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NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Lead Agency:
City of Manteca
1215 W . Center Street, Suite 201
Manteca, California 95337
PROJECT NAME:

Site Plan Review SPC-19-109 and Minor Use Permit UPN-19-110- Rotten Robbie Manteca
PROJECT PROPONENT AND LEAD AGENCY:

Project Proponent :

Robinson Oil Corporation
955 Martin Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95050

Lead Agency:

City of Manteca
1215 W . Center Street, Suite 201
Manteca, CA 95337

PROJECT LOCATION:

The Proposed Project is located within the City of Manteca City Limits, and specifically, at 1014 South
Airport Way (APN No. 222-190-51). The Proposed Project site is approximately 2.02 acres in size and is
bounded by rural ranchette uses to the north, commercial uses to the south, single family residential
and a vacant lot to the east, and rural ranchettes and vacant fallow land to the west.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Applicant, Robinson Oil Corporation, is requesting approval of a Site Plan Review and Minor Use
Permit to allow the construction of a new Rotten Robbie convenience store and associated gas canopies
on a 2.02-acre site located at the southeast corner of S. Airport Way and Wawona Drive.
The Proposed Project includes the construction of a 4,800 square foot convenience store with twentyone (21) pa rking spaces. There are eight (8) Auto-MPD's, sixteen (16) fueling positions, and two (2)
Truck diesel fueling islands associated with the convenience store. The auto fueling will feature
unleaded gasoline and diesel fuel. The fuel will be stored in four (4) underground storage tanks, located
on the southerly portion of the project site . There will be a maximum of three (3) employees on-site at
all times during business hours. Proposed hours of operation consist of twenty-four (24) per day, seven
(7) days per week.
Access to and from the project site is provided via three (3) ingress and egress locations into the project
site; two (2) will be located along Airport Way and one (1) will be located on Wawona Avenue . The
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Wawona driveway access shall be full access and access from S. Airport Way will be restricted to rightin-right-out only.

As a Condition of Approval, the Proposed Project will re-stripe S. Airport Way to

modify turning movements along the project site's frontage.
The Proposed Project will be provided domestic water and wastewater services via the City of Manteca.
The Proposed Project will connect to an existing twelve {12) inch domestic water line located in Wawona
Street, and an existing eight (8) inch domestic wastewater line located in Wawona Street. Domestic
water and wastewater improvements will be installed in conformance with the City's adopted Water
Master Plan, Wastewater Collection System Master Plan and City Standards.
Stormwater will be retained on-site via drainage swales developed as part of the Mister Car Wash
Project {Site Plan No. 14-78-07). In December 2016, an Easement and Agreement to Maintain On-Site
Drainage Treatment Systems was recorded, which allowed for the development of on-site drainage
swales. The project site is a participant in said Easement and Agreement.
Other site improvements include landscaping, signage, and lighting installed in accordance with City of
Manteca standards and requirements.
The Project Proponent has estimated a ten (10) month construction schedule for the Proposed Project
once Building Permits are issued by the City of Manteca .

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:
The Lead Agency has prepared an Initial Study, following, which considers the potential environmental
effects of the Proposed Project. The Initial Study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of
the whole record before the Lead Agency, that the Proposed Project may have a potentially significant
effect on the environment, provided that the following mitigation measures are included in the
Proposed Project.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
The following mitigation measures shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project:
Mitigation Measure AES-1:
Exterior lighting for the convenience store and associated fuel canopies shall serve the purpose of
operations, security, and safety only. The Applicant and/or Project Proponent shall submit for approval
of a lighting plan for the proposed facilities prior to building permit issuance . The lighting plan shall
demonstrate that the Proposed Project lighting is only the minimum amount of lighting required for
safety purposes is provided to avoid adverse effects on surrounding areas. In general, lighting fixtures
shall be shielded downward and away from the adjacent residential properties . Exterior lighting shall
not include unnecessary illumination of building or site walls. Construction of the school facilities and
on-going operations shall be in conformance with the approved lighting plan .

21P age

Mitigation Measure AQ-1:
All off-road diesel construction equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating at the site for
more than 20 hours shall meet U.S. EPA Tier 4 engine standards.
Mitigation Measure B1O-1:
Prior to any ground disturbing activities for development of the Rotten Robbie convenient store and
associated gas canopies, the Project Proponent and/or Applicant shall arrange for the preparation of a
pre-construction survey for the project site and shall seek and obtain coverage under the San Joaquin
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP) from the San Joaquin Council of
Governments (SJCOG). The pre-construction survey shall be performed by a SJMSCP Biologist, the
recommendations of which shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project, as deemed necessary by
City staff.
Mitigation Measure B1O-2:
The Project Proponent and/or Applicant shall mitigate for the proportionate loss of potential wildlife
habitat from the project site by applying for coverage and implementing Incidental Take Minimization
Measures (ITMMs) as required by the adopted San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation
and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP).
Mitigation Measure CUL-1 :
In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than
a dedicated cemetery, the following steps shall be taken:
1. There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until:
a)

The coroner of the County in which the remains are discovered must be contacted to
determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required; and,

b)

If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:
i.

The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours.

ii.

The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it
believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American.

iii.

The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the
person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.
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Mitigation Measure GHG-1:
Prior to issuance of any building permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a GHG mitigation plan for
review and approval by the City Planning Division. The GHG mitigation plan shall show that the Proposed
Project design would include compliance with the City's CAP, specifically through implementation of the
following requirements:
• Project design shall comply with the applicable land use, sustainable development, and resource
conservation policies of the Manteca General Plan;
• Project transportation infrastructure shall be constructed to support walking, bicycling, and
transit use;
• Buildings shall be designed and constructed to exceed Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards by at
least 10 percent;
• Building designs shall include water conservation measures sufficient to meet or exceed the
CALGreen standard of a 20 percent reduction requirement;
• Landscaping shall be included sufficient to meet or exceed the water conservation standards of
the City's adopted landscaping ordinance of a 20 percent reduction requirement; and
• A recycling or diversion program sufficient to exceed the State recycling and diversion targets by
at least 10 percent shall be implemented.
Mitigation Measure No. NOl-1
Reasonable regulation of the hours of construction, as well as regulation of the arrival and operation of
heavy equipment and the delivery of construction material, are necessary to protect the health and
safety of persons, promote the general welfare of the community, and maintain the quality of life.
Construction activities will be conducted in accordance with the provisions of the City's Municipal Code,
which limits temporary construction work to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.
Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the Project Proponent shall submit and implement a
construction noise logistics plan that specifies hours of construction, noise and vibration minimization
measures, posting and notification of construction schedules, equipment to be used, and designation of
a noise disturbance coordinator. The noise disturbance coordinator shall respond to neighborhood
complaints and shall be in place prior to the start of construction and implemented during construction
to reduce noise impacts on neighboring residents and other uses. The noise logistic plan shall be
submitted to the Development Services Department Director or Director's designee of the Director of the
Development Services Department prior to the issuance of any grading permits.
As a part of the construction noise logistic plan and project, construction activities for the Proposed
Project shall include, but is not limited to, the following construction best management practices:
•

Utilize the best available noise suppression devices and techniques during construction
activities.

41Pa ge

•

Construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., unless
permission is granted with a development permit or other planning approval. Avoid
construction activities on weekends and holidays, where feasible .

•

Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers that
are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.

•

Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be strictly prohibited .

•

Locate stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors or portable power
generators, as far as possible from sensitive receptors . Construct temporary noise barriers to
screen stationary noise-generating equipment when located near adjoining sensitive land uses.

•

Utilize "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology exists.

•

Construction staging areas shall be established at locations that would create the greatest
distance between the construction-related noise source and noise-sensitive receptors nearest
the project site during all project construction .

•

Locate material stockpiles, as well as maintenance/equipment staging and parking areas, as far
as feasible from residential receptors .

•

Control noise from construction workers' radios to a point where they are not audible at existing
residences bordering the project site.

•

Notify all adjacent business, residences, and other noise-sensitive land uses of the construction
schedule, in writing, and provide a written schedule of "noisy" construction activities to the
adjacent land uses and nearby residences.

•

Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who shall be responsible for responding to any
complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of
the noise complaint (e.g., bad muffler, etc.) and require that reasonable measures be
implemented to correct the problem . Conspicuously post a telephone number for the
disturbance coordinator at the construction site and include it in the notice sent to neighbors
regarding the construction schedule .

Mitigation Measure No. NOl-2
Mechanical equipment shall be carefully selected in order to keep the effective noise level due to
mechanical equipment below 50 dBA Leq during daytime hours and below 45 dBA Leq at night. A detailed
acoustical study shall be prepared during building design to evaluate the potential noise generated by
building mechanical equipment and to identify the necessary noise controls that shall be included in the
design to meet the 50 dBA Leq daytime noise limit and 45 dBA Leq nighttime noise limits at the property
lines of adjacent noise-sensitive uses. The study shall evaluate the noise from the equipment and predict
noise levels at noise-sensitive locations. Noise control features, such as sound attenuators, baffles, and
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barriers shall be identified and evaluated to demonstrate that mechanical equipment noise would not
exceed the appropriate noise limits at nearby residences.
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INITIAL STUDY
1.

PROJECT TITLE

Site Plan Review SPC-19-109 and Minor Use Permit UPN-19-110 - Rotten Robbie Manteca

2.

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS

City of Manteca
Development Services Department
1215 W. Center Street, Suite 201
Manteca, CA 95337

3.

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER

Mr. Tendai Mtunga, Associate Planner
Email: tmtunga@ci.manteca .ca.us
Phone: 209-456-8524

4.

PROJECT LOCATION

The Proposed Project is located within the City of Manteca City Limits, and specifically, at 1014 South
Airport Way (APN No. 222-190-51). The Proposed Project site is approximately 2.02 acres in size and is
bounded by rural ranchette uses to the north, commercial uses to the south, single family residential
and a vacant lot to the east, and rural ranchettes and vacant fallow land to the west.
Figure 1 - Regional Location Map, Figure 2 - Project Location Map, provides an illustration of the
Proposed Project's location, Figure 3 - Zoning Designation Map, and Figure 4 - General Plan Designation
Map .

5.

PROJECT SPONSOR'S NAME AND ADDRESS

Robinson Oil Corporation
955 Martin Avenue
Santa Clara, CA 95050

6.

EXISTING SETTING

The project site includes a single parcel located at 1014 South Airport Road, north of the Highway 120
Interchange and south of Yosemite Avenue. The parcel (APN: 222-240-12) is 2.02± acres with
approximately 335± feet of lot frontage along Airport Way, and 240± feet of frontage along Wawona
Street. The site is undeveloped. There are no trees located on the property. The parcel is surrounded
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by single family homes and a commercial car wash. Across the street from the project site are rural
ranchettes and vacant land.

7.

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION

The City of Manteca 2023 General Plan designates the Proposed Project site for Commercial (C) land
uses. The Proposed Project is consistent with the land uses permitted under the Commercial land use
designation.
Figure 4 - General Plan Designation Map, provides an illustration of the Proposed Project's General Plan
designation.

8.

EXISTING ZONING

According to Title 17, Zoning Ordinance, of the Manteca Municipal Code, the Proposed Project site is
located within the CG, General Commercial zoning district.

Section 17.22.020 (Allowed Uses and

Required Entitlements) of the City's Zoning Ordinance states that the Proposed Project is a permitted
use, pursuant to a Minor Use Permit, within the CG zoning district.
Figure 3 -

Zoning Designation Map, provides an illustration of the Proposed Project's Zoning

designation.

9.

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING

The project site includes a single parcel located at 1014 South Airport Road, north of the Highway 120
Interchange and south of Wawona Avenue. The parcel (APN: 222-190-51) is 2.02± acres with frontage
along South Airport Way and Wawona Avenue. The site is undeveloped and is vacant fallow land . The
site is relatively flat with no significant topographical features. There are no trees on the site that would
require removal. The parcel is surrounded by a variety of land uses including commercial, and rural and
single-family residences . To the south of the site is an existing commercial car wash (Mister Car Wash).
To the east is a vacant parcel along with single family residences. Vacant land and rural residences are
located to the north and west. The table below depicts the surrounding land uses, General Plan land use
designation, and zoning classification.

SI

Page

Table 1

Existing Use

General Plan Land Use
Designation

Zoning Classification

North

Ranchette parcels

South

Mister Car Wash

East

Single-Family
Residential
Agricultural lands

GC, General
Commercial
GC, General
Commercial
LDR, Low Density
Residential
GC, General
Commercial

CG, General
Commercial
CG, General
Commercial
PD, Planned
Development
CG, General
Commercial

West

10.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The Applicant, Robinson Oil Corporation, is requesting approval of a Site Plan Review and Minor Use
Permit to allow the construction of a new Rotten Robbie convenience store and associated gas canopies
on a 2.02-acre site located at the southeast corner of S. Airport Way and Wawona Drive .
The Proposed Project includes the construction of a 4,800 square foot convenience store with twentyone (21) parking spaces . There are eight (8) Auto-MPD's, sixteen (16) fueling positions, and two (2)
truck diesel fueling islands associated with the convenience store. The auto fueling will feature unleaded
gasoline and diesel fuel. The fuel will be stored in four (4) underground storage tanks, located on the
southerly portion of the project site. There will be a maximum of three (3) employees on-site at all
times during business hours. Proposed hours of operation consist of twenty-four (24) per day, seven (7)
days per week.
Access to and from the project site is provided via three (3) ingress and egress locations into the project
site; two (2) will be located along Airport Way and one (1) will be located on Wawona Avenue. The
Wawona driveway access shall be full access and access from S. Airport Way will be restricted to rightin-right-out only. As a Condition of Approval, the Proposed Project will re-stripe S. Airport Way to
modify turning movements along the project site's frontage.
The Proposed Project will be provided domestic water and wastewater services via the City of Manteca.
The Proposed Project will connect to an existing twelve (12) inch domestic water line located in Wawona
Street, and an existing eight (8) inch domestic wastewater line located in Wawona Street. Domestic
water and wastewater improvements will be installed in conformance with the City's adopted Water
Master Plan, Wastewater Collection System Master Plan and City Standards .
Stormwater will be retained on -site via drainage swales developed as part of the Mister Car Wash
Project (Site Plan No. 14-78-07). In December 2016, an Easement and Agreement to Maintain On -Site
Drainage Treatment Systems was recorded, which allowed for the development of on-site drainage
swales . The project site is a participant in said Easement and Agreement.
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Other site improvements include landscaping, signage, and lighting installed in accordance with City of
Manteca standards and requirements.
The Project Proponent has estimated a ten (10) month construction schedule for the Proposed Project
once Building Permits are issued by the City of Manteca.

11.

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED

There are no other public agencies whose approval is required for the Proposed Project.

12.

HAVE CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES TRADITIONALLY AND CULTURALLY AFFILIATED

WITH THE PROJECT AREA REQUESTED CONSULTATION PURSUANT TO PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE
SECTION

21080.3.1?

None have requested consultation .

However, in accordance with Public Resources Code Section

21080 .3.1, consultation requests were submitted to the following Native American Tribes:
•

Buena Vista Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians;

•

California Valley Miwok Tribe;

•

lone Band of Miwok Indians;

•

North Valley Yokuts Tribe;

•

The Confederated Villages of Lisian;

•

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria; and,

•

Wilton Rancheria.

Tribal Notification Letters submitted to the Native American Tribes noted above are on file at the City of
Manteca Development Services Department, 1001 W . Center Street, Manteca, CA 95337.
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Figure 1 - Regional Location Map
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Figure 2 - Project Location Map
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Figure 3 - Zoning Designation Map
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Figure 6 - C-Store Elevations
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Figure 6 Continued - C-Store Elevations

KI YNOTI.S

0 .• -~-

0 -•··

0 0 . -

,, ..

0 - ···0 - ·

+

0
•
o::0

"'

2- .

" - -00 ..
0 :----..
0
0

1, ,

0 •
(:El

0
0

WI.IT ILIVATION

17

IPag e

4

._ .......

.

---~--··· ...

0 -•-·· .
0 -·· •

•

Figure 7 - Fueling Canopy Elevations
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13.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following
pages.
Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry

Ai r Quality

Resources
Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Energy

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas

Hazards and Hazardous

Emissions Materials
Hydrology and Water

Land Use and Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population and Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utiliti es and Service

Quality

Systems
Wildfire

Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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14.

LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared .
I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will

X

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to
by the Project Proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared .
I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed
in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed .
I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the Proposed Project, nothing further is required .

Jftu~
.r

Mr. Tendai Mtunga, Associate Planner
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SECTION
1)

2.0

EVALUATION INSTRUCTIONS:

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question . A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e .g., the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone) . A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based
on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis) .

2)

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

3)

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate
if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more
"Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4)

"Negative Declaration : Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact"
to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures,
and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation
measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced) .

5)

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a)

Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b)

Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis.

c)

Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures, which were incorporated or
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.
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6)

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously
prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or
pages where the statement is substantiated.

7)

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8)

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a
project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected .

9)
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The explanation of each issue should identify:
a)

The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b)

The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
This section of the Initial Study incorporates the most current Appendix "G" Environmental Checklist
Form, contained in the CEQA Guidelines.

1. AESTHETICS --

WOULD THE PROJECT:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?

less Than
Significant
Impact

X

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
State scenic highway?

X

c) In non -urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality
of public views of the site and its
surroundings? {Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage
points .) If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?

No
Impact

X

X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

According to the City of Manteca's 2023 General Plan and Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the
Proposed Project area is not considered a scenic vista. The project site currently consists of
approximately 2.02± acres of vacant land. The Proposed Project would convert the existing vacant
setting to a commercial store and gas station. The public views from the site to the north, south, east
and west are of urban uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

b.
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Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings along a state scenic highway?
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The Proposed Project is within the city limits of City of Manteca and is not located on a state designated
highway.

Based

on

a

review

of

the

California

Department

of

Transportation

website

(http://www.dot.ca .gov/hq/LandArch/16 livability/scenic highways ), the nearest state scenic highway
is Interstate 580, in San Joaquin County between the Stanislaus County line and Alameda County line.
The Proposed Project is not located on or adjacent to Interstate 580, and therefore will have no impact
to a state scenic highway. As such, impacts from the construction of the Proposed Project on a scenic
vista or scenic resources would have No Impact.
c.

Would the project, in non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced
from publicly accessible vantage points.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

The Proposed Project is comprised of 2.02± acres in the City of Manteca and is currently surrounded by
urban development that is also within the City. The existing visual character of the Proposed Project
and its surroundings consists primarily of single family residential and commercial uses. In addition, the
City of Manteca, through its General Plan, has designated the Proposed Project site for development
consistent with commercial uses.

The Proposed Project is consistent with the City's General Plan;

therefore, will have a Less Than Significant Impact to the project site's visual character and its
surroundings. As such, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

d.

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

Lighting impacts are associated with the use of artificial light during the evening and nighttime hours.
There are two primary sources of light: light emanating from building interiors passing through windows
and light from exterior sources (i.e., street lighting, building illumination, security lighting, parking lot
lighting and landscape lighting). Light introduction can be a nuisance to adjacent residential areas,
diminish the view of the clear night sky, and if uncontrolled, can cause disturbances. Uses such as the
adjacent residences are considered light sensitive since occupants have expectations of privacy during
evening hours and may be subject to disturbance by bright light sources. Light spill is typically defined as
the presence of unwanted light on properties adjacent to the property being illuminated.
The Proposed Project will include both site and building mounted illumination. The majority of site
lighting will consist of pole mounted lighting in and around the parking lot area . The convenience store
building will have exterior mounted lighting fixtures near the entrance/exit points . However, due to the
proximity of the adjacent residences, light and glare from the Proposed Project may have the potential
to create significant impacts on surrounding residential uses. Therefore, potential light and glare impacts
would be minimized by incorporating specific mitigation measures to design lighting so that it focuses
the light onto the areas necessary to be illuminated and minimize overflow of lighting off-site. As such,
the Proposed Project would not result in significant light and glare impacts to surrounding residences or
other sensitive uses, resulting in Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation . Refer to
Mitigation Measure AES-1, below.
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MITIGATION MEASURES:

The following mitigation measure shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project:
Mitigation Measure AES-1:
Exterior lighting for the convenience store and associated fuel canopies shall serve the purpose of
operations, security, and safety only. The Applicant and/or Project Proponent shall submit for approval
of a lighting plan for the proposed facilities prior to building permit issuance. The lighting plan shall
demonstrate that the Proposed Project lighting is the minimum amount of lighting required for safety
purposes is provided to avoid adverse effects on surrounding areas. In general, lighting fixtures shall be
shielded downward and away from the adjacent residential properties. Exterior lighting shall not include
unnecessary illumination of building or site walls. Construction of the school facilities and on-going
operations shall be in conformance with the approved lighting plan.
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES:

WOULD THE PROJECT:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997, as updated)
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State's inventory of forest land, including the
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board .
Would the Project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or
Farmland
of
Statewide
Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

X

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

X

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104 (g))?

