lanes, high occupancy vehicle lanes, and ramp 
metering to SR 120. The combination of these traffic relieving strategies and the widening of SR 120 
from 4 to 6 lanes are designed to provide system-wide benefits to SR 120. The commenter suggests 
adding the following measures to Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 in the Draft EIR: explore future ramp 
metering, high occupancy vehicle lanes, and auxiliary lanes. The City agrees with these measures and has 
enhanced Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 as shown below. These changes are also included in Chapter 3, 
“Revisions to the Draft EIR.” These changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-3, on pages 4.7-34 to 4.7-35, is hereby revised as follows (text additions are 
shown in underline): 

                                                      
1 California Department of Transportation. MUTCD 2003 California Supplement. May 20, 2004. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.7-3: Implement Measures to Reduce Project Impacts to Freeway Operations.  

► The project applicants shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, which requires the project 
applicants to pay their fair share of the cost for installing a new traffic signal at the Airport Way and 
SR 120 eastbound ramps intersection. 

► The project applicants shall coordinate with Caltrans to investigate the feasibility of future ramp 
metering, high occupancy vehicle lanes, and auxiliary lanes in the Traffic Operations Reports that are 
being prepared for the SR 120/Airport Way and SR 120/Union Road interchanges. 

► The widening of SR 120 from four to six lanes would improve operating conditions of this freeway 
segment and is identified by the SJCOG Regional Transportation Plan as a Tier 1 improvement; 
however, this improvement is not currently funded for design or construction. In addition, the SJCOG 
does not have any funding mechanisms established to collect monies for this improvement. While this 
improvement would improve operations of this mainline segment to acceptable levels and would 
reduce the project’s impact to a les-than-significant level, it is unknown when this improvement 
would be implemented. Further, this improvement is not subject to the control of the City or the 
project applicants and its implementation cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, for purposes of this CEQA 
analysis, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

DOT-4 The commenter states that signalization and widening of the ramps will be needed in the near-term to 
relieve some of the traffic generated by the project. The City and the project applicants will coordinate 
with Caltrans to identify the appropriate design for the SR 120/Airport Way and SR 120/Union Road 
interchanges. The City and SJCOG has initiated the preparation of Traffic Operations Reports for the SR 
120/Airport Way and SR 120/Union Road interchanges, which will determine the required design to serve 
full buildout of the City of Manteca General Plan and the planned widening of SR 120 from 4 to 6 lanes 
(RTP Tier 1 project) by 2020. The on-ramp and off-ramp designs (per Section 405.2 of the Highway 
Design manual) will provide the necessary deceleration and storage lengths to serve projected morning 
and evening peak hour volumes. 

DOT-5 The commenter states that it is the developer’s and the City’s responsibility to ensure that the project 
interchanges would be upgraded to handle future traffic volumes. The Draft EIR appropriately identifies 
the project’s impacts to the SR 120/Airport Way and SR 120/ Union Road interchanges and recommends 
mitigation to reduce the project’s impacts to these intersections. The City acknowledges that 
improvements to these interchanges will be needed to accommodate projected increases in traffic volumes 
from new development. As a result, the City of Manteca has initiated preparation of PSRs for the SR 
120/Airport Way and SR 120/Union Road interchanges and is collecting traffic impact fees to mitigate 
local and regional impacts of this and all other developments in the City of Manteca. Under the City’s 
Public Facilities Implementation Plan (PFIP)2, development impact fees are collected at or near the time 
of development and are used to finance the expansion and capacity of public facilities (i.e., water, sewer 
collection, drainage, and transportation) necessary to accommodate the new demands. Public 
improvements are timed to ensure the Level of Service targets for each service are reasonably maintained. 
The PFIP is described in greater detail on page 4.7-16 of the Draft EIR. The project applicants would 
provide the appropriate development impact fees in compliance with the current PFIP adopted at the time 
building permits are sought. In addition, the City is working to finalize the funding requirements for the 
interchanges, and the project applicants will coordinate with the City to identify their fair share cost for 
the improvements.

