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http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/exev/exevlist.php










https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/ozone-rs/ozone-rs.htm
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https://www.truckinginfo.com/10119763/carb-passes-advanced-clean-trucks-rule


































http://valleyair.org/Air_Quality_Plans/PM_Plans.htm














https://www.aqmd.gov/home/technology
https://www.aqmd.gov/home/technology
https://www.valleyair.org/grants/








https://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/census/traffic-volumes/2017/route-99




































































































































































































































































http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/meetings/10_1_15slides/2015slides.pdf
































































https://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r9510-a.pdf




https://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx


























































































http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=116470&lawCode=HSC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=116470&lawCode=HSC
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/Lawbook.html
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=116470&lawCode=HSC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=116470&lawCode=HSC
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/publicwatersystems.html
https://oehha.ca.gov/water/public-health-goals-phgs
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http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#5962
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This section provides a general description of the existing noise sources in the Project vicinity, a 

discussion of the regulatory setting, and identifies potential noise impacts associated with the 

proposed Project. Project impacts are evaluated relative to applicable noise level criteria and to the 

existing ambient noise environment. Mitigation measures have been identified for significant noise-

related impacts. 

There were no comments received during the NOP scoping process related to this environmental 

topic. 

3.11.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

KEY TERMS  

Acoustics The science of sound. 

Ambient Noise The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given area consisting of all noise 

sources audible at that location. In many cases, the term ambient is used to 

describe an existing or pre-project condition such as the setting in an 

environmental noise study. 

Attenuation The reduction of noise. 

A-Weighting A frequency-response adjustment of a sound level meter that conditions the 

output signal to approximate human response.  A-weighted dB values are 

expressed as dBA. 

Decibel or dB Fundamental unit of sound, defined as ten times the logarithm of the ratio of the 

sound pressure squared over the reference pressure squared. 

CNEL Community noise equivalent level. Defined as the 24-hour average noise level 

with noise occurring during evening hours (7 - 10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of 

three and nighttime hours weighted by a factor of 10 prior to averaging. 

Frequency The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic acoustic signal, expressed 

in cycles per second or Hertz. 

Impulsive Sound of short duration, usually less than one second, with an abrupt onset and 

rapid decay. 

Ldn Day/Night Average Sound Level. Similar to CNEL but with no evening weighting. 

Leq Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level. 

Lmax The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period 

of time. 

L(n) The sound level exceeded a described percentile over a measurement period. 

For instance, an hourly L50 is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time 

during the one hour period. 

Loudness A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound. 

Noise Unwanted sound. 

SEL Sound exposure levels. A rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an 

aircraft flyover or train passby, that compresses the total sound energy into a 

one-second event. 
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FUNDAMENTALS OF ACOUSTICS  

Acoustics is the science of sound. Sound may be thought of as mechanical energy of a vibrating 

object transmitted by pressure waves through a medium to human (or animal) ears. If the pressure 

variations occur frequently enough (at least 20 times per second), then they can be heard and are 

called sound. The number of pressure variations per second is called the frequency of sound, and is 

expressed as cycles per second or Hertz (Hz). 

Noise is a subjective reaction to different types of sounds. Noise is typically defined as (airborne) 

sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected or undesired, and may therefore be classified as a more 

specific group of sounds. Perceptions of sound and noise are highly subjective from person to 

person.  

Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward range of 

numbers. To avoid this, the decibel scale was devised. The decibel scale uses the hearing threshold 

(20 micropascals), as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB. Other sound pressures are then 

compared to this reference pressure, and the logarithm is taken to keep the numbers in a practical 

range. The decibel scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be expressed as 120 dB, and 

changes in levels (dB) correspond closely to human perception of relative loudness. 

The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure level 

and frequency content. However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, perception 

of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by A-weighted sound levels. There is 

a strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dB) and the way the human ear 

perceives sound. For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has become the standard tool of 

environmental noise assessment. All noise levels reported in this section are in terms of A-weighted 

levels, but are expressed as dB, unless otherwise noted. 

The decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear. In other words, two sound levels 10 dB apart differ in 

acoustic energy by a factor of 10. When the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted, an increase 

of 10 dB is generally perceived as a doubling in loudness. For example, a 70-dB sound is half as loud 

as an 80-dB sound, and twice as loud as a 60-dB sound.  

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined as the 

all-encompassing noise level associated with a given environment. A common statistical tool to 

measure the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq), which corresponds 

to a steady-state A weighted sound level containing the same total energy as a time varying signal 

over a given time period (usually one hour). The Leq is the foundation of the composite noise 

descriptor, Ldn, and shows very good correlation with community response to noise.  

The day/night average level (Ldn) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day, with a 

+10 decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) hours. 

The nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime noise exposures 

as though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures. Because Ldn represents a 24-hour average, 

it tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise environment. CNEL is similar to Ldn, but includes 
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a +5-dB penalty for evening noise. Table 3.11-1 lists several examples of the noise levels associated 

with common situations.  

TABLE 3.11-1: TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS 

COMMON OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES NOISE LEVEL (DB) COMMON INDOOR ACTIVITIES 

 --110-- Rock Band 
Jet Fly-over at 300 m (1,000 ft) --100--  
Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft) --90--  
Diesel Truck at 15 m (50 ft), 

at 80 km/hr (50 mph) 
--80-- 

Food Blender at 1 m (3 ft) 
Garbage Disposal at 1 m (3 ft) 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime 
Gas Lawn Mower, 30 m (100 ft) 

--70-- Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10 ft) 

Commercial Area 
Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft) 

--60-- Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft) 

Quiet Urban Daytime --50-- 
Large Business Office 

Dishwasher in Next Room 

Quiet Urban Nighttime --40-- 
Theater, Large Conference Room 

(Background) 
Quiet Suburban Nighttime --30-- Library 

Quiet Rural Nighttime --20-- 
Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 

(Background) 
 --10-- Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing --0-- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 
SOURCE: CALTRANS, TECHNICAL NOISE SUPPLEMENT, TRAFFIC NOISE ANALYSIS PROTOCOL. SEPTEMBER 2013. 

EFFECTS OF NOISE ON PEOPLE  

The effects of noise on people can be placed in three categories: 

• Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction; 

• Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning; and 

• Physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden startling. 

Environmental noise typically produces effects in the first two categories. Workers in industrial 

plants can experience noise in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to measure 

the subjective effects of noise or the corresponding reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. A 

wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance exists and different tolerances to noise tend to 

develop based on an individual’s past experiences with noise. 

Thus, an important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it 

compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted: the so-called ambient noise level. 

In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the less 

acceptable the new noise will be judged by those hearing it. With regard to increases in A-weighted 

noise level, the following relationships occur: 

• Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a 1 dB change cannot be perceived; 

• Outside of the laboratory, a 3-dB change is considered a just-perceivable difference; 

• A change in level of at least 5-dB is required before any noticeable change in human 

response would be expected; and 
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• A 10-dB change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and can cause 

an adverse response. 

Stationary point sources of noise – including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles – 

attenuate (lessen) at a rate of approximately 6 dB per doubling of distance from the source, 

depending on environmental conditions (i.e. atmospheric conditions and either vegetative or 

manufactured noise barriers, etc.). Widely distributed noises, such as a large industrial facility spread 

over many acres, or a street with moving vehicles, would typically attenuate at a lower rate.  

EXISTING AND FUTURE NOISE AND VIBRATION ENVIRONMENTS  

Existing and Surrounding Land Uses 

North: Proposed residential developments and farmland border the north side of the overall Project 

site. 

East: Agricultural property immediately to the east, and Highway 99 and the Highway 99 Frontage 

road just beyond the agricultural property. 

South: The George Perry and Sons produce warehouse and single-family residences border the 

southern boundary of the overall Project site. 

West: Union Road borders the western boundary of the overall Project site. 

Existing Ambient Noise Levels 

To quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the Project Vicinity, continuous (24-hour) 

noise level measurements were conducted on the Project site on November 10th –November 11th , 

2021. The noise measurement locations are shown on Appendix D. The noise level measurement 

survey results are provided in Table 3.11-2. Appendix D shows the complete results of the noise 

monitoring survey. 

The sound level meters were programmed to collect hourly noise level intervals at each site during 

the survey. The maximum value (Lmax) represents the highest noise level measured during an 

interval. The average value (Leq) represents the energy average of all of the noise measured during 

an interval. The median value (L50) represents the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time 

during an interval.  
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TABLE 3.11-2: SUMMARY OF EXISTING BACKGROUND NOISE MEASUREMENT DATA 

SITE LOCATION DATE/TIME LDN 

AVERAGE MEASURED HOURLY NOISE LEVELS, DB 

DAYTIME (7AM-10PM) NIGHTTIME (10PM-7AM) 

LEQ L50 LMAX LEQ L50 LMAX 

Continuous (24-hour) Noise Level Measurements1 

LT-1 

Hwy 99 frontage 
road 2,600 feet 
east of Project 

site 

11/10/2021-
11/11/2021 

78 74 72 87 71 67 86 

LT-2 

Southern side of 
Project site, 

North of Shipping 
Yard 

11/10/2021-
11/11/2021 

65 59 57 70 58 55 69 

LT-3 

Western side of 
Project site, 12 

yds to Union 
Road Median 

11/10/2021-
11/11/2021 

73 69 59 86 66 48 85 

SOURCE: SAXELBY ACOUSTICS, 2021. 

Larson Davis Laboratories (LDL) Model 820 precision integrating sound level meters were used for 

the ambient noise level measurement survey. The meters were calibrated before and after use with 

an LDL Model CAL200 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the measurements. The 

equipment used meets all pertinent specifications of the American National Standards Institute for 

Type 1 sound level meters (ANSI S1.4). 

Existing and Future Traffic Noise Environment at Sensitive Receptors 

OFF-SITE TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

To predict existing and cumulative noise levels due to traffic, the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) was used. The model is based 

upon the Calveno reference noise emission factors for automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy 

trucks, with consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the 

receiver, and the acoustical characteristics of the site. The FHWA model was developed to predict 

hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions. 

Traffic noise analysis was conducted for roadways which would affect sensitive receptors within the 

Project area as well as receptors which lie outside of the overall Project site. Traffic noise level 

changes are presented by roadway rather than by planning boundary. 

Traffic volumes for existing conditions were obtained from the traffic data prepared for the Project 

(Fehr & Peers, 2022). Truck percentages and vehicle speeds on the local area roadways were 

estimated from field observations.  

Traffic noise levels are predicted at the sensitive receptors located at the closest typical setback 

distance along each Project-area roadway segment. Where traffic noise barriers are predominately 
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along a roadway segment, a -5 offset was added to the noise prediction model to account for various 

noise barrier heights. A -5 to dB offset was also applied where outdoor activity areas are shielded 

by intervening buildings. In some locations, sensitive receptors may be located at distances which 

vary from the assumed calculation distance and may experience shielding from intervening barriers 

or sound walls. However, the traffic noise analysis is believed to be representative of the majority 

of sensitive receptors located closest to the Project-area roadway segments analyzed in this report.  

Table 3.11-3 shows the existing traffic noise levels in terms of Ldn at closest sensitive receptors along 

each roadway segment. A complete listing of the FHWA Model input data is contained in Appendix 

C of Appendix D.  

TABLE 3.11-3: EXISTING TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS  

ROADWAY SEGMENT 
EXTERIOR TRAFFIC NOISE LEVEL, 

DB LDN 

Union Road South of French Camp Road 60.9 

Union Road South of Lovelace Road 63.4 

Union Road South of Shady Pines Street 56.4 

Union Road North of Shady Pines Street 60.3 

Union Road South of Del Webb Blvd 57.5 

Union Road South of Lathrop Road 61.3 

Lathrop Road East of Union Road 68.0 

Lathrop Road West of Union Road 62.7 

Lathrop Road East of Harlan Road 52.6 

Lathrop Road East of Airport Way 60.2 

Airport Way North of Lathrop Road 62.2 

Airport Way South of Lovelace Road 59.6 

Airport Way North of Roth Road 61.1 

Airport Way South of Roth Road 53.1 

NB I-5 Off Ramp South of Roth Road 49.6 

NB I-5 On Ramp North of Lathrop Road 53.1 

French Camp Road East of Union Road 66.6 

Roth Road East of I-5 NB Ramps 64.3 

Hwy 99 & Frontage Road North of Brunswick Road 76.4 

Hwy 99 & Frontage Road South of French Camp Road 76.2 

SOURCE: FHWA-RD-77-108 WITH INPUTS FROM FEHR & PEERS AND SAXELBY ACOUSTICS. 2022. 

PREDICTED EXTERIOR TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS  

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in an increase in ADT volumes on the local 

roadway network, and consequently, an increase in noise levels from traffic sources along affected 
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segments. Tables 3.11-4 and 3.11-5 show the predicted traffic noise level increases on the local 

roadway network for Existing, Existing + Project, Cumulative No Project, and Cumulative + Project 

conditions. Appendix C of Appendix D provides the complete inputs and results of the FHWA traffic 

noise modeling. 

TABLE 3.11-4: EXISTING AND EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

ROADWAY  SEGMENT 

NOISE LEVELS (LDN, DB) AT NEAREST SENSITIVE RECEPTORS  

EXISTING 
EXISTING + 

PROJECT  
CHANGE 

EX. GP CRITERIA1  
SIGNIFICANT UNDER 

EX. GP? 

PROPOSED GP 

CRITERIA2 

SIGNIFICANT UNDER 

GP UPDATE? 

Union Road 
South of French 

Camp Road 
60.9 61.6 0.7 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Union Road 
South of Lovelace 

Road 
63.4 65.1 1.7 

+5-10 dBA No 

+ 3 dBA No 

Union Road 
South of Shady Pines 

Street 
56.4 58.0 1.6 

>60 dBA  No 

+ 5 dBA No 

Union Road 
North of Shady Pines 

Street 
60.3 61.2 0.9 

+5-10 dBA No 

+ 3 dBA No 

Union Road 
South of Del Webb 

Blvd 
57.5 58.8 1.3 

>60 dBA  No 

+ 5 dBA No 

Union Road 
South of Lathrop 

Road 
61.3 61.9 0.6 

+5-10 dBA No 

+ 3 dBA No 

Lathrop Road East of Union Road 68.0 68.4 0.4 
+5-10 dBA No 

+1.5 dBA No 

Lathrop Road West of Union Road 62.7 62.8 0.1 
+5-10 dBA No 

+ 3 dBA No 

Lathrop Road East of Harlan Road 52.6 53.1 0.5 
>60 dBA  No 

+ 5dBA No 

Lathrop Road East of Airport Way 60.2 60.6 0.4 
+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Airport Way 
North of Lathrop 

Road 
62.2 62.6 0.4 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Airport Way 
South of Lovelace 

Road 
59.6 60.2 0.6 

>60 dBA No 

+5 dBA No 

Airport Way North of Roth Road 61.1 61.3 0.2 
+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Airport Way South of Roth Road 53.1 53.9 0.8 >60 dBA  No 
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ROADWAY  SEGMENT 

NOISE LEVELS (LDN, DB) AT NEAREST SENSITIVE RECEPTORS  

EXISTING 
EXISTING + 

PROJECT  
CHANGE 

EX. GP CRITERIA1  
SIGNIFICANT UNDER 

EX. GP? 

PROPOSED GP 

CRITERIA2 

SIGNIFICANT UNDER 

GP UPDATE? 