X

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?

X

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,
to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b):
a.

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland}, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
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Based

on

a

review

of

the

Joaquin

County

Important

Farmland

Map,

2016

(ftp ://ftp.consrv.ca .gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2016/sjq16.pdf), the Proposed Project is not located on
soils known as Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. Therefore, the Proposed Project
will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (b), (c) and (d):

b.
c.

d.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?
Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

As noted previously in this Initial Study, the Proposed Project site is located within the CG, General
Commercial zone district, and it does not contain a Williamson Act Contract. Add itionally, the Proposed
Project site is not zoned for forest land or timberland and the Proposed Project does not result in the
loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to a non-forest use. Therefore, the Proposed Project will
have a Less Than Significant Impact.

e.

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use?

The Proposed Project site currently consists of raw, undeveloped land, of which is not in agricultural
production.

Furthermore, the site is surrounded by urban development on all sides. The Proposed

Project w ill not involve changes in the existing environment that would result in the conversion of
farmland to a non-agricultural use . Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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3. AIR QUALITY -- WOULD THE PROJECT:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicabl e air quality management district or air
pollution control district may be reli ed on to make the following determinations. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable ai r quality plan?

X

b) Result in a cumulatively con siderable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an
applicable Federal or State ambient air quality
standard?

X

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

X

d) Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

X

SETTING:

An Air Quality Assessment dated April 8, 2020, by Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc. has been prepared to assess
the air quality impacts associated with the proposed Rotten Robbie and convenience store. The Air
Quality Assessment is attached to this Initial Study as Appendix A.
Regulatory Setting

The Federal and California Clean Air Acts have established ambient air quality standards for different
pollutants. National ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) were established by the Federal Clean Air
Act of 1970 (amended in 1977 and 1990) for six "criteria" pollutants. These criteria! pollutants now
include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (03), nitrogen dioxide (N02), respirable particulate matter with a
diameter less than 10 microns (PM10), sulfur dioxide (S02), and lead (Pb) . In 1997, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) added fine particulate matte (PM 2.s) as a criteria pollutant. The air pollutants
for which standards have been established are considered the most prevalent air pollutants that are
known to be hazardous to human health. California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) pollutants
and also hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles. These additional
CAAQS pollutants tend to have unique sources and are not typically examined in environmental air
quality ass_essments. In addition, lead concentrations have decreased dramatically since it was removed
from motor vehicle fuels .
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Federal Regulations

At the federal level, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) administers and
enforces air quality regulations .

Federal air quality regulations were developed primarily from

implementation of the Federal Clean Air Act. If an area does not meet NAAQS over a set period (three
years), EPA designates it as a "nonattainment" area for that particular pollutant. EPA requires states
that have areas that not comply with the national standards to prepare and submit air quality plans
showing how the standards would be met If the states cannot show how the standards can be met,
then they must show progress towards meeting the standards. These plans are referred to as the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). Under severe cases, EPA may impose a federal plan to make progress in
meeting the federal standards.
EPA also has programs for identifying and regulating hazardous air pollutants. The Clean Air Act requires
EPA to set standards for these pollutants and sharply reduce emissions of controlled chemicals.
Industries were classified as major sources if they emitted certain amounts of hazardous air pollutants.
The US EPA also sets standards to control emissions of hazardous air pollutants through mobile source
control programs . These include programs that reformulated gasoline, national low emissions vehicle
standards, Tier 2 motor vehicle emission standards, gasoline sulfur control requirements, and heavyduty engine standards.
The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is subject to major air quality planning programs required by the federal
Clean Air Act (CAA) (1977, last amended in 1990, 42 Unite States Code [USC] 7401 et. seq.) to address
ozone, particulate matter air pollution, and carbon monoxide. The CAA requires that regional planning
and air pollution control agencies prepare a regional Air Quality Plan to outline the measures by which
both stationary and mobile sources of pollutants can be controlled in order to achieve all standards
within the deadlines specified in the Clean Air Act. These plans are submitted to the State, which after
approval, submits them to the US EPA as the SIP.
State Regulations

The California Clean Air Act of 1988, amended in 1992, outlines a program for areas in the State to attain
the CAAQS by the earliest practical date. CARB is the state air pollution control agency and is a part of
the California EPA. The California Clean Air Act sets more stringent air quality standards for all of the
pollutants covered under national standards, and additionally regulates levels of vinyl chloride,
hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, and visibility-reducing particulates. If an area does not meet CAAQS, CARB
designates the area as a nonattainment area . The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin does not meet the
CAAQS for ozone, PM10, and PM2.s. CARB requires regions that do not meet CAAQS for ozone to submit
clean air plans that describe plans to attain the standard or show progress toward attainment.
In addition to the US EPA, CARB further regulates the amount of air pollutants that can be emitted by
new motor vehicles sold in California.

Motor vehicle emissions standards have always been more

stringent than federal standards since they were first imposed in 1961.

CARB has also developed

Inspection and Maintenance (1/M) and "Smog Check" programs with the California Bureau of
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Automotive Repair. Inspection programs for trucks and buses have also been implemented. CARB also
sets standards for motor vehicle fuels sold in California.
City of Manteca General Plan 2023

The Air Quality Element and Resources Conservation Element for Energy establishes goals, objectives,
and policies to guide planning decisions and provides the platform for local action in addressing air
quality, energy, and climate change issues .
Applicable goals, objectives and policies in the General Plan are as follows:
GOALAQ-1

Improve air quality by:
•

Achieving and maintaining ambient air quality standards established by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the California Air Resources
Board, and the San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District;

•

Minimizing public exposure to toxic or hazardous air pollutants; and

•

Minimizing public exposure to pollutants that create a public nuisance,
such as unpleasant odors.

GOAL AQ-2

Integrate air quality planning with land use and transportation planning
processes in order to reduce vehicle miles traveled in the City and by
commuters.

GOALAQ-3

Increase opportunities for alternatives to internal combustion automobiles
including, but not limited to, public transportation, bicycles, walking and
alternatives fuel vehicles including hybrid gas-electric, electric and compressed
natural gas.

GOALAQ-4

Reduce air emissions through energy conservation .

AQ-P-1

Cooperation with other agencies to develop a consistent and coordinated
approach to reduction of air pollution and management of hazardous air
pollutants.

AQ-P-2

Develop a land use plan that will help to reduce the need for trips and will
facilitate the common use of public transportation, walking, bicycles, and
alternative fuel vehicles .

AQ-P-3

Segregate and provide buffers between land uses that typically generate
hazardous or obnoxious fumes and residential or others sensitive land uses.
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AQ-P-4

Develop and maintain street systems that provide for efficient traffic flow and
thereby minimize air pollution from automobile emissions.

AQ-P-5

Develop and maintain circulation systems that provide alternatives to the
automobile for transportation, including bicycle routes, pedestrian paths, bus
transit, and carpooling.

AQ-P-6

Coordinate public transportation networks, including trains, local bus service,
regional bus service and rideshare facilities to provide efficient public transit
service.

AQ-P-7

New construction will be managed to minimize fugitive dust and construction
vehicle emissions.

AQ-P-8

Wood burning devices shall meet current standards for controlling particulate air
pollution.

AQ-P-9

Burning of any combustible material within the City will be controlled to
minimize particulate air pollution.

GOAL RC-3

The City shall ensure that land use and circulation improvements are
coordinated to reduce the number and length of vehicle trips and thereby help
conserve scarce or nonrenewable energy resources.

GOAL RC-4

Encourage private development to explore and apply non-traditional energy
sources such as go-generation, wind, and solar to reduce dependence on
traditional energy sources.

GOAL RC-5

Promote energy efficiency in new development and in building design.

RC-P-6

Comply with

construction

and

design

standards

that

promote

energy

conservation .
RC-P-7

Conserve public utilities.

RC-P-8

Conserve petroleum products.

RC-P-9

The City shall support use of alternative energy sources in new commercial,
industrial, and residential development.
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San Joaquin Valley
The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) is made up of eight counties in
California's Central Valley: San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings Tulare and
the San Joaquin Valley portion of Kern.

The primary role of the SJVAPCD is to develop plans and

implement control measures in the San Joaquin Valley to control air pollution . These controls primarily
affect stationary sources such as industry and power plants . Rules and regulations have been developed
by SJVAPCD to control air pollution from a wide range of air pollution sources.

In March 2007, an

Indirect Source Review (ISR) rule was adopted that controls air pollution from new land developments.
SJVAPCD also conducts public education and outreach efforts such as the Spare the Air, Wood Burning,
and Smoke Vehicle voluntary programs.

National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
The CAA and CCAA promulgate, respectively, national and State ambient air quality standards. Air
quality standards have been established by US EPA (i.e., NAAQS) and California (i.e ., CAAQS) for specific
air pollutants most pervasive in urban developments. Ambient standards specify the concentration of
pollutants to which the public may be exposed without adverse health effects. Individuals vary in their
sensitivity to air pollutants, and standards are set to protect more pollution-sensitive populations (e.g.,
children and the elderly). National and State standards are reviewed and updated periodically based on
new health studies. California ambient standards tend to be at least a protective as national ambient
standards and are often more stringent. For planning purposes, regions like the San Joaquin Valley Air
Basin are given an air quality status designation by the federal and State regulatory agencies.
As stated above, areas with monitored pollutant concentrations that are lower than ambient air quality
standards

are designated

"attainment" on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis.

When

monitored

concentrations exceed ambient standards within an air basin, it is designated as "nonattainment" for
that pollutant.

US EPA designates areas as "unclassified" when insufficient data are available to

determine the attainment status. These areas are typically considered to be attainment of the standard.

Attainment Status
Areas that do not violate ambient air quality standards are considered to have attained the standard.
Violations of ambient air quality standards are based on air pollutant monitoring data and are judged for
each air pollutant. The San Joaquin Valley as a whole does not meet the State for federal ambient air
quality standards for ground level 0 3 and State standards for PM10 and PM 2.s . The attainment status for
the Valley with respect to various pollutants of concern is described in Table 3-1.
Under CAA, the U.S. EPA has classified the Air Basin as extreme nonattainment for the 8-hour 0 3
standard. The Air Basin has attained the NAAQS for PM10. The Air Basin is designated nonattainment for
the older 1997 PM 2.s NAAQS. U.S. EPA recently designated the Air BASIN as attainment or unclassified
for all other air pollutants, which include CO and N02.
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At the state level, the Air Basin in considered severe nonattainment for ground 0 3 and nonattainment
for PM10 and PM 2.s .. In general, California ambient air quality standards are more stringent than the
national ambient air quality standards. The Air Basin is required to adopt plans on a triennial basis that
show progress towards meeting the State 0 3 standard.

The Air Basin is considered attainment or

unclassified for all other air pollutants.
Table 3-1
Pollutant
Ozone (03) -1-Hour Standard
Ozone (03) - 8-Hour Standard
Respirable Particulate Matter
(PM10)
Fine Particulate Matter (PM 2.s)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Sulfur Dioxide (502)
Sulfates and Lead
Hydrogen Sulfide
Visibility Reducing Particles
Vinyl Chloride

Project Area Attainment Status
Federal Status
No Designation
Extreme Nonattainment
Attainment-Maintenance

State Status
Severe Nonattainment
Nonattainment
Nonattainment

Nonattainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
No Designation
No Designation
No Designation
No Designation

Nonattainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Unclassified
Unclassified
Attainment

Toxic Air Contaminants
Besides the "criteria" air pollutants, there is another group of substances found in ambient air referred
to as Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) under the CAA and Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) under the CCAA.
These contaminants tend to be localized and are found in relatively low concentrations in ambient air.
However, they can result in adverse chronic health effects if exposed to low concentrations occurs for
long periods. They are regulated at the local, state, and federal level.
HAPs are the air contaminants identified by U.S. EPA as known or suspected to cause cancer, serious
illness, birth defects, or death. Many of these contaminants originate from human activities, such as
fuel combustion and solvent use . Mobile source air toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 HAPS. Of the
21 HAPs identified by the U.S. EPA as MSATs, a priority list of six priority HAPs were identified that
include: diesel exhaust, benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein, and 1,3-butadiene. The Federal
Highway Administration reports that while vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the United States is expected
to decrease substantially as a result of efforts to control mobile source emission (by 57 percent to 67
percent depending on the contaminant) .
California developed a program under the Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act
(Assembly Bill [AB] 1807, Tanner 1983), also known as the Tanner Toxics Act, to identify, characterize
and control TACs. Subsequently, AB 2728 (Tanner, 1992) incorporated all 188 HAPs into the AB 1807
process . TACs include all HAPs plus other contaminants identified by CARB. These are a broad class of
compounds known to cause morbidity or mortality (cancer risk) .

TACs are found in ambient air,

especially in urban areas, and are caused by industry, agriculture, fuel combustion, and commercial
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operations (e.g., dry cleaners). TACs are typically found in low concentrations, even near their source
(e.g., diesel particulate matter (DPM) near a freeway) . Because chronic exposure can result in adverse
health effects, TACs are regulated a that regional, state, and federal level.
The Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment Act (AB 2588, 1987, Connelly), described by
CARB (2016e), was enacted in 1987, and requires stationary sources to report the types and quantities
of certain substances routinely released into the air. The goals of the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Act are to
collect emission data, to identify facilities having localized impacts, to ascertain health risks, to notify
nearby residents of significant risks, and to reduce those significant risks to acceptable levels.
Particulate matter from diesel exhaust is the predominant TAC in urban air and is estimated to represent
about 70 percent of the cancer risk from TACs, based on the statewide average reported by CARB
(2012). According to CARB, diesel exhaust is a complex mixture of gases, vapors and fine particles. This
complexity makes the evaluation of health effects of diesel exhaust a complex scientific issue. Some
chemicals in diesel exhaust, such as benzene and formaldehyde, have been previously identified as TACs
by CARB, and are listed as carcinogens either under State Proposition 65 or under the Federal Hazardous
Air Pollutants program .
CARB (2012) reports that recent air pollution studies have shown an association that diesel exhaust and
other cancer-causing TACs emitted from vehicles are responsible for much of the overall cancer risk
from TACs in California.

Particulate matter emitted from diesel-fueled engines (DPM) was found to

comprise much of that risk. In 1998, CARB formally identified DPM as a TAC (CARB 2012). DPM is of
particular concern since it can be distributed over large regions, thus leading to widespread public
exposure . The particles emitted by diesel engines are coated with chemicals, many of which have been
identified by U.S. EPA as HAPs, and by CARB as TACs.

Standards of Significance
The SJVAPCD has developed the Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2015),
also known as the GAMAQI. The following thresholds of significance, obtained from the SJVAPCD's
GAMAQI, are used to determine whether a Proposed Project would result in a significant air quality
impact:
1) Construction Emissions of PM . Construction projects are required to comply with Regulation VIII
as listed in the SJVACPD; however, the size of the project and the proximity to sensitive
receptors may warrant additional measures.
2)

Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions. SJVAPCD current adopted thresholds of significance for criteria
pollutant emissions and their application is presented in Table 3-2 . These thresholds address
both construction and operational emissions. Note that the District treats permitted equipment
and activities separately. The project is not considered a source of SOx emissions and would
have relatively low CO emissions .
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3)

Ambient Air Quality.

Emissions that are predicted to cause or contribute to a violation of

ambient air quality would be considered a significant impact.

SJVACPD recommends that

dispersion modeling be conducted for construction or operation when on -site emissions exceed
100 pounds per day after implementation of all mitigation measures .

4)

Local CO Concentrations. Traffic emissions associated with the Proposed Project would be
considered significant if the project contributes to CO concentrations at receptor locations in
excess of the ambient air quality standards.

5)

Toxic Air Contaminants or Hazardous Air Pollutants .

Exposure to HAPs or TACs would be

considered significant if the probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed
Individual would exceed 20 in 1 million or would result in a Hazard Index greater than 1 for noncancer health effects.
6)

Odors. Odor impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be considered significant if
the project has the potential to frequently expose members of the public to objectionable odors
through development of a new odor source or placement of receptors near an existing odor
source .

7)

Greenhouse Gases (GHGs). In SJV APCD's Guidance for Valley Land-Use Agencies in Addressing
GHG Emissions Impacts for New Projects Under CEQA, the District establishes a requirement that

land use development projects demonstrate a 29 percent reduction in GHG emissions from
Business-As-Ussual (BAU) .

Further discussion related to GHG Emissions is in Section 8:

Greenhouse Gas Emission of this Initial Study.

8)

With respect to cumulative air quality impacts, the GAMAQI provides that any Proposed Project
that would individually have a significant air quality impact (i.e., exceed significance thresholds
for criteria pollutants ROG, NOx, or PM 10) would also be considered to have a significant
cumulative impact.

In cases where project emissions are all below the applicable significant

thresholds, a project may still contribute to a significant impact if there are other projects
nearby whose emissions would combine with project emission to result in an exceedance of one
or more significance thresholds for criteria pollutants .
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Table 3-2

SJVAPCD Air Quality Threshold of Significance

Construction
Emissions

Pollutant/Precursor

Operational Emissions
Permitted
Non-Permitted
Equipment and
Equipment and
Activities
Activities

Carbou Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)
Reactive Organic Gases
Sulfm Dioxide (SOx)

100
10
10
27

10

100
10
IO

27

27

Particulate Jvlatter - PM10
Particulate Matter - PM2.s

15
15

15
15

15
15

100
10

Somce: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, GAl\1AQI, Page 80, Table 2 or website at
httu://www.vallevair.org/trnnsnnrtation/0714-GAMAOI-Crite1ia-Pollutant-Thresholds-of-Signjficance. odf.
--

-

Criteria Pollutant Emissions Levels in Tons per Year

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

The GAMAQI does not include methodologies for assessing the effect of a project on consistency with
clean air plans developed by the SJVAPCD. Regional air plans developed by SJVAPCD rely on local land
use designations to develop population and travel projections that are the basis of future emissions
inventories . Air pollution control plans are aimed at reducing these projected future emissions. The
Proposed Project land uses would not alter population and vehicle related emissions projections
contained in regional clean air planning efforts in any measurable way and would not conflict with
achievement of the control plans aimed at reducing these projected emissions.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of efforts outlined
in the region's air pollution control plans to attain or maintain ambient air quality standards. This would
be a Less Than Significant Impact.
Also, as discussed above, in 2005 the SJVAPCD adopted the ISR Rule in order to fulfill the District's
emission reduction commitments in its PM 10 and Ozone attainment plans. The District has determined
that implementation and compliance with the ISR would reduce the cumulative PM10 and NOx impacts of
growth anticipated in the air quality plans to a less than significant level. Since the Proposed Project is
required to implement the emissions reductions under ISR, it would fulfil its share of achieving the
District's emission reduction commitments in the PM 10 and Ozone attainment plans. Therefore, the
project would result in a Less Than Significant Impact.

b. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality
standard?
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Project-related air quality impacts fall into two (2) categories: short-term impacts due to construction,
and long-term impacts due to the Proposed Project operation.

During construction, the Proposed

Project would affect local particulate concentrations primarily due to fugitive dust sources and
contribute to ozone and PM10/PM 2.s levels due to exhaust emissions. Over the long-term, the Proposed
Project would result in an increase of ozone precursors such as ROG and NOx, primarily due to increased
motor vehicle trips (employee trips, site deliveries, and onsite maintenance activities) .

Construction Oust
Construction activities would temporarily affect local air quality, causing a temporary increase in
particulate dust and other pollutants.

Dust emissions during periods of construction would increase

particulate concentrations at neighboring properties. This impact is potentially significant, but normally
it can be mitigated.
The project construction activities are anticipated to take place over an approximate 10-month period in
2021. Site preparation and disturbance (e.g., vehicle travel on exposed areas) would likely result in the
greatest emissions of dust and PM10/PM 2.s.

Windy conditions during construction could cause

substantial emissions of PM10/PM 2.sThe SJVAPCD's GAMAQI emphasizes implementation of effective and comprehensive control measures .
SJVAPCD adopted a set of PM10 fugitive dust rules collectively called Regulation VIII. This regulation
essentially prohibits the emissions of visible dust (limited to 20-percent opacity) and requires that
disturbed areas or soils be stabilized. Compliance with Regulation VIII during the construction phase of
the Proposed Project would be required.

Prior to construction of each project phase, the applicant

would be required to submit a dust control plan that meets the regulation requirements. These plans
are reviewed by SJVAPCD and construction cannot begin until District approval is obtained.
Compliance with Regulation VIII, including the effective implementation of a Dust Control Plan that has
been reviewed and approved by the SJVAPCD, would reduce dust and PM10 emissions to a Less Than
Significant level.