                                                      
2 City of Manteca. 1993 (December). Public Facilities Implementation Plan Report for the City of Manteca. Prepared by 

Nolte and Associates. 
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Letter 

CHP 
Response 

 California Department of California Highway Patrol 
S. M. Coutts, Captain, Commander of the Stockton Area 
July 24, 2006  

 

CHP-1 The commenter states that the project would have a significant impact on surrounding county roads as 
well as SR 120, Interstate 5, and SR 99, which would sustain an increase in the average daily traffic 
volumes. The Draft EIR contains a thorough evaluation of the project’s transportation impacts in Section 
4.7, “Transportation and Circulation. Impacts to local roadways and highways were evaluated in Impact 
4.7-2, “Increases in Project-Related Traffic Volumes on Local Roadways,” and Impact 4.7-3, “Increases 
in Project-Related Traffic Volumes on Freeway Operations Resulting in Unacceptable Levels of Service.” 
As described therein, the project would result in less-than-significant impacts to local roadways and 
would result in potentially significant impacts to the westbound mainline segment of SR 120 between 
Airport Way and Yosemite Avenue during AM peak hours and the southbound mainline segment of SR 
120 between Yosemite Avenue and Airport Way during PM peak hours. While mitigation was 
recommended that would reduce the project’s impacts to a less-than-significant level, it is unknown 
whether this mitigation would ultimately be implemented because it is not under the jurisdiction of the 
City. Therefore, for purposes of CEQA, this impact was determined to be a significant and unavoidable 
impact.  

CHP-2 The commenter states that it is important for the City to work closely with Caltrans and CHP in 
developing long-range plans that are beneficial to all of the citizens utilizing the highway system. The 
City agrees with this comment and will appropriately provide notice to Caltrans and CHP regarding the 
City’s long-range traffic planning efforts.  

CHP-3 The commenter states that the Draft EIR should evaluate the project’s impacts to CHP resources. The 
Draft EIR thoroughly evaluates the project’s potential traffic-related impacts in Section 4.7, 
“Transportation and Circulation.” The CHP is one of several state agencies that provide services to 
California residents. The CHP is funded out of the State’s general fund. California residents and residents 
of the proposed Oleander, Sundance, and Sundance 2 developments would pay State taxes that would be 
allocated to the State General Fund, a portion of which would be used to fund and expand state services 
such as the CHP. The commenter is not specific regarding the resources (e.g., funding, staff, and new 
facilities) that could be affected by the project and does not indicate that any new facilities, which could 
result in environmental impacts, would be required. The funding of CHP operations is not an 
environmental impact. Therefore, no further response can be provided.  
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Letter 

PW 
Response 

 San Joquin County Public Works 
Andrea Vallejo, Associate Planner 
August 15, 2006  

 

PW-1 The commenter states that a County Encroachment Permit would be required for any work or traffic 
control in the County’s right-of-way. The project applicants would apply for and obtain a County 
Encroachment Permit if such encroachment is found to be necessary. The permit application would be 
completed as per the County’s requirements and would contain all of the required contents.  

PW-2 The commenter states that the project shall be subject to the recently adopted Regional Transportation 
Impact Fee. The City of Manteca will collect this fee from the project applicants at the time that building 
permits are issued.  

PW-3 The commenter states the County’s requirements for project-related improvements that would be located 
within the unincorporated County. As described in the Draft EIR, the project site is located outside of the 
City of Manteca’s city limits, but within the City’s Sphere of Influence and the City’s Primary Urban 
Service Boundary. Implementation of the project would require San Joaquin County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO) approval of annexation of the project site to the City of Manteca and 
various entitlements from the City. Therefore, no project-related improvements would be located within 
unincorporated San Joaquin County. 

PW-4 The commenter states that the project’s fair share costs for impacts to County roadways should be 
identified and collected by the City, and that all impacts to County roadways shall be mitigated to the 
County’s LOS standard and other County requirements. The Draft EIR thoroughly evaluates the project’s 
potential traffic-related impacts in Section 4.7, “Transportation and Circulation.” The LOS standard (i.e., 
minimum acceptable operations) for intersections in the City of Manteca is LOS C on a city-wide basis, 
with a minimum acceptable LOS D at individual intersections dependent upon site restraints (see page 
4.7-17 of the Draft EIR). San Joaquin County’s LOS standard directs that the County maintain an LOS D 
at all intersections, on state highways, and within a city’s sphere of influence (or LOS C when the city 
plans for that level of service or better); all other County roads must maintain an LOS C.3 The Draft EIR 
evaluated potential project and cumulative increases in peak-hour volumes at 22 project intersections (see 
Impact 4.7-1, “Increases in Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes on Regional Roadways Resulting in 
Unacceptable Levels of Service,” and Impact 4.7-4, “Increases in Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes on 
Regional Roadways Resulting in Unacceptable Levels of Service under Cumulative with Project 
Conditions (2010)”). As described therein, all County roadways would operate at acceptable levels of 
service with implementation of the project and recommended mitigation measures (see Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-4(a) on page 4.7-35 of the Draft EIR). The City, through the adoption and implementation of 
the MMRP, would collect monies and oversee implementation of recommended improvements. With 
implementation of these improvements, all County roadways would operate at or above County 
thresholds of operation.  