+ 5 dBA No 

NB I-5 Off 
Ramp 

South of Roth Road 49.6 49.9 0.3 
>60 dBA  No 

+ 5 dBA No 

NB I-5 On 
Ramp 

North of Lathrop 
Road 

53.1 53.3 0.2 
>60 dBA  No 

+ 5 dBA No 

French Camp 
Road 

East of Union Road 66.6 66.8 0.2 
+5-10 dBA No 

+1.5 dBA No 

Roth Road East of I-5 NB Ramps 64.3 65.0 0.7 
+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Hwy 99 & 
Frontage 

Road 

North of Brunswick 
Road 

76.4 76.4 0.0 
+5-10 dBA  No 

+1.5 dBA  No 

Hwy 99 & 
Frontage 

Road 

South of French 
Camp Road 

76.2 76.2 0.0 
+5-10 dBA No 

+1.5 dBA  No 

1 EXISTING GP CRITERIA - 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 FROM 

5-10 DB MAY BE SUBSTANTIAL. FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF INCREASES FROM 5-10 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 RECEPTOR SITES 
PUBLIC REACTIONS/CONTROVERSY AS DEMONSTRATED AT WORKSHOPS/HEARINGS, OR BY CORRESPONDENCE 
PRIOR CEQA DETERMINATIONS BY OTHER AGENCIES SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECT 
 
2 PROPOSED GP CRITERIA - IN MAKING A DETERMINATION OF IMPACT UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

(CEQA), A SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE WILL OCCUR IF AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS ARE HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE.  GENERALLY, A 3 DB 

INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS IS BARELY PERCEPTIBLE, AND A 5 DB INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS IS CLEARLY PERCEPTIBLE.  THEREFORE, 
INCREASES IN NOISE LEVELS SHALL BE CONSIDERED TO BE SUBSTANTIAL WHEN THE FOLLOWING OCCURS:  

WHEN EXISTING NOISE LEVELS ARE LESS THAN 60 DB, A 5 DB INCREASE IN NOISE WILL BE CONSIDERED SUBSTANTIAL; 

WHEN EXISTING NOISE LEVELS ARE BETWEEN 60 DB AND 65 DB, A 3 DB INCREASE IN NOISE WILL BE CONSIDERED SUBSTANTIAL; 

WHEN EXISTING NOISE LEVELS EXCEED 65 DB, A 1.5 DB INCREASE IN NOISE WILL BE CONSIDERED SUBSTANTIAL. 

SOURCE: FHWA-RD-77-108 WITH INPUTS FROM FEHR & PEERS AND SAXELBY ACOUSTICS. 2022. 
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TABLE 3.11-5: CUMULATIVE AND CUMULATIVE + PROJECT TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

ROADWAY  SEGMENT 

NOISE LEVELS (LDN, DB) AT NEAREST SENSITIVE RECEPTORS  

CUMULATIVE 
CUMULATIVE 

+ PROJECT 
CHANGE 

EX. GP CRITERIA1  
SIGNIFICANT UNDER 

EX. GP? 

PROPOSED GP 

CRITERIA2 

SIGNIFICANT UNDER 

GP UPDATE? 

Union Road 
South of French 

Camp Road 
61.5 62.5 1.0 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Union Road 
South of Lovelace 

Road 
64.8 66.0 1.2 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+ 3 dBA No 

Union Road 
South of Shady 

Pines Street 
58.2 59.8 1.6 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+5 dBA No 

Union Road 
North of Shady 

Pines Street 
61.8 62.9 1.1 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+ 3 dBA No 

Union Road 
South of Del 
Webb Blvd 

59.5 60.8 1.3 
>60 dBA  No 

+ 5 dBA No 

Union Road 
South of Lathrop 

Road 
62.3 62.8 0.5 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Lathrop Road 
East of Union 

Road 
70.9 71.2 0.3 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+ 1.5 dBA No 

Lathrop Road 
West of Union 

Road 
65.3 65.4 0.1 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+ 1.5 dBA No 

Lathrop Road 
East of Harlan 

Road 
55.2 55.4 0.2 

>60 dBA  No 

+ 5 dBA No 

Lathrop Road 
East of Airport 

Way 
63.8 63.8 0.0 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Airport Way 
North of Lathrop 

Road 
64.9 65.3 0.4 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Airport Way 
South of Lovelace 

Road 
62.1 62.6 0.5 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Airport Way 
North of Roth 

Road 
63.7 63.9 0.2 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+3 dBA No 

Airport Way 
South of Roth 

Road 
55.2 55.4 0.2 

>60 dBA  No 

+ 5 dBA No 

NB I-5 Off Ramp 
South of Roth 

Road 
51.7 51.7 0.0 

>60 dBA  No 

+ 5 dBA No 
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ROADWAY  SEGMENT 

NOISE LEVELS (LDN, DB) AT NEAREST SENSITIVE RECEPTORS  

CUMULATIVE 
CUMULATIVE 

+ PROJECT 
CHANGE 

EX. GP CRITERIA1  
SIGNIFICANT UNDER 

EX. GP? 

PROPOSED GP 

CRITERIA2 

SIGNIFICANT UNDER 

GP UPDATE? 

NB I-5 On Ramp 
North of Lathrop 

Road 
56.8 56.9 0.1 

>60 dBA  No 

+ 5 dBA No 

French Camp 
Road 

East of Union 
Road 

67.2 67.6 0.4 
+5-10 dBA  No 

+1.5 dBA No 

Roth Road 
East of I-5 NB 

Ramps 
66.0 66.3 0.3 

+5-10 dBA  No 

+1.5 dBA No 

Hwy 99 & 
Frontage Road 

North of 
Brunswick Road 

77.5 77.5 0.0 
>60 dBA  No 

+1.5 dBA No 

Hwy 99 & 
Frontage Road 

South of French 
Camp Road 

77.2 77.2 0.0 
>60 dBA  No 

+1.5 dBA No 
1 EXISTING GP CRITERIA - 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 FROM 

5-10 DB MAY BE SUBSTANTIAL. FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF INCREASES FROM 5-10 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 RECEPTOR SITES 
PUBLIC REACTIONS/CONTROVERSY AS DEMONSTRATED AT WORKSHOPS/HEARINGS, OR BY CORRESPONDENCE 
PRIOR CEQA DETERMINATIONS BY OTHER AGENCIES SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECT 
 
2 PROPOSED GP CRITERIA - IN MAKING A DETERMINATION OF IMPACT UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

(CEQA), A SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE WILL OCCUR IF AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS ARE HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE.  GENERALLY, A 3 DB 

INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS IS BARELY PERCEPTIBLE, AND A 5 DB INCREASE IN NOISE LEVELS IS CLEARLY PERCEPTIBLE.  THEREFORE, 
INCREASES IN NOISE LEVELS SHALL BE CONSIDERED TO BE SUBSTANTIAL WHEN THE FOLLOWING OCCURS:  

WHEN EXISTING NOISE LEVELS ARE LESS THAN 60 DB, A 5 DB INCREASE IN NOISE WILL BE CONSIDERED SUBSTANTIAL; 

WHEN EXISTING NOISE LEVELS ARE BETWEEN 60 DB AND 65 DB, A 3 DB INCREASE IN NOISE WILL BE CONSIDERED SUBSTANTIAL; 

WHEN EXISTING NOISE LEVELS EXCEED 65 DB, A 1.5 DB INCREASE IN NOISE WILL BE CONSIDERED SUBSTANTIAL. 

SOURCE: FHWA-RD-77-108 WITH INPUTS FROM FEHR & PEERS AND SAXELBY ACOUSTICS. 2021. 
 

Based upon data in Tables 3.11-4 and 3.11-5, the proposed Project is predicted to result in a 

maximum traffic noise level increase of 1.7 dB. 
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EVALUATION OF TRANSPORTATION NOISE ON OVERALL PROJECT SITE  

Traffic Noise Levels 

Union Road 

Cumulative plus Project traffic noise levels are predicted to be 72 dB Ldn at a distance of 

approximately 60 feet from the centerline of Union Road, assuming no shielding from intervening 

buildings or sound walls.  The proposed residential uses are located approximately 60 feet from the 

centerline of Union Road.  Therefore, maximum exterior noise levels of 72 dB Ldn are predicted for 

these uses. 

Highway 99 

Cumulative plus Project traffic noise levels are predicted to be 79 dB Ldn at a distance of 110 feet 

from the centerline of Highway 99, assuming no shielding from intervening buildings or sound walls.  

The proposed residential uses are not impacted by Highway 99 noise given the distance of over 

2,600 feet to Highway 99.   

CONSTRUCTION NOISE ENVIRONMENT 

During the construction of the proposed Project, including roads, water, and sewer lines and related 

infrastructure, noise from construction activities would add to the noise environment in the Project 

vicinity. As indicated in Table 3.11-6, activities involved in construction would generate maximum 

noise levels ranging from 76 to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet.  

TABLE 3.11-6: CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE 

TYPE OF EQUIPMENT 
MAXIMUM LEVEL, DB 

25 FEET 50 FEET 

Backhoe 84 78 

Compactor 89 83 

Compressor (air) 84 78 

Concrete Saw 96 90 

Dozer 88 82 

Dump Truck 82 76 

Excavator 87 81 

Generator 87 81 

Jackhammer 94 89 

Pneumatic Tools 91 85 

SOURCE: ROADWAY CONSTRUCTION NOISE MODEL USER’S GUIDE. FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION. FHWA-HEP-05-
054. JANUARY 2006. 
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CONSTRUCTION VIBRATION ENVIRONMENT 

The primary vibration-generating activities associated with the proposed Project would happen 

during construction when activities such as grading, utilities placement, and road construction 

occur. Table 3.11-7 shows the typical vibration levels produced by construction placement. 

TABLE 3.11-7: VIBRATION LEVELS FOR VARIOUS CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

TYPE OF EQUIPMENT 
PEAK PARTICLE VELOCITY @ 25 FEET 

(INCHES/SECOND) 
PEAK PARTICLE VELOCITY @ 100 FEET 

(INCHES/SECOND) 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.011 

Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.010 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.000 

Auger/drill Rigs 0.089 0.011 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.004 

Vibratory Hammer 0.070 0.009 

Vibratory Compactor/roller 0.210 0.026 

SOURCE: FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION, TRANSIT NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT GUIDELINES, MAY 2006 

3.11.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

FEDERAL  

There are no federal regulations related to noise that apply to the proposed Project.  

STATE  

California Environmental Quality Act 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Appendix G, indicate that a significant 

noise impact may occur if a Project exposes persons to noise or vibration levels in excess of local 

general plans or noise ordinance standards, or cause a substantial permanent or temporary increase 

in ambient noise levels. CEQA standards are discussed more below under the Thresholds of 

Significance section. 

California State Building Codes 

The State Building Code, Title 24, Part 2 of the State of California Code of Regulations establishes 

uniform minimum noise insulation performance standards to protect persons within new buildings 

which house people, including hotels, motels, dormitories, apartment houses and dwellings other 

than single-family dwellings. Title 24 mandates that interior noise levels attributable to exterior 

sources shall not exceed 45 dB Ldn or CNEL in any habitable room.  

Title 24 also mandates that for structures containing noise-sensitive uses to be located where the 

Ldn or CNEL exceeds 60 dB, an acoustical analysis must be prepared to identify mechanisms for 

limiting exterior noise to the prescribed allowable interior levels. If the interior allowable noise levels 
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are met by requiring that windows be kept closed, the design for the structure must also specify a 

ventilation or air conditioning system to provide a habitable interior environment 

CITY OF MANTECA  

The City of Manteca General Plan – Existing (2003) General Plan 

The City of Manteca General Plan Noise Element contains goals, policies, and implementation 

measures for assessing noise impacts within the City. Listed below are the noise goals, policies, and 

implementation measures that are applicable to the proposed Project (City of Manteca as amended 

through 2016): 

GOALS: NOISE 

• N-1. Protect the residents of Manteca from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure 

to excessive noise. 

• N-3. Ensure that the downtown core noise levels remain acceptable and compatible with 

commercial and higher density residential land uses. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

POLICIES: NOISE 

• N-P-2. New development of residential or other noise-sensitive land uses will not be 

permitted in noise-impacted areas unless effective mitigation measures are incorporated 

into the Project design to satisfy the performance standards in Table 9-1 [Table 3.11-8]. 

 

TABLE 3.11-8: MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE NOISE EXPOSURE MOBILE NOISE SOURCES 

LAND USE4 
OUTDOOR ACTIVITY 

AREAS1 

INTERIOR SPACES 

LDN/CNEL, DB LEQ/CNEL, DB3 

Residential 602 45 -- 

Transient Lodging 602 45 -- 

Hospitals, Nursing Homes 602 45 -- 

Theatres, Auditoriums, Music Halls -- -- 35 

Churches, Music Halls 602 -- 40 

Office Buildings 65 -- 45 

Schools, Libraries, Museums -- -- 45 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 70 -- -- 

NOTES: 1 OUTDOOR ACTIVITY AREAS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ARE CONSIDERED TO BE BACKYARD PATIOS OR DECKS OF 

SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS, AND THE COMMON AREAS WHERE PEOPLE GENERALLY CONGREGATE FOR MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENTS. 
OUTDOOR ACTIVITY AREAS FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS ARE CONSIDERED TO BE THOSE COMMON AREAS WHERE PEOPLE 
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GENERALLY CONGREGATE, INCLUDING PEDESTRIAN PLAZAS, SEATING AREAS, AND OUTSIDE LUNCH FACILITIES. WHERE THE LOCATION 

OF OUTDOOR ACTIVITY AREAS IS UNKNOWN, THE EXTERIOR NOISE LEVEL STANDARD SHALL BE APPLIED TO THE PROPERTY LINE OF THE 

RECEIVING LAND USE.  
2 IN AREAS WHERE IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO REDUCE EXTERIOR NOISE LEVELS TO 60 DB LDN OR BELOW USING A PRACTICAL APPLICATION 

OF THE BEST NOISE-REDUCTION TECHNOLOGY, AN EXTERIOR NOISE LEVEL OF UP TO 65 LDN WILL BE ALLOWED. 
3 DETERMINED FOR A TYPICAL WORST-CASE HOUR DURING PERIODS OF USE. 
4 WHERE A PROPOSED USE IS NOT SPECIFICALLY LISTED ON THE TABLE, THE USE SHALL COMPLY WITH THE NOISE EXPOSURE STANDARDS 

FOR THE NEAREST SIMILAR USE AS DETERMINED BY THE CITY. 
SOURCE: CITY OF MANTECA GENERAL PLAN, NOISE ELEMENT, TABLE 9-1. 

• N-P-3. The City may permit the development of new noise-sensitive uses only where the 

noise level due to fixed (non-transportation) noise sources satisfies the noise level standards 

of Table 9-2 [Table 3.11-9]. Noise mitigation may be required to meet Table 9-2 [Table 3.11-

9] performance standards. 

 
TABLE 3.11-9: PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES OR PROJECTS AFFECTED BY 

STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES 1,2 

NOISE LEVEL DESCRIPTOR DAYTIME (7 AM – 10 PM) NIGHTTIME (10 PM – 7 AM) 

Hourly Leq, dB 50 45 

Maximum Level, dB 70 65 

NOTES: 1 EACH OF THE NOISE LEVELS SPECIFIED ABOVE SHOULD BE LOWERED BY FIVE (5) DB FOR SIMPLE NOISE TONES, NOISES 

CONSISTING PRIMARILY OF SPEECH OR MUSIC, OR RECURRING IMPULSIVE NOISES. SUCH NOISES ARE GENERALLY CONSIDERED BY 

RESIDENTS TO BE PARTICULARLY ANNOYING AND ARE A PRIMARY SOURCE OF NOISE COMPLAINTS. 
2 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. 
SOURCE: CITY OF MANTECA GENERAL PLAN, NOISE ELEMENT, TABLE 9-2. 

• N-P-5. In accord with the Table 9-2 [Table 3.11-9] standards, the City shall regulate 

construction-related noise impacts on adjacent uses. 

IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES: NOISE 

• N-I-1. New development in residential areas with an actual or projected exterior noise level 

of greater than 60 dB Ldn will be conditioned to use mitigation measures to reduce exterior 

noise levels to less than or equal to 60 dB Ldn. 

• N-I-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 from 5-10 dB may be substantial. Factors to be considered in determining 

the significance of increases from 5-10 dB include: 

o the resulting noise levels  

o the duration and frequency of the noise 

o the number of people affected 

o the land use designation of the affected receptor sites 

o public reactions or controversy as demonstrated at workshops or hearings, or by 

correspondence 

o prior CEQA determinations by other agencies specific to the project 
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• N-I-4. 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. 

The City of Manteca General Plan – Proposed General Plan Update 

The General Plan includes several policies relevant to public services. It is noted that the currently 

adopted General Plan is the 2023 General Plan; however, the City is currently undergoing an Update 

to the General Plan. Both 2023 General Plan policies and proposed General Plan Update policies 

applicable to the Project are identified below: 

2023 GENERAL PLAN (EXISTING) 

Policies: Safety 

• S-5.1. Incorporate noise considerations into land use, transportation, and infrastructure 

planning decisions, and guide the location and design of noise-producing uses to minimize 

the effects of noise on adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, including residential uses and 

schools. 

• S-5.2. Ensure that Downtown noise levels remain acceptable and compatible with a 
pedestrian-oriented environment and higher density residential land uses. 

• S-5.3. Areas within Manteca exposed to existing or projected exterior noise levels from 
mobile noise sources exceeding the performance standards in Table S-1 shall be designated 
as noise-impacted areas. 