Construction Emissions
The Air Quality Assessment, dated April 8, 2020, estimates the construction period air pollutant
emissions by using the California Emissions Estimator Model, CalEEMod 2016.3.2 model, with project
construction information. This model was developed by the South Coast AQMD and other California Air
Districts. SJVAPCD recommends the use of this model for construction and operational analysis of land
use development projects. The model predicts emissions of ozone precursor pollutants (i.e., ROG and
NOx) and particulate matter (i.e., PM10 and PM 2.s).
As stated in the Air Quality Assessment, the construction build -out scenario was developed based on the
default assumptions assigned by CalEEMod for construction of the Proposed Project and is described in
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Table 3-3 below. The emissions computed by CalEEMod for the assessment address use of construction
equipment, worker vehicle travel, on-site vehicle and truck use, and off-site truck travel by vendors or
equipment/material deliveries.

Attachment 1 of the Air Quality Assessment includes the CalEEMod

modeling outputs for construction and operational emissions.
Table 3-3

CalEEMod Inputs

Size

Metric

Lot Ac1·eage

Gasoline/Se1vice Station

20.00

Pump

2.02

Convenience Market (24 Hour)

4.80

l000sqft

0.00

Lancl Uses

-~~c

-

Unmitigated and uncontrolled emission from all phases of construction are reported in Table 3-4 below.
As shown, unmitigated construction emissions would not exceed the applicable SJVAPCD thresholds for
PM 10 in 2020 and 2021 . Since the Proposed Project could be constructed within an 18-month period
over 2020-2021, the total emissions of NOx and PM10 (exhaust plus fugitive) would exceed significance
thresholds.

The Air Impact Assessment concludes that unless mitigated (and controlled under

Regulation VIII and Rule 9510), this would represent a significant air quality impact.
The SJVAPCD Indirect Source Review Rule (Rule 9510) applies to construction of the Proposed Project.
Regardless of whether a project's construction emissions of regional pollutants would exceed the Air
District's significance thresholds for each pollutant, the project is still required to comply with Rule 9510,
to ensure that the project contributes its fair share of emissions reductions in order to achieve the
basin-wide reduction targets established in the Air District's Ozone and PM attainment plans. The basis
for the reductions is use of the CalEEMod emissions for statewide construction fleets. Use of newer
equipment could result in substantially lower emissions. SJVAPCD encourages reductions through onsite mitigation measures.
Table 3-4

Uncontrolled Annual Construction Emissions in Tons per Year*

Construction
Year

ROG

2021

Sig11ijica11ce threshol<ls
Exceed Threshol<I?

0.30
10

No

NOx
1.98

co
1.79

PM10

PM2.s

0.13

0.11

10

100

15

15

No

No

No

No

* \ alues reported for PM10 and PM2.s include fugitive dust and diesel exhaust emissions combined. Fugitive dust
emissions do not include the effect of measures implemented m1der Regulation VIII or required by the C'ity of
Manteca.
II

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is included to require off-road diesel construction equipment greater than 25
horsepower and operating at the site for more than 20 hours shall meet U.S. EPA Tier 4 engine
standards. As noted in the Air Impact Assessment, from a CEQA perspective, mitigation is not required
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for this impact (Construction Emissions) and this measure would reduce emissions in accordance with
SJVAPCD's Indirect Source Review (Rule 9510) . The final emission calculations for the project will be
performed in an Air Impact Assessment (AIA), as required under ISR to determine the specific ISR
reductions (i.e ., in tons) that will be required for the project.

Therefore, impacts associated with

construction emissions is conside red Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.

Operational Emissions
The CalEEMod model was also used in the Air Impact Assessment to estimate annual emissions from
operation of the Proposed Project. The first full year that t he Proposed Project could be operational is

2022 and was used as the analysis year.

Emissions were modeled and evaluated two (2) w ays: 1)

emissions from land use (e .g., project traffic generation) and 2) emissions from sources subject to
SJVAPCD permitting for stationary sources .
Emissions from Sources Not Subject to Specific SJVAPCD

The effect of the Proposed Project operations on regional air quality was evaluated in the Air Impact
Assessment by quantification of emissions for operating scenarios in 2022 and comparing said emissions
to the SJVAPCD thresholds of significance provided in Table 3-2. As described previously, the CalEEMod
model was also used to quantify annual emissions from the Proposed Project once construction is
completed and the project is operational. In addition to the emissions from transportation sources, the
CalEEMod model also predicts emissions from area sources, such as natural gas usage, con sumer
products, and landscape equipment. Area sources include ROG emissions from the use of consumer
products and architectural coatings . ROG emissions from GDF operations are permitted by SJVAPCD and
are addressed separately in the Air Impa ct Assessment.
The annual non-permitted emissions associated with the Proposed Project are shown in Table 3-5
below.

As shown in the t able, the Proposed Project emissions would not exceed the applicable

significance threshold s for ROG, NOx, and PM 10.
Table 3-5

Pl'oject

Annual Project Operational Emissions in Tons Per Year

ROG

N Ox

Non-Penuitted Operations
0.72
1.42
Sie;11ifkm1ce Tliresliolds
10
10
Penuitted Sources
2.25
0
Sie;11 ifica11 ce Thresholds
10
10
Exceed Tltresltol<ls?
No
No
1Includes both exhaust and fugitive dust emissions.
2 S ignificant if emissions exceed l 00 tons per year and then contribute

co

PM10I

PM2.5 I

4.36

0.72

0.20

1001
0
100 1

15
0
15

15
0
15

No

No

No

to violation of the NAAQS/CAAQS
-

As previously mentioned, th e Proposed Project is subje ct to SJVAPCD's ISR Rule 9510 to redu ce NOx and
PM 10 emissions. Although the Proposed Project' s operational emissions of regional pollutants would not
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exceed the District's significance thresholds for each pollutant, as shown in the Table above, the
Proposed Project is still required to comply with Rule 9510, to ensure that the Proposed Project
contributes its share of emissions reductions .
Emissions from Sources Subject to SJVAPCD Permits

Gasoline Dispensing Facilities
The Proposed Project includes one (1) 16-position gasoline dispensing facility (GDF) and GDFs are
regulated by the SJVAPCD. Because GDFs require permits from the Air District, emissions attributed to
the GDF were estimated separately from the area source operational emissions above. The emissions
calculations are based on annual daily throughput of 13,000 gallons, which equates to 4.745 million
gallons per year. In addition to traffic-related emissions, the GDF is also a source of ROG emissions
associated with loading, storage, refueling of vehicles and spillage that results in evaporative emissions.
Table 3-5 also presents the evaporative ROG emissions associated with the proposed GDF. As shown in
Table 3-5, the ROG emissions from the proposed GDF would not exceed the SJVAPCD's applicable
significance thresholds for permitted stationary sources.

Emergency Backup Generators
Another potential source of operational emissions is stationary equipment such as diesel engines used
to power emergency back-up generators. Typically, commercial retail projects do not include station
equipment, and other than the Proposed GDF, no other stationary source equipment has been
identified as part of the Proposed Project. Stationary sources would be subject to SJVAPCD rules and
regulations and could require permits from SJVAPCD. The SJVAPCD's permitting process requires the
purchase of emission reduction credits (ERC) for any criteria pollutant exceeding the SJVAPCD's New
Source Review (NSR) offset requirements. NSR offset requirements provide the basis for the SJVAPCD
CEQA thresholds of significance. As such, sources of stationary air pollutant emissions will be required
to comply with all applicable SJVAPCD regulations thereby resulting in a Less Than Significant air quality
impact.
c.

Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations from Operational Traffic

Project traffic would slightly increase concentrations of CO along roadways providing access to the
Proposed Project. Carbon monoxide is a localized air pollutant, where highest concentrations are found
very near sources. The major source of CO is automobile traffic. Elevated concentrations, therefore, are
usually only found near areas of high traffic volume and congestion .
Localized CO concentrations are addressed through the SJVAPCD screening method that can be used to
determine with fair certainty that the effect a project has on any given intersection would not cause a
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potential CO hotspot. A project can be said to have no potential to create a CO violation or create a
localized hotspot if either or the following conditions are not met:
•

Level of service (LOS) on one (1) or more streets or intersections would be reduced to LOSE or

F; or
•

The Proposed Project would substantially worsen an already LOS F street or intersection within
the project vicinity.

As the Proposed Project will not do either of these, the potential impact on CO would be considered
Less Than Significant.

Health Risk Assessment

The Air Impact Assessment includes an evaluation of exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs). The information below is a summary of the findings made in the Air
Impact Assessment and further information/ analysis can be found in Appendix A of this Initial Study.
The Air Impact Assessment included a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) of both project construction
activities and emissions from project operation . The HRA predicts lifetime cancer risk and non-cancer
risks. The HRA involves prediction of emissions from various sources of TACs, dispersion modeling using
historical meteorological data and calculation of health risks using SJVAPCD recommended risk
assessment methods for infant, child, and adult exposures for residential receptors, and for off-site
worker exposure .

The methods for the analysis are included in Attachment 2 of the Air Impact

Assessment .
Construction Emissions

The CalEEMod model provided unmitigated total annual PM 10 exhaust emissions (assumed to be diesel
particulate matter) for the off-road construction equipment and for exhaust emissions from on-road
vehicles (haul trucks, vendor trucks, and wo rker vehicles), with total DPM exhaust emissions of 0.0993
tons (199 pounds) in 2021.
Dispersion Modeling

The U.S. EPA AERMOD dispersion model was used to model concentrations of DPM at existing sensitive
receptors in the vicinity of the project site. The model used a 5-year data set (2013 - 2017) of hourly
meteorological data from Stockton Metropolitan Airport prepared for use with the AERMOD model by
the SJVAPCD. The airport is about 7 miles north of the project site.
Construction Cancer Risk and Hazards

41

I P age

The maximum-modeled unmitigated (uncontrolled) annual DPM concentration occurred at a residential
receptor north and east of the project site . The location where the maximum impact occurred is
identified in Figure 3-1 below.

Increased cancer risks were calculated using the modeled annual

concentrations and SJVAPCD recommended risk assessment methods for infants, child, and adult
exposures for residential receptors, and for off-site worker exposure . Table 3-6 reports the health risk
impacts associated with construction activities at the various sensitive receptor types near the Proposed
Project.
A detailed review of the Air Quality Assessment, dated April 8, 2020, indicate that, with project
construction, the maximum increased infant cancer risk at the maximally exposed residential individual
location would be 46.4 in one million and the maximum residential adult incremental cancer risk would
be 1.1 in one million.

The maximum off-site worker cancer risk would be 2.6 in one million. The

predicted increased cancer risk for a residential exposure would be greater than the SJVAPCD
significance threshold of 20 in one million. The maximum increased cancer risk for a worker exposure
would be below the SJVAPCD significance threshold for cancer risk. With Mitigation Measure AQ-1 the
mitigated increased residential cancer risk would not exceed the cancer risk significance threshold and
considered Less Than Significant.
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Figure 8 - Project Site and Sensitive Receptor Locations
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Table 3-6

Construction Period Health Risk Impacts

Receptor

Health Risk l 1npact
Increased Cancer Risk
(per 1nillion)
Hazard Index

Residential - infant
Unmitigated
Mitigated

46.4
8.8

0.05
<0.01

Unmitigated
Mitigated

1.1

o._

0.05
<0.01

_, 6
0.5

0.05
<0.01

> 20.0

> 1.0

Yes/No

No/No

Residential - adult

Off-Site \Vorker

Unmitigated
Miti~ated
SJVAPCD Threshold
EYceed Threshold?
Unmitigated/Mitigated
Operation Health Risk Impacts

Local traffic generated by the Proposed Project along with evaporative emissions from gasoline storage
and fueling could lead to operational community risk impacts. Storage and fueling emissions from diesel
fuel are expected to be minimal. Specific sources of emissions include customer traffic traveling to and
from the project site, fuel delivery truck traffic traveling to and from the site, fuel delivery truck idling
while at the site, and evaporative emissions of fuel from transfer and storage of gasoline {i .e.,
underground tank filling, tank breathing and vehicle fueling and spillage) . Impacts from each of these
sources are addressed in the Air Impact Assessment.

Project Traffic-Related Emissions
Daily traffic generation was calculated as 4,107 total trips per day based on gasoline/service station with
20 vehicle fueling stations. It was estimated that about 56 percent of these trips would be pass-by trips.
This means the vehicles are already traveling by or near the project site. The number of fuel delivery
trucks visiting that station were estimated as 1,060 trucks per year based on a total station fuel use of
4,745,000 gallons per year. All fuel delivery trucks were assumed to be heavy duty diesel fueled trucks
{HDT).
The number of heavy-duty diesel trucks accessing the station was estimated to be 8.1 percent of the
daily customer vehicle trips based on data from Caltrans for San Joaquin County. The customer HDT
trucks were assumed to take the same route to the fuel station as fuel delivery trucks. Customer
vehicles, customer HDT trucks, and fuel delivery trucks were assumed to travel at a speed of 25 mph offsite and 5 mph while in the station area.
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The primary TAC of concern from the fuel delivery trucks and customer HDT trucks is DPM, while for
other customer vehicles the TACs of concern are MSATs.
Cancer Risk and Hazards

Using the maximum modeled TAC concentrations, total increased cancer risks from project construction
and operation were computed using the most recent methods recommended by SJVAPCD and OEHHA
that include nearly continuous exposures with adjustments for infants and children . Based on modeled
TAC concentrations, cancer risks were calculated for 70-year residential exposures and 40-year worker
exposures assuming one year of emissions from construction in 2021 and constant operational
emissions for the remainder of the exposure periods at 2022 operation levels. Table 3-7 shows the
increased health impacts attributable to only operation of the project.
Table 3-7

Project Operation Maximum Health Risk Impacts

Increased Cancer Risk
(per million)

Receptor

Acute
Hazard Index

Cht·onic
Hazard Index

Residential

10.8

0.11

0.03

Off-Site Worker

1.5

0.11

0.03

>20.0
No

> 1.0
No

> 1.0
No

SJVA PCD Threshold
Exceed Threshol<I?

Table 3-8 shows the increased cancer risks and acute or chronic hazards associated with the project
construction and operation at the locations of residential and off-site worker exposures. The maximum
excess cancer risk associated with project construction and operation would be 4.2 chances per million.
The predicted Hazard Index is well below the significance threshold .+
Table 3-8

Project Construction and Operation Maximum Health Risk Impacts

Receptor
Residential
With Unmitigated Constrnctiou
1vfiti gated
Off-Site ·w orker
Unmitigated
Mitigated
SJVA PCD Threshold
Exceed Threshold?
Unmitigated/1v1itigated
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Increased Cancer Risk
(oe1· million)

Acute
Hazard Index

Chronic
Hazat·d Index

55.4
17.7

0.11
0.11

0.05
0.01

4.0
1.9
>20.0

0.11
0.11
> l.0

0.05
0.01
> 1.0

l'es/No

No/No

No/No

i
I
I
I

Figure 3-2

Project Site, Sensitive Receptor Locations, and Modeled On-Site Emission Sources
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654200

654300

654400

CalEEMod modeling indicates that implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce exhaust
PM10 emissions, considered to be equivalent to DPM emissions, by 80 percent.

The reductions in

construction period emissions would reduce the construction period cancer risk for residents to 8.8
chances per million . This level is below the significance threshold of 20 chances per million . When
combined with operation emissions, the overall project cancer risk would be 17.7 chances per million.
Therefore, impacts to sensitive receptors and concentrations of substantial pollutants is considered Less
Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.

d.

Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

As stated in the Air Impact Assessment, during construction, the various diesel-powered vehicles and
equipment in use on-site would create localized odors. These odors would be temporary and not likely
to be noticeable for extended periods of time much beyond the project's site boundaries. The potential
for diesel odor impact is, therefore, Less Than Significant.
During project operations, the project is not expected to generate any objectionable odors . Therefore,
the odor impacts associated with operations would be Less Than Significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

The following mitigation measure shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project:
Mitigation Measure AQ-1:
All off-road diesel construction equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating at the site for
more than 20 hours shall meet U.S. EPA Tier 4 engine standards.
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES --

WOULD THE PROJECT:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modification s, on
any species id entifi ed as a candidate, sensitive,
or special statu s species in local or region al
pl ans, polici es, or regul ation s, or by t he
California Depa rtment of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

X

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
rip ari an habitat or other sensitive natural
community id entifi ed in local or region al plans,
polici es, regulations or by th e Californi a
Departm ent of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

X

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on f ederally
protected wetl ands as defined by Section 404 of
th e Cl ean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vern al pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or oth er means?

X

d) Interfere subst antially with th e movement of
any native res id ent or migratory fi sh or wildlife
speci es or with established native resid ent or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

X

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordin ances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

X

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conse rvation Plan, Nat ural Community
Con servation Pl an, or oth er approved local,
region al, or state habitat conservation plan?

X

No
Impact

IMPACT ANALYSIS
The following discussion is an analysis for criteria {a) and {f):

a.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
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f

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

A search of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's (CDFW) Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)
was performed for the Proposed Project site to determine the records of sensitive plant and wildlife
species within the general vicinity of the area. Although nothing specific was noted on-site, a total of five
(5) federally listed, state listed, or special-status species were identified for the general project area
(Manteca) . The Proposed Project site is currently undeveloped and likely lacks essential habitat for
special-status plants and wildlife species, the potential exists for migratory bird species to be present in
the on-site trees. Birds and their nests are protected under California Fish and Wildlife Code (Sections
3503, 3503.5, 3513), and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
The Proposed Project site is within the coverage area of the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Open
Space and Habitat Conservation Plan (SJMSCP), a Habitat Conservation Plan adopted by the San Joaquin
Council of Governments (SJCOG) and its incorporated cities . The SJMCP was developed to minimize and
mitigate impacts to plant and wildlife habitat resulting from the conversion of 109,302 acres of open
space to non-open space use to occur in San Joaquin County between 2001 and 2051. The SJMSCP
implements a program that assesses a habitat conservation fee on participating projects that convert
open space land to an urban use . The SJMSCP also sets forth Incidental Take Minimization Measures
(ITMMs) that are required to be implemented by projects to prevent impacts to special-status species
that may be occupying a project site or nearby areas.
The City received a letter, dated August 30, 2019, from the SJCOG addressing the Proposed Project's
requirement to comply with the SJMSCP. The SJMCP requires that prior to any activities disrupting the
site (i.e. grading, clearing, removal of vegetation, etc.), the Applicant and/or Project Proponent schedule
a pre-construction survey with a SJMSCP Biologist and comply with the SJMSCP's Incidental Take
Minimization Measures and Mitigation Requirement. Compliance with the SJMSCP will be required of
the Proposed Project as a standard Condition of Approval. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a
Less Than Significant Impact.

A copy of the letter dated, August 30, 2019, from the SJCOG as referenced above is on file at the City of
Manteca Community Development Department, 1001 W. Center Street, Manteca, CA 95337 .

b.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Based on a review of the City's 2023 General Plan and EIR, the Proposed Project is not located within an
area known to contain riparian habitat. The General Plan states that the primary area of riparian
vegetation and habitat is associated with Walthall Slough. The Slough's northern boundary is contiguous
with the southwestern boundary of the General Plan Study Area. The Proposed Project is not located
within, or adjacent to, Walthall Slough. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.
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c.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Based on a review of the City's 2023 General Plan and EIR, there are no identified wetlands within the
project site. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native residents or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites ?
Based on a review of the City's 2023 General Plan and EIR, significant impacts to wildlife corridors, as a
result of the build out of the General Plan Planning Area could potentially occur with the conversion of
surrounding farmlands to urbanized uses. The General Plan states that although there are no known
native wildlife corridors passing through this developed and intensely farmed Planning Area, some
species of birds may forage in the agricultural fields during migration. However, the Proposed Project is
not located within the areas identified as being existing farmlands/agricultural fields in the General Plan.
Additionally, the Proposed Project is surrounded by existing city development on the north, south, east,
and west sides. Therefore, new development created as a result of the Proposed Project would have
minimal impacts to wildlife corridors as surrounding urban development already exists . Therefore, the
Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

e.

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Refer to the discussion above, under Item 4(a). In addition, the City requires development projects to
comply with the City's Heritage Tree Ordinance, as per General Plan Policy No. RC-1 -35 . Based on a
visual site inspection, there are no existing trees that require removal.

The Proposed Project site

primarily consists of dirt, and minor vegetation. The Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
'15064.5?

X

b) Cause a subst antial adverse ch ange in th e
sign ificance of an archaeologi cal resource
pursuant to '15064.5?

X

c) Di sturb any hum an remains, including those
interred outsid e of formal cemet eri es?

No
Impact

X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.

Would the project cause a substantial cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a

historical resource as defined in §15064.5?
b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse chance in the significance of an archaeological
resource as defined in §15064.5?
Based on a review of the City's 2023 General Plan and EIR, specifically Section 7 - Cultural Resources, of
the 2023 General Plan Draft EIR, dated October 6, 2003, the Proposed Project site is not known to
contain historical or archaeological resources. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than
Significant Impact.

c.