PW-5 The commenter states that the EIR should identify timing as well as project triggers for transportation 
improvements required to serve the project. All of the transportation mitigation measures recommended 
in the Draft EIR (see Section 4.7.4, “Mitigation Measures”) will be compiled into a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), which will be adopted by the City and implemented by the 
project applicants, under the City’s direction. The MMRP specifies timing and appropriate project 
triggers for implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR.  

                                                      
3 San Joaquin County Community Development Department. 1992 (July). San Joaquin County General Plan Volume 1: 

Policies/Implementation. Amended July 2002. Stockton, CA. 
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PW-6 The commenter requests that the County be included in the discussions regarding project impacts to 
roadways and intersections in the area. This comment is noted. The EIR has been provided to the County 
for their review. For any improvements that would occur within the County’s jurisdiction, the City and 
the project applicants would coordinate with the County prior to implementation of the improvements.  

PW-7 The commenter suggests adding the following statement: All roadway damage(s) as a result of 
construction shall be repaired in similar fashion as stated in the mitigation for monitoring efforts. This 
statement will be added to Mitigation Measure 4.7-7, “Prepare and Submit for City Approval a 
Construction Management Plan.” The City agrees with this measure and has enhanced Mitigation 
Measure 4.7-7 as shown below. This change is also included in Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” 
This change does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-7, on page 4.7-36, is hereby revised as follows (text additions are shown in 
underline):  

Mitigation Measure 4.7-7: Prepare and Submit for City Approval a Construction Management Plan  

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicants shall prepare a Construction Management 
Plan and submit the plan to the City of Manteca Public Works Department for review and approval. The 
Construction Management Plan shall identify the timing of construction and the timing of elements that 
would result in the full or partial blockage of local roadways. The plan shall specify the measures that 
would be implemented to minimize traffic-related impacts, including construction parking during 
construction, which shall be limited to on-site areas or facilities designated for parking uses (e.g., parking 
garage). These measures could include, but are not limited to the following: use of signage notifying 
travelers that they are entering a construction zone; and use of cones, flaggers, and guide-vehicles to 
direct traffic through the construction zone. All roadway damage(s) as a result of construction shall be 
repaired in similar fashion as stated in the mitigation for monitoring efforts. A copy of the plan shall be 
submitted to local emergency response agencies and these agencies shall be notified at least 14 days 
before the commencement of construction that would partially or fully obstruct local roadways. 
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Letter 

EH 
Response 

 San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 
Mike Huggins, Supervising R.E.H.S., R.D.I. Program Coordinator,  
Environmental Health Department 
July 25, 2006 

 

EH-1 The commenter states that any on-site sewage disposal systems and individual wells to be abandoned 
should be destroyed under permit and inspection by the County’s Environmental Health Department. The 
project applicants will implement Mitigation Measure HAZARD 3, “Prepare a Site Plan that Identifies 
Remediation Activities,” as listed in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR. This measure requires the project 
applicants to prepare a site plan that identifies any necessary remediation activities appropriate for 
proposed land uses, including excavation and removal of on-site contaminated soils. Additionally, the site 
plan would include procedures for decommissioning any existing on-site sewage disposal systems and 
individual wells, as per the County’s Environmental Health Department.  

EH-2 The commenter suggests that inquiry be made regarding the possible burial of cows on the former dairy 
properties and that the remains be located, removed, and disposed on in a legal manner. See response to 
comment EH-1. The City and project applicants have no knowledge of any past animal burying activities 
that have occurred at the project site. While a former dairy operated at the project site, it was not common 
practice to bury deceased animals at the site of operations. When deceased animals need to be buried, 
they are typically hauled away by a licensed operator to appropriate off-site disposal facilities (e.g., 
landfill). The commenter offers no evidence that buried animals exist at the site and the City and the 
project applicants have no knowledge of such burials. The Draft EIR recommends appropriate mitigation 
(Mitigation Measure HAZARD 3) that would appropriately handle any potential contaminated soils or 
other hazards at the project site. Therefore, in the event that previously unknown buried animals are 
discovered on the project site, they would be appropriately handled and disposed of in accordance with 
San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department standards.  