• S-5.4. Require residential and other noise-sensitive development projects to satisfy the 
noise level criteria in Tables S-1 and S-2.  

• S-5.5. Require new stationary noise sources proposed adjacent to noise sensitive uses to be 
mitigated so as to not exceed the noise level performance standards in Table S-2, or a 
substantial increase in noise levels established through a detailed ambient noise survey. 

• S-5.6. Regulate construction-related noise to reduce impacts on adjacent uses to the criteria 
identified in Table S-2 or, if the criteria in Table S-2 cannot be met, to the maximum level 
feasible using best management practices and complying with the MMC Chapter 9.52.  

• S-5.7. Where the development of residential or other noise-sensitive land use is proposed 
for a noise-impacted area or where the development of a stationary noise source is 
proposed in the vicinity of noise-sensitive uses, an acoustical analysis is required as part of 
the environmental review process so that noise mitigation may be considered in the project 
design. The acoustical analysis shall: 

• Be the responsibility of the applicant. 

• Be prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant experienced in the fields of 
environmental noise assessment and architectural acoustics. 

• Include representative noise level measurements with sufficient sampling periods 
and locations to adequately describe local conditions and the predominant noise 
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sources. 

• Estimate existing and projected (20 years) noise levels in terms of the standards of 
Table S-1 or Table S-2, and compare those levels to the adopted policies of the Noise 
Element. 

• Recommend appropriate mitigation measures to achieve compliance with the 
adopted policies and standards of the Noise Element. 

• Estimate noise exposure after the prescribed mitigation measures have been 
implemented. 

• If necessary, describe a post-project assessment program to monitor the 
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. 

• S-5.8. Apply noise level criteria applied to land uses other than residential or other noise-
sensitive uses consistent with noise performance levels of Table S-1 and Table S-2. 

• S-5.9. Enforce the Sound Transmission Control Standards of the California Building Code 
concerning the construction of new multiple occupancy dwellings such as hotels, 
apartments, and condominiums. 

• S-5.10. Ensure that new equipment and vehicles purchased by the City comply with noise 
level performance standards consistent with the best available noise reduction technology. 

• S-5.11. Require the Manteca Police Department to actively enforce requirements of the 
California Vehicle Code relating to vehicle mufflers and modified exhaust systems. 

• S-5.12. For new residential development backing on to a freeway or railroad right-of-way, 
the developer shall be required to provide appropriate mitigation measures to satisfy the 
performance standards in Table S-1. 

• S-5.13. It is recognized that the City and surrounding areas are considered to be urban in 
nature and rely upon both the industrial and agricultural economy of the area.  Therefore, 
it is recognized that noise sources of existing uses may exceed generally accepted 
standards. 

• S-5.14. Carefully review and give potentially affected residents an opportunity to fully 
review any proposals for the establishment of helipads or heliports. 

• S-5.15. Recognizing that existing noise-sensitive uses may be exposed to increase noise 
levels due to circulation improvement projects associated with development under the 
General Plan and that it may not be feasible to reduce increased traffic noise levels to the 
criteria identified in Table S-1, the following criteria may be used to determine the 
significance of noise impacts associated with circulation improvement projects:  

• Where existing traffic noise levels are less than 60 dB Ldn at the outdoor activity 
areas of noise-sensitive uses, a +5 dB Ldn increase in noise levels due to roadway 
improvement projects will be considered significant; and 

• Where existing traffic noise levels range between 60 and 65 dB Ldn at the outdoor 
activity areas of noise-sensitive uses, a +3 dB Ldn increase in noise levels due to 
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roadway improvement projects will be considered significant; and 

• Where existing traffic noise levels are greater than 65 dB Ldn at the outdoor activity 
areas of noise-sensitive uses, a + 1.5 dB Ldn increase in noise levels due to roadway 
improvement projects will be considered significant. 

• S-5.16. Work with the Federal Railroad Administration and passenger and freight rail 
operators to reduce exposure to rail and train noise, including establishing train horn “quiet 
zones” consistent with the federal regulations. 

Implementation: Safety 

S-5a Require an acoustical analysis that complies with the requirements of S-5.7 where: 

• Noise sensitive land uses are proposed in areas exposed to existing or projected noise 
levels exceeding the levels specified in Table S-1 or S-2. 

• Proposed transportation projects are likely to produce noise levels exceeding the 
levels specified in Table S-1 or S-2 at existing or planned noise sensitive uses. 

S-5b Assist in enforcing compliance with noise emissions standards for all types of vehicles, 
established by the California Vehicle Code and by federal regulations, through 
coordination with the Manteca Police Department and the California Highway Patrol. 

S-5c Update the City’s Noise Ordinance (Chapter 9.52) to reflect the noise standards 
established in this Noise Element and proactively enforce the City’s Noise Ordinance, 
including requiring the following measures for construction: 

• Restrict construction activities to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on Monday 
through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays.  No construction shall be 
permitted outside of these hours or on Sundays or federal holidays, without a specific 
exemption issued by the City.   

• A Construction Noise Management Plan shall be submitted by the applicant for 
construction projects, when determined necessary by the City.  The Construction 
Noise Management Plan shall include proper posting of construction schedules, 
appointment of a noise disturbance coordinator, and methods for assisting in noise 
reduction measures.  

• Noise reduction measures may include, but are not limited to, the following: 

a. Equipment and trucks used for project construction shall utilize the best 
available noise control techniques (e.g., improved mufflers, equipment 
redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and acoustically 
attenuating shields or shrouds) wherever feasible. 

b. Except as provided herein, impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement 
breakers, and rock drills) used for project construction shall be hydraulically or 
electrically powered to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust 
from pneumatically powered tools.  However, where use of pneumatic tools is 
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used.  
This muffler can lower noise levels from the exhaust by up to about 10 dBA.  
External jackets on the tools themselves shall be used, if such jackets are 
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commercially available.  this could achieve a reduction of 5 dBA.  Quieter 
procedures shall be used, such as drills rather than impact equipment, 
whenever such procedures are available and consistent with construction 
procedures. 

c. Temporary power poles shall be used instead of generators where feasible. 

d. Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from adjacent properties as 
possible, and they shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, 
incorporate insulation barriers, or use other measures as determined by the City 
of provide equivalent noise reduction. 

e. The noisiest phases of construction shall be limited to less than 10 days at a 
time.  Exceptions may be allowed if the City determines an extension is 
necessary and all available noise reduction controls are implemented. 

f. Delivery of materials shall observe the hours of operation described above. 

g. Truck traffic should avoid residential areas to the extent possible. 

S-5d In making a determination of impact under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), a substantial increase will occur if ambient noise levels are have a substantial 
increase.  Generally, a 3 dB increase in noise levels is barely perceptible, and a 5 dB 
increase in noise levels is clearly perceptible.  Therefore, increases in noise levels shall 
be considered to be substantial when the following occurs:  

• When existing noise levels are less than 60 dB, a 5 dB increase in noise will be 
considered substantial; 

• When existing noise levels are between 60 dB and 65 dB, a 3 dB increase in noise will 
be considered substantial; 

• When existing noise levels exceed 65 dB, a 1.5 dB increase in noise will be considered 
substantial. 

Additional or alternative criteria can be used for determining a substantial increase in 
noise levels.  For instance, if the overall increase in noise levels occurs where no noise-
sensitive uses are located, then the City may use their discretion in determining if there 
is any impact at all.  In such a case, the following alternative factors may be used for 
determining a substantial increase in noise levels:   

• the resulting noise levels; 

• the duration and frequency of the noise; 

• the number of people affected; 

• conforming or non-conforming land uses; 

• the land use designation of the affected receptor sites; 

• public reactions or controversy as demonstrated at workshops or hearings, or by 
correspondence; and 

• prior CEQA determinations by other agencies specific to the project. 

S-5e Control noise at the source through use of insulation, berms, building design and 
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orientation, buffer space, staggered operating hours, and similar techniques. Where 
such techniques would not meet acceptable levels, use noise barriers to attenuate noise 
associated with new noise sources to acceptable levels.   

S-5f Require that all noise-attenuating features are designed to be attractive and to minimize 
maintenance. 

S-5g Evaluate new transportation projects, such as truck routes, rail or public transit routes, 
and transit stations, using the standards contained in Table S-1. However, noise from 
these projects may be allowed to exceed the standards contained in Table S-1, if the City 
Council finds that there are special overriding circumstances. 

S-5h Work with the Federal Rail Authority and passenger and freight rail service providers to 
establish a Quiet Zone at at-grade crossings in the City.  Where new development would 
be affected by the train and rail noise, require project applicants to fund a fair-share of: 
a) studies associated with the application for a Quiet Zone, and b) alternative safety 
measures associated with the Quiet Zone (including, but not limited to signage, gates, 
lights, etc.). 

S-5i Work in cooperation with Caltrans, the Union Pacific Railroad, San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission, and other agencies where appropriate to maintain noise level standards for 
both new and existing projects in compliance with Table S-1. 

S-5j The City shall require new residential projects located adjacent to major freeways, truck 
routes, hard rail lines, or light rail lines to follow the FTA screening distance criteria to ensure 
that groundborne vibrations to do not exceed acceptable levels. 

 

TABLE S-1: MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE NOISE EXPOSURE FROM MOBILE NOISE SOURCES 

LAND USE
1

 
OUTDOOR ACTIVITY 

AREAS2,3 

INTERIOR SPACES 

LDN/ 

CNEL, DBA 
LEQ, DBA4 

Residential 60 45 - 

Motels/Hotels 65 45 - 

Mixed-Use 65 45  

Hospitals, Nursing Homes 60 45 - 

Theaters, Auditoriums - - 35 

Churches 60 - 40 

Office Buildings 65 - 45 

Schools, Libraries, Museums 70 - 45 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 70 - - 

Industrial 75 - 45 

Golf Courses, Water Recreation 70 - - 

1Where a proposed use is not specifically listed, the use shall comply with the standards for the most similar use as 

determined by the City. 

2Outdoor activity areas for residential development are considered to be the back yard patios or decks of single family 
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units and the common areas where people generally congregate for multi-family developments.  Where common 

outdoor activity areas for multi-family developments comply with the outdoor noise level standard, the standard will 

not be applied at patios or decks of individual units provided noise-reducing measures are incorporated (e.g., 

orientation of patio/deck, screening of patio with masonry or other noise-attenuating material). Outdoor activity areas 

for non-residential developments are the common areas where people generally congregate, including pedestrian 

plazas, seating areas, and outside lunch facilities; not all residential developments include outdoor activity areas.  

3In areas where it is not possible to reduce exterior noise levels to achieve the outdoor activity area standard w using a 

practical application of the best noise-reduction technology, an increase of up to 5 Ldn over the standard will be allowed 

provided that available exterior noise reduction measures have been implemented and interior noise levels are in 

compliance with this table 

4Determined for a typical worst-case hour during periods of use. 

TABLE S-2: PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR STATIONARY NOISE SOURCES, INCLUDING 

AFFECTED PROJECTS1,2,3,4 

NOISE LEVEL DESCRIPTOR 
DAYTIME NIGHTTIME 

7 AM TO 10 PM 10 PM TO 7 AM 

Hourly Leq, dBA 55 45 

1Each of the noise levels specified above should be lowered by 5 dB for simple noise tones, noises consisting primarily 

of speech or music, or recurring impulsive noises. Such noises are generally considered to be particularly annoying and 

are a primary source of noise complaints. 

2No standards have been included for interior noise levels. Standard construction practices should, with the exterior 

noise levels identified, result in acceptable interior noise levels. 

3Stationary noise sources which are typically of concern include, but are not limited to, the following: 

HVAC Systems   Cooling Towers/Evaporative Condensers 

Pump Stations   Lift Stations 

Emergency Generators  Boilers 

Steam Valves   Steam Turbines 

Generators                         Fans 

Air Compressors   Heavy Equipment 

Conveyor Systems             Transformers 

Pile Drivers   Grinders 

Drill Rigs    Gas or Diesel Motors 

Welders    Cutting Equipment 

Outdoor Speakers   Blowers 

4The types of uses which may typically produce the noise sources described above include but are not limited to: 

industrial facilities, pump stations, trucking operations, tire shops, auto maintenance shops, metal fabricating shops, 

shopping centers, drive-up windows, car washes, loading docks, public works projects, batch plants, bottling and 

canning plants, recycling centers, electric generating stations, race tracks, landfills, sand and gravel operations, and 

athletic fields.  

City of Manteca Municipal Code Noise Ordinance 

Section 9.52.030 of the City of Manteca Municipal Code prohibits excessive or annoying noise or 

vibration to residential and commercial properties in the City. The following general rules are outline 

in the ordinance: 
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9.52.030 PROHIBITED NOISES—GENERAL STANDARD 

No person shall make, or cause to suffer, or permit to be made upon any public property, public 

right-of-way or private property, any unnecessary and unreasonable noises, sounds or vibrations 

which are physically annoying to reasonable persons of ordinary sensitivity or which are so harsh or 

so prolonged or unnatural or unusual in their use, time or place as to cause or contribute to the 

unnecessary and unreasonable discomfort of any persons within the neighborhood from which said 

noises emanate or which interfere with the peace and comfort of residents or their guests, or the 

operators or customers in places of business in the vicinity, or which may detrimentally or adversely 

affect such residences or places of business. (Ord. 1374 § 1(part), 2007) 

17.58.050 D. EXEMPT ACTIVITIES  

8. Construction activities when conducted as part of an approved Building Permit, except as 

prohibited in Subsection 17.58.050(E)(1) (Prohibited Activities) below. 

17.58.050 E. Prohibited Activities 

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. 

VIBRATION STANDARDS  

Vibration is like noise in that it involves a source, a transmission path, and a receiver. While vibration 

is related to noise, it differs in that in that noise is generally considered to be pressure waves 

transmitted through air, whereas vibration usually consists of the excitation of a structure or surface. 

As with noise, vibration consists of an amplitude and frequency. A person’s perception to the 

vibration will depend on their individual sensitivity to vibration, as well as the amplitude and 

frequency of the source and the response of the system which is vibrating. 

Vibration can be measured in terms of acceleration, velocity, or displacement. A common practice 

is to monitor vibration measures in terms of peak particle velocities in inches per second. Standards 

pertaining to perception as well as damage to structures have been developed for vibration levels 

defined in terms of peak particle velocities. 

The City does not have specific policies pertaining to vibration levels. However, vibration levels 

associated with construction activities are addressed as potential noise impacts associated with 

Project implementation. 

Human and structural response to different vibration levels is influenced by several factors, including 

ground type, distance between source and receptor, duration, and the number of perceived 

vibration events. Table 3.11-10 indicates that the threshold for damage to structures ranges from 
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0.2 to 0.6 peak particle velocity in inches per second (in/sec p.p.v). A threshold of 0.20 in/sec p.p.v. 

is considered to be a reasonable threshold for short‐term construction projects. 

TABLE 3.11-10: EFFECTS OF VIBRATION ON PEOPLE AND BUILDINGS 

PEAK PARTICLE VELOCITY 
HUMAN REACTION EFFECT ON BUILDINGS 

MM/SEC. IN./SEC. 

0.15-0.30 0.006-0.019 
Threshold of perception; possibility 
of intrusion 

Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of any 
type 

2.0 0.08 Vibrations readily perceptible 
Recommended upper level of the vibration to 
which ruins and ancient monuments should 
be subjected 

2.5 0.10 
Level at which continuous vibrations 
begin to annoy people 

Virtually no risk of “architectural” damage to 
normal buildings 

5.0 0.20 

Vibrations annoying to people in 
buildings (this agrees with the levels 
established for people standing on 
bridges and subjected to relative 
short periods of vibrations) 

Threshold at which there is a risk of 
“architectural” damage to normal dwelling - 
houses with plastered walls and ceilings. 
Special types of finish such as lining of walls, 
flexible ceiling treatment, etc., would 
minimize “architectural” damage 

10-15 0.4-0.6 

Vibrations considered unpleasant by 
people subjected to continuous 
vibrations and unacceptable to some 
people walking on bridges 

Vibrations at a greater level than normally 
expected from traffic, but would cause 
“architectural” damage and possibly minor 
structural damage. 

SOURCE: CALTRANS. TRANSPORTATION RELATED EARTHBORN VIBRATIONS. TAV-02-01-R9601 FEBRUARY 20, 2002. 