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries?

It is not anticipated that the Proposed Project will disturb any human remains.

However, future

development and construction of the Proposed Project site, human remains may be id entified,
particularly during activities requiring ground disturbance (i.e. grading, trench digging, etc.) . As such,
the Proposed Project shall incorporate Mitigation Measure CUL-1, specified below, in accordance with
Section 15064.S(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, to reduce any potentially significant impacts to a level of
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Refer to Mitigation Measure CUL-1, below.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

The following mitigation measure shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project:
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Mitigation Measure CUL-1:
In accordance with Section 15064.4€ of the CEQA Guidelines, in the event of the accidental discovery or
recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, the following steps
shall be taken:
1.

There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until:
a)

The coroner of the County in which the remains are discovered must be contacted to determine
that no investigation of the cause of death is required; and,

b)

If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:
i.

The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours.

ii.

The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it
believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American.

iii.

The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the
person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 .
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6. ENERGY -- Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

a) Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wa steful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources,
during project con struction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

'
X

X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b):

a.
b.

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
Would the project conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, as specified in Title 24, Part
6, of the California Code of Regulations (Title 24), was established in 1978 in response to a legislative
mandate to reduce California's energy consumption. Title 24 is updated approximately every three (3)
years, and the 2019 Title 24 went into effect on January 1, 2020.
The California Green Buildings Standards Code (CALGreen) establishes mandatory green building
standards for buildings in California. CALGreen was developed to reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
emission from buildings, promote environmentally responsible and healthier places to live and work,
reduce energy and water consumption, and respond to environmental directives. The most recent
update to CALGreen went into effect January 1, 2020 and covers five (5) categories : planning and design,
energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material and resource efficiency, and indoor
environmental quality.
The anticipated construction schedule assumes that the Proposed Project would be building over a
period of approximately six (6) to eighteen (18) months. The Proposed Project would require site
preparation, grading, paving, architectural coating, and trenching. There is no demolition required
before grading as the site is currently vacant with no structures present . Implementation of applicable
General Plan policies and existing regulations and programs would also reduce energy waste from
construction . Therefore, the Proposed Project would not consume energy in a manner that is wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS --

WOULD THE PROJECT:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

X

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

X

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liqu efaction?

X

iv) Landslides?

X

b) Result in substantial so il erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

X

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
un stable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on
or
off-s ite
landslide,
lateral
spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

X

d) Be located on expansive so il, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
{1994), creating substantial ri sks to life or
property?

X

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
-the use of septic tanks or alternative wa ste
water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

X

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake, as delineated on the most recent
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Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault?
a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?
a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?
No known earthquake faults are located on the Proposed Project site . According to the City's 2023
General Plan, there are no known earthquake faults within or adjacent to the City of Manteca. However,
the General Plan has policies/implementation measures such as 5-1-1 that require new and existing
development to conform to existing state and federal regulations. With the General Plan policies set in
place and new construction having to meet the California Building Code requirements, the potentially
significant impact is reduced to a Less Than Significant Impact.

b.

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The topography of the Proposed Project is relatively flat, with little to no slope . As such, impacts
created by the Proposed Project resulting in soil erosion are minim al. Development of the Proposed
Project will require grading activities, which may result in the loss of topsoil.

Any loss in topsoil is

anticipated to be minimal. However, as a standa rd Condition of Approval, the Applicant and/or Project
Proponent will be required to submit a Grading Plan as part of their Improvement Plan submittal in
accordance with Section 16.23.070 of the City's Municipal Code. The Proposed Project will have a Less
Than Significant Impact.

c.

Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1-8 of the Uniform Building Code,
creating substantial risks to life or property?
Ba sed

on

the

information

available

on

the

California

Geological

(CGS)

website

(https ://www.conservation.ca .gov/cgs), the Proposed Project is not within a State of California Seismic
Haza rd Zone for seismically induced landslides. In addition, the site and approximately one (1) mile of
surrounding terrain within the valley is relatively flat. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less
Than Significant Impact.

e.

Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

The Proposed Project does not include the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have No Impact.
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f.

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

The Proposed Project will connect to the City's domestic water and wastewater system and as such, the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems does not apply. Therefore, the Proposed
Project will have No Impact.
MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- WOULD THE PROJECT:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

a) Gen erate greenhou se ga s emissions, eith er
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

X

b) Conflict with an applicabl e pl an, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emission s of greenhou se gases?

X

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

SETTING:

The Air Impact Assessment, dated April 8, 2020, includes computation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
The discussion below is a summary of the findings in the Air Impact Assessment.
Human-generated emissions greenhouse gases (GHGs) are understood to be an important cause of
global climate change, which is a subject of increasing scientific, public concern, and government action.
Atmospheric concentrations of GHGs that trap heat in the earth's atmosphere and lead to a variety of
effects, including increasing temperature, changes in patterns and intensity of weather and various
secondary effects resulting from those changes, including potential effects on public health and safety.
California AB 32 identifies global climate change as a "serious threat to the economic well-being, public
health, natural resources and the environment of California." As a result, global climate change is an
issue that needs to be considered under CEQA.
GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), the most abundant GHG, as well as methane, nitrous oxide and
other gases, each of which have GHG potential that is several times that of CO2 . GHG emissions result
from combustion of carbon -based fuels; major GHG sources in California include transportation (40.7%),
electric power generation (20.5%), industrial (20.5%), agriculture and forestry (8.3%) and others (8 .3%).
The State of California is actively engaged in developing and implementing strategies for reducing GHG
emissions. State programs for GHG reduction include a regional cap-and -trade program, new industrial
and emission control technologies, alternative energy generation technologies, advanced energy
conservation in lighting, heating, cooling and ventilation, reduced-carbon fuels, hybrid and electric
vehicles, and other methods of improving vehicle mileage reduction programs. Using these and other
strategies, the State's Global Climate Change Scoping Plan, adopted in December 2008, proposes to
achieve a 29% reduction in projected business-as-usual emission levels for 2020.
The City of Manteca has prepared a Climate Action Plan as its primary strategy for ensuring that the
buildout of the General Plan 2023 supports the goals of Assembly Bill (AB) 32-the Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 (more below in Regulatory Setting) requires California to reduce statewide
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greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. The City's Climate Action Plan is designed to
reduce community-related and City operations related greenhouse gas emissions to a degree that would
not hinder or delay implementation of AB 32 .
The CAP identifies policies within the City of Manteca General Plan that would decrease the City's
emissions of greenhouse gases. This CAP also lists Implementation Strategies that add more details and
specific actions to the General Plan policies and clarify how the reductions would occur. The CAP
demonstrates that the General Plan policies and CAP strategies would reduce emissions to the reduction
target. The CAP includes strategies in the following categories:
•

Land use: higher-density, mixed-use, transit-oriented, pedestrian-oriented, and compact
development

•

Transportation : transit facilities, pedestrian connections, bicycle infrastructure, traffic calming,
use of low emission vehicles, transportation demand management, end-of-trip facilities, and
parking measures

•

Energy conservation

•

Water conservation

•

Waste reduction and recycling

•

Regional cooperation

The strategies in the categories listed above will be implemented as new projects are built in compliance
with General Plan policies, development standards, conditions of approval, and CEQA mitigation
measures. Existing residences and businesses will be subject to statewide greenhouse gas regulations
and to existing and new citywide and regional educational and incentive programs for energy and water
conservation, and waste reduction and recycling. Construction of transportation infrastructure
supportive of walking, bicycling, and transit use will be accomplished not only in new development areas
but also in existing areas when facilities are upgraded or rebuilt. Creating new and redeveloped highdensity, pedestrian- and transit-oriented development provides destinations for the entire community
that are supportive of alternative transportation modes. The CAP builds on the City's history of
implementing innovative and effective environmental and conservation programs to achieve its
objectives.
REGULATORY SETTING:

California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for the coordination and oversight of state and local
air pollution control programs in California . California has numerous regulations aimed at reducing the
state's GHG emissions. These initiatives are summarized below:
Assembly Bi/11943

Assembly Bill (AB) 1943 (2002), California's Advanced Clean Cars program (referred to as " Pavley"),
requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve "the maximum feasible and cost-effective
reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles." On June 30, 2009, U.S. EPA granted the waiver of
Clean Air Act preemption to California for its greenhouse gas emission standards for motor vehicles
beginning with the 2009 model year. Pavley I took effect for model years starting in 2009 to 2016 and
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Pavley II, which is now referred to as "LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) Ill GHG 11 will cover 2017 to 2025. Fleet
average emission standards would reach 22 percent reduction from 2009 levels by 2012 and 30 percent
by 2016. The Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates the goals of the Low Emission Vehicles (LEV),
Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEV), and Clean Fuels Outlet programs and would provide major reductions in
GHG emissions. By 2025, when rules will be fully implemented, new automobiles will emit 34 percent
fewer GHGs and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from their model year 2016 levels.
Executive Order S-3-05

In 2005, the governor issued Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, establishing statewide GHG emissions
reduction targets . EO S-3-05 provides that by 2010, emissions shall be reduced to 2000 levels; by 2020,
emissions shall be reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions shall be reduced to 80 percent below
1990 levels (California Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA]). In response to EO S-3-05, CalEPA
created the Climate Action Team (CAT), which in March 2006 published the Climate Action Team Report
(the

11

2006 CAT Report") (CalEPA 2006) .

The 2006 CAT Report identified a recommended list of

strategies that the state could pursue to reduce GHG emissions. These are strategies that could be
implemented by various state agencies to ensure that the emission reduction targets in EO S-3 -05 are
met and can be met with existing authority of the state agencies. The strategies include the reduction
of passenger and light duty truck emissions, the reduction of idling times for diesel tru cks, an overhaul
of shipping technology/infrastructure, increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, and landfill
methane capture, etc.

In April 2015 the governor issued EO B-30-15, calling for a new target of 40

percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
Assembly Bill 32

California's major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the
"California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, 11 signed into law in 2006. AB 32 cod ifies the statewide
goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (essentially a 15 percent reduction below 2005
emission levels; the same requirement as under S-3-05), and requires CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan
that outlines the main State strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline . In addition, AB 32
requires CARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions.
California is on track to meet or exceed the current target of reducing GHG emission to 1990 levels by
2020, as established by AB 32.
Senate Bi/197

Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental issue
that requires analysis in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents. In March 2010, the
California Resources Agency (Resources Agency) adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for
the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted guidelines give
lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and
mitigation of GHGs and climate change impacts.

59

I Page

CARB Resolution 07-54

CARB Resolution 07-54 establishes 25,000 MT of GHG emissions as the threshold for identifying the
largest stationary emission sources in California for purposes of requiring the annual reporting of
emissions. This threshold is just over 0.005 percent of California's total inventory of GHG emissions for
2004.
Senate Bi/1375

Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed into law in September 2008, builds on AB 32 by requiring CARB to develop
regional GHG reduction targets to be achieved from the automobile and light truck sectors for 2020 and
2035; these regional targets will help achieve the goals of AB 32 and the Scoping Plan through changed
land use patterns and improved transportation systems. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) adopted a Sustainable Community
Strategies in July 2013 that meets greenhouse gas reduction targets. The Plan Bay Area is the SCS
document for the Bay Area, which is an integrated long-range plan that discusses climate protection,
housing, healthy and safe communities, open space and agricultural preservation, equitable access,
economic vitality, and transportation system effectiveness within the San Francisco Bay Area.

The

document is updated every four years and most recently, the update, Plan Bay Area 2040 was adopted
on July 26, 2017.
Executive Order 5-13-08

Executive Order S-13-08 indicates that "climate change in California during the next century is expected
to shift precipitation patterns, accelerate sea level rise and increase temperatures, thereby posing a
serious threat to California's economy, to the health and welfare of tis population and to its natural
resources." Pursuant to the requirements in the order, the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy
(California Natural Resources Agency 2009) was adopted, which is the " ... first statewide, multi-sector,
region-specific, and information-based climate change adaption strategy in the United States."
Objectives include analyzing risks of climate change in California, identifying and exploring strategies to
adapt to climate change, and specifying a direction for future research .
Senate Bill 2X

In April 2011, the governor signed SB2X requiring California to generate 33 percent of its electricity from
renewable energy by 2020.
Senate Bill 32

On September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) into law, which requires the State to
further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 . SB 32 is an extension of AB 32. The
other provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged . CARB adopted the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan
Update on December 14, 2017 for achieving California's 2030 greenhouse gas target.
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City of Manteca Climate Action Plan
The City of Manteca adopted the Climate Action Plan (CAP) in 2013. The purpose of the CAP is to
demonstrate the City's commitment to reduce GHG emissions.

The CAP is intended to build upon

existing efforts within the General Plan 2023 .
The CAP provides a baseline emissions inventory of the community, provides forecasts and future year
GHG reduction targets, develops a comprehensive set of strategies for reducing community-wide GHG
emissions, and describes a set of guidelines for implementation, monitoring, and funding of GHG
reduction strategies.

The CAP aligns the City of Manteca with the Statewide GHG reduction

requirements as set forth in AB32, SB375, and SB32, by providing GHG reduction strategies that are
expected to reduce community wide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The State' s current goal is
to reduce GHG emissions by 40% below 1990 levels by 2030. The CAP sets a citywide target of a per
capita GHG emission reduction of 21.7% from 1990 levels by 2020. The CAP plans to meet this target
through energy efficiency and other GHG reduction measures in City bu ildings and operations, and by
requiring development projects to reduce GHG emissions through measures such as designing energyefficient structures, water conservation, implementing waste reduction measures, and implementing
transportation demand management programs in commercial or industrial projects with large numbers
of employees.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b) :

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?
b. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human
activities associated

with

the

industrial/manufacturing,

utility, transportation,

residential,

and

agricultu ral sectors. Therefore, the cumulative global emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate
change could be attributed to every nation, region, and city, and virtually every individual on Earth . A
project's GHG emissions are at a micro-scale relative to global emissions but could result in a
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macro-scale impact.
Implementation of the Proposed Project would contribute to increases of GHG emissions that are
associated with global climate change. Emissions of GHG attributable to future development would be
primarily associated with increases of CO2 and othe r GHG pollutants, including CH4 and N2O, from
mobile sources and utility usage . It should be noted that construction -related GHG emissions are a onetime release and are, therefore, not typically expected to generate a significant contribution to global
climate change, as global climate change is inherently a cumulative effect that occurs over a long period
of time.
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The City of Manteca has developed a Climate Action Plan (CAP) supporting the goals of AB 32. The CAP is
designed to reduce community-related and City operations-related GHG emissions to a degree that
would not hinder or delay implementation of AB 32 . Achieving the state target of reducing emissions to
1990 levels by 2020 would require a reduction in emissions of 21.7 percent from projected 2020 BAU
conditions. In order to meet the target reduction, the City has developed a variety of reduction
strategies. For new development projects constructed in the City of Manteca, the CAP requires the
development projects to achieve GHG emissions reductions by implementing the following reduction
strategies:
•

Comply with the applicable land use, sustainable development, and resource conservation
policies of the Manteca General Plan;

•

Construct project transportation infrastructure that supports walking, bicycling, and transit use;

•

Implement transportation demand management programs in projects with large numbers of
employees;

•

Design and construct project buildings to exceed Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards by at least
10 percent;

•

Implement project buildings including water conservation measures that meet or exceed the
California Green Building Code standards 20 percent requirement;

•

Install project landscaping that meets or exceeds water conservation standards of the City's
adopted landscaping ordinance 20 percent reduction requirement; and

•

Develop programs to exceed state recycling and diversion targets by at least 10 percent.

The strategies proposed in the CAP are expected to achieve local reductions that are adequate to meet
the City's 2020 target. Cities with Climate Action Plans that are consistent with the state and regional AB
32 and SB 375 reduction targets could use their CAP as the basis for determining if projects would result
in significant climate change impacts under CEQA. The City of Manteca CAP contains the elements
necessary to fulfill such a function. Therefore, compliance with the strategies proposed in the City's CAP
would be considered to reduce a project's impacts related to GHG emissions and global climate change
to less-than-significant levels.
Because the strategies included in the CAP would achieve local reductions that are adequate to meet
the City's 2020 target, which is consistent with the AB 32 reduction targets, if the project would be
consistent with the City's CAP, the Proposed Project would not be considered to generate GHG
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may result in a significant impact on the environment or
conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of
GHGs. The Proposed Project is required to comply with the City of Manteca's CAP. Without providing
proof of compliance with the required measures of the City's CAP, the Proposed Project could be
considered to result in a potentially significant impact related to GHG emission and global climate
change. As such, the Proposed Project would not result in significant GHG emission or global climate
change impacts, resulting in Less Than Significant Impacts With Mitigation Incorporated. Refer to
Mitigation Measure GHG-1, below.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

The following mitigation measure shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project:
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Mitigation Measure GHG-1:
Prior to issuance of any building permits, the Project Applicant shall prepare a GHG mitigation plan for
review and approval by the City Planning Division. The GHG mitigation plan shall show that the Proposed
Project design would include compliance with the City's CAP, specifically through implementation of the
following requirements:
• Project design shall comply with the applicable land use, sustainable development, and resource
conservation policies of the Manteca General Plan;
• Project transportation infrastructure shall be constructed to support walking, bicycling, and
transit use;
• Buildings shall be designed and constructed to exceed Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards by at
least 10 percent;
• Building designs shall include water conservation measures sufficient to meet or exceed the
CALGreen standard of a 20 percent reduction requirement;
• Landscaping shall be included sufficient to meet or exceed the water conservation standards of
the City's adopted landscaping ordinance of a 20 percent reduction requirement; and
• A recycling or diversion program sufficient to exceed the State recycling and diversion targets by
at least 10 percent shall be implemented.
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- WOULD THE PROJECT:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

X

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeabl e
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

X

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

X

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

X

e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

X

f) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

X

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires?

X

No
Impact

EXISTING SETTING:

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, dated January 30, 2020, prepared by ENGEO Inc. to review of
local, state, tribal, and federal environmental record sources, standard historical sources, aerial
photographs, fire insurance rate maps and physical setting sources. A reconnaissance of the property
was conducted to review site use and current conditions to check for the storage, use, product, or
disposal of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials and interviews with persons knowledgeable
about current and past site use .
64

I P ag e

A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, dated May 8, 2020, prepared by ENGEO Incorporated to
evaluate 1) potential impacts to soil associated with past agricultural use on the property and 2)
whether the stockpiles on the property pose an environmental impact.
The discussion below is a summary of the Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessment. The Phase I and
II Environmental Site Assessments are attached to this Initial Study as Appendix Band C.
Findings and Conclusions of the Phase I and II ESAs

The following summarizes the Findings and Conclusions from the Phase 1 ESA. The study included a
review of local, state and federal environmental record sources, standard historical sources, aerial
photographs, fire insurance maps and physical setting sources; a reconnaissance of the property to
review site use and current conditions to check for the storage, use, production or disposal of hazardous
or potentially hazardous materials; and interview with persons knowledgeable about current and past
site use.
The site reconnaissance and records review did not find documentation or physical evidence of soil or
groundwater impairments associated with eh use of the property. A review of regulatory databases
maintained by County, State, and federal agencies found no documentation of hazardous materials
violations or discharge on the property. A review of regulatory agency records and available databases
did not identify contaminated facilities within the appropriate search databases that would be expected
to impact the property.
Based on the findings of this assessment, no Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), no historical
RECs, and no controlled RECs were identified for the property.
The Phase I ESA included two (2) features of potential environmental concern, which are not considered
to be RECs: 1) the source of the stockpile soil on the property was unknown at the time of preparing the
Phase I ESA and recommended a limited assessment, including soil sampling and laboratory testing, be
performed to determine any potential impact in the stockpiled soil; and 2) the property has been
historically used for agriculture and may have impacted by agrichemicals .
In response to these two (2) features of potential environmental concern, a Phase II ESA was prepared
by ENGEO Incorporated . An Agricultural Chemical Assessment and Stockpiled Soil Assessment were
performed by ENGEO . Soils samples were taken from the site and submitted under documented chain of-custody to California Laboratory Services, a State-certified laboratory based in Rancho Cordova,
California.
Based on the findings in the Phase II ESA, past agricultural practices have not adversely affected the
property, and the stockpiled soil does not exhibit evidence of environmental impact .
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REGULATORY SETTING:

Federal

The Federal Toxic Substances Control Act and the Resource Conservation Recovery Act
These Acts, signed in 1976, established a program administered by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency for the regulation of the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal
of hazardous waste. The Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) was amended in 1984 by the
Hazardous and Solid Waste Act (HSWA), which affirmed and extended the "cradle to grave" system of
regulating hazardous wastes. Among other things, the use of certain techniques for the disposal of
some hazardous wastes was specifically prohibited by HSWA.
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
This Act was enacted in 1980 and amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
(SARA) in 1986. This law provides broad federal authority to respond directly to releases or threatened
releases of hazardous substances that may endanger public health or the environment.
Among other things, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA) established requirements for concerning closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites,
provided for liability of persons responsible for releases of hazardous waste at these sites, and
established a trust fund to provide for cleanup when no responsible party could be identified. CERCLA
also enabled revision to the National Contingency Plan (NCP), which provided the guidelines and
procedures needed to respond to releases and threatened releases of hazardous substances, pollutants,
or contaminants. The NCP also established the National Priorities List (NPL) .
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act
The Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) receives the authority to regulate the
transportation of hazardous materials from the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA). This
act administers container design, labeling, shipper and carrier responsibilities, training requirements,
and incident reporting requirements . These regulations are contained in Title 49 - Transportation, Code
of Federal Regulations, Parts 100 to 180 and includes all modes of transportation - air, highway, rail, and
water (Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration [FMSCA] 2014) .
State

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
This department of the California Environmental Protection Agency is the primary agency in California
that regulates hazardous waste, cleans up contamination, and looks for ways to reduce the hazardous
waste produced in California.