EH-3 The commenter recommends that the project applicants complete the mitigation measures proposed in the 
Environmental Site Assessment prepared for the proposed project prior to recordation of Final Maps. It 
appears the commenter is referring to Mitigation Measure HAZARD 1, which requires the project 
applicants to prepare appropriate environmental site assessments and implement specific measures within 
those documents. As described in the mitigation measures, the project applicants would be required to 
prepare these reports and implement recommended measures prior to the demolition of any on-site 
structures. All of the mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR will be compiled into an 
MMRP, which will be adopted by the City and implemented by the project applicants, under the City’s 
direction. The MMRP specifies timing and appropriate project triggers for implementation of mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 

Air 
Response 

 San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 
Jessica R. Willis, Air Quality Specialist, Central Region 
August 14, 2006 

 

Air-1 The commenter expresses SJVAPCD’s concurrence with the Draft EIR’s air quality analysis regarding 
project emissions exceeding SJVAPCD’s thresholds of significance, but also notes that the air quality 
analysis provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR contains some minor errors that would not change the 
conclusion of the analysis, but should be corrected to improve the accuracy. See responses to comments 
Air-2 and Air-3, below. 

Air-2 The commenter points out some inaccuracies in the air quality modeling methodology and advises that 
these be justified and documented. The air quality modeling that was performed for this project was 
completed before SJVAPCD revised its recommended methodologies contained in its Guide for 
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts4 in March 2006; however, the Draft EIR was released for 
public and agency review and comment in June 2006, after SJVAPCD’s revised methodologies were in 
place. As such, and in response to this comment, the project’s potential emissions were recalculated using 
SJVAPCD’s revised recommended methodologies5 and the results are provided in Appendix A of this 
document. Modeled construction emissions of NOx are predicted to equal 10 tons per year, which is also 
the threshold of significance for that pollutant. Therefore, the conclusions of the Draft EIR would not 
change. The Draft EIR concluded that the project’s construction emissions impact would be significant 
(see Impact 4.3-1, “Increases in Regional Criteria Pollutants during Construction”). Mitigation Measure 
4.3-1, “Comply with Applicable Requirements of SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive Dust 
Prohibitions),” is recommended to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. This mitigation 
would also reduce impacts related to NOx emissions through the following: 

► Use of alternative fueled or catalyst equipped diesel construction equipment, where reasonable 
available, such as equipment capable of using biodiesel or emulsified fuel. 

► When not in use, on-site equipment shall not be left idling. 

► Limit the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment and/or the amount of equipment in use at any 
one time. 

► Replace fossil-fueled equipment with electrically driven equivalents (provided they are not run via a 
portable generator set). 

► Curtail construction during periods of high ambient pollutant concentrations; this may include ceasing 
of construction activity during the peak-hour of vehicular traffic on adjacent roadways or on Spare the 
Air Days. 

► Before construction contracts are issued, the project applicants shall perform a review of new 
technology, as it relates to heavy-duty equipment, to determine what (if any) advances in emissions 
reductions are available for use and are economically feasible. Construction contract and bid 
specifications shall require contractors to utilize the available and economically feasible technology 
on an established percentage of the equipment fleet. It is anticipated that in the near future both NOX 
and PM10 control equipment will be available. The SJVAPCD shall be consulted with on this process. 

                                                      
4 SJVAPCD. 2002 (January). Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. Fresno, CA. 
5 SJVAPCD. 2006. Indirect Source Review Program Information. Available 
<http://www.valleyair.org/General_info/ISRLoader.htm>. Last updated July 26, 2006. Accessed September 2006. 
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Therefore, with implementation of recommended mitigation the project’s construction-related emission 
impact would be less-than-significant. 

Air-3 The commenter states that the air quality analysis was performed for one project; whereas it should have 
been performed for three so that the emissions could be quantified for each project. Although there are 
three distinct development proposals (Oleander, Sundance, and Sundance 2), they were proposed as a 
single “project” and were evaluated under CEQA as such. Further, the purpose of the air quality analysis 
under CEQA is to compare and disclose the project’s potential emissions to the significance thresholds as 
accurately as possible at the time the document is prepared. While evaluation of three distinct projects 
would identify individual emissions from each development, it would not provide an accurate (or worst-
case) evaluation of the emissions that would be generated by the simultaneous construction of all three 
projects at the same time. Prior to issuance of grading permits for the project, the project applicants would 
coordinate with SJVAPCD regarding compliance with Indirect Source Review requirements.  