3.11.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE  

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project will have a significant impact related 

to noise if it will result in: 

Would the Project: 

a. Generate 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. Generate 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, would the Project expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive 
noise levels? 
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Determination of a Significant Increase in Noise Levels 

Existing (2003) General Plan Policies 

The CEQA guidelines define a significant impact of a Project if it “increases substantially the ambient 

noise levels for adjoining areas”. Implementation Measure N-I-3 of the City of Manteca General Plan 

Noise Element provides specific guidance for assessing increases in ambient noise, as follows: 

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 

from 5-10 dB may be substantial. Factors to be considered in determining the significance of 

increases from 5-10 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 receptor sites 

• public reactions/controversy as demonstrated at workshops/hearings, or by correspondence 

• prior CEQA determinations by other agencies specific to the Project 

Proposed General Plan Policies 

Under the City’s proposed General Plan Update, the following policy S-5d will apply when evaluating 

substantial noise increases: 

In making a determination of impact under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a 

substantial increase will occur if ambient noise levels are have a substantial increase.  Generally, a 3 

dB increase in noise levels is barely perceptible, and a 5 dB increase in noise levels is clearly 

perceptible.  Therefore, increases in noise levels shall be considered to be substantial when the 

following occurs:  

• When existing noise levels are less than 60 dB, a 5 dB increase in noise will be considered 

substantial; 

• When existing noise levels are between 60 dB and 65 dB, a 3 dB increase in noise will be 

considered substantial; 

• When existing noise levels exceed 65 dB, a 1.5 dB increase in noise will be considered 

substantial. 

Additional or alternative criteria can be used for determining a substantial increase in noise levels.  

For instance, if the overall increase in noise levels occurs where no noise-sensitive uses are located, 

then the City may use their discretion in determining if there is any impact at all.  In such a case, the 

following alternative factors may be used for determining a substantial increase in noise levels:   
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• the resulting noise levels; 

• the duration and frequency of the noise; 

• the number of people affected; 

• conforming or non-conforming land uses; 

• the land use designation of the affected receptor sites; 

• public reactions or controversy as demonstrated at workshops or hearings, or by 

correspondence; and 

• prior CEQA determinations by other agencies specific to the Project. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES  

Impact 3.11-1: The Proposed Project has the potential to generate 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. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 

TRAFFIC NOISE INCREASES UNDER EXISTING (2003) GENERAL PLAN STANDARDS 

As shown in Tables 3.11-4 and 3.11-5, some noise-sensitive receptors located along the Project-area 

roadways within and outside of the Project site are currently exposed to exterior traffic noise levels 

exceeding the City of Manteca 60 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard for residential uses. These 

receptors would continue to experience elevated exterior noise levels with implementation of the 

proposed Project. For example, sensitive receptors under Existing conditions located adjacent to 

Union Road, south of Lovelace Road experience an exterior noise level of approximately 63.4 dB Ldn. 

Under Existing + Project conditions, exterior traffic noise levels are predicted to be approximately 

65.1 dB Ldn. Exterior noise levels in both scenarios exceed the City’s exterior noise level standard of 

60 dB Ldn. Under the City’s existing General Plan, the Project’s contribution of 1.7 dB would not 

exceed the City’s increase criteria of 5-10 dB. Therefore, this would be a less than significant impact. 

TRAFFIC NOISE INCREASES UNDER PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN STANDARDS 

The Proposed City of Manteca General Plan Noise Element specifies criteria to determine the 

significance of traffic noise impacts. An increase in the traffic noise level of 1.5 dB or more would be 

significant where the pre-Project noise levels are greater than 65 dB Ldn, or 3.0 dB or more where 

existing noise levels are between 60-65 dB Ldn. 

According to Tables 3.11-4 and 3.11-5, the maximum noise level increase due to Project traffic is 

predicted to be 1.7 dBA Ldn. For this segment of Union Road, the existing ambient noise level at the 

nearest sensitive receptor is 63.4 dBA. Therefore, an increase of 3 dB would be required to be 

considered a significant impact. All other roadway segments analyzed in the traffic study do not 
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exceed the Proposed General Plan Standards for significant impacts.  Therefore, this would be a less 

than significant impact. 

OPERATIONAL NOISE INCREASES  

The proposed Project would include typical residential noise sources which would be compatible 

with the adjacent existing residential uses (a.k.a. neighborhood traffic, yard equipment, truck 

deliveries, garbage collected, etc.).  Proposed neighborhood parks are located internal to the Project 

site and would not impact off-site residential uses.  Therefore, operational noise by the proposed 

Project is not analyzed further. 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE 

During the construction of the Project, including roads, water, sewer lines, and related 

infrastructure, noise from construction activities would add to the noise environment in the Project 

vicinity. Existing receptors adjacent to the proposed construction activities are located north, south 

west, and east of the site. 

As indicated in Table 3.11-6, activities involved in construction would generate maximum noise 

levels ranging from 82 to 96 dB Lmax at a distance of 50 feet. Noise would also be generated during 

the construction phase by increased truck traffic on area roadways. A significant Project-generated 

noise source would be truck traffic associated with transport of heavy materials and equipment to 

and from construction sites. This noise increase would be of short duration and would likely occur 

primarily during daytime hours.  

Construction activities would be temporary in nature and are exempt from noise regulation during 

the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM, as outlined in the City’s Municipal Code:  

17.58.050 D. Exempt Activities  

8. Construction activities when conducted as part of an approved Building Permit, 

except as prohibited in Subsection 17.58.050(E)(1) (Prohibited Activities) below. 

17.58.050 E. Prohibited Activities 

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. 

Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, temporary construction noise 

impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 

EXTERIOR TRAFFIC NOISE AT PROPOSED USES  

http://qcode.us/codes/manteca/view.php?cite=_17.58.050&confidence=5
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Tables 3.11-11 and 3.11-12 show the predicted traffic noise levels at the proposed residential uses 

adjacent to the major Project-area arterial roadways and highways. Based upon Tables 3.11-11 and 

3.11-12, exterior noise levels would exceed the City’s 60 dBA Ldn normally acceptable exterior noise 

standard.  The 60 dBA Ldn noise contours for Union Road were found to extend to an approximate 

distance of 159 feet from the roadway centerline. This would encroach into the outdoor activity 

areas of proposed residences. Therefore, use of a physical barrier would be the only feasible method 

to reduce exterior noise levels to within the City’s allowable exterior noise standard range.  

Table 3.11-11 also indicate the property line noise barrier heights required to achieve compliance 

with an exterior noise level standard of 60 dB Ldn.  

TABLE 3.11-11: CUMULATIVE + PROJECT TRANSPORTATION NOISE LEVELS AT PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL USES – 

UNION RANCH NORTH 

SEGMENT 
APPROXIMATE 

RESIDENTIAL 

SETBACK, FEET1 

PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS, DB LDN
2 

NO 

BARRIER 
6’ 

BARRIER 
7’ 

BARRIER 
8’  

BARRIER 
9’  

BARRIER 
10’ 

BARRIER 

Union Road 60 72 66 64 63 62 60 

NOTES:  
 1 SETBACK DISTANCES ARE MEASURED IN FEET FROM THE CENTERLINES OF THE ROADWAYS TO THE CENTER OF RESIDENTIAL 

BACKYARDS. 
2 THE MODELED NOISE BARRIERS ASSUME FLAT SITE CONDITIONS WHERE ROADWAY ELEVATIONS, BASE OF WALL ELEVATIONS, AND 

BUILDING PAD ELEVATIONS ARE APPROXIMATELY EQUIVALENT. SOUND BARRIER HEIGHT MAY BE ACHIEVED THROUGH THE USE A WALL 

AND EARTHEN BERM TO ACHIEVE THE TOTAL HEIGHT (I.E. 6-FOOT WALL ON 2-FOOT BERM IS EQUIVALENT TO AN 8-FOOT TALL 

BARRIER). 
SOURCE: SAXELBY ACOUSTICS. 2022. 

The modeled noise barriers assume flat site conditions where roadway elevations, base of wall 

elevations, and building pad elevations are approximately equivalent. Appendix D shows the full 

barrier height calculations. 

The data in Table 3.11-11 indicate that a noise barrier 10-feet in height would be required to achieve 

compliance with the City of Manteca 60 dB Ldn exterior noise level standard for the proposed 

residential uses in the Union Ranch North subdivision.  It should be noted that Table 9-1 (Table 3.11-

8) of the City’s General Plan notes that residential uses are conditionally compatible with exterior 

noise levels of up to 65 dB Ldn, assuming that interior noise levels are in compliance with the City’s 

interior noise level standards.  The adjacent residential development to the south employs an 8-

foot-tall masonry wall for traffic noise protection.  Therefore, it is expected that the Union Ranch 

North subdivision would also include construction of an 8-foot-tall masonry wall or a 6-foot-tall 

masonry wall on a 2-foot-tall earthen berm, for a total barrier height of 8-feet. Based upon Table 

3.11-11, an 8-foot-tall barrier would achieve an exterior noise level of 63 dBA Ldn which is within the 

City’s conditionally compatible exterior noise standard of up to 65 dB Ldn. 

INTERIOR NOISE IMPACTS AT PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL USES 



NOISE  3.11 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report – Union Ranch North 3.11-27 

 

Modern construction typically provides a 25-dB exterior-to-interior noise level reduction with 

windows closed. Therefore, sensitive receptors exposed to exterior noise of 70 dB Ldn, or less, will 

typically comply with the City of Manteca 45 dB Ldn interior noise level standard. Additional noise 

reduction measures, such as acoustically-rated windows, are generally required for exterior noise 

levels exceeding 70 dB Ldn.  

It should be noted that noise barriers do not typically reduce exterior noise levels at second floor 

locations. The proposed residential uses are predicted to be exposed to unmitigated first-floor 

exterior transportation noise levels up to 72 dBA Ldn at the Union Ranch North subdivision. Mitigated 

first-floor noise levels of 63-65 dBA Ldn are expected after construction of sound barriers. The second 

floor locations are not expected to receive adequate shielding from the proposed sound walls and 

may be exposed to noise levels 2-3 dB higher than ground floor receivers. Therefore, noise levels of 

74 dB Ldn are expected at the second floor facades of the Union Ranch North subdivision residences. 

Based upon a 25-dB exterior-to-interior noise level reduction, interior noise levels are predicted to 

be up to 47-55 dB Ldn at second floors and 38-40 dBA Ldn at first floors. Accordingly, predicted interior 

noise levels along the first row of residential uses along Union Road are predicted to exceed the 

City’s 45 dB Ldn interior noise level standard at second floor locations.    

Appendix D of this EIR shows an estimate of the interior noise control measures required to meet 

the City’s interior noise level standards.  

Implementation of the following mitigation measure will ensure that these potential impacts are 

reduced to a less than significant level. 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Construction activities shall adhere to the requirements of the City of 

Manteca Municipal Code with respect to hours of operation. This requirement shall be noted in the 

improvements plans prior to approval by the City’s Public Works Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2: All equipment shall be fitted with factory equipped mufflers, and in good 

working order. This requirement shall be noted in the improvements plans prior to approval by the 

City’s Public Works Department. 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-3: An 8-foot-tall barrier shall be constructed along the Union Road 

Frontage, adjacent to proposed Project residential uses, in order to achieve the City’s exterior noise 

standards. Noise barrier walls shall be constructed of concrete panels, concrete masonry units, 

earthen berms, or any combination of these materials that achieve the required total height. Wood 

is not recommended due to eventual warping and degradation of acoustical performance. These 

requirements shall be included in the improvements plans prior to their approval by the City’s Public 

Works Department.  Figure 3.11-1 shows the recommended sound wall locations. It should be noted 

that this noise control measure could be phased, under the condition that a supplemental analysis 
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were to be conducted that demonstrates that interim phases would meet the City’s noise standards 

without full Project buildout. 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-4: For the first rows of lots adjacent to the Union Road right of way, second 

floor exterior facades with a view of Union Road would need the following noise control measures: 

• Windows shall have a sound transmission class (STC) rating of 34. 

• Interior gypsum at exterior walls shall be 5/8”; 

• Ceiling gypsum shall be 5/8”; 

• Exterior finish shall be stucco, fiber cement lap siding, or system with equivalent weight per 

square foot; 

• Mechanical ventilation shall be installed in all residential uses to allow residents to keep 

doors and windows closed, as desired for acoustical isolation. 

• As an alternative to the above-listed interior noise control measures, the applicant may 

provide a detailed analysis of interior noise control measures once building plans become 

available. The analysis should be prepared by a qualified noise control engineer and shall 

outline the specific measures required to meet the City of Manteca 45 dB Ldn interior noise 

level standard. 

Impact 3.11-2: The proposed Project has the potential to generate 

excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. (Less than 

Significant) 

Construction vibration impacts include human annoyance and building structural damage. Human 

annoyance occurs when construction vibration rises significantly above the threshold of perception. 

Building damage can take the form of cosmetic or structural damage. 

With the exception of vibratory compactors, the Table 3.11-7 data indicate that construction 

vibration levels anticipated for the Project are less than the 0.2 in/sec threshold at a distance of 25 

feet. Use of vibratory compactors within 26 feet of the adjacent buildings could cause vibrations in 

excess of 0.2 in/sec. Sensitive receptors which could be impacted by construction-related vibrations, 

especially vibratory compactors/rollers, are located approximately 10-15 feet, or further, from the 

Project site. 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure will ensure that these potential impacts are 

reduced to a less than significant level. 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-5: Any compaction required less than 26 feet from the adjacent residential 

structures shall be accomplished by using static drum rollers which use weight instead of vibrations 



NOISE  3.11 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report – Union Ranch North 3.11-29 

 

to achieve soil compaction. As an alternative to this requirement, pre-construction crack 

documentation and construction vibration monitoring could be conducted to ensure that 

construction vibrations do not cause damage to any adjacent structures.  

Impact 3.11-3: 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) 

There are no airports within two miles of the Project vicinity.  Therefore, this impact is not 
applicable to the proposed Project.  
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This section describes and evaluates potential impacts associated with the provision of police 

protection, fire protection and emergency services, parks and recreation, schools, and other public 

facilities for the proposed Project. The information in this section is primarily derived from the: 

• City of Manteca General Plan (City of Manteca as amended through 2016),  

• Manteca General Plan 2023 Draft Environmental Impact Report (City of Manteca, 2003), and 

• Manteca Draft Municipal Services Review and Sphere of Influence Plan (City of Manteca, 

2020).  

There were no comments received during the NOP scoping process related to this environmental 

topic. 

3.12.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
CITY OF MANTECA SERVICES  
The City of Manteca receives funds for the provision of public services through development fees, 

property taxes, and connection and usage fees. As land is developed within the City and annexed 

into the City of Manteca, these fees apply. The City of Manteca reviews these fee structures on an 

annual basis to ensure that they provide adequate financing to cover the provision of city services, 

determine the correct level of adjustment required to reverse any deficits, and assure funding for 

needed infrastructure going forward. The City’s Development Services, Public Works, and Finance 

Departments are responsible for continual oversight to ensure that the fee structures are adequate.  

City of Manteca Police Department  
Police protection services in the City of Manteca are provided by the Manteca Police Department 

(MPD). The MPD operates out of its headquarters located at 1001 W. Center Street. Currently the 

MPD has 74 sworn officers. 

The department classifies calls for service as Priority 1, Priority 2 or Priority 3. Priority 1 calls are calls 

where a threat is posed to life or a crime of violence. Priority 2 calls are calls for service where there 

is an urgency or suspicious behavior. Priority 3 calls are calls for service where no emergency or 

serious problem is involved. In 2016, there were 217 Priority 1 calls, 18,080 Priority 2 calls, and 8,551 

Priority 3 calls, totaling 26,841 calls.  Calls for service increased to 46,256 total calls in 2018. The 

department’s average response times for 2016 for the 3 priorities were as follows:  

• Priority 1 calls: 2016, 4 minutes and 27 seconds. 

• Priority 2 calls: 2016, 27 minutes and 2 seconds.   

• Priority 3 calls: 2016, 50 minutes and 22 seconds. 
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ORGANIZATION 

The MPD is organized into two divisions: Operations and Services. Additionally, the MPD operates a 

Public Affairs Unit. For budgeting purposes, the MPD is organized into the following programs: 

administration, patrol, investigations, support services, dispatch, code enforcement, jail services, 

and animal services.  

Operations Division 

The Operations Division is the largest division of the Department. It includes all uniformed officers 

and their support teams. The units included in the Operations Division are patrol, traffic, community 

service officers, SWAT, crisis response team, mounted patrol, canine, and bomb squad. 