DTSC regulates hazardous waste in California primarily under the

authority of RCRA and the California Health and Safety Code .
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DTSC also administers the California Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL) to regulate hazardous
wastes. While the HWCL is generally more stringent than RCRA, until the USEPA approves the California
program, both State and Federal laws apply in California .

The HWCL lists 791 chemicals and

approximately 300 common materials that may be hazardous; establishes criteria for identifying,
packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes; prescribes management controls; establishes permit
requirements for treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation; and identifies some wastes that
cannot be disposed of in landfills.
Government Code Section 65962 .5 requires the DTSC, the State Department of Health Services, the
SWRCB, and CalRecycle to compile and annually update lists of hazardous waste sites and land
designated as hazardous waste sites throughout the State. The Secretary of Environmental Protection
consolidates the information submitted by these agencies and distributes it to each City and County
where site on the lists are located. Before the lead agency accepts an application for any development
project as complete, the applicant must consult these lists to determine if the site at issue is included.
If any soil is excavated from a site containing hazardous materials, it would be considered a hazardous
waste if it exceeded specific criteria in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations. Remediation of
hazardous wastes found at a site may be required if excavation of these materials is performed; it may
also be required if certain other activities are proposed. Even if soil or groundwater at a contaminated
site does not have the characteristics required to be defined as hazardous waste, remediation of the site
may be required by regulatory agencies subject to jurisdictional authority. Cleanup requirements are
determined on a case-by-case basis by the agency taking lead jurisdiction .

Regional
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
Central Valley RWQCB regulates discharges and releases to surface and groundwater in the project area.
The RWQCGB generally oversees cases involving groundwater contamination . Within the Central Valley
RWQCB, the San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department handles most leaking underground
storage tank (UST) cases, so the RWQCB may oversee cases involving other groundwater contaminants;
i.e. Spills, Leaks, Incidents, and Clean-up (CLIC} cases.

In the case of spills at a project site, the

responsible party would notify San Joaquin County and then a lead regulatory (County, RWQCB or DTSC)
would be determined .

City of Manteca
City of Manteca General Plan 2023
The City of Manteca General Plan 2023 sets forth sustainability goals for the City of Manteca. The Safety
Element (Chapter 7) identifies the potential hazards in the community that must be considered when
planning the location, type and intensity of development. The primary objective of the Safety Element is
to reduce the potential for loss of life, injuries, and property damage that could result from a natural or
a man-made disaster.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
During demolition, excavation, and loading operations, there is the potential that particulate matter that
is generated during on-site operations could become airborne during periods of high winds. The threat
from inhalation of dust (and potential odor and organic vapors) during site operations would be
substantially reduced by implementation of odor and dust suppression measures required by the
SJVAPCD, which would include wetting of surface soil, covering exposed soil with plastic sheeting during
periods of heavy rain, wind, and inactivity, and ceasing grading during periods of significant wind
activity. However, construction would be subject to all local, state, and federal regulations related to
the use, storage, and transportation materials such as paint, solvents, and petroleum products.
The Proposed Project includes the construction of a convenience store and gas station, including eight
(8) Auto-MPD's, sixteen (16} fueling positions, and two (2) diesel fueling islands. The auto fueling will
feature unleaded gasoline and diesel fuel. The fuel will be stored in four (4) underground storage tanks,
located on the southerly portion of the project site .
The Proposed Project would routinely use, and store gasoline and diesel fuel related to the operation of
a gas station.

The Proposed Project could result in accidental chemical releases from hazardous

materials use, storage, or transport. However, the Proposed Project will be required to adhere to local,
state, and federal regulations regarding the use of USTs and the use of fueling stations. As applicable,
current regulations and programs regulated hazardous materials use would reduce potential impacts to

a Less Than Significant Level.
b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
As stated above, the project includes a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) which included an
evaluation of 1) potential impacts to soil associated with past agricultural use on the property and 2}
whether the stockpiles on the property pose an environmental impact.
Two (2) tests were performed in the Phase II ESA: An Agricultural Chemical Assessment and Stockpiled
Soil Assessment. The following is a summary of the findings of each test. For further information, the
Phase II ESA is attached to this Initial Study as Appendix C.
Agricultural Chemical Assessment

•

The

composite

concentrations .
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sample

(1-A-D)

did

not

exhibit

detectable

organochlorine

pesticide

•

Sample 1-A exhibited a non-detectable concentration of arsenic.

The detected lead

concentration was below respective screen levels.
Stockpiles Soil Assessment

•

The stockpiled soil composite samples (2 -A-D and 3-A-D) exhibited detectable concentrations of
several CAM-17 metal analytes, including barium, chromium, cobalt, copper, lead, nickel,
vanadium, and zinc. The reported concentrations for the detected constituents are listed in
Table A of the Phase II ESA. As indicated in the Table, the concentrations are below applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) ESLs for residential and commercial land use
and within expected naturally occurring background concentrations.

•

Neither composite sample exhibited detectable concentrations of PCBs, SVOCs, or TPH-d .

•

TPH-mo was detected at a concentration of 5.1 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) in composite
sample 3-A-D.

Development of the site will involve excavation and grading of the site for construction of the proposed
convenience store and fueling stations. As indicated in the Phase II ESA, the past agricultural practices
have not adversely affected the property and the stockpiled soil does not exhibit evidence of
environmental impact.
The site reconnaissance included as part of the Phase I ESA did not observe any hazardous substances
and petroleum products at the site (Table 3.3-1: Exterior Site Observations in the Phase I ESA).
Furthermore, the project site is not listed on the Department of Toxic Substances Control's (DTSC's) Site
Mitigation and Brownfields Reuse Program's {SMBRP's) EnviroStar database that identifies site that have
known contamination or site for which there may be reasons to investigate further. Therefore, the
Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
c.

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

The project is located 0.19 miles from Sierra High School to the east. As stated above, the Proposed
Project includes the construction of a convenience store and gas station, including eight (8) Auto-MPD's,
sixteen (16) fueling positions, and two '(2) diesel fueling islands. The auto fueling will feature unleaded
gasoline and diesel fuel. The fuel will be stored in four (4) underground storage tanks, located on the
southerly portion of the project site. The Proposed Project would routinely use, and store gasoline and
diesel fuel related to the operation of a gas station. The Proposed Project could result in accidental
chemical releases from hazardous materials use, storage, or transport. However, the Proposed Project
will be required to adhere to local, state, and federal regulations regarding the use of USTs and the use
of fueling stations. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
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d.

Would the project be located on a site included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment?

The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962 .5.

As discussed above, the project site is vacant and has been utilized for

agricultural purposes in the past. As indicated in the Phase II ESA, the past agricultural practices have
not adversely affected the property and the stockpiled soil does not exhibit evidence of environmental
impact. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

e.

For a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?

The nearest public use airport is the Stockton Metropolitan Airport which is located within the City of
Stockton and approximately 6.95± miles from the project site. The Stockton Metropolitan Airport is a
commercial air carrier facility and the primary airport for San Joaquin County, with a main runway of
10,650 feet in length and 150 feet in width. According to the San Joaquin County Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan, and the Stockton Metropolitan Airport Master Plan, the Proposed Project is located
outside of the airport's "Airport Influence Area ." Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than
Significant Impact.

f

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

As discussed above, the Proposed Project includes the construction of a convenience store and fueling
station . The existing site conditions include vacant land and has historically been used for agricultural
purposes. The Proposed Project is located within a developing area, would not change the local roadway
circulation pattern, access, or otherwise physically interfere with local emergency response plans.
Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

g. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wild/and fires, including where wild/ands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wild/ands?
The project site is identified as not being a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and being
within an area of local responsibility (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE]
2008). Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk involving
wildfires. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge
requirements
or
otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater
quality?

X

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede
sustainable groundwater management of the
ba sin?

X

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through th e
alteration of the course of a strea m or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would:

X

i) Result in substantial on- or offsite erosion
or si ltation;

X

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or offsite;

X

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

X

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

X

d) In flood hazard, t sunami, or seiche zones, ri sk
release of pollutants due to proj ect inundation?

X

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustain ab le
groundwater management plan?

X

No
Impact

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (c):

a.

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?
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c.

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would:
i.
ii.
iii.

iv.

Result in substantial on- or of/site erosion or siltation;
Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or of/site;
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage . systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; or
Impede or redirect flood flows?

The Proposed Project will not violate any federal, state, or local water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements. Under the existing General Construction Permit requirements of the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), any reasonably foreseeable future construction on the
project site will require preparation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) that
incorporates water quality control Best Management Practices (BMPs). The implementation of water
quality control BMPs would minimize water quality impacts from future construction to a level that is
considered less than significant. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

b.

Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of
the basin?

The domestic water infrastructure proposed as part of the Proposed Project consists of connecting to
the City of Manteca's existing domestic water system . The Proposed Project will connect to the water
system via an existing line in Airport Way and Wawona Avenue, then installing an eight (8) water line
that will loop the project site . The development of the convenience store and gas canopy is also
consistent with the City of Manteca 2023 General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. According to the 2023
General Plan and the City's Water Master Plan, there is sufficient water supply to meet City needs
through 2023. Therefore, it is anticipated that the City has sufficient supply to meet the demands of the
Proposed Project. As such, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

d. Would the project be located in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, or risk release of pollutants
due to project inundation?
The Proposed Project will alter the existing drainage pattern of the site by way of construction and
converting the site from raw ground to urban development. However, the Proposed Project, and its
storm drainage design, will comply with the City's Standards and Specifications. Compliance will be
ensured through the Proposed Project's Improvement Plan process. Therefore, the Proposed Project will
have a Less Than Significant Impact.
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e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?
The Proposed Project will contribute runoff water by construction of school facilities and associated
improvements (i.e. parking lot, walkways, playground, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, etc.). However,
through the design of the Proposed Project's storm drainage system, the Project Proponent will be
required to comply with the City's Standards and Specifications. Therefore, the Proposed Project will
have a Less Than Significant Impact.
The Proposed Project will not degrade water quality within the vicinity of the project site. Therefore,
the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
Based on a review of the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) No. 06077C0620F and 06077C0640F, dated
October 16, 2009, which includes the Proposed Project, the Proposed Project is located in Zone X, which
are areas of minimal flood hazards. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant
Impact.

The Proposed Project site is located within the Planning Area as it is defined in the 2023 General Plan .
According to Section 10.1.3 of the City's 2023 Gene ral Plan EIR, "Despite the number of dams near San
Joaquin County, the risk of dam failure inundating portions of the County is considered low, and the
degree and nature of risk for each dam is unknown ." Furthermore, the General Plan EIR stated that
although the likelihood of dam failure inundation is remote, the area subject to inundation within the
General Plan Study Area is not specifically defined but would generally coincide with the area delineated
as the 100-year floodplain . In response to the potential of inundation by a result of dam failure (or
flooding), the City has adopted General Plan policies, which include coordination with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers on potential flooding risks, and ensuring that City staff and Emergency Response
Services are trained to respond to catastrophic dam failure (or flooding). Accordingly, restrictions on
development or special requirements associated with flooding are not required for this Proposed
Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
Tsunamis are defined as sea waves created by undersea fault movement. A tsunami poses little danger
away from shorelines; however, when the tsunami reaches the shoreline, a high swell of water breaks
and washes inland with great force . Waves may reach SO feet in height on unprotected coasts. As
Manteca is many miles inland, the project site is not exposed to flooding risks from tsunamis and
adverse impacts would not result. A seiche is a long-wavelength, large-scale wave action set up in a
closed body of water such as a lake or reservoir, whose destructive capacity is not as great as that of
tsunamis . The Proposed Project is not located near a closed body of water. Therefore, it is not
anticipated that the project site would be impacted by seiches in the future. Mudflows typically occu r in
mountainous or hilly terrain . The project site is not considered hilly terrain and mudflows do not pose a
threat. In summary, tsunamis, seiches, and mudflows would have No Impact on the Proposed Project.
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MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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11. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Physically divide an established community?

X

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding
or mitigating an environmental effect?

X

No
Impact

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?
The Proposed Project is located within the City of Manteca, which is an urbanized City located along
State Route 99 and State Route 120. Specifically, the Proposed Project is surrounded by existing
residential development to the east and ranchette development to the north, commercial development
to the south, and commercial and raw land to the west. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a
Less Than Significant Impact

b.

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

The Proposed Project is located within the boundary of the City's 2023 General Plan, and contains a
Zoning designation of CG, General Commercial, as well as a land use designation of Commercial (C). The
Proposed Project is consistent with the land use and Zoning designations applied by the City of Manteca .
The Proposed Project is not requesting any variance but rather, proposes development consistent with
the development standards of the City's Zoning Ordinance .
As noted previously, the Proposed Project is within the coverage area of the San Joaquin County MultiSpecies Open Space and Habitat Conservation Plan (SJMSCP), a habitat conservation plan adopted by
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) and its incorporated cities . The SJMSCP implements a
program that assesses a habitat conservation fee on participating projects that convert open space land
to an urban use. The SJMSCP also sets forth Incidental Take Minimization Measures (ITMMs) that are
required to be implemented by projects to prevent impacts to special -status species that may be
occupying a project site or nearby areas. In addition to the mitigation measures listed under BI0-1 and
BI0-2, the Proposed Project will be conditioned to participate in the SJMSCP to ensure that the

Proposed Project is consistent with the provisions outlined in the SJMSCP .
Therefore, Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
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MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES --

WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?

X

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?

X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b):

a.

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value
to the region and the residents of the state?
b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?
Based on a review of the City's 2023 General Plan and EIR, the Proposed Project site is not located in an
area known to contain mineral resources of value to the state, region, or City of Manteca . In addition,
the Proposed Project site does not contain any state designated mineral resource zones, according to
maps prepared by the State Mining and Geology Board. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have No
Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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13. NOISE --

WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or other applicable standards of
other agencies?

X

b) Generation of excessive ground borne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

X

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

The analysis contained in this section relies upon the Rotten Robbie Service Station Project
Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment, dated March 30, 2020, as prepared by Illingworth &
Rodkin, Inc. This technical study is included in this Initial Study as Appendix D.

REGULATORY AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

Regulatory Setting
This section describes the relevant guidelines, policies, and standards established by State Agencies and
the City of Manteca. The State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, are used to assess the potential
significance of impacts pursuant to local General Plan policies, Municipal Code standards, or the
applicable standards of other agencies. A summary of the applicable regulatory criteria is provided
below.

State of California
State CEQA Guidelines. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) contains guidelines to evaluate
the significance of effects of environmental noise attributable to a Proposed Project. Under CEQA, noise
impacts would be considered significant if the project would result in:
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a)

Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;

b)

Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels;

c)

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or
where such a plan has not been adopted within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, if the project would expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels.

City of Manteca
City of Manteca General Plan 2023. The Noise Element in the City of Manteca General Plan 2023 sets
forth goals and policies with the fundamental objective to avoid creating new noise-generating
conditions that would degrade the existing community environment or to place a sensitive land use
where it would be adversely affected by an existing noise source. The following goals and policies are
applicable to the Proposed Project:
Goal N-1.

Protect the residents of Manteca from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to
excessive noise.

Goal N-2.

Protect the quality of life in the community and the tourism economy from noise
generated by incompatible land uses.

Goal N-3.

Ensure that the downtown core noise levels remain acceptable and compatible with
commercial and higher density residential land uses.

Goal N-4.

Protect public health and welfare by eliminating existing noise problems where feasible,
by establishing standards for acceptable indoor and outdoor noise, and by preventing
significant increases in noise levels.

Goal N-5.

Incorporate noise considerations into land use planning decisions and guide the location
and design of transportation facilities to minimize the effects of noise on adjacent land
uses.

Policy N-P-1:

Areas within Manteca exposed to existing or projected exterior noise levels from mobile
noise sources exceeding the performance standards in Table 9-1 shall be designated as
noise-impacted areas.

Policy N-P-4:

The City shall require stationary noise sources proposed adjacent to noise-sensitive uses
to be mitigated so as to not exceed the noise level performance standards in Table 9-2.

Policy N-P-5:

In accord with the Table 9-2 standards, the City shall regulate construction-related noise
impacts on adjacent uses.
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Policy N-P-7:

Noise level criteria applied to land uses other than residential or other noise-sensitive
uses shall be consistent with noise performance levels of Table 9-1 and Table 9-2 .

The Noise Element also includes the following applicable implementation action items that would apply
to the Proposed Project:
N-1-3:

In making a determination of impact under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), a substantial increase will occur if ambient noise levels are increased by 10 dB
or more. An increase of S to 10 dB may be substantial. Factors to be considered in
determining the significance of increases from S to 10 dB include:
•

The resulting noise levels

•

The duration and frequency of the noise

•

The number of people affected

•

The land use designation of the affected receptors sites

•

Public reactions or controversy as demonstrated at workshops or hearings, or by
correspondence

•
N-1-4:

Prior CEQA determinations by other agencies specific to the project

Control noise at the source through use of insulation, berms, building design and
orientation, buffer space, staggered operating hours, and other techniques. Use noise
barriers to attenuate noise to acceptable levels.
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Table 13-1

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE NOISE EXPOSURE MOBILE NOISE SOURCES

Land Use 4

Outdoor
Activity Areas 1

Interior Spaces

Ldn/CNEL, dB
Residential
Transient Lodging
Hospitals, Nursing Homes
Theaters, Auditoriums, Music Halls
Churches, Music Halls
Office Buildings
Schools, Libraries, Museums
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

60
60 2
602

Leq, dB 3

45
45
45

2

35
40
45
45

60
65

2
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1Outdoor

activity areas fo r residential derelop111ent are considered to be backyard patios or
decks of single fm11i(v d1Fel!i11gs, and the co111111011 areas 11·here p eople ge11eml(v co11g1·egate
for 11111lti:fa111i(r de,-elop111e11ts. Outdoor actii•i~v areas for 11011-residential derelop111e11ts are
considered to be those co111111011 areas where people ge11ernl(v congregate, i11cl11di11g
p edesh'ian p/n:;as, seating areas, mid outside lu11cl1 fa cilities. Tf11ere the locntio11 of outdoor
actii•i~v areas is 1111lmo1rn, the exterior noise !ere! standard shall be applied to the property
line of the receil'i11g land 11se.
1

areas 1rhere it is 110! possible to reduce exterior noise lel'els to 60 dB Ld11 or beloll' 11si11g a
prncticnl application of the best 11oise-red11ctio11 tecl111olog) ~ m1 exterior noise !ere! of up to
65 Ldn 1rill be allo1red.

1111

3Deter111i11ed for
4 Wl1ere

a typical worst-case hour during p eriods of 11.se.

a proposed use is 110! specifical(v listed 011 the table, the use slwll co111pfv with the
noise e.,pos1,re standards for the nearest similar use as dete1111i11ed by the City.
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Table 13-2

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES OR
PROJECTS AFFECTED BY STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES 1'2

Noise Level Descriptor
Hourly Leq, dB
Maximum Level, dB

Daytime
7 a.m. to 10 p.m.
50
70

Nhrhttime
10 p.111. to 7 a.m.
45
65

1Each

of the noise levels specified above should be lowered by five (5) dB for simple noise
tones, noises consisting pl'imarily ofspeech or music, 01· recurring impulsive noises. Such
noises are generally considered by residents to be particularly annoying and are a primaTJ'
source of noise complaints.
No standards have been included for interior noise levels. Standard construction practices
should, ·with the exterior noise levels identified, result in acceptable interior noise levels.
2

City of Manteca Municipal Code. Chapters 9 and 17 of the City of Manteca Municipal Code include
prohibited noises and noise performance standards to be enforced in the City. The sections applicable to
the Proposed Project include the following :

Section 9.52.040 Specific Prohibited Noises. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter, the
following acts and the causing or permitting thereof, are declared, and deemed to be in violation of this
chapter:
A.