Air-4 The commenter notes that several valley developers have entered into voluntary air quality mitigation 
contracts with SJVAPCD to reduce emissions from their projects. The comment is noted. The Draft EIR 
identifies mitigation measures to reduce the project’s potential emissions. All of the mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR will be compiled into the MMRP, which will be adopted by the City and 
implemented by the project applicants, under the City’s direction. 
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Letter 

PG&E 
Response 

 Pacific Gas & Electric 
Alfred Poon, Land Agent, Land Rights Protection, Northern Area 
August 10, 2006  

 

PG&E-1 The commenter discusses various topics related to PG&E services at the project site, including 
providing adequate access and easements along utility infrastructure, complying with permit 
requirements of utility companies, responsibility for utility relocation costs, and the need for early 
consultation with PG&E. During design review for the project, the project applicants would 
coordinate with local utility providers (including PG&E) to identify the necessary improvements 
and access easements for proposed utility infrastructure. In general, these are not environmental 
issues that would require evaluation under CEQA. Rather, they are part of the project design and 
construction processes and will be appropriately addressed during design review for the project. 

Regarding the commenter’s cumulative impact comment, the City of Manteca General Plan EIR6 
found that buildout of the General Plan Study Area, including the project area, would require 
expanded energy sources and infrastructure for expanded urban development, resulting in a 
potentially significant impact (see Impact PFS-7 in the City’s General Plan EIR). Mitigation, in 
the form of goals, policies, and implementation measures, were provided to help reduce the 
amount of energy and infrastructure needed to serve new urban development in the City of 
Manteca, but not to a less-than-significant level. Thus, the impact was found to be significant and 
unavoidable. The project’s impacts to utility services were determined to be less-than-significant 
(see Initial Study, Appendix A of the Draft EIR) because all appropriate facilities would be 
provided at the project site by the project applicants. Therefore, the project’s cumulative impact 
to utility resources would be less than significant. 

                                                      
6 City of Manteca. 2003 (October 6). Manteca General Plan 2023 Draft Environmental Impact Report. Prepared by Wade 
Associates. Manteca, CA. 
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3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Changes to the text of the Draft EIR that are made in response to comments are shown with a line through the text 
that has been deleted (strikeout) or underline where new text has been added. 

SECTION 4.7, TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

PAGE 4.7-34 TO -35 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-3, “Implement Measures to Reduce Project Impacts to Freeway Operations,” was 
modified by adding the text as follows (Comment DOT-3): 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-3: Implement Measures to Reduce Project Impacts to Freeway Operations.  

► The project applicants shall implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, which requires the project applicants to pay 
their fair share of the cost for installing a new traffic signal at the Airport Way and SR 120 eastbound ramps 
intersection. 

► The project applicants shall coordinate with Caltrans to investigate the feasibility of future ramp metering, 
high occupancy vehicle lanes, and auxiliary lanes in the Traffic Operations Reports that are being prepared for 
the SR 120/Airport Way and SR 120/Union Road interchanges. 

► The widening of SR 120 from four to six lanes would improve operating conditions of this freeway segment 
and is identified by the SJCOG Regional Transportation Plan as a Tier 1 improvement; however, this 
improvement is not currently funded for design or construction. In addition, the SJCOG does not have any 
funding mechanisms established to collect monies for this improvement. While this improvement would 
improve operations of this mainline segment to acceptable levels and would reduce the project’s impact to a 
les-than-significant level, it is unknown when this improvement would be implemented. Further, this 
improvement is not subject to the control of the City or the project applicants and its implementation cannot 
be guaranteed. Therefore, for purposes of this CEQA analysis, this impact would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

PAGE 4.7-36  

Mitigation Measure 4.7-7, “Prepare and Submit for City Approval a Construction Management Plan,” was 
modified by adding the text as follows (Comment PW-7): 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-7: Prepare and Submit for City Approval a Construction Management Plan  

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicants shall prepare a Construction Management Plan and 
submit the plan to the City of Manteca Public Works Department for review and approval. The Construction 
Management Plan shall identify the timing of construction and the timing of elements that would result in the full 
or partial blockage of local roadways. The plan shall specify the measures that would be implemented to 
minimize traffic-related impacts, including construction parking during construction, which shall be limited to on-
site areas or facilities designated for parking uses (e.g., parking garage). These measures could include, but are not 
limited to the following: use of signage notifying travelers that they are entering a construction zone; and use of 
cones, flaggers, and guide-vehicles to direct traffic through the construction zone. All roadway damage(s) as a 
result of construction shall be repaired in similar fashion as stated in the mitigation for monitoring efforts. A copy 
of the plan shall be submitted to local emergency response agencies and these agencies shall be notified at least 14 
days before the commencement of construction that would partially or fully obstruct local roadways. 
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