Services Division 

The Services Division includes all the teams and units that support the line police function of the 

MPD. These teams include Dispatch, Records, Property and Evidence, Crime Analysis, and Animal 

Services, as well as Detectives, School Resource Officers, Gang Unit, and Manteca’s Street Crimes 

Unit (SCU), which is the department’s proactive narcotic and street crime suppression unit. 

The MPD also has several very active volunteer groups. The Police Explorers, Citizen’s Police 

Academy graduates, Police Reserves, and the SHARPs allow members of the community of all ages 

and experience to give back to the community through volunteering.  

Public Affairs Unit 

The MPD’s Public Affairs Officer (PAO) works directly with the Chief of Police on issues that affect 

the MPD and community. In addition to being a community liaison, the PAO works with the public 

in providing current information regarding issues effecting Manteca. This is done by working with 

local news media outlets, issuing information bulletins and conducting neighborhood meetings, and 

by using the local government channel for a program called StreetBeat. In addition to assisting the 

Chief of Police, the PAO also coordinates several crime prevention programs to include the Citizen 

Police Academy, Drug Awareness Education, and various workplace-training programs such as 

Workplace Violence Prevention. The PAO also coordinates with other city offices special projects 

and does site plan reviews for new commercial and residential projects using a process called CPTED 

(Crime Prevention through Environmental Design).  

TABLE 3.12-1: MANTECA POLICE DEPARTMENT CRIME STATISTICS (2017-2019) 

CATEGORY/CRIME 2017 2018 2019 

Total Violent Crimes 256 256 199 

Homicide 4 0 3 

Rape 18 18 27 

Robbery 89 97 66 

Assault 145 141 103 

Total Property Crimes 2,240 2,288 1,848 

Burglary 302 386 239 

Motor Vehicle Theft 322 380 282 

Larceny 1,616 1,522 1,327 

Arson 14 15 18 

SOURCE: FBI CRIME STATISTICS; HTTPS://UCR.FBI.GOV/. 

http://www.ci.manteca.ca.us/police/Department/Operations_Division/default.htm
http://www.ci.manteca.ca.us/police/Department/Services_Division/default.htm
http://www.ci.manteca.ca.us/police/Department/Public_Affairs/public_afairs.htm
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As shown in the table, the majority of crimes committed in Manteca consist of property crimes, 

primarily larceny.  

City of Manteca Fire Department 

The Manteca Fire Department is responsible for the primary provision of fire service and emergency 

medical response for the City of Manteca and its residents. The Manteca Fire Department serves 

approximately 72,000 residents throughout over 17 square miles within the City limits. The Manteca 

Fire Department operates out of five facilities that are strategically located in the City of Manteca. 

The Manteca Fire Department is headquartered in Station 242 located at 1154 S. Union Road. This 

building serves as the Fire Department headquarters and the Fire Prevention Bureau. Fire training 

and emergency medical services are managed out of Station 241. Apparatus includes three engines, 

three reserve engines, one ladder truck, one medium rescue unit, one USAR rescue trailer, eight 

staff vehicles, two pick-up trucks, and a public education trailer.  

The Manteca Fire Department maintains a goal for the initial company of three firefighters to arrive 

on scene for fire and emergency medical service (EMS) incidents within five minutes 90% of the time 

(Response Effectiveness). In 2016, the Department averaged a response time for Code 3 

emergencies such as fires, medical calls or auto accidents at 4:20 minutes City-wide. In 2017, the 

Department averaged a 4:22 response time City-wide. In 2017, the MFD on an average handled 

7,579 emergency calls and 6,737 in 2016. The Department is currently meeting the Response 

Effectiveness goal.  

ISO RATING 

The Insurance Services Office (ISO) Public Protection Classification Program currently rates the Fire 

Department as a 2 on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being the highest possible protection rating and 10 

being the lowest. The ISO rating measures individual fire protection agencies against a Fire 

Suppression Rating Schedule, which includes such criteria as facilities and support for handling and 

dispatching fire alarms, first-alarm response and initial attack, and adequacy of local water supply 

for fire-suppression purposes. The recent construction and staffing of Fire Station No. 4 and Fire 

Station No. 5 will have a positive impact on the City’s ISO rating. The ISO ratings are used to establish 

fire insurance premiums. With the completion of Fire Station 5, the City plants to apply for ISO re-

classification and the Fire Department will apply for Accreditation through the Commission of Fire 

Accreditation International (CFAI). 

FIRE STATIONS 

The Manteca Fire Department currently operates five fire stations within its service area, each are 

listed below.  

• Station 241 - 290 S. Powers Ave. Manteca CA 95336 (operational) 

• Station 242 - 1154 S. Union Road Manteca CA 95337 (operational) 

• Station 243 - 399 W. Louise Ave. Manteca CA 95336 (operational) 

• Station 244 - 1465 W. Lathrop Rd. Manteca CA 95336 (operational) 

• Station 245, 1675 E. Woodward Ave. Manteca CA 95337 (operational) 
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City of Manteca Parks and Recreation Division 

The City of Manteca Parks and Recreation Division serves thousands of individuals, including 

toddlers, youth, teens, and adults throughout the greater Manteca area.  The Recreation Division 

offers programs and services that foster health, wellness, and human development, strengthen 

families, and provide recreational opportunities for the purpose of positively affecting the quality of 

life for all involved. The Parks Division oversees more than 600 acres of neighborhood and 

community parks, maintenance districts, urban forest, the Tidewater Bikeway, skate park, swimming 

pool, senior center, library services, and an 18-hole golf course.  

Types of Parks  

COMMUNITY PARKS 

Community parks are generally fifteen (15) to twenty-five (25) acres in size and include areas for 

active sports as well as space for family and group activities, such as picnicking. Community parks 

are larger in size than neighborhood parks and serve to fulfill the active and passive recreational 

needs of multiple neighborhoods. The community park serves the needs of local neighborhoods by 

providing a close to home site for more active recreation that is not typically suitable or physically 

possible in a neighborhood park (i.e., formal sports fields and courts with night lighting). Community 

parks and sports parks are where most organized activities provided by the Parks and Recreation 

Department and various league sports are intended to occur. 

The City of Manteca has six developed Community Parks, totaling approximately seventy-eight 

(78) acres. The closest community park is the Big League Dreams sports complex located 

approximately 0.5 miles north of the Project site.  

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS 

Neighborhood parks serve as the focal point of neighborhood communities, the hub for both 

physical and social activities in a recreational setting that should be primarily passive. Appropriately 

designed neighborhood parks act as “pulse points” within the city. They are spaces that develop a 

sense of place while at the same time evolve to reflect the neighborhood they represent. 

Neighborhood parks act as critical building blocks of the city’s image and assist in developing an 

overall sense of community and security. They also serve as critical nodes and access points in the 

city-wide green space network. Neighborhood parks are generally five (5) to seven (7) acres.  

Amenities at neighborhood parks may include ball fields, basketball, volleyball, bocce ball, and 

tennis courts, small picnic areas, playground equipment, restroom facilities, water play features, and 

barbeques.   

The City of Manteca has fifty-five (55) Neighborhood Parks, totaling approximately 251.85 acres. 

There are six neighborhood parks located within a mile of the Project site. The Racoon Valley Park 

and the Northgate park are located south of the Plan Area. Additionally, the Stonebridge Park, Maple 

Valley Park, Chadwick Square Park, and the Doxey Park are located southwest of the Project site. 



PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 3.12 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report – Union Ranch North 3.12-5 

 

SPECIAL USE PARKS 

The Special Use Parks allow for flexibility in providing recreational resources throughout the city-

wide park space network. This classification is intended to accommodate special circumstances, 

unique site characteristics, etc. in park, trail, and recreation resources. These types of resources add 

diversity to the park network and accommodate a variety of non-traditional recreation amenities 

beyond the standard neighborhood, and community, park classifications.   

The City of Manteca has ten (10) Special Use Parks/Facilities totaling approximately ninety-one (91) 

acres, including a major multi‐use recreation trail that covers over 3.5 miles of terrain. 

City Parks 

The City currently manages more than 522 acres of parks, facilities, trails and recreation lands, 

including approximately 421 acres of community, neighborhood, and special use parks, and the 101-

acre Manteca Park Golf Course. Table 3.12-2 summarizes the City’s park facilities by category. 

TABLE 3.12-2: SUMMARY OF PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES 

PARK TYPE NUMBER ACREAGE 

GOAL 
(ACRES PER 

1,000 

RESIDENTS) 

CURRENT RATIO 
(ACRES PER 

1,000 

RESIDENTS) 
Neighborhood Parks 55 sites 251.9 3 3.02 

Community Parks 6 sites 78.5 1 0.94 

Special Use Facilities 10 sites 90.9 1 1.09 

TOTAL 71 sites 421.3 5 5.05 

SOURCE: CITY OF MANTECA PARKS AND RECREATION MASTER PLAN, 2016 

When the acreage is broken down into functional categories, the City currently has approximately 

251.9 acres of Neighborhood Park land which exceeds the City’s goal of 3 acres per 1,000 population. 

In the category of Community Park acreage, the current quantity of approximately 78.5 acres comes 

close to but does not exceed the city’s goal of one acre per 1,000 population. In the category of 

Special Use Facility/Parks, the City’s approximately 90.9 acres of park lands for special uses exceeds 

the City’s goal of one acre per 1,000 population.   

In addition, the City’s Parks and Recreation Master Plan identified additional facility needs required 

by year 2035. A cumulative total of approximately 130 acres of Neighborhood Park land 

development would be required, as well as a total of approximately 38.5 acres of Community Park 

land, and 26 acres of Special Use Facility/Park lands. This amount is approximate and could be met 

by a combination of utilizing existing undeveloped parkland and acquiring new parkland to develop. 

Parks and Recreation amenities include several baseball and softball diamonds, sports fields, picnic 

areas, barbecues, playgrounds and tot lots, over 3 miles of Class 1 bike and pedestrian path, lighted 

tennis courts, a BMX bicycle track, a skate park, an 18-hole municipal golf course, and a public 

swimming pool (with tot pool).  

Existing rental facilities include: 
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• Northgate: Full Picnic Shelter; Half Picnic Shelter 

• Lincoln Picnic Shelter 

• Woodward: Full Picnic Shelter; Half Picnic Shelter 

• Library Park Gazebo 

• Lincoln Pool 

• Sports Fields 

On a regional scale, the City is located in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta), which contains 

several recreational areas and facilities, primarily for water-based recreation. Regional County parks 

near the City include the 9.85-acre Dos Reis Regional Park and the 3.7-acre Mossdale Crossing 

Regional Park, both located along the San Joaquin River. Mossdale Crossing Park is located on the 

west side of Interstate 5. Each of these parks includes boat launch ramps, picnic/barbeque areas, 

and children’s play areas. Dos Reis Regional Park also has camping facilities. Also in the vicinity is the 

Haven Acres Marina, a private marina located on the San Joaquin River north of Dos Reis Regional 

Park. This facility provides river access to the San Joaquin River and includes parking areas, a boat 

ramp, and 10 boat berths. 

OTHER AGENCY SERVICES  

Manteca Unified School District  

The Project site is located within the service boundaries of the Manteca Unified School District 

(MUSD). MUSD provides school services for grades K through 12 within the communities of 

Manteca, Lathrop, Stockton, and French Camp. The District is approximately 113 square miles and 

serves more than 23,000 students. MUSD operates 14 elementary and middle schools (grades K-8), 

four high schools (grades 9-12), one community day school (grades 7-12), and one vocational 

academy (grades 11-12). See Table 3.12-3 for the Manteca school inventory. 

TABLE 3.12-3: PUBLIC SCHOOLS SERVING MANTECA 

SCHOOL 
GRADES 

SERVED 
ADDRESS 

ENROLLMENT 
2019-2020 
SCHOOL YEAR 

ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE SCHOOLS 

George McParland Elementary School K-8 1601 Northgate Dr 1,163 

Stella Brockman Elementary School K-8 763 Silverado Dr 813 

Brock Elliott Elementary School K-8 1110 Stonum Ln 838 

French Camp Elementary K-8 241 4th Street 584 

Golden West Elementary School K-8 1031 North Main St 536 

Joshua Cowell Elementary School K-8 740 Pestana Ave 651 

Lincoln Elementary School K-8 750 E Yosemite Ave 651 

Manteca Community Day  K-6 737 W Yosemite Ave 15 

Neil Hafley Elementary School K-8 849 Northgate Dr 752 

New Haven Elementary School K-8 14600 Austin Rd 535 

Nile Garden Elementary School K-8 5700 E Nile Rd 726 
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SCHOOL 
GRADES 

SERVED 
ADDRESS 

ENROLLMENT 
2019-2020 
SCHOOL YEAR 

Sequoia Elementary School K-8 710 Martha St 815 

Shasta Elementary School K-8 751 E Edison St 772 

Veritas Elementary School K-8 1600 Pagola Ave 932 

Walter Woodward Elementary School K-8 575 Tannehill Dr 910 

HIGH SCHOOLS 

Calla High School 9-12 130 S Austin Rd 162 

East Union High School 9-12 1700 N Union Rd 1,614 

Manteca Community Day School 7-12 737 W Yosemite Ave 50 

Manteca High School 9-12 450 E Yosemite Ave 1,686 

Sierra High School 9-12 1700 Thomas St 1,471 

Manteca Unified Vocational Academy 
(be.tech) 

11-12 2271 W. Louise Ave 127 

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION EDUCATIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS UNIT ENROLLMENT FOR 2019-20. 

As shown in Table 3.12-4, the schools serving the City had a total enrollment of approximately 

15,803 students, of which 10,693 were enrolled in elementary and middle school (grades K – 8) and 

5,110 were enrolled in high school (grades 9 – 12). 

District-wide MUSD Schools have a total enrollment of 23,834 students for the 2019-2020 school 

year. Table 3.12-4 provides a summary of the public-school enrollment by grade within Manteca. 

TABLE 3.12-4: ENROLLMENT BY GRADE MUSD (2019-2020) 

MANTECA 

UNIFIED 

GRADE LEVEL 

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
TOTAL  
2019-
2020 

Total 1,931 1,645 1,692 1,740 1,740 1,716 1,811 1,883 2,002 2,002 1,859 1,907 1,931 23,834 

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION EDUCATIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS UNIT ENROLLMENT FOR 2019-2020. 

Library Services 

The Manteca Branch Library, a branch library of the Stockton - San Joaquin County Library system, 

is located at 320 West Center Street. The library offers a circulating collection of books, magazines, 

CDs, and DVDs in both English and Spanish, and carries a number of local regional and national 

newspapers.  

Computer workstations are available for general and Internet use. Free Wi-Fi is also available 

for patrons with laptops and mobile devices. The library offers black & white and color printing, as 

well as a copy machine and typewriter. A microfilm reader/printer is available, which includes an 

extensive collection of archives from the Manteca Bulletin. A non-circulating collection of 

reference materials is also available for help with research. 
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The Manteca Branch Library offers two weekly story time programs beginning at 10:30 AM. On 

Tuesdays, a program geared for children aged 6 months to 2 years and on Thursdays the library has 

preschool storytime, primarily for children aged 2 to 4 years.  

Manteca Senior Center 

The Manteca Senior Center located at 295 Cherry Lane is a 10,000-plus square-foot, multi-purpose 

Senior Center serving and involving adults and seniors age 50 and above throughout the greater 

Manteca area. There are no membership fees to participate at the center; however, some classes 

and activities have nominal fees. 

Manteca Hospital and Medical Facilities 

Health care facilities within Manteca encompass Doctor’s Hospital of Manteca, Kaiser Permanente 

Manteca Medical Center, residential care facilities, as well as private physicians and other medical 

practitioners.   

Doctor’s Hospital of Manteca, provides acute care service for Manteca and the surrounding 

community.  The hospital is located at 1205 east North Street in the City of Manteca.  Doctor’s 

Hospital of Manteca offers comprehensive diagnostic and surgical services, intensive care unit, 

breast healthcare, including mammography, behavioral health care, a 67-bed adult inpatient 

psychiatric treatment center, expanded imaging services, hip and knee surgery, back pain treatment 

and surgery, bariatric (weight-loss) surgery. Kaiser Permanente Manteca Medical Center also 

provides acute care service for Manteca and the surrounding community.  The hospital is located at 

1777 West Yosemite Avenue.  Residents typically travel to other facilities, for certain specialized 

services including severe trauma and psychiatric care.   