Engines, Motors and Mechanical Devices Near Residential District. The sustained, continuous

or repeated operation or use between the hours of ten p.m. and eight a.m. (10:00 p.m. and 8:00
a.m.) of any motor or engine or the repair, modification, reconstruction, testing or operation of
any automobile, motorcycle, machine, contrivance, or mechanical device or other contrivance
or facility unless such motor, engine, automobile, motorcycle, machine or mechanical device is
enclosed within a sound insulated structure so as to prevent noise and sound from being plainly
audible at the property line of the property from which the sound is emanating.
B.

Loading and Unloading. Loading, unloading, opening, closing or other handling of boxes, crates,

containers, building materials, garbage cans or similar objects between the hours of ten p.m.
and eight a.m. (10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.) in such a manner as to cause noise disturbance,
except for solid waste collection .
C.

Commercial Establishments Adjacent to Residential Property. Notwithstanding any provision of

this code to the contrary, continuous, repeated or sustained noise from the premises of any
commercial establishment which is adjacent to one or more residential dwelling units, including
any outdoor area part of or under the control of the establishment, between the hours of ten
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p.m. and eight a.m. (10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.) that is plainly audible from the residential
dwelling unit's property line.
D.

Construction Equipment. The use or operation of any construction equipment between the

hours of eight p.m. and seven a.m. (8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.) and is sufficiently loud as to be
plainly audible at the property line of the property from which the sound is emanating. (Ord.
1374 § 1, 2007)

Section 17.58.050 Noise Standards. The maximum sound level generated by any use or activity as
measured at the point of measurement as defined in Section 17.58.030 (Points of Measurement) shall
not exceed the levels established in Table 13-3 (Maximum Permissible Sound Pressure Levels) based on
the use that is receiving the noise (e.g., residential use receiving noise generated by an industrial use).
TABLE 13-3

Maximum Permissible Sound Pressure Levels
Maximum Allowable

Receiving Land Use Category

Time Period

Noise Levels {Ldn/CNEL",
dB)

10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m.

50

Family

7:00 a.m. -10:00 p.m.

60

Multiple-Family, Public Institution, and

10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m.

55

Neighborhood Commercial

7:00 a.m. -10:00 p.m.

60

10:00 p.m . - 7:00 a.m.

60

7:00 a.m. -10:00 p.m.

65

Light Industrial

Anytime

70

Heavy Industrial

Anytime

75

Single-Family

and

Limited

Multiple-

Medium and Heavy Commercial

• Aday-night average noise level (Ldn ) or community noise equivalent level (CNEL) are 24-hour averages, with 10 dBA penalties
applied during nighttime hours and 5 dBA penalties applied to evening hours for the CNEL. Therefore, it is not possible to have
different daytime and nighttime noise levels . For purposes of this assessment, it is conservatively assumed that the noise level
thresholds in this table are intended to be in terms of hourly average noise levels (L.q ), consiste nt with many communities in
th e Bay Area and Central Valley.

E.

Calculation. Exterior noise levels shall be measured with a sound level meter and associated

octave band analyzer meeting the American National Standards lnstitute's standards Sl.4-19 71
for Type 1 or Type 2 sound level meters or an instrument and the associated recording and
analyzing equipment that will provide equivalent data. When measuring the noise level, the
corrections provided in Table 13-4 (Noise Level Corrections) shall be applied.
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TABLE 13-4

Noise Level Corrections

Category

Daytime operation only (7:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.)

Correction {decibels)

+5

Noise source operates less than
20% of any one-hour period

+5

5% of any one-hour period

+10

1% of any one-hour period

+15

Noise of impulsive character (e.g., hammering)

-5

Noise rising or falling in pitch or volume (e.g., hum, screech)

-5

F.

Exempt Activities. The following are not subject to the noise limitations of this Chapter:

1. Emergency Exemption. The emission of sound for the purpose of alerting persons to the

existence of an emergency, or the emission of sound in the performance of emergency work.
2. Warning Device. Warning devices necessary for the protection of public safety (e .g., police,
fire and ambulance sirens, properly operating home and car burglar alarms, and train horns).
3. Railroad Activities. The operation of locomotives, rail cars, and facilities by a railroad that is
regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission .
4. State or Federal Preempted Activities. Any activity, to the extent the regulation of it has been
preempted by state or federal law.
5. Public health and safety activities. Public health and safety activities, including, but not limited
to: all transportation, flood control, and utility company maintenance and construction
operation at any time on public rights-of-way, public property and those situations that may
occur on private property deemed necessary to serve the best interest of the public and to
protect the public's health and well-being, including debris and limb removal, removal of
damaged poles and vehicles, removal of downed wires, repair of traffic signals, repair of water
hydrants and mains, gas lines, oil lines, and sewers, restoration of electrical service, street
sweeping, unplugging sewers, vacuuming catch basins, municipal well borehole drilling,
municipal well casing installation . The regular testing of motorized equipment and pumps shall
not be exempt.
6. Solid Waste Collection. Noise sources associated with the authorized collection of solid waste
(e.g ., refuse and garbage).
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7. Maintenance of Residential Real Property. Noise sources associated with the minor
maintenance of residential real property, provided the activities take place between the hours
of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.
8. Construction activities. Construction activities when conducted as part of an approved
Building Permit, except as prohibited in subsection (E)(l) (Prohibited Activities) of this section.
9. Emergency Generators. Sound resulting from the operation of any stationary emergency
generator in any zoning district shall be considered restoration of electrical service and are
exempt from the sound rating values set forth in Table 17.58.050-1 (Maximum Permissible
Sound Pressure Levels). This exemption only applies when operated during power outages;
provided however, the generator motor must be enclosed in a sound absorbing encasement and
in no event shall the sound rating value of generators in any district exceed 76 dBA at 23 feet or
7 meters. Stationary emergency generators operating in all districts may be operated for testing
purposes one (1) time for a period not to exceed thirty (30) minutes in any seven (7)-day period.
Testing of stationary emergency generators in all districts is permitted between the hours of
11:00 a.m. through 8:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday.
a.

For purposes of this subsection, stationary emergency generator means any
stationary or nonportable internal combustion engine located at a facility or
residential home/development that serves solely as a secondary source of
mechanical or electrical

power when the

primary source

is disrupted or

discontinued during a period of emergency due to a situation beyond the control of
the owner/operator of the facility or residential home/development. A stationary
emergency generator shall operate only during emergency situations or for
standard performance testing procedures as required by law or by the engine
manufacturer. A stationary emergency generator that serves as an energy or power
source in circumstances other than emergency situations or for standard testing,
such as load shedding or peak shaving, shall not be considered a stationary
emergency generator.
b.

Emergency situation is defined as loss of primary power due to power outage, on
site disaster, area-wide natural disaster, or circumstances beyond the control of the
owner/operator.

Emergency situation shall

not include power interruptions

pursuant to an interruptible power service agreement, engine testing or scheduled
maintenance .
G.

Prohibited Activities. The following acts shall be a violation of this Chapter:

1. Construction Noise. Operating or causing the operation of tools or equipment on private
property used in alteration, construction, demolition, drilling, or repair work daily between the
hours of 7:00 p.m . and 7:00 a.m ., so that the sound creates a noise disturbance across a
residential property line, except for emergency work of public service utilities .
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2. Loading and Unloading Activities. Loading, unloading, opening, closing, or other handling of
boxes, crates, containers, building materials, garbage cans, or similar objects on private property
between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. in a manner to cause a noise disturbance.
3. Sweepers and Associated Equipment. Operating or allowing the operation of sweepers or
associated sweeping equipment (e.g., blowers) on private property between the hours of 10:00
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. the following day in, or adjacent to, a Residential Zoning District.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

As noted previously, the Proposed Project is located at the southeast corner of the Airport
Way/Wawona Street intersection in Manteca, California. Existing single family residences are located
approximately 45 feet to the east of the site, as well as to the north, opposite Wawona Street, and to
the west, opposite Airport Way. Adjoining the project site to the south is the Mister Car Wash .
The existing noise environment at the site results primarily from operational noise from the adjacent
carwash. Secondary sources include local vehicular traffic along the surrounding roadways. Aircraft
associated with the Stockton Metropolitan Airport also contribute to the noise environment at the site
and in surrounding areas.
A noise monitoring survey was performed to quantify ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
beginning on Wednesday, March 4, 2020 and concluding on Friday, March 6, 2020. The monitoring
survey included two long-term noise measurement (LT-1 and LT-2) and three short-term noise
measurements (ST-1 through ST-3), as shown in Figure 1.
Long-term noise measurement LT-1 was made along the northern boundary of the project site, at a
distance of approximately 25 feet from the centerline of Wawona Street and approximately 225 feet
from the centerline of Airport Way. LT-1 was positioned on a light pole approximately 15 feet above the
ground. Hourly average noise levels typically ranged from 62 to 68 dBA Leq during the day and from 55
to 65 dBA Leq at night. The day-night average noise level on Thursday, March 5, 2020 was 69 dBA Ldn.
The daily trends in noise levels at LT-1 are shown in Figures 2 through 4.
LT-2 was made at the end of Gylen Lane, on the residential side of the noise barrier that separates the
residences and the carwash. The noise barrier shielding the residences from the carwash is
approximately 8 feet tall, and LT-2 was positioned above the wall, approximately 15 feet above the
ground, on a light pole. Hourly average noise levels typically ranged from 54 to 64 dBA Leq during the
day and from 48 to 62 dBA Leq at night. The day-night average noise level on Thursday, March 5, 2020
was 64 dBA Ldn . The daily trends in noise levels at LT-2 are shown in Figures 5 through 7.
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The short-term noise measurements (ST-1 through ST-3) were made over 10-minute periods, concurrent
with the long-term measurements, on Friday, March 6, 2020, between 7:40 a.m. and 8:30 a.m. All shortterm measurement results are summarized in Table 4.
Short-term noise measurement ST-1 was made near LT-2. While LT-2 was made above the barrier and
had direct line-of-sight to the carwash, ST-1 was made behind the wall to estimate the attenuated noise
levels at the residences . Noisy vehicular traffic, which includes cars and heavy trucks, generated noise
levels ranging from 50 to 59 dBA. Typical carwash operations generated noise levels of 49 to 57 dBA,
while the loudspeaker from the carwash reached noise levels up to 58 dBA at ST-1. Other noise sources,
which were observed during this 10-minute measurement, include distant hammering (51 dBA) and a
train whistle (52 dBA).
ST-2 was made along the property line of the residences east of the project site. ST-2 was set back from
the centerline of Wawona Street by approximately 195 feet. Traffic noise from Wawona Street ranged
from 52 to 57 dBA, while traffic noise from Airport Way ranged from 55 to 59 dBA. Operations from the
carwash, including the loudspeaker, produced noise levels that ranged from 51 to 53 dBA.
ST-3 was made approximately 70 feet from the centerline along Airport Way. Traffic along Airport Way
was the primary noise source, with noise levels typically ranging from 71 to 78 dBA for heavy trucks,
from 65 to 77 dBA for cars, and from 71 to 73 dBA for buses. Carwash operations generated noise levels
of about 52 dBA at ST-3.
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Figure 10 - Noise Measurement Locations

TABLE 13-5
Noise Measurement
Location

ST-1: End of Gylen Lane
ST-2: Property line of
residences to the east
ST-3: ~70 feet east of the
centerline of Airport Way
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Summary of Short-Term Noise Measurement Data
Date, Time

3/6/2020,
7:40-7:50
3/6/2020,
8:00-8:10
3/6/2020,
8:20-8:30

Lmax

L11)

L110)

L1so)

L190)

Leq(lO-min)

60

58

54

50

48

51

60

58

56

55

53

55

79

76

73

67

56

69

Figure 11- Daily Trend in Noise Levels at LT-1, Wednesday, March 4, 2020
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Figure 12 - Daily Trend in Noise Levels at LT-1, Thursday, March 5, 2020
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Figure 13- Daily Trend in Noise Levels at LT-1, Friday, March 6, 2020
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Figure 14 - Daily Trend in Noise Levels at LT-2, Wednesday, March 4, 2020
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Figure 15 - Daily Trend in Noise Levels at LT-2, Thursday, March 5, 2020

110

---,--,--,
·
+

105

' -t.·~

,-

I

-"

·

·,

_+--j

-+-,--

T

-,--t--

t

100
95
90
85

<
i:c
~

'ii

.,...

...:i

"'"'
·;;

z

--+-- Lma x

80

--4-L( 1)

75

_____,.___ L( 10)

70

-

L(SO)

-

-Lmln

65

L(90)

60

Leq (hr)

55
50

L._ = 64 dBA

45
40
35
30
ti<;>""

--,-

.J' ,.l

,;cf'

,,,~,,,##~#,,~,,,#~,
~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

'V

Hou!' Beginning

Figure 16 - Daily Trend in Noise Levels at LT-2, Friday, March 6, 2020
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.

Would the project result in the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Noise impacts resulting from construction depend upon the noise generated by various pieces of
construction equipment, the timing and duration of noise-generating activities, and the distance
between construction noise sources and noise-sensitive areas. Construction noise impacts primarily
result when construction activities occur during noise-sensitive times of the day (e.g., early morning,
evening, or nighttime hours), the construction occurs in areas immediately adjoining noise-sensitive land
uses, or when construction lasts over extended periods of time.
Policy N-P-5 of the City's General Plan limits hourly average noise levels and maximum instantaneous
noise levels due to construction activities to SO dBA Leq and 70 dBA Lmax, respectively, during daytime
hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Additionally, Implementation N-I-3 states that a 5 to 10 dBA or
more increase over ambient noise levels would be considered a significant CEQA impact. Due to the
numerous noise-sensitive receptors surrounding the project site, a conservative increase of S dBA would
be considered significant for temporary project construction. Further, Section 17.58.0SO(E) of the City's
Municipal Code limits allowable construction hours to between 7:00 a.m . and 7:00 p.m.
The ambient noise environment at the residences south of the project site and carwash would be
represented by ST-1 and LT-2, which range from 51 to 64 dBA Leq during daytime hours. Residences east
of the project site would be represented by ST-2, with a daytime noise level of 55 dBA Leq, Residences
located to the north of the project site, along Wawona Street, would be represented by LT-1, which
range from 62 to 70 dBA Leq during daytime hours. Residences and commercial uses located along
Airport Way would be represented by ST-3, which was 69 dBA Leq during daytime hours.
The typical range of maximum instantaneous noise levels for the Proposed Project, based on the
equipment list provided, would be 70 to 90 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet (see Table 13-6) . Table 13-7
shows the hourly average noise level ranges, by construction phase, for various types of construction
projects. Hourly average noise levels generated by construction are about 71 to 89 dBA Leq for service
and gas stations, measured at a distance of 50 feet from the center of a busy construction site.
Construction-generated noise levels drop off at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling of the distance
between the source and receptor. Shielding by buildings or terrain often result in lower construction
noise levels at distant receptors.
Table 13-8 summarizes the equipment expected to be used during each phase of construction and the
duration for each phase . For each phase, the equipment shown in Table 13-8 was used as inputs into the
Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) to predict the
combined average noise level. To model worst-case conditions, it was assumed that all equipment per
phase would be operating simultaneously. For construction noise, the use of multiple pieces of
equipment simultaneously would add together as a collective noise source. While every piece of
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equipment per phase would likely be scattered throughout the site, the noise-sensitive receptors
surrounding the site would be subject to the collective noise source generated by all equipment
operating at once . Therefore, to assess construction noise impacts at the receiving property lines of
noise-sensitive receptors, the collective worst-case hourly average noise level for each phase was
centered at the geometrical center of the site and propagated to the nearest property line of the
surrounding land uses. These noise level estimates are also shown in Table 13-7. These levels do not
assume reductions due to intervening buildings or existing barriers.
The highest noise levels would be generated during the grading and paving phases; however, these
phases are only expected to last for up to 10 days. Total project construction would last for just under
one year. Construction-generated noise levels drop off at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling of the
distance between the source and receptor. Shielding by buildings or terrain can provide an additional 5
to 10 dBA noise reduction at distant receptors.
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TABLE 13-6

Construction Equipment SO-Foot Noise Emission Limits

Equipment Category
Arc Welder
Auger Drill Rig
Backhoe
Bar Bender
Boring Jack Power Unit
Chain Saw
Compressor3
Compressor (other)
Concrete Mixer
Concrete Pump
Concrete Saw
Concrete Vibrator
Crane
Dozer
Excavator
Front End Loader
Generator
Generator (25 KVA or less)
Gradall
Grader
Grinder Saw
Horizontal Boring Hydro Jack
Hydra Break Ram
Impact Pile Driver
lnsitu Soil Sampling Rig
Jackhammer
Mounted Impact Hammer (hoe ram)
Paver
Pneumatic Tools
Pumps
Rock Drill
Scraper
Slurry Trenching Machine
Soil Mix Drill Rig
Street Sweeper
Tractor
Truck (dump, delivery)
Vacuum Excavator Truck (vac-truck)
Vibratory Compactor
Vibratory Pile Driver
All other equipment with engines larger than 5
HP

Lmax Level (dBA) 1•2

Impact/Continuous

73
85
80
80
80
85
70
80
85
82
90
80
85
85
85
80
82
70
85
85
85
80
90
105
84
85
90
85
85
77
85
85
82
80
80
84
84
85
80
95
85

Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Impact
Impact
Continuous
Impact
Impact
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous

Notes :
Measured at 50 feet from th e con stru ction equipm ent, wit h a "slow" (1 sec. ) tim e constant.
Noise limits apply to total noise emitted from equipm ent and associ ated compon ents operating at full power whil e engaged in its
intend ed operation .
'Portable Air Compressor rated at 75 cfm or great er and th at op erates at grea ter th an 50 psi.
1

2
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TABLE 13-7

Typical Ranges of Construction Noise Levels at 50 Feet, Leq (dBA)
Industrial Parking
Office Building,

Garage, Religious

Public Works

Hotel, Hospital,

Amusement &

Roads &

Domestic

School, Public

Recreations, Store,

Highways, Sewers,

Housing

Works

Service Station

and Trenches

I

I

II

I

II

I

II

Ground
Clea ring

83

8 84

84

84

83

84

84

Excavation

88

7 89

79

89

71

88

78

Foundations

81

8 78

78

77

77

88

88

Erection

81

6

87

75

84

72

79

78

Finishing

88

7 89

75

89

74

84

84

I - All pertinent equipm ent present at site .
II - Minimum required equipm ent present at site .

Source: U.S.E.P.A., Legal Compilation on Noise, Vo l. 1, p. 2-104, 1973.
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TABLE 13-8

Estimated Construction Noise Levels at Nearby Land Uses
Calculated Hourly Average Noise Levels, Leq (dBA)

Phase
Construction

of

Time
Duration

Site Preparation

1/1/20211/5/2021

Grading/Excavation

1/6/20211/13/2021

Trenching

1/14/20212/10/2021

Building Exterior

1/14/202111/17/2021

Paving

11/18/202112/1/2021

Building
Interior/Architectural
Coating

12/2/202112/15/2021

Construction
Equipment (Quantity)

Grader (1)
Scraper (1)
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe (2)
Grader (1)
Rubber-Tired Dozer (1)
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe (2)
Excavator (1)
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe (1)
Crane (1)
Forklift (2)
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe (1)
Welder (3)
Paving Equipment (1)
Cement and Mortar Mixer (1)
Paver (1)
Roller (2)
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe (1)
Air Compressor (1)

East Res.

(270ft)

South
Carwash

(175ft)

South Res.

West Res.

North Res.

(325ft)

(200ft)

(245ft)

70 dBA

74 dBA

69 dBA

73 dBA

71 dBA

71 dBA

75 dBA

70 dBA

74dBA

72 dBA

67 dBA

71 dBA

65 dBA

70 dBA

68 dBA

67-70 dBN

71-74 dBN

66-69 dBN

70-73 dBN

68-71 dBN

71 dBA

75 dBA

70 dBA

74 dBA

72 dBA

59 dBA

63 dBA

57 dBA

62 dBA

60 dBA

' Range of hourly average noise levels reflects the equipment in the Building Exterior phase only and when overlapped w ith the Trenching phase.
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As shown in Table 13-8, the City's hourly average threshold of 50 dBA Leq and maximum instantaneous
threshold of 70 dBA Lmax would be exceeded at the surrounding land uses during daytime hours at
various times throughout project construction. Additionally, ambient noise levels at the surrounding
uses would potentially be exceeded by 5 dBA Leq or more at various times throughout construction . This
would be a significant temporary noise impact.
Reasonable regulation of the hours of construction, as well as regulation of the arrival and operation of
heavy equipment and the delivery of construction material, are necessary to protect the health and
safety of persons, promote the general welfare of the community, and maintain the quality of life.
Construction activities will be conducted in accordance with the provisions of the City's Municipal Code,
which limits temporary construction work to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m .
Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the Project Proponent shall submit and implement a
construction noise logistics plan that specifies hours of construction, noise and vibration minimization
measures, posting and notification of construction schedules, equipment to be used, and designation of
a noise disturbance coordinator. The noise disturbance coordinator shall respond to neighborhood
complaints and shall be in place prior to the start of construction and implemented during construction
to reduce noise impacts on neighboring residents and other uses. The noise logistic plan shall be
submitted to the Community Development Department Director or Director's designee of the Director of
the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of any grading permits.
As a part of the construction noise logistic plan and project, construction activities for the Proposed
Project shall include, but is not limited to, the following construction best management practices:
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•

Utilize the best available noise suppression devices and techniques during construction
activities .

•

Construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m ., unless
permission is granted with a development permit or other planning approval. Avoid
construction activities on weekends and holidays, where feasible.

•

Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers that
are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.

•

Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be strictly prohibited.

•

Locate stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors or portable power
generators, as far as possible from sensitive receptors. Construct temporary noise barriers to
screen stationary noise-generating equipment when located near adjoining sensitive land uses.

•

Utilize "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology exists .
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•

Construction staging areas shall be established at locations that would create the greatest
distance between the construction-related noise source and noise-sensitive receptors nearest
the project site during all project construction.

•

Locate material stockpiles, as well as maintenance/equipment staging and parking areas, as far
as feasible from residential receptors.

•

Control noise from construction workers' radios to a point where they are not audible at existing
residences bordering the project site.

•

Notify all adjacent business, residences, and other noise-sensitive land uses of the construction
schedule, in writing, and provide a written schedule of "noisy" construction activities to the
adjacent land uses and nearby residences.

•

Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who shall be responsible for responding to any
complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of
the noise complaint (e.g., bad muffler, etc.) and require that reasonable measures be
implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously post a telephone number for the
disturbance coordinator at the construction site and include it in the notice sent to neighbors
regarding the construction schedule.

According to Implementation N-I-3 of the City's General Plan, a significant permanent noise increase
would occur if the project would increase noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors by 5 dBA Ldn or more .
For reference, a 5 dBA Ldn noise increase would be expected if the project would triple existing traffic
volumes along a roadway.
The traffic study included peak hour turning movements for the existing traffic volumes and existing plus
project traffic volumes at five intersections in the vicinity of the project site . By comparing the existing
plus project traffic scenario to the existing scenario, the project's contribution to the overall noise level
increase was determined to be less than 1 dBA Ldn along each roadway segment in the project vicinity.
Therefore, the project would not result in a permanent noise increase of 5 dBA Ldn or more at noisesensitive receptors in the project vicinity.
With the implementation of the applicable General Plan policies, Municipal Code requirements, and the
above measures, the temporary construction noise impact will be reduced to a level of Less Than
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated .

Policy N-P-4 of the City's General Plan establishes the noise level requirements as thresholds for
stationary noise sources. Table 9-2 limits hourly average noise levels to 50 dBA Leq between the hours of
7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. and to 45 dBA Leq between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Further,
maximum instantaneous noise levels shall not exceed 70 dBA Lmax between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and
10:00 p.m. and 65 dBA Lmax between the hours of 10:00 p.m . and 7:00 a.m. These thresholds shall be
enforced on the property lines of the adjacent receiving uses. Further, Table 17.58.050-1 of the City's
Municipal Code limits hourly average noise levels to 60 dBA Leq between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and
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10:00 p.m. and to 50 dBA

Leq

between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m . at single family residential

land uses . At commercial uses, such as the carwash, noise levels are limited to 65 dBA
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. and to 60 dBA

Leq

Leq

between the

between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m .

Table 17.58.050-2 of the Municipal Code provides noise level corrections for Table 17.58.050-1, which
include adding 15 dB to the Municipal Code thresholds for noises occurring for less than 1% of any onehour, adding 10 dB for sources occurring less than 5% of any one-hour, and adding 5 dB for source
occurring less than 20% of any hour.

Mechanical Equipment
The Proposed Project would include a 4,800 square-foot convenience store. Eight gas canopies associated
with the convenience store will feature 16 standard fuel pumps and four diesel pumps. Each fuel island
would be covered by a fuel canopy. The fuel will be stored in four underground storage tanks, located on
the southerly portion of the project site. The fueling stations and convenience store will be open 24 hours
a day, with a maximum of three on-site employees at all times.
Mechanical equipment, such as heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) units are expected to be
located at the convenience store; however, the number of units, specifications, and location of these
units are not available at this time . For the purpose of this study, it is assumed that all HVAC equipment
would be located on the roof of the convenience store . Typical HVAC equipment for a convenience store
normally generates noise levels in the range of 50 to 60 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the
equipment. Assuming worst-case conditions, no screening or other shielding is taken into account in this
analysis .
It is assumed that the HVAC units would be set back at least five (5) feet from the edge of the convenience
store roof. For all the immediate receptors surrounding the site, the rooftop equipment noise was
propagated to the property line of the surrounding land uses. The estimated noise levels are summarized
in Table 8. Typically, HVAC units' cycle on and off throughout a 24-hour period. Therefore, the estimated
noise levels in Table 13-9 would represent hourly average noise attributable to mechanical equipment
during daytime and nighttime hours. From the results in Table 13-9, the City's General Plan threshold of 50
dBA

Leq

during daytime hours would potentially be exceeded at the residences to the north and to the

west, while the nighttime threshold of 45 dBA

Leq

would potentially be exceeded at the residences to the

east, to the north, and to the west, as well as at the carwash to the south . Further, the nighttime threshold
of 50 dBA

Leq

residence .
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established in the Municipal Code would be exceeded at the north residence and the west

TABLE 13-9

Estimated Stationary Equipment Noise Levels for HVAC Units on the
Rooftop of the Convenience Store
Distance to Receiving Property Line

Estimated Noise Levels

East Residence

250 feet

36 to 46 dBA

North Residence

100 feet

44 to 54 dBA

South Residence

395 feet

32 to 42 dBA

West Residence

150 feet

41 to 51 dBA

South Carwash

255 feet

36 to 46 dBA

Receptor

While the mechanical equipment noise associated with the gas station would potentially exceed the City's
thresholds established in the General Plan and Municipal Code at surrounding noise-sensitive receptors,
the estimated mechanical equipment noise would fall within the range of ambient noise levels at these
receptors. This would be a potentially significant impact.
Parking Lot and Gas Station Activities

According to the site plan, twenty-one (21) parking spaces are proposed as part of the project. Six of the 21
parking spaces would be located to the east of the convenience store, facing the existing residences. The
remaining spaces would be to the south of the convenience store. Additionally, 16 standard fuel pumps
and four diesel pumps would also include simila r noise sources as parking spaces, which would include
vehicular circulation, louder engines, car alarms, door slams, and human voices. These sources typically
gene rate noise levels ranging from 53 to 63 dBA

Lm ax

at a distance of SO feet .

These are isolated, maximum instantaneous noise sources, which would be compared to the General
Plan' s 70 dBA

Lmax

daytime and 65 dBA

Lmax

nighttime thresholds, as well as the Municipal Code

thresholds for noises occurring less than 5% of any one-hour, which would be 70 dBA during the
daytime and 60 dBA at night at single-family residences and 75 dBA during the daytime and 70 dBA at
night at commercial uses. Assuming worst-case conditions, the nearest parking space or fueling station
to each surrounding land use was used as the noise source, and noise levels were propagated to the
nea rest property lines. Table 13-10 summarizes the results. A proposed six-foot (in height) concrete
masonry unit (CMU) wall is shown in the site plan along the eastern boundary of the project site. The CMU
wall should be installed along the site's entire eastern boundary. A conservative S dBA reduction was
applied to the noise levels in Table 13-9 to account for partial shielding.
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TABLE 13-10
Receptor

Estimated Parking Lot and Gas Station Activity Noise Levels
Distance to Receiving Property Line

Estimated Noise Levels

East Residence

195 feet

36 to 46 dBA"

North Residence

105 feet

47 to 57 dBA

South Residence

195 feet

36 to 46 dBA"

West Residence

110 feet

46 to 56 dBA

South Carwash

20 feet

61 to 71 dBA

'Includes a conservative S dBA reduction for existing or proposed sound walls.

The maximum instantaneous noise levels due to parking lot and gas station activities would be below the
City's General Plan and Municipal Code standards during daytime and nighttime hours at all nearby
residential land uses. The General Plan thresholds for daytime and nighttime and Municipal Code
threshold for nighttime would potentially be exceeded at the adjacent carwash. However, this would not
be considered a noise-sensitive receptor. In fact, carwash facilities are considered noise-generating
sources. Compared to the noise generated at the carwash, the proposed gas station would not be
considered a substantial noise source . This would be a less-than-significant impact.
Truck Deliveries

Gas stations would also require heavy truck deliveries for fuel deposits. The Proposed Project estimates
approximately 13,000 gallons of fuel, which includes diesel fuel, to be sold daily. The typical fuel truck
carries about 9,000 gallons, which would result in about 1.5 truck deliveries per day. Therefore, on the
worst day, two fuel truck deliveries would be assumed. Additionally, smaller vender truck deliveries would
occur at the convenience store . For purposes of this analysis, two heavy fuel truck deliveries and one
vend er truck delivery is assumed in one day. This would represent the worst-case scenario .
The fuel tanks would be located underground along the southern portion of the project site. It is assumed
that these trucks would access the site from Airport Way, park at the southern portion of the site, and
dispense the fuel into tanks. While a loading zone for the vender trucks is not shown on the site plan, the
most likely location for a loading zone would be in the parking spaces to the west of the convenience
store. Depositing the fuel into the tanks would not generate measurable noise levels; however, noise due
to low speed truck maneuvering results from a combination of engine, exhaust, and tire noise, as well as
the intermittent sounds of back-up alarms and releases of compressed air associated with truck/trailer
air brakes. For the heavy fuel trucks, maximum instantaneous noise levels would typically range from 70
to 75 dBA

Lm ax

60 to 65 dBA

at a distance of SO feet. Smaller vender trucks typically generate maximum noise levels of
Lmax

at the same distance. While the length of time to dispense the fuel in the tanks or

unload supplies could take as long as one hour or so, typically, delivery trucks are stationary during this
time with the engine off. The total time when these maximum noise levels would occur would typically
be for less than 3 minutes in any one hour.
Section 17.58.0SO(E) of the City's Municipal Code prohibits loading and unloading activities during
nighttime hours between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m . It is assumed that the Proposed Project would
include daytime deliveries only and would, therefore, only be compared to the City's daytime noise
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thresholds. In addition to the General Plan maximum daytime threshold of 70 dBA

Lmax,

the delivery

trucks wou ld need to meet the Municipal Code daytime thresholds for events occurring less than 5% in
any hour, which would be 70 dBA at single-family residences and 75 dBA at for commercial uses.
Table 13-11 summarizes the noise levels generated by truck deliveries, as estimated at the property of
the receiving land uses surrounding the site. As shown in the table, for the fue l truck deliveries, a
conservative 5 dBA reduction was assumed for the residences to the east, to the south, and to the
north. Existing and proposed sound walls, as well as the intervening convenience store building, would
provide at least 5 dBA of shielding. For the vender truck deliveries, the north residences would have a
direct line-of-sight, while the eastern, southern, and western residences would receive at least 5 dBA
reduction . The assumed reductions are applied to the estimated noise levels in Table 13-11.
TABLE 13-11

Estimated Truck Delivery Noise Levels

Fuel Truck Deliveries
Receptor

Distance to
Receiving
Property Line

Estimated Noise
Levels

Vender Truck Deliveries
Distance to
Receiving
Property Line

Estimated Noise
Levels

East Residence

315 feet

49 to 54 dBA"

180 feet

44 to 49 dBA"

North Residence

385 feet

47 to 52 dBA"

130 feet

52 to 57 dBA

South Residence

260 feet

51 to 56 dBA"

410 feet

37 to 42 dBA"

West Residence

175 feet

59 to 64 dBA

300 feet

39 to 44 dBA"

South Carwash

20 feet

78 to 83 dBA

280 feet

45 to 50 dBA

' Includ es a con se rvative 5 dBA reduction for existing or proposed sou nd walls and intervening buildings.

Truck deliveries would not exceed the General Plan or Municipal Code daytime thresholds at the nearest
residential land uses; however, both General Plan and Municipal Code daytime thresholds would be
exceeded at the adjacent carwash during deliveries of fuel. However, as stated above, the carwash would
be considered a noise-generating land use, and noise due to heavy truck deliveries would not exceed noise
generated by carwash operations.

b.

Would the Project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

The construction of the Proposed Project may generate perceptible vibration when heavy equipment or
impact tools (e .g. jackhammers, hoe rams) are used . Construction activities would include site
preparation work, foundation work, paving, and new building framing and finishing . The Proposed
Project would not require pile driving, which can cause excessive vibration.
The California Department of Transportation recommends a vibration limit of 0.5 in/sec PPV for
buildings structurally sound and designed to modern engineering standards, which typically consist of
buildings constructed since the 1990's. Conservative vibration limits of 0.25 to 0.3 in/sec PPV has been
used for buildings that are found to be structurally sound but where structural damage is a major
concern. For historical buildings or buildings that are documented to be structurally weakened, a
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cautious limit of 0.08 in/sec PPV is often used to provide the highest level of protection. No historical
buildings or buildings that are documented to be structurally weakened adjoin the project site . For the
purposes of this study, ground borne vibration levels exceeding the conservative 0.25 in/sec PPV limit at
the existing adjacent residences would have the potential to result in a significant vibration impact.
Project construction activities, such as drilling, the use of jackhammers, rock drills and other high-power
or vibratory tools, and rolling stock equipment (tracked vehicles, compactors, etc.), may generate
substantial vibration in the immediate vicinity. Vibration levels would vary depending on soil conditions,
construction methods, and equipment used .
Vibration levels are highest close to the source, and then attenuate with increasing distance at the rate

(Drer/D)1. 1, where D is the distance from the source in feet and Dref is the reference distance of 25 feet.
While construction noise sources increase based on all equipment operating simultaneously,
construction vibration would be dependent on the location of individual pieces of equipment. That is,
equipment scattered throughout the site would not generate a collective vibration source level, but an
individual piece of construction equipment which generates excessive vibration levels, such as a
vibratory roller, operating near the project site boundary would generate the worst-case vibration levels
for the receptor sharing that property line . Further, construction vibration impacts are assessed based
on damage to buildings on receiving land uses, not receptors at the nearest property lines. Therefore,
the distances used to propagate construction vibration levels (as shown in Table 11), which are different
than the distances used to propagate construction noise levels (as shown in Table 7), were estimated
under the assumption that each piece of equipment was operating along the nearest boundary of the
project site, which would represent the worst-case scenario .
All surrounding buildings would be located 50 feet or more from the nearest boundary of the project
site and would be exposed to vibration levels below 0.1 in/sec PPV. Vibration levels due to project
construction is not expected to exceed 0.25 in/sec PPV at any surrounding building. This is a less-thansignificant impact.
c.

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Stockton Metropolitan Airport is a joint civil-military airport located approximately 6.7 miles north of the
project site. According to the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update for Stockton Metropolitan
Airport plan published in May 2016 and amended in February 2018, 1 the Proposed Project lies well
outside the 60 dBA CNEL noise contour in the years 2028 and 2038. Noise generated by aircraft
operations associated with this airport would be compatible with the Proposed Project.

1 Coffm an Associates, Inc., "Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Update for Stockton M etropolitan Airport," May 2016
and amended February 2018.
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Other nearby airports include the New Jerusalem Airport, which is about 7.7 miles southwest of the
project site, and Tracy Municipal Airport, which is over 12 miles southwest of the project site. Due to the
distances from the project site, noise generated by aircraft operations associated with these airports
would be compatible with the Proposed Project. This would be a less-than-significant impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

The following mitigation measure shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project:
Mitigation Measure No. NOl-1
Reasonable regulation of the hours of construction, as well as regulation of the arrival and operation of
heavy equipment and the delivery of construction material, are necessary to protect the health and
safety of persons, promote the general welfare of the community, and maintain the quality of life.
Construction activities will be conducted in accordance with the provisions of the City's Municipal Code,
which limits temporary construction work to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m.
Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the Project Proponent shall submit and implement a
construction noise logistics plan that specifies hours of construction, noise and vibration minimization
measures, posting and notification of construction schedules, equipment to be used, and designation of
a noise disturbance coordinator. The noise disturbance coordinator shall respond to neighborhood
complaints and shall be in place prior to the start of construction and implemented during construction
to reduce noise impacts on neighboring residents and other uses. The noise logistic plan shall be
submitted to the Development Services Department Director or Director's designee of the Director of the
Development Services Department prior to the issuance of any grading permits.
As a part of the construction noise logistic plan and project, construction activities for the Proposed
Project shall include, but is not limited to, the following construction best management practices:
•

Utilize the best available noise suppression devices and techniques during construction
activities.

•

Construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., unless
permission is granted with a development permit or other planning approval. Avoid
construction activities on weekends and holidays, where feasible.

•

Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers that
are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.

•
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Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be strictly prohibited.
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•

Locate stationary noise-generating equipment, such as air compressors or portable power
generators, as far as possible from sensitive receptors. Construct temporary noise barriers to
screen stationary noise-generating equipment when located near adjoining sensitive land uses.

•

Utilize "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology exists.

•

Construction staging areas shall be established at locations that would create the greatest
distance between the construction-related noise source and noise-sensitive receptors nearest
the project site during all project construction .

•

Locate material stockpiles, as well as maintenance/equipment staging and parking areas, as far
as feasible from residential receptors.

•

Control noise from construction workers' radios to a point where they are not audible at existing
residences bordering the project site.

•

Notify all adjacent business, residences, and other noise-sensitive land uses of the construction
schedule, in writing, and provide a written schedule of " noisy" construction activities to the
adjacent land uses and nearby residences.

•

Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who shall be responsible for responding to any
complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator shall determine the cause of
the noise complaint (e .g., bad muffler, etc.) and requi re that reasonable measures be
implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously post a telephone number for the
disturbance coordinator at the construction site and include it in the notice sent to neighbors
regarding the construction schedule.

Mitigation Measure No. NOl-2
Mechanical equipment shall be carefully selected in order to keep the effective noise level due to
mechanical equipment below 50 dBA Leq du ring daytime hours and below 45 dBA Leq at night. A detailed
acoustical study shall be prepared during building design to evaluate the potential noise generated by
building mechanical equipment and to identify the necessary noise controls that shall be included in the
design to meet the SO dBA Leq daytime noise limit and 45 dBA Leq nighttime noise limits at the property
lines of adjacent noise-sensitive uses . The study shall evaluate the noise from the equipment and predict
noise levels at noise-sensitive locations. No ise control features, such as sound attenuators, baffles, and
barriers shall be identified and evaluated to demonstrate that mechanical equipment noise would not
exceed the appropriate noise limits at nearby residences .
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14. POPULA T/ON AND HOUSING -- Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and bu sinesses ) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of road s or other
infrastructure)?

X

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
necessitating
the
people
or
housing,
hou sing
construction
of
replacement
elsewhere?

X

No
Impact

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project induce substantial population in one area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
The Proposed Project consists of a commercial development intended to serve the surrounding
community and pass through traffic on SR 120. In addition, the Proposed Project is provided access and
utility infrastructu re by existing streets (Airport Way and Wawona Street) and existing underground
utilities. Commercial projects such as the Proposed Project do not induce substantial population growth
directly or indirectly. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

b.

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The Proposed Project site consists of raw undeveloped land. The Proposed Project site does not contain
existing housing or residents that would be displaced by development of the Proposed Project.
Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or th e need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the
con struction of which could cau se significant
environmental impacts, in ord er to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or
oth er performance objectives for any of the
public services :
a) Fire protection?

X

b) Police protection?

X

c) Schools?

X

d) Parks?

X

e) Other public facilities?

X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire
protection?
The Proposed Project will result in an incremental increase in the demand for fire protection services .
The final project design will incorporate the appropriate fire safety measures in consultation with the
Manteca Fire Department. Specifically, the Proposed Project will be required to install a fire suppression
system (i.e. sprinklers) within all buildings developed on the project site, in addition to providing fire
hydrants, striping for fire lanes, etc. As a Project Conditional of Approval, the Project Proponent will be
required to submit for approval a Fire Suppression Plan to the City's Fire Department. Therefore, the
Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

b.
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Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
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maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for police
protection?
The Proposed Project, once constructed, will result in an incremental increase in the demand for police
protection services. The final project design will incorporate the appropriate security measures in
consultation with the Manteca Police Department. The Proposed Project will not significantly impact
police protection services or require the construction of new or remodeled facilities. Therefore, the
Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
c.

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for schools?

The Proposed Project does not include residential development and, thus, will not generate student
demand on school services. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have No Impact.

d.

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for parks?