The San Joaquin County Public Health Services provides maternal and child health care 

programming, California Children's Services, child health and disability programs, vaccinations and 

general public health nursing to the community. Alcohol & drug programs are also organized under 

the County Health Services and provide residential treatment, out-patient counseling, perinatal 

programs and community education and information. 

3.12.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

STATE  

Police Protection  

There are no federal or state regulations related to police protection services applicable to the 

proposed Project.  

Fire Protection and Emergency Response 

CALIFORNIA OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRATION 

In accordance with California Code of Regulations Title 8 Sections 1270 "Fire Prevention" and 6773 

"Fire Protection and Fire Equipment" the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
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(Cal/OSHA) has established minimum standards for fire suppression and emergency medical 

services. The standards include, but are not limited to, guidelines on the handling of highly 

combustible materials, fire hose sizing requirements, restrictions on the use of compressed air, 

access roads, and the testing, maintenance, and use of all firefighting and emergency medical 

equipment. 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE/EVACUATION PLANS 

The State passed legislation authorizing the Office of Emergency Services (OES) to prepare a 

Standard Emergency Management System (SEMS) program, which sets forth measures by which a 

jurisdiction should handle emergency disasters. Non-compliance with SEMS could result in the State 

withholding disaster relief from the non-complying jurisdiction in the event of an emergency 

disaster.  

FIRE PROTECTION 

The California Fire Code contains regulations relating to construction and maintenance of buildings 

and the use of premises. Topics addressed in the Code include fire department access, fire hydrants, 

automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards safety, hazardous 

materials storage and use, provisions to protect and assist first responders, industrial processes, and 

many other general and specialized fire safety requirements for new existing buildings and premises.  

CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE 

The 2019 California Fire Code contains regulations relating to construction, maintenance, and use 

of buildings. Topics addressed in the California Fire Code include fire department access, fire 

hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards safety, 

hazardous materials storage and use, provisions intended to protect and assist fire responders, 

industrial processes, and many other general and specialized fire-safety requirements for new and 

existing buildings and the surrounding premises. The Fire Code contains specialized technical 

regulations related to fire and life safety. 

CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE 

State fire regulations are set forth in Sections 13000 et seq. of the California Health and Safety Code. 

This includes regulations for building standards (as also set forth in the California Building Code), fire 

protection and notification systems, fire protection devices such as extinguishers and smoke alarms, 

high-rise building and childcare facility standards, and fire suppression training. 

NFPA 1710  

The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1710 Standards are applicable to urban areas and 

where staffing is comprised of career firefighters. According to these guidelines, a career fire 

department needs to respond within six minutes, 90 percent of the time with a response time 

measured from the 911 call to the time of arrival of the first responder.  

The standards are divided as follows: 

• Dispatch time of one minute or less for at least 90 percent of the alarms; 
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• Turnout time of one minute or less for EMS calls (80 seconds for fire and special operations 

response); 

• Fire response travel time of four minutes or less for the arrival of the first arriving engine 

company at a fire incident and eight minutes or less travel time for the deployment of an 

initial full alarm assignment at a fire incident; 

• Eight minutes or less travel time for the arrival of an advanced life support (ALS) (4 minutes 

or less if provided by the fire department. 

Parks/Recreation 

QUIMBY ACT 

The Quimby Act (California Government Code Section 66477) states that “the legislative body of a 

city or county may, by ordinance, require the dedication of land or impose a requirement of the 

payment of fees in lieu thereof, or a combination of both, for park or recreational purposes as a 

condition to the approval of a tentative or parcel map.” Requirements of the Quimby Act apply only 

to the acquisition of new parkland and do not apply to the physical development of new park 

facilities or associated operations and maintenance costs. The Quimby Act seeks to preserve open 

space needed to develop parkland and recreational facilities; however, the actual development of 

parks and other recreational facilities is subject to discretionary approval and is evaluated on a case-

by-case basis with new residential development. The City collects fees imposed by the park and 

recreation districts impact fees. The impact fees are collected at the time of building permit and 

include both capital impacts and land acquisition.  

Schools 

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS 

The California Code of Regulations, Chapter 4.9, Payment of Fees, Charges, Dedications, or Other 

Requirements Against a Development Project.  Section 65995-65998 (h) The payment or satisfaction 

of a fee, charge, or other requirement levied or imposed pursuant to Section 17620 of the Education 

Code in the amount specified in Section 65995 and, if applicable, any amounts specified in Section 

65995.5 or 65995.7 are hereby deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any 

legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or 

development of real property, or any change in governmental organization or reorganization as 

defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the provision of adequate school facilities. 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

The California Department of Education (CDE) School Facilities Planning Division (SFPD) prepared a 

School Site Selection and Approval Guide that provides criteria for locating appropriate school sites 

in the State of California. School site and size recommendations were changed by the CDE in 2000 

to reflect various changes in educational conditions, such as lowering of class sizes and use of 

advanced technology. The expanded use of school buildings and grounds for community and agency 

joint use and concern for the safety of the students and staff members also influenced the 

modification of the CDE recommendations.  
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Specific recommendations for school size are provided in the School Site Analysis and Development 

Guide. This document suggests a ratio of 1:2 between buildings and land. CDE is aware that in a 

number of cases, primarily in urban settings, smaller sites cannot accommodate this ratio. In such 

cases, the SFPD may approve an amount of acreage less than the recommended gross site size and 

building-to-ground ratio. 

Certain health and safety requirements for school site selection are governed by state regulations 

and the policies of the SFPD relating to: 

• Proximity to airports, high-voltage power transmission lines, railroads, and major roadways; 

• Presence of toxic and hazardous substances; 

• Hazardous facilities and hazardous air emissions within one-quarter mile; 

• Proximity to high-pressure natural gas lines, propane storage facilities, gasoline lines, 

pressurized sewer lines, or high-pressure water pipelines; 

• Noise; 

• Results of geological studies or soil analyses; and 

• Traffic and school bus safety issues. 

THE KINDERGARTEN-COMMUNITY COLLEGE PUBLIC EDUCATION FACILITIES BOND ACT OF 2016  

(PROP 51) 

The Kindergarten-Community College Public Education Facilities Bond Act of 2016 was the first 

education-related bond measure to appear on the ballot since 2006. This act was approved by 

California voters in November 2016 and provided for a bond issued of $9 billion with $7.0 billion 

earmarked for K-12 school facilities and $2 billion earmarked for community college facilities. The 

$7.0 billion for K-12 school facilities was allocated as follows: $3 billion for the construction of new 

school facilities, $500 million for providing school facilities for charter schools, $3 billion for the 

modernization of school facilities, and $500 million for providing facilities for career technical 

education programs. The $2 billion allocated to community college facilities was for acquiring, 

constructing, renovating, and equipping community college facilities.  

LEROY F. GREENE SCHOOL FACILITIES ACT OF 1998 (SB 50) 

The “Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998,” also known as Senate Bill 50 or SB 50 (Chapter 

407, Statutes of 1998), governs a school district’s authority to levy school impact fees. This 

comprehensive legislation, together with the $9.2 billion education bond act approved by the voters 

in November 1998 known as “Proposition 1A”, reformed methods of school construction financing 

in California. SB 50 instituted a new school facility program by which school districts can apply for 

state construction and modernization funds. It imposed limitations on the power of cities and 

counties to require mitigation of school facilities impacts as a condition of approving new 

development and provided the authority for school districts to levy fees at three different levels: 

• Level I fees are the current statutory fees allowed under Education Code 17620. This code 

section provides the basic authority for school districts to levy a fee against residential and 

commercial construction for the purpose of funding school construction or reconstruction 
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of facilities. These fees vary by district for residential construction and commercial 

construction and are increased biannually. 

• Level II fees are outlined in Government Code Section 65995.5, allowing school districts to 

impose a higher fee on residential construction if certain conditions are met. These 

conditions include having a substantial percentage of students on multi-track year-round 

scheduling, having an assumed debt equal to 15–30 percent of the district’s bonding 

capacity (percentage is based on revenue sources for repayment), having at least 20 percent 

of the district’s teaching stations housed in relocatable classrooms, and having placed a local 

bond on the ballot in the past four years which received at least 50 percent plus one of the 

votes cast. A Facility Needs Assessment must demonstrate the need for new school facilities 

for unhoused pupils is attributable to projected enrollment growth from the construction of 

new residential units over the next five years. 

Level III fees are outlined in Government Code Section 655995.7. If State funding becomes 

unavailable, this code section authorizes a school district that has been approved to collect Level II 

fees to collect a higher fee on residential construction. This fee is equal to twice the amount of Level 

II fees. However, if a district eventually receives State funding, this excess fee may be reimbursed to 

the developers or subtracted from the amount of state funding. 

LOCAL  

City of Manteca Municipal Code 
The City of Manteca Municipal Code, Fee Schedule VI Development Fee includes development 

impact fees to fund public facilities, including the San Joaquin County Facilities Fee to fund police 

services.  

Manteca Parks and Recreation Master Plan 
The City of Manteca adopted a Parks and Recreation Master Plan in 2016. The Master Plan evaluates 

the parks and recreation needs of the community and develops strategies, policies, and actions that 

reflect those needs to create better places to recreate within Manteca. This document provides the 

City’s Parks and Recreation Department with precise direction and serves as a realistic guide for the 

next ten to twenty years. 

City of Manteca General Plan  

The General Plan includes several policies relevant to public services. It is noted that the currently 

adopted General Plan is the 2023 General Plan; however, the City is currently undergoing an Update 

to the General Plan. Both 2023 General Plan policies and proposed General Plan Update policies 

applicable to the Project are identified below: 

2023 GENERAL PLAN (EXISTING) 

Policies: Public Facilities and Services Element 
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• PF-P-39. The City shall endeavor through adequate staffing and patrol arrangements to 

maintain the minimum feasible police response times for police calls. 

• PF-P-40. The City shall provide police services to serve the existing and projected population. 

• PF-P-41. The City will establish the criteria for determining the circumstances under which 

police service will be enhanced.  

• PF-P-42. The City shall endeavor to maintain an overall fire insurance (ISO) rating of 4 or 

better. 

• PF-P-43. The City shall endeavor through adequate staffing and station locations to maintain 

the minimum feasible response time for fire and emergency calls. 

• PF-P-44. The City shall provide fire services to serve the existing and projected population. 

• PF-P-45. The City will establish the criteria for determining the circumstances under which 

fire service will be enhanced.  

• PF-P-46. The City shall expand the community and neighborhood park system with the goal 

of providing neighborhood park facilities within reasonable walking distance of all city 

residential areas. 

• PF-P-47. The City shall use joint development of park and drainage detention basins in the 

development of neighborhood parks. 

• PF-P-49. City park acquisition and development efforts shall be based on a goal of 5 acres of 

developed neighborhood and community parkland per 1,000 residents within the city limits. 

The distribution of land between neighborhood and community parks shall be determined 

within the Parks and Recreation Master Plan. 

• PF-P-50. Neighborhood parks shall conform to the following general guidelines (specific 

details and standards to be determined within the Parks and Recreation Master Plan): 

• The typical minimum size shall be set to support active and passive recreation activities. 

• The typical service area for a neighborhood park is approximately ¼ mile walking 

distance. 

• Neighborhood parks shall include a turf area above the basin flood line of sufficient area 

to be used for playgrounds, sports, picnic areas, and other recreational facilities. 

• PF-P-52. The City shall endeavor to identify, acquire, and develop one or more community 

parks as defined in the Parks and Recreation Master Plan. 

• PF-P-53. All new residential development will be required to pay a park acquisition and 

improvement fee, based on providing 5 acres per 1,000 residents, to fund system-wide 

improvements. 

• PF-P-54. The City shall require the provision of private open space and recreational facilities 

as part of new residential developments. 

• PF-P-34. The City shall cooperate with the Manteca Unified School District in their collection 

of school facility development fees from new development. 

• PF-P-35. Financing of new school facilities will be planned concurrent with new 

development.  
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GENERAL PLAN UPDATE (PROPOSED) 

Policies: Community Facilities Element 

• CF-1.1. Encourage the implementation of new techniques and technologies to provide the 

best available level of community services in a cost-effective manner. 

• CF-1.2. Ensure that new growth and development participates in the provision and 

expansion of essential community services and facilities, including parks, fire and police 

facilities, schools, utilities, roads, and other needed infrastructure, does not exceed the 

City’s ability to provide services, and does not place an economic burden on existing 

residents.  

• CF-1.3. Require new development to demonstrate that the City’s existing or planned 

community services and facilities can accommodate the increased demand for said services 

and facilities prior to or at completion of the project. 

• CF-1.4. Require new development to offset or mitigate impacts to community services and 

facilities, including fair share contribution of all costs of required public infrastructure and 

services, to ensure that service levels for existing users are not degraded or impaired. 

• CF-1.5. Require public improvements and facilities to enhance, rather than degrade, the 

natural environment. 

• CF-1.6. Encourage comprehensive development of public facilities and services rather than 

incremental, single projects. 

• CF-1.7. Plan and develop public services and facilities to support economic development and 

residential growth. 

• CF-1.8. Make use of the public right-of-way as a tool for facilitating quality design and 

development. 

• CF-2.1. Prioritize public safety through ensuring adequate staffing, implementing best 

available technologies, capital investments in public safety, and organizing and utilizing 

community volunteers. 

• CF-2.2. Ensure that the Police Department has adequate funding, staff, and equipment to 

accommodate existing and future growth in Manteca. 

• CF-2.3. Strive to provide a police force level of a minimum of 1.00 officers per 1,000 

population. 

• CF-2.4. Endeavor through adequate staffing and patrol arrangements to maintain the 

minimum feasible police response times for police calls. 

• CF-2.5. Periodically review and, if necessary, amend the criteria for determining the 

circumstances under which police service will be enhanced. 

• CF-2.6. Promote and support community-based crime prevention programs, as an 

important augmentation to the provision of professional police services. 

• CF-2.7. Emphasize the use of physical site planning as an effective means of preventing 

crime. Open spaces, landscaping, parking lots, parks, play areas, and other public spaces 

should be designed with maximum feasible visual and aural exposure to community 

residents. 
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• CF-2.8. Promote coordination between land use planning and urban design through 

consultation and coordination with the Police Department during the review of new 

development applications. 

• CF-3.1. Through adequate staffing and station locations, maintain a maximum five-minute 

travel response time 90% of the time for fire and emergency calls and an overall fire 

insurance (ISO) rating of 3 or better for all developed areas within the City. 

• CF-3.2. Provide fire services to serve the existing and projected population. 

• CF-3.3. Periodically review, and if necessary amend, the criteria for determining the 

circumstances under which fire service will be enhanced. 

• CF-3.4. Design and maintain roadways in such a way so as to maintain acceptable emergency 

vehicle response times. 

• CF-3.5. Ensure that new development is designed, constructed, and equipped consistent 

with the requirements of the California Fire Code in order to minimize the risk of fire. 

• CF-3.6. Ensure that new development is served with adequate water volumes and water 

pressure for fire protection. 

• CF-4.1. Ensure the provision of sufficient parks, trails, and recreation facilities that are well 

distributed and interconnected throughout the community. 

• CF-4.2. Expand, renovate, and maintain high quality parks, trails, and recreation facilities, 

programs, and services to accommodate existing and future needs that address traditional 

and non-traditional recreation, active and passive recreation, wellness, historical, cultural 

arts, environmental education, conservation, accessibility, inclusion, diversity, safety, and 

new technology. 

• CF-4.3. Uphold design, construction, implementation, and maintenance standards to ensure 

high quality parks, trails, and recreation facilities, programs, and services, now and into the 

future. 

• CF-5.1. Continue to work cooperatively with the local school districts to encourage the 

maintenance of high quality schools and to order to ensure that superior educational 

facilities and opportunities for all students are provided in a timely manner in accordance 

with the pace of residential development.  

 

Implementation: Community Facilities Element 

• CF-1a. Periodically review the fee schedules for water and sewer connections, city facilities 

and major equipment, and development impact fees and revise fees as necessary. 

• CF-1b. Cooperate with other jurisdictions, agencies, and utility providers where appropriate 

to achieve timely and cost-effective provision of public facilities and services. 

• CF-3a. Continuously monitor response times and provide the City Council with an annual 

report on the results of the monitoring. 

• CF-3b. Continue to enforce the California Building Code and the California Fire Code to 

ensure that all construction implements fire-safe techniques, including fire resistant 

materials, where required. 
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• CF-3c. As part of the City’s existing development review process for new projects, the Fire 

Department will continue to make determinations on projects’ potential impacts on fire 

protection services. Requirements will be added as conditions of project approval, if 

appropriate. 