The Proposed Project does not include residential development and, thus, is not subject to the City's
parkland dedication requirements or park Impact fee requirements, which is not applicable to
commercial and industrial land uses. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have No Impact.

e.

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for other public
facilities?

The Proposed Project does not include residential development and, thus, will not impact other public
services, including library services. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have No Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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16. RECREATION
Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreation aI faciliti es such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

X

b) Do es th e proj ect includ e recrea tional facilities
or require the con struction or expan sion of
recreational faciliti es which might have an
adverse physi cal effect on th e environm ent?

X

No
Impact

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a) and (b) :

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
fa cilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or accelerated?
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
The Proposed Project consists of a Rotten Robbie Fueling Station and C-Store and does not include any
parks or recreational facilities.

In general, commercial projects such as the Proposed Project do not

increase the use of existing parks, nor do they result in the need for construction or expansion of
recreational facilities. However, the Proposed Project, at the time of Building Permit issuance, will be
required to pay the City's adopted impact fees, including parks and recreational facilities. Therefore, the
Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic .
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17. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- WOULD THE PROJECT:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit,
roadway,
bicycle,
and
ped estrian facilities?

X

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

X

c) Substantially increa se hazards due to a
geometric design f eature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersection s) or incompatibl e uses
(e.g., farm equipm ent)?

X

d) Result in in adequate emergency access ?

X

No
Impact

The City commissioned Fehr and Peers, Inc. for the preparation of a Transportation Impact Analysis
Report (" report") for the Proposed Project. The analysis contained below is based upon this report,
dated March 2020. In addition, the report is included in this Initial Study as Appendix E.
EXISTING SETTING:

The Proposed Project is located east of Airport Way, and immediately south of Wawona Street. Airport
Way is designated as an Arterial Street by the City's 2023 General Plan. Wawona Street is designed as a
Collector Street by the 2023 General Plan. As previously noted, the Proposed Project proposes the
southern Airport Way driveway to be entrance only and the northern Airport Way driveway to be exit
only. The Wawona Street driveway is proposed to be full access (i.e. ingress and egress). Because the
northern Airport Way driveway is located within 150-feet of the Airport Way/Wawona Street
intersection, permitting left turn egress could create additional conflict at the driveway with
southbound Airport Way traffic entering the southern driveway. The report recommends the northern
driveway be constructed as northbound right-in/right-out only and the southern Airport Way driveway
be full access for inbound and outbound vehicles.
The following five (5) study intersections were included in the report. These intersections are as follows:
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•

Airport Way/SR 120 Eastbound Ramps;

•

Airport Way/SR 120 Westbound Ramps;

•

Airport Way/Daniels Street;

•

Airport Way/Wawona Street; and,

•

Airport Way/Yosemite Avenue .
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Figure 17-1, below, provides an illustration of the Study Area defined by the report.
Transportation Impact Analysis Study Area

Figure 17-1
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The City's 2023 General Plan Policy C-P-2 establishes the level of service (LOS) standard, which states
that a LOS of Dor better for all streets and intersections, expect in the Downtown area where right-ofway is limited. All 5 study area intersections currently operate at a LOS Dor better.
Table 17-1, below, depicts the existing LOS for the 5 study area intersections .
Table 17-1

Level of Service Analysis (Existing Conditions)
AM Peak Hour

Intersection

Airport Way/SR 120
Eastbound Ramps
Airport Way/SR 120
Westbound Ramps
Airport Way/Daniels
Street
Airport Way/Wawona
Street
Airport Way/Yosemite
Avenue

PM Peak Hour

Control

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Signal

12.8

B

19.9

B

Signal

8.1

A

15.8

B

Signal

47.5

D

41.9

D

Side Street
Stop
Control
Signal

3
(19 .5)(WBL)

A(C)(WBL)

2.1(38.l)(WBL)

A(E)(WBL)

19.2

B

29 .9

C

Notes:
LOS = Level of Service
Delay = For signalized intersection s, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all ap pro ach es. For sid e-stree t stop
controll ed interse ctions, average intersection and (worst case movem ent) delay in second s per vehicl e is reported.

Transit Service

Transit service in the City of Manteca is provided by Manteca Transit.

Transit Route 1

(eastbound/westbound/northbound), Transit Route 2 (eastbound and westbound), and Transit Route 4
(northbound/southbound) provide fixed route service near the Proposed Project. All three (3) routes
have a stop within a half a mile of the Proposed Project site .
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Bicycle infrastructure near the Proposed Project site consists of a Class II bike lane located on Daniels
Street east of Airport Way. A Class II bike lane is defined in the City's Bicycle Master Plan as a bike lane
that provides a restricted right-of-way and is designated for the use of bicycles with a striped lane on a
street or highway. There is a Class Ill bike route on Wawona Street. The City's Bicycle Master Plan
defines a Class Ill bike route as a facility that provides for right-of-way designated by signs or pavement
markings for shared use with pedestrians or motor vehicles.
It is important to note that the City is currently in the process of updating the Bicycle Master Plan . As
part of this update, Class II facilities are being planned for Airport Way.
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The bicycle/pedestrian network in the Proposed Project's study area includes sidewalks on the following
sections of roadway:
•

Southside of Wawona Street east of the Proposed Project site;

•

Daniels Street; and,

•

East side of Airport Way from the SR 120 eastbound ramps to Wawona Street.

Sidewalks in the Proposed Project area are being installed as development occurs; therefore, significant
gaps in the pedestrian network currently exist. These gaps continue to be eliminated as development
and build out of the area occur.
Project Trip Generation and Trip Distribution

Proposed Project Trip Generation
The report referenced herein provides trip generation and trip distribution data created as a result of
the Proposed Project. The trips generated are based on trip rates from the Trip Generation Manual 10th
Edition. Pass-by trips and diverted trips were also considered.
Acco rding to Page 9 of the report, the Proposed Project is anticipated to generate approximately 525
net daily vehicle trips, 43 net AM Peak Hour trips and 36 net PM Peak Hour trips . Table 17-2, below,
provides the Proposed Project trip generation volumes .
Table 17-2: Project Trip Generation
Daily
Land Use

ITE Code

Quantity

Units

Gasoline/ Se rvi ce

945

20

vehicle fu eling

St ation

In

Out

Total

In

Out

4,107

249

127

122

280

143

137

4,107

249

127

122

280

143

137

56%

-2300

62%

-78

-76

56%

-80

-77

31%

-1282

21%

-26

-26

31%

-45

-42

525

43

23

20

36

18

18

Total Driveway Trips

I
I

Diverted Trie Percentag_es

PM Peak Hour

Total

positions

Pass-b't, Percentag_es

AM Peak Hour

Total

Net New Trips

So urce: Fe hr & Peers, 2020

Proposed Project Trip Distribution
Pass-by trips, diverted trips, and net new trips have separate distributions. Project trips were assigned
based on the distribution s described below as well as permitting turning movements.
Pa ss-by trips are defined to be already traveling along Airport Way and decide to go to the Proposed
Project

on

the

way

to

their

destination .

Th ese

trips

were

distributed

AM : 60%/40% northbound/southbound, and PM: 50%/50% northbound/southbound .
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as

follows:

Diverted trips could come from SR 120, go to the Proposed Project, and then return to SR 120 to their
destination. The trips were distributed as follows:
AM: 40%/60% eastbound/westbound, and PM: 50%/50% eastbound/westbound.
The Proposed Project was also added to the City of Manteca/SJCOG sub-area Travel Demand
Forecasting Model to determine trip distribution for net new trips. Because diverted trips would only
come from SR 120, no additional trips were assigned to or from SR 120. The remaining trip distribution
percentages were weighted to reflect this change . Figure 17-2, Trip Distribution, illustrates the
distribution for the Proposed Project's net new trips.
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Figure 17-2-Trip Distribution
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.

Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation

system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
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The City of Manteca 2023 General Plan Policy C-P-2 establishes the following level of service
standard:

To the extent feasible, the City shall strive for a vehicular LOS of D or better at all streets and
intersections, except in the Downtown area where right-of-way is limited, pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit mobility are most important and vehicular LOS is not a consideration.
Table 17-3, below, provides a depiction of the LOS for intersections evaluated by the Transportation
Impact Analysis. Based on Table 17-2, in the existing plus project scenario, the Proposed Project
complies with 2023 General Plan Policy C-P-2. The Proposed Project however will be required to pay
the applicable Public Facility Impact Fees which will assist in funding future signalization
improvements at the intersection of Airport Way/Wawona Street when the traffic signal warrants
are met.
Table 17-3: Level of Service Analysis - Existing Plus Project Conditions
Existing Conditions
Intersection

Control

1)

Airport Way/ SR
120 EB Ramps

2)

Airport Way/
SR 120 WB

AM Peak Hour

Existing Plus Project Conditions

PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Delay1

LOS

Delay 1

LOS

Delay1

LOS

Delay1

LOS

Signal

12.8

B

19.9

B

13.9

B

22.6

C

Signal

8.1

A

15.8

B

8.3

A

18.4

B

Signal

47.5

D

41 .9

D

462

D

42.3

D

sssc

3(19.5)

A(C)

2.1(38.1)

A(E)

3.3(20)

A(C)

2(38.2)

A(E)

(WBL)

(WBL)

(WBL)

(WBL)

(WBL)

(WBL)

(WBL)

(WBL)

Signal

19.2

B

29.9

C

19.4

B

30.4

C

Ramps

I

3)

Airport Way
Daniels Street

4)

Airport Way I
Wawona Street

5)

Airport Way
Yosemite
Avenue

I

Notes:
LOS
1

= Level of Service; SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Control

For signalized intersection s, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches. For

side-street stop -controlled intersections, averag e intersection and (worst-ca se movement) delay in seconds per
vehicle is reported.
2The

majority of project trip s at Airport Way/Dani els was added to th e northbound/southbound movements which

experience less delay than the eastbound/westbound movements. Therefore, these movem ents are weighted more
heavily, decreasing the overall delay of the intersection .
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020
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The Transportation Impact Analysis also analyzed Cumulative Impacts with a "Cumulative Plus
Project Condition" as presented below in Table 17-4

Table 17-4: Level of Service Analysis - Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative Plus Project
Conditions

Cumulative No Project
Conditions
Intersection

1)

Airport Way/ SR 120 EB
Ramps

2)

Airport Way/ SR 120 WB
Ramp s

Control

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Delay1

LOS

Delay1

LOS

Delay1

LOS

Delay1

LOS

Signal

8.0

A

13.8

B

8.1

A

14

B

Signal

13.3

B

15.7

B

13.7

B

16.1

B

3)

Airport Way/ Daniels Street

Signal

29

C

54.4

D

29

C

54.7

D

4)

Airport Way/ Wawon a Street

Signal

8.6

A

5.1

A

8.7

A

5.5

A

5)

Airport Way/ Yo semite

Signal

44.3

D

48.7

D

44.5

D

49.2

D

Avenue
Notes:
LOS = Level of Servi ce
1

For signalized intersection s averag e intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approa ches.

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020

Under the "Cumulative Plus Project Condition" the Proposed Project is in compliance with 2023
General Plan Policy C-P-2 .
Because the Proposed Project's "Existing Plus Project Condition" and Cumulative Plus Project
Condition" result in compliance with the City's adopted LOS standard, the Proposed Project will
have a Less Than Significant Impact.

c.

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
As noted previously, the Proposed Project provides for restricted access to the site via Airport Way
and full access (ingress and egress) for Wawona Street. The northern driveway on Airport Way shall
be restricted to right-in/right-out only, while the southern driveway be permitted full access. The
width of the northern driveway on Airport Way and Wawona Street is thirty (30) feet, while the
driveway width for the southern driveway in Airport Way is thirty-five (35) feet. These widths are
sufficient to provide truck and trailer access to and from the site.

117

I Page

Internal site circulation was also evaluated, and it is determined that the Proposed Project provides
sufficient space for both a fuel truck and semi-truck to access the project site from the southern
driveway on Airport Way. There is also adequate room for a pickup truck to access the fuel pumps,
and loop around to exit the site via the southern driveway on Airport Way.

Figure 8 of the

Transportation Impact Analysis provides an illustration of internal access and circulation for these
types of vehicles.
In addition, based on a review of traffic collision data provided by SafeTREC, UC Berkeley, between
the January 1, 2010 and December 31, 2019, a total of seven (7) traffic collisions were reported
within the Proposed Project's vicinity. Three (3) of those coll isions occurred at the intersection of
Wawona Street and Airport Way. As Figure 2 of the Transportation Impact Analysis reports, this
intersection experiences hundreds of peak hour traffic trips per day. It is not anticipated that the
Proposed Project would significantly impact or result in a significant increase of traffic collisions at
this intersection given the historical rate of traffic collisions compared with daily traffic volumes.
Based on the analysis above, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
The Proposed Project provides two (2) points of access, one each to Wawona Avenue and Airport
Way. Ingress and egress for the Proposed Project will be designed and installed in accordance with
City standards and thereby will provide for adequate emergency services. Therefore, the Proposed
Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES --

WOULD THE PROJECT:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is :
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the
California
Register
of
Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1 (k)?

X

ii) A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial
evidence,
to
be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth
in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe?

X

Effective July 1, 2015, Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) amended CEQA to mandate consultation with California
Native American tribes during the CEQA process to determine whether or not the Proposed Project may
have a significant impact on a Tribal Cultural Resource . Section 21073 of the Public Resources Code
defines California Native American tribes as "a Native American tribe located in California that is on the
contact list maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission for the purposes of Chapter 905 of
the Statutes of 2004." This includes both federally and non-federally recognized tribes . Section 21074(a)
of the Public Resource Code defines Tribal Cultural Resources for the purpose of CEQA as:
1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes (geographically defined in terms of the size and scope),
sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either of the
following:
a.

included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical

b.

included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1;

Resources; and/or
and/or
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c.

a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this
paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe .

Because criteria A and B also meet the definition of a Historical Resource under CEQA (see Section 5 of
this document), a Tribal Cultural Resource may also require additional (and separate) consideration as a
Historical Resource. Tribal Cultu ral Resources may or may not exhibit archaeological, cultural, or physical
indicators.
Recognizing that California tribes are experts in their Tribal Cultural Resources and heritage, AB 52
requires that CEQA lead agencies carry out consultation with tribes at the commencement of the CEQA
process to identify Tribal Cultural Resources . Furthermore, because a significant effect on a Tribal
Cultural Resource is considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA, consultation is
required to develop appropriate avoidance, impact minimization, and mitigation measures . Consultation
is concluded when either the lead agency and tribes agree to appropriate mitigation measures to
mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, or when a party, acting in good faith
and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached, whereby the lead
agency uses its best judgement in requiring mitigation measures that avo id or minimize impact to the
greatest extent feasible.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a. Would the project cause a significant adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
1.
2.

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.l(k)?
A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American tribe?

Based on the review of City's 2023 General Plan EIR, the Proposed Project would not cause an adverse
change in the sign ificance of a tribal cultural resource listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources . The City's 2023 General Plan
EIR does not identify su ch resources to exist within the Proposed Project area . As such, the Proposed
Project will have No Impact.
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The City has notified California Native American tribes who have formally requested notification on
CEQA projects under Assembly Bill 52. These notification letters were distributed to identified Native
American Tribes on January 16, 2020.

These letters are on file at the City of Manteca Community

Development Department.
The City did not receive any responses to these notification letters. This notification affords California
Native American tribes the opportunity for consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1 .
Because no response was received within the 30-day consultation request timeframe, the Proposed
Project will have No Impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS --

WOULD THE PROJECT:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or stormwater
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunication
facilities,
the
construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

X

b) Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during
normal, dry and multiple dry years?

X

c) Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider that serves
or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's
projected demand, in addition to the
provider's existing commitments?

X

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or
local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair
the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

X

e) Comply with Federal, State, and local
management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

X

No
Impact

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a), (b), and (e):

a.

Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

The Proposed Project will connect to the City's existing water and sanitary sewer system. As part of this
connection, the Proposed Project will not be required to increase the size of existing water and sanitary
sewer lines in order to serve the Proposed Project. The City has sufficient capacity in its domestic water
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and sanitary sewer systems to accommodate development within the Proposed Project. Therefore, the
Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

b.

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

The Proposed Project will develop an on-site storm drainage system via construction of a "dual -use"
basin within the proposed playfield area. The design and installation of the Proposed Project's storm
drainage system will be done in accordance with the City's Standards and Specifications and does not
require the construction or expansion of new/existing facilities. In addition, the Proposed Project will be
required to comply with conditions set forth by the San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID) as described in
their letter, dated May 14, 2018.

These conditions include, but are not limited to, submitting the

Proposed Project improvement plans to the SSJID for review and approval prior to approval by the City
of Manteca. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.

c.

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand, in
addition to the provider's existing commitments?

City of Manteca Engineering staff has reviewed the Proposed Project and has determined that there is
sufficient water supply capacity available to serve the Proposed Project, for both potable and nonpotable uses. The Proposed Project does not require the construction of new or expansion of existing
facilities as it will connect to existing water infrastructure located in Airport Way along the Proposed
Project's frontage. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (d) and (e):

d.

Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
e. Would the project comply with Federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
Solid waste is collected by the City and deposited at the Forward Landfill. Recyclables are taken to a mini
transfer station adjacent to the Forward Landfill where they are subsequently put into transfer trucks
and hauled to Sacramento Recycling in Sacramento. According to Cal Recycle, the Forward Landfill has a
closure date of 2053 and is currently operating at 50% capacity. The construction and operation of the
school facility included in the Proposed Project would not increase the total amount of solid waste from
the project site that has already been addressed in the Manteca 2023 General Plan EIR. Therefore, the
capacity identified in the Manteca 2023 General Plan EIR, is more than sufficient to serve the Proposed
Project. Because the Forward Landfill has adequate capacity for the construction and operation of the
Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
The Proposed Project will comply with all federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have a Less Than Significant Impact.
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MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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20. WILDFIRE -- Would the project:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

If located in or near State responsibility areas or
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

X

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby
expose
project
occupants
to
pollutant
concentrations from
a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

X

c) Require the installation of associated
infrastructure (such as road s, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to
the environment?

X

d) Expose people or structures to significant
risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, postfire slope instability, or drainage changes?

X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion is an analysis for criteria (a), (b), (c), and (d):

a.

Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

b. Would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?
c. Would the project require the installation of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
d. Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?
The Proposed Project is not located in or near lands that are classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have No Impact.
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MITIGATION MEASURES:

Mitigation is not required for this topic.
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21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -Potentially
Significant
Impact

less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporation

a) Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

X

b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually
limited,
but
cumulatively
considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

X

c) Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

X

IMPACT ANALYSIS

a.

Does the project have the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Finding (a) is checked as "Less Than Significant Impact" on the basis of the Proposed Project's potential
impacts on biological resources, as described in Section 3.0 of this Initial Study. Potential impacts were
identified in this area, but they were identified to be Less Than Significant.

b.

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
{"Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in the connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects)?
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As described in this Initial Study, the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Project will either
be less than significant or will have no impact at all. Where the Proposed Project involves potentially
significant impacts, these impacts would have a Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation
Incorporated.

The potential environmental impacts identified in this Initial Study have been considered in conjunction
with each other as to their potential to generate other potentially significant impacts. The various
potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project will not combine to generate any potentially
significant cumulative impacts.
The City of Manteca 2023 General Plan and EIR comprehensively account for ongoing and foreseeable
urban development within the City's "Planning Area" and the cumulative environmental impacts of
planned development. Future urban development in Manteca includes the provision of roads, utilities,
schools, and recreational facilities needed to serve City residents and visitors as their demands for urban
services increase over time.
The Proposed Project will contribute to planned urban development in the City of Manteca. The
potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project represent a portion of the
environmental consequences of the planned growth and development permitted by the 2023 General
Plan.

The Proposed Project may involve a minor addition to the potential environmental impacts

identified in the 2023 General Plan EIR, but the Proposed Project will not result in any substantial
contribution to any of the significant cumulative impacts identified in the 2023 General Plan EIR.

c.

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

This Initial Study has considered the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project in the
discrete issue areas outlined in the CEQA Environmental Checklist. During the environmental analysis,
the potential for the Proposed Project to result in substantial impacts on human beings in these issue
areas, as well as the potential for substantial impacts on human beings to occur outside of these issue
areas, was considered, and were identified but they were identified to be Less Than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated.
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Appendix A
Air Quality Assessment prepared by
Illingworth and Rodkin, Inc., dated April 8, 2020
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Appendix B
Phase I/Environmental Site Assessment prepared by
ENGEO, Inc., dated January 3, 2020
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Appendix C
Phase I/Environmental Site Assessment prepared by
ENGEO, Inc., dated May 8, 2020
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Appendix D
Environmental Noise and Vibration Assessment prepared by
Illingworth and Rodkin, Inc., dated March 30, 2020

133

I Page

Appendix E
Transportation Impact Analysis prepared by
Fehr and Peers, Inc., dated March 2020
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