• CF-3d. The Planning Commission and City Engineer will review proposed residential street 

patterns to evaluate the accessibility for fire engines and emergency response. 

• CF-2a. Continue to require preparation of an annual Police Department Performance 

Report, as amended periodically. 

• CF-2b. In conjunction with the annual Police Department Performance Report, further 

develop and refine best practices to assess, monitor, and maintain the Police Department’s 

organizational performance goals and monitor police staffing levels. The assessment 

categories related to adequate police staffing could include but are not limited to: 

o Crime rates; 
o Response times; 
o Clearance rates; 
o Police department workload; 
o Financial resources; and 
o Performance standards. 

• CF-2c. As part of the development review process, consult with the Police Department in 

order to ensure that the project design facilitates adequate police services and that the 

project addresses its impacts on police services. 

• CF-2d. Continue to implement community-based police outreach services and programs, 

including but not limited to, neighborhood watch, volunteers in police service (VIPS), and 

crime and safety needs of seniors (TRIAD). 

• CF-4a. Continuously monitor the condition of parks, trails, and recreation facilities 

throughout the community and prioritize the rehabilitation of existing facilities that serve 

the greatest number of residents. 

• CF-4b. Periodically review the City’s Parks and Recreation Master Plan to ensure that parks 

and recreation needs are adequately identified and prioritized, to update cost estimates for 

park acquisition and development and remaining development potential based on the 

General Plan and to ensure that the City maintains a minimum overall ratio of 5 acres of 

parkland for every 1,000 residents. 

• CF-4c. As part of the next Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update, consider the community 

needs identified during the General Plan process, including a community park and a 

combined or separate facility to accommodate community-wide events, a nature-based 

park, bicycle and pedestrian improvements necessary to improve access to park and 

recreation facilities, methods to increase physical activity opportunities in the community, 

and increased joint use of facilities with the school districts.  

• CF-4d. Investigate and pursue a diverse range of funding opportunities for parks, trails, and 

recreation facilities, including but not limited to, grants, joint use/management strategies, 

user fees, private sector funding, assessment districts, homeowners’ associations, non-
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profit organizations, funding mechanisms for the maintenance of older parks, and 

management assistance through Federal, State, and regional partnerships. 

• CF-4e. Periodically review, and if necessary update, the Parks and Recreation development 

impact fees in order to ensure that the City’s parks and recreation needs are adequately 

identified and prioritized and that new development continues to provide a fair-share 

contribution towards parks, trails, and recreation facilities. 

• CF-4f. Implement a wide range of public outreach programs, including the City’s website, 

newsletters, and other emerging communications technologies to keep the public informed 

about available parks, trails, and recreation facilities, programs, and services. 

• CF-4g. Continue to pursue joint-use of schools and detention facilities to supplement the 

parks, trails, and recreation needs of the community.  

• CF-4h. Through conditions of approval and/or development agreements, ensure that new 

development provides for its fair-share of park and recreation facilities, including 

connections to adjacent facilities, and that the development of new parks, trails, and 

recreation facilities occurs during the infrastructure construction phase of new 

development projects so that they are open and available to the public prior to completion 

of the project. 

3.12.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE  
Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project will have a significant 

impact on public services if it would result in:  

• Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 

altered governmental facilities, 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 any 

of the public services: 

o Fire Protection; 

o Police Protection; 

o Schools; 

o Parks; and 

o Other public facilities. 

• An increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 

facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 

accelerated; or 

• If it includes recreational facilities or requires the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES  

Impact 3.12-1: The proposed Project has the potential to require the 

construction of police department facilities which may cause substantial 

adverse physical environmental impacts. (Less than Significant) 
The proposed Project would introduce new residential uses and residents to the City in addition to 

existing residential uses that will be annexed as part of the proposed Project. This will create an 

increased demand for police protection services compared to existing conditions. The City’s Existing 

General Plan designated the Development Area as LDR and Park and therefore anticipated 

development and potential annexation into the City. Specifically, the proposed Project includes 465 

residential units. According to the most recent U.S. Census (2019) and Department of Finance (2020) 

estimates, the average number of persons residing in a dwelling unit in the City of Manteca is 3.18; 

therefore, the Project is estimated to increase the population by 1,479 residents (based on 3.18 

persons per household). The addition of 1,479 residents is within the City’s anticipated growth and 

the City has anticipated additional officers would be hired as the City population grows. The City 

continuously monitors response times and reports annually on the results to ensure adequate police 

protection service levels are provided.  

Impact fees from new development are collected based upon projected impacts from each 

development. The adequacy of impact fees is reviewed on an annual basis to ensure that the fee is 

commensurate with the service. Payment of the applicable impact fees by the Project applicant, and 

ongoing revenues that would come from property taxes, sales taxes, and other revenues generated 

by the proposed Project, would fund capital and labor costs associated with police services.  

Based on the current adequacy of existing response times and the ability of the MPD to serve the 

City, it is anticipated that the existing police department facilities are sufficient to serve the 

proposed Project and the construction of new or expanded police department facilities would not 

be required. Consequently, any impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.12-2: The proposed Project has the potential to require the 

construction of fire department facilities which may cause substantial 

adverse physical environmental impacts. (Less than Significant) 

The Manteca Fire Department maintains a goal for the initial company of three firefighters to arrive 

on scene for fire and emergency medical service (EMS) incidents within five minutes 90% of the time 

(Response Effectiveness). In 2016, the Department averaged a response time for Code 3 

emergencies such as fires, medical calls or auto accidents at 4:20 minutes City-wide. In 2017, the 

Department averaged a 4:22 response time City-wide. In 2017, the MFD on an average handled 

7,579 emergency calls and 6,737 in 2016. The Department is currently meeting the Response 

Effectiveness goal.  

The proposed Project would introduce new residential uses to the city in addition to existing 

residential uses that will be annexed as part of the proposed Project. This will create an increased 
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demand for fire services compared to existing conditions. The City’s Existing General Plan designated 

the Development Area as LDR and Park and therefore anticipated development and potential 

annexation into the City.  

Impact fees from new development are collected based upon projected impacts from each 

development. The adequacy of impact fees is reviewed on an annual basis to ensure that the fee is 

commensurate with the service. Payment of the applicable impact fees by the Project applicant, and 

ongoing revenues that would come from property taxes, sales taxes, and other revenues generated 

by the proposed Project, would fund capital and labor costs associated with fire protection services. 

Therefore, the impact of the proposed Project on the need for additional fire services facilities is less 

than significant and would not require the construction of additional fire department facilities.  

Impact 3.12-3: The proposed Project has the potential to require the 

construction of school facilities which may cause substantial adverse 

physical environmental impacts. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed Project is located within the service boundaries of the MUSD. Specifically, the Project 

site is within the attendance boundaries of the Neil Hafley Elementary School and the East Union 

High School located approximately a mile south of the Project site, and the George McParland School 

located approximately 1.20 miles southeast of the Project site.  

The proposed Project would include the development of 465 dwelling units, which would directly 

cause population growth, including school-aged children that would attend the schools that serve 

the Project site and surrounding area.  Utilizing the student generation rates provided by the MUSD 

in the School Mitigation Fee Justification Calculation of Cost per Student for School Facilities (dated 

March 2017), the proposed Project would be expected to generate roughly 296 new students1, 

broken down by grades as follows:  

• K–8: 154 elementary students and 45 middle school students 

• 9–12: 97 high school students  

MUSD has purchased a 17-acre school site2 but they may have a need for additional schools. Until 

new school facilities are developed, students within the Project site would most likely attend Neil 

 

 

1 Calculations based on the Manteca Unified School District, School Mitigation Fee Justification Study Final 

Draft Report, July 2020, which identifies grade K-6 student generation rate of 0.33 students per Single family 

unit, grade 7-8 student generation rate of 0.096 students per Single family unit and grade 9-12 student 

generation rate of 0.207 students per Single family unit. 

2 Manteca Unified School District, Facilities Need Analysis, July 21, 2020. 
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Hafley Elementary School and George McParland Elementary School, and East Union High School, 

subject to MUSD’s determination.  

The MUSD collects impact fees from new developments under the provisions of SB 50. Payment of 

the applicable impact fees by the Project applicant, and ongoing revenues that would come from 

taxes, would fund capital and labor costs associated with school services. The adequacy of fees is 

reviewed on an annual basis to ensure that the fee is commensurate with the service. Payment of 

the applicable impact fees by the Project applicant, and ongoing revenues that would come from 

property taxes, sales taxes, and other revenues generated by the proposed Project, would fund 

improvements associated with school services. According to Government Code Section 65996, the 

development fees authorized by SB 50 (1998) are deemed to be “full and complete school facilities 

mitigation” for any demands or impacts on school facilities caused by new development. It is noted 

that the Applicant has agreed to enter into a Mitigation Agreement with MUSD which allows them 

to annex into the District’s Community Facilities District (CFD). This provides the MUSD with a longer-

term stream of revenue paid through annual property taxes, and reduced impact fee in the near 

term. Therefore, the impact of the proposed Project on the need for additional school facilities is 

less than significant.  

Impact 3.12-4: The proposed Project has the potential to have effects on 

other public facilities. (Less than Significant) 

The proposed Project will bring residents to the area which may require the use of other public 

services such as libraries, etc. The City collects impact fees from new development based upon 

projected impacts from each development, including impacts on other public services as required 

by Chapter VI Development Fees of the City’s Municipal Code. The City also reviews the adequacy 

of impact fees on an annual basis to ensure that the fee is commensurate with services provided. 

Payment of the applicable impact fees by the Project applicant, and ongoing revenues that would 

come from property taxes, sales taxes, and other revenues generated by the proposed Project, 

would fund capital and labor costs associated with these other public services. 

The proposed Project does not trigger the need for new facilities associated with other public 

services. Consequently, new facilities for other public services are not proposed at this time. The 

proposed Project would not result in the need for new facilities for other public services, thus it will 

have a less than significant impact relative to this topic. 

Impact 3.12-5: The proposed Project has the potential to require the 

construction of park and recreational facilities which may cause 

substantial adverse physical environmental impacts. (Less than 

Significant) 

The proposed Project directly increases the number of persons in the area as a result of new 

residential development. The proposed Project includes 465 residential units. According to the most 

recent U.S. Census (2019) and Department of Finance (2020) estimates, the average number of 



PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 3.12 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report – Union Ranch North 3.12-21 

 

persons residing in a dwelling unit in the City of Manteca is 3.18; therefore, the Project is estimated 

to increase the population by 1,479 residents (based on 3.18 persons per household).  

The City’s General Plan identifies a park standard based on a goal of five acres of developed parkland 

per 1,000 residents within the city limits. However, Manteca Municipal Code Chapter 3.20.080, 

Neighborhood parks, requires in all new subdivisions, the developer to build and dedicate a 

neighborhood park that meets the required three acres per 1,000 people per the adopted park 

acquisition and improvement fee. Based on 1,479 residents, the Project would require 

approximately 7.4 acres of parkland. The Project proposes to include approximately 9.44 acres for 

the development of park, open space, and trail which is beyond the park dedication requirements. 

Additionally, the Project proposed to include 6.23 acres of neighborhood park, which is above the 

three acres per 1,000 people standard. An additional one acre of upland play area, and 2.21 acres 

of the continuation of the Tide Water Bike Trail would also be provided. 

Municipal Code Chapter 3.20, Park Acquisition and Improvement Fees, allows the parks and 

recreation director to determine whether or not a development would be required to build and 

dedicate a neighborhood park or pay the neighborhood park in-lieu fee. In accordance with the 

Municipal Code, fees are deposited in specific funds that shall be used solely for the acquisition, 

improvement and expansion of public parks and recreation facilities as outlined in the park 

acquisition and improvement fee update. Thus, upon provision and dedication of the proposed 

parkland and/or payment of required fees in accordance with the Manteca Municipal Code Chapter 

3.20, the proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact.  

Impact 3.12-6: The proposed Project has the potential to increase the use 

of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 

facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would 

occur or be accelerated. (Less than Significant) 

As stated previously, the proposed Project will directly increase the number of persons in the area. 

It is not anticipated that the proposed Project would result in a significant increase in the use of 

existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities because the Project includes 

extensive new recreational facilities for the community and residents within the Project site.  

The proposed Project would not significantly increase the use of an existing park, or other 

recreational facility. Therefore, it is not anticipated that any substantial physical deterioration of 

existing facilities would occur or be accelerated. As such, the proposed Project would have a less 

than significant impact relative to this topic.  
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This section of the EIR analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed Project on the surrounding 

transportation system including roadways, bicycle/pedestrian facilities, rail, and transit 

facilities/services. This section identifies the significant impacts of the proposed Project and 

recommends mitigation measures to lessen their significance. All technical calculations are in the 

Appendix A of the Transportation Analysis Report prepared by Fehr & Peers for the proposed Project 

(provided in Appendix E of this EIR).  

Comments were received during the public review period for the Notice of Preparation regarding 

this topic from Herum/Crabtree/Suntag Attorneys, Steven A. Herum (letter dated December 14, 

2023). Concerns raised related to this topic include: conflicts between truck and residential 

vehicular traffic; concerns by Delicato Family Wines (DFW) that “traditional methods of quantifying 

traffic impacts—VMT or LOS—omit conflicts between industrial truck and residential vehicular 

traffic.” These comments were considered within the context of the following analysis. Full 

comments received are included in Appendix A.  

3.13.1 INTRODUCTION 

This study addresses the potential transportation impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

Vehicle miles traveled, intersection operations, site access, freeway off-ramp queuing, and access 

to bicycle, pedestrian and transit facilities are analyzed. This section is based on the Transportation 

Analysis Report (Appendix E). This section documents the methodologies, inputs, and results of the 

analysis. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

The proposed Project includes the development of 465 single family residential units and a 

community park. Primary access to the development would be provided by one full access 

intersection at Union Road/Shady Pines Street. Secondary access would be provided by one right-

in/right-out intersection at Union Road/Duluth Way. The proposed Project is more fully described 

in Section 2.0 Project Description. 

STUDY AREA  

The study area was selected based on the development project’s location, site access, and expected 

trip distribution and assignment. The analysis considers traffic operations at the following 

intersections, which are displayed on Figure 3.13-1 Study Area. 

Study Intersections 

Twenty-three existing intersections were selected for study. The study intersections include:  

1. Union Road/French Camp Road 

2. Union Road/Lovelace Road 

3. Union Road/Shady Pines Street 

4. Union Road/Del Webb Boulevard/Clearwater Creek Boulevard 
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5. Union Road/Lathrop Road 

6. Roth Road/I-5 Southbound (SB) Ramps 

7. Roth Road/I-5 Northbound (NB) Ramps 

8. Roth Road/Airport Way 

9. Lathrop Road/I-5 SB Ramps 

10. Lathrop Road/I-5 NB Ramps 

11. Lathrop Road/Old Harlan Road 

12. Lathrop Road/Harlan Road 

13. Lathrop Road/Airport Way 

14. Lathrop Road/Madison Grove Drive 

15. Lathrop Road/SR 99 Frontage Road 

16. Lathrop Road/SR 99 SB Ramps/Main Street 

17. Lathrop Road/SR 99 NB Ramps 

18. Airport Way/Lovelace Road 

19. Airport Way/Daisywood Drive 

20. SR 99 Frontage Road/Brunswick Road 

21. French Camp Road/SR 99 SB Ramps/SR 99 Frontage Road 

22. French Camp Road/SR 99 NB Ramps/SR 99 Frontage Road 

23. Union Road/Duluth Way 

STUDY SCENARIOS  

The study intersections were evaluated for the following four scenarios:  

• Existing Conditions – Analyzes operations as they exist today. 

• Existing Plus Project Conditions – Analyzes existing operations with the addition of trips 

generated from the Development Area. 

• Cumulative No Project Conditions – Analyzes cumulative year (2042) volumes based on the 

City of Manteca / San Joaquin Council of Governments Travel Demand Forecasting (TDF) 

Model, assuming the Development Area remains in its current undeveloped state. 

• Cumulative Plus Project Conditions – Analyzes cumulative year volumes with the addition 

of trips generated from the Development Area. 

3.13.2 VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA AND 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

This section describes the significance criteria used to complete the vehicle miles traveled analysis. 

APPLICABLE POLICIES AND SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA  

Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Senate Bill (SB) 743 was signed into law in 2013 and led to the addition of Section 15064.3, 

Determining the Significance of Transportation Impacts, to the CEQA Guidelines. Per the new 
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section, “Generally, vehicle miles traveled is the most appropriate measure of transportation 

impacts. For the purposes of this section, ‘vehicle miles traveled’ refers to the amount and distance 

of automobile travel attributable to a project.”  

The City of Manteca adopted an SB 743 Implementation Policy in September 2022. The SB 743 

Implementation Policy includes a list of projects with transportation VMT impacts that are 

presumed to be less-than-significant, and therefore may be relieved of performing a detailed VMT 

impact analysis. Consistent with the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in 

CEQA (California Office of Planning & Research, December 2018),1 the Manteca SB 743 

Implementation Policy includes screening criteria for small projects and local-serving retail, as 

explained below. 

• Small projects – projects consistent with the General Plan and Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and local general plan that generate or attract 

fewer than 110 trips per day. 

• Projects near major transit stops – certain projects (residential, retail, office, or a mix of 

these uses) proposed within ½ mile of an existing major transit stop or an existing stop 

along a high quality transit corridor (i.e., a corridor with fixed route bus services with 

service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours). 

• Redevelopment Projects –redevelopment projects that lead to a net overall decrease in 

VMT (when compared against the VMT of the existing land uses). 

• Projects in low VMT areas – residential and office projects that incorporate similar 

features (i.e., density, mix of uses, transit accessibility) as existing development in areas 

with low VMT will tend to exhibit similarly low VMT. 

The SB 743 Implementation Policy also identifies the recommended numeric VMT thresholds for 

residential projects. Based on the VMT thresholds, a residential project would result in a less-than-

significant transportation impact if:  

• Under existing (baseline) conditions, the residential development would generate home-

based VMT per dwelling unit equal or below 85 percent of the existing (baseline) City of 

Manteca average for the same housing category (single family, multi-family, or age-

restricted); AND 

• Under cumulative conditions, the residential development would generate home-based 

VMT per dwelling equal or below 85 percent of the cumulative City of Manteca average 

for the same housing category (single family, multi-family, or age-restricted). 

 

 

1 http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf  

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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Alternatively, the project would result in a less-than-significant transportation impact if:  

• The residential development would cause the total VMT in the model area to decrease 

under baseline AND cumulative conditions.  

The Travel Demand Forecasting model developed for the City of Manteca General Plan Update was 

used to develop baseline (2019) and cumulative (2040) VMT per single family residential household.  

VMT  ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY  

VMT Defined 

To help explain the different forms of VMT in Error! Reference source not found.Error! Reference 

source not found. a basic lexicon and accompanying visual representation is provided below. These 

metrics are directly related to how land use and transportation infrastructure influence future 

vehicle travel. 

TABLE 3.13-1: VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED LEXICON  

Home-Based VMT per 
Resident 

• All automobile (i.e., 
passenger cars and 
light-duty trucks) 
vehicle-trips are traced 
back to the residence of 
the trip-maker. Non-
home-based trips are 
excluded 

 

Total VMT in the model 
area 

• All vehicle-trips (i.e., 
passenger and 
commercial vehicles) 
assigned on the network 
within a specific 
geographic boundary 
(i.e., model-wide). 
Vehicle volume on each 
link is multiplied by link 
distance. 

   

 

Travel Forecasting Model (TFM) 

The City of Manteca, Lathrop, and Ripon Travel Forecasting Model (TFM) was used to estimate the 

project’s home-based VMT and total VMT under base year and cumulative year conditions. The TFM 

is a modified version of the Three-County RTP/SCS Air Quality Conformity Model, but improved all 

major components of the model. The development of the TFM is described below. 
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The Base Year TFM incorporates Base Year land use data for dwelling units (single family and multi-

family) and employment (food, retail, office, industrial, medical, government, and school), as well 

as the roadway network (lanes, speed, capacity class), based on existing (i.e., 2019 pre-COVID 19) 

data. The TFM Trip generation rates were derived from the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s 

Trip Generation Manual and include appropriate inbound/outbound trip generation rates for 

residential and employment land uses for AM and PM Peak Hour Conditions. The TFM was 

calibrated to reflect more accurate trip distribution for Internal-to-Internal Trips, Internal-to-

External Trips, External-to-Internal Trips and External-to-External (i.e., Through) Trips based on a 

combination of the Caltrans Household Travel Survey (CHTS), the American Community Survey 

(ACS), and California Statewide Model to replicate the majority of vehicle trips to and from the west 

(San Francisco Bay Area) and a smaller percentage to and from the north (including Stockton and 

Sacramento) and lastly to and from the south.  

The Interim Year 2040 TFM was developed based on expected future land use and transportation 

network for the City of Manteca and adjacent areas in 2040. Like other cities in the Central Valley 

region, the City of Manteca is projecting large amount of growth for both housing and employment 

in the next 20 years. The Cumulative Year 2040 model scenario was developed in coordination with 

both Manteca and Lathrop to ensure that the TFM represents market-based demand for future 

growth in both housing (population) and employment, and therefore does not underestimate or 

overestimate traffic demand volumes. The City of Manteca 2040 land use inputs were developed 

based on the City of Manteca’s approved and anticipated projects that will be constructed and 

occupied by year 2040. The City of Lathrop 2040 land use inputs were developed based on the City’s 

historic rate of growth in households and employment for the past 5 years (2016 to 2020). The 

location of the growth was allocated across the city where future growth is anticipated, including 

the area west of I-5 and along the SR 120 corridor.  

3.13.3 INTERSECTION OPERATIONS ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

This section describes the methods used to analyze the study intersections and to develop 

cumulative traffic forecasts. 

INTERSECTION ANALYSIS  

Study intersections were analyzed using procedures and methodologies contained in the Highway 

Capacity Manual – 6th Edition (Transportation Research Board, 2016). These methodologies were 

applied using Synchro 11 software which considers traffic volumes, lane configurations, signal 

timings, signal coordination, and other pertinent parameters of intersection operations.  

Study intersections were analyzed using the concept of Level of Service (LOS). LOS is a qualitative 

measure of traffic operating conditions whereby a letter grade, from A (the best) to F (the worst), 

is assigned. These grades represent the perspective of drivers and are an indication of the comfort 

and convenience associated with driving. In general, LOS A represents free-flow conditions with no 

congestion, and LOS F represents severe congestion and delay under stop-and-go conditions. For 
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signalized intersections, roundabouts and all way stop control intersections, LOS is based on the 

average delay experienced by all vehicles passing through the intersection. For side-street stop-

controlled intersections, the delay and LOS for the overall intersection is reported along with the 

delay for the worst-case movement. Table 3.13-2 displays the delay range associated with each LOS 

category for signalized and unsignalized intersections. 

TABLE 3.13-2: INTERSECTION LOS CRITERIA 

LEVEL 

OF 

SERVICE 

 
DESCRIPTION (FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS) 

AVERAGE CONTROL DELAY PER 

VEHICLE (SECONDS) 

SIGNALIZED 

INTERSECTIONS 
UNSIGNALIZED 

INTERSECTIONS 

A 
Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable traffic signal 
progression and/or short cycle lengths. 

< 10.0 < 10.0 

B 
Operations with low delay occurring with good progression and/or 
short cycle lengths. 

> 10.0 to 20.0 > 10.0 to 15.0 

C 
Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression and/or 
longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures begin to appear. 

> 20.0 to 35.0 > 15.0 to 25.0 

D 
Operations with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable 
progression, long cycle lengths, or high V/C ratios. Many vehicles stop 
and individual cycle failures are noticeable. 

> 35.0 to 55.0 > 25.0 to 35.0 

E 
Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression, long 
cycle lengths, and high V/C ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent 
occurrences. This is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. 

> 55.0 to 80.0 > 35.0 to 50.0 

F 
Operations with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to 
over-saturation, poor progression, or very long cycle lengths. 

> 80.0 > 50.0 

NOTE: LOS = LEVEL OF SERVICE, V/C RATIO = RATIO-TO-CAPACITY RATIO 
SOURCE: TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD 2016 
 

As previously noted, level of service (LOS) may no longer be used to identify significant 

transportation impacts in CEQA documents for land use projects. However, this analysis includes a 

LOS analysis to determine if the proposed project would result in deficient intersection operations 

per the City of Manteca standards. Policy C-P-2 of the 2023 General Plan strives for LOS D or better 

while LOS E or worse is considered deficient.  

In light of SB 743 and as described in the Caltrans VMT-Focused Transportation Impact Study Guide 

(May 2020), Caltrans has transitioned away from requesting LOS or other vehicle operations 

analyses of land use projects. Instead, Caltrans review of land use projects and plans is focused on 

a VMT metric, consistent with changes to the CEQA Guidelines resulting from SB 743. Still, based on 

LOS standards from previous work on State Route 99 and Interstate 5, a threshold of LOS D or better 

is also applied to ramp terminal intersections. 

DATA COLLECTION  

Traffic count data was collected in fall 2021, when school was in session, and weather condition was 

dry. Intersection turning movement counts were conducted during the AM (7:00 to 9:00) and PM 

(4:00 to 6:00) peak periods. Figure 3.13-5a through 3.13-5c display the traffic volumes under the 

Existing Conditions. 
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TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING  

The City of Manteca, Lathrop, and Ripon Travel Forecasting Model (TFM) was used to develop 

intersection turning movement forecasts and project trip distribution for Existing Plus Project and 

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.  

The Base Year and Cumulative Year 2040 TFM was updated to detail out the street system in and 

near the Project site. The Base Year Plus Project and Cumulative Plus Project scenarios of the model 

incorporate the proposed residential developments.  

The traffic forecasting adjustment procedure known as the “difference method” was used to 

develop Cumulative Year (2040) AM and PM Peak Hour traffic forecasts. For a given intersection, 

this forecasting procedure is calculated as follows for every movement at the study intersections:  

Cumulative Year Forecast =  
Existing Volume + (Cumulative Year TFM Volume – Base Year TFM Volume) 

In addition to developing intersection turning movement forecasts, the Base Year and Cumulative 

Year scenarios were used to develop trip distribution for Existing Plus Project and Cumulative Plus 

Project Conditions. 

3.13.4 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This subsection presents the existing bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities as well as intersection 

operations under Existing Conditions. 

EXISTING PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES  

The City of Manteca Active Transportation Plan (adopted September 1, 2020) defines the following 

bicycle facility types: 

CLASS I BIKEWAY: BIKE PATH 

Bike paths, often referred to as shared-use paths or trails, are off-street facilities that provide 

exclusive use for non-motorized travel, including bicyclists and pedestrians. Bike paths have 

minimal cross flow with motorists and are typically located along landscaped corridors.   

CLASS II BIKEWAY: BIKE LANE 

Class II bike lanes are on-street facilities that use striping, stencils, and signage to denote 

preferential or exclusive use by bicyclists. On-street bike lanes are located adjacent to motor vehicle 

traffic.  

CLASS III BIKEWAY: BIKE ROUTE 

Class III bike routes are streets with signage and optional pavement markings where bicyclists travel 

on the shoulder or share a lane with motor vehicles. Class III bike routes are utilized on low-speed 

and low volume streets to connect bike lanes or paths along corridors that do not provide enough 

space for dedicated lanes. 
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CLASS III BIKEWAY: BICYCLE BOULEVARD 

Class III bicycle boulevards are like Class III bike routes, in that they are primarily utilized on low 

speed and low-volume streets, and can close important gaps in the bicycle network where there 

may be insufficient space for dedicated lanes. Bicycle boulevards provide further enhancements to 

bike routes to encourage slow speeds and discourage non-local vehicle traffic via traffic diverters, 

chicanes, traffic circles, and/or speed tables. 

CLASS IV BIKEWAY: SEPARATED BIKEWAY 

Class IV separated bikeways, commonly known as cycle tracks, are physically separated bicycle 

facilities that are distinct from the sidewalk and designed for exclusive use by bicyclists. They are 

located within the street right-of-way, but provide comfort like Class I bike paths. 

Figure 3.13-2 presents the existing bicycle and pedestrian network in the study area. As displayed, 

sidewalks are present along Union Road south of Shady Pines Street, adjacent to residential 

subdivisions and along internal roadways within those subdivisions. The Tidewater Bikeway, a 

north-south Class I bike path that runs through residential areas between Union Road and SR 99, 

terminates just south of the Development Area. An east-west Class I bicycle and pedestrian path 

runs through the residential subdivision south of the Development Area and connects with the 

Tidewater Bikeway. 

TRANSIT SERVICE  

Figure 3.13-3 presents the existing transit network in the study area. Manteca Transit operates a 

fixed-route and Dial-a-Ride bus service with stops throughout the City. The nearest bus stop is the 

Route 3 stop located at the intersection of Union Road and Lathrop Road, less than one mile from 

the Development Area. Route 3 provides weekday fixed route service. In addition to Manteca 

Transit, the San Joaquin Regional Transportation District provides both weekday and weekend 

service to the City.   

RAIL 

Currently, there are no Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks within the study area. There are UPRR 

tracks in the City of Manteca and, at certain locations, the tracks have at-grade crossings with streets 

serving vehicular traffic.  

EXISTING INTERSECTION OPERATIONS  

Existing operations were analyzed for the weekday AM and PM peak hours at the study 

intersections. Table 3.13-3 displays the existing AM and PM peak hour operations at the study 

intersections. Technical calculations are displayed in Appendix A of the Transportation Analysis 

Report prepared by Fehr & Peers for the proposed Project (contained within Appendix E of this EIR). 
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TABLE 3.13-3: INTERSECTION OPERATIONS – EXISTING CONDITIONS  

INTERSECTION TRAFFIC CONTROL 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY LOS DELAY LOS 

Union Road/French Camp Road Signal 13.0 B 15.1 B 

Union Road/Lovelace Road SSSC 2.4 (10.4) A (B) 2.1 (11.9) A (B) 

Union Road/Shady Pines Street SSSC 1 (12.3) A (B) <1 (14.2) A (B) 

Union Road/Del Webb 
Boulevard/Clearwater Creek Boulevard 

Signal 8.6 A 10.2 B 

Union Road/Lathrop Road Signal 24.0 C 26.6 C 

Roth Road/I-5 SB Ramps SSSC 10.5 (18.5) B (C ) 10.9 (22.1) B (C) 

Roth Road/I-5 NB Ramps SSSC 3.4 (13.1) A (B) 3.2 (15.7) A (C) 

Roth Road/Airport Way Signal 12.0 B 12.0 B 

Lathrop Road/I-5 SB Ramps Signal 14.4 B 17.8 B 

Lathrop Road/I-5 NB Ramps Signal 10.2 B 17.4 B 

Lathrop Road/Old Harlan Road SSSC 1.0 (15.5) A (C ) <1 (16.3) A (C) 

Lathrop Road/Harlan Road Signal 34.4 C 37.7 D 

Lathrop Road/Airport Way Signal 26.6 C 26.8 C 

Lathrop Road/Madison Grove Drive SSSC <1 (19.9) A (C ) <1 (19.7) A (C) 

Lathrop Road/SR 99 Frontage Road Signal 11.3 B 11.8 B 

Lathrop Road/SR 99 SB Ramps/Main Street Signal 19.7 B 22.7 C 

Lathrop Road/SR 99 NB Ramps Signal 10.1 B 9.9 A 

Airport Way/Lovelace Road Signal 9.7 A 7.8 A 

Airport Way/Daisywood Drive Signal 6.3 A 5.8 A 

SR 99 Frontage Road/Brunswick Road SSSC <1 (8.6) A (A) <1 (8.9) A (A) 

French Camp Road/SR 99 SB Ramps/SR 99 
Frontage Road 

Signal 22.5 C 28.1 C 

French Camp Road/SR 99 NB Ramps/SR 99 
Frontage Road 

Signal 17.9 B 17.3 B 

NOTE: FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS AND ALL-WAY STOP CONTROLLED INTERSECTIONS, AVERAGE INTERSECTION DELAY IS 

REPORTED IN SECONDS PER VEHICLE FOR ALL APPROACHES. FOR SIDE STREET STOP-CONTROLLED INTERSECTIONS, INTERSECTION DELAY 

IS REPORTED IN SECONDS PER VEHICLE FOR THE OVERALL INTERSECTION AND (WORST-CASE) MOVEMENT. INTERSECTION DELAY IS 

CALCULATED BASED ON THE PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY CONTAINED IN THE HIGHWAY CAPACITY MANUAL 6TH EDITION 

(TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD, 2016). 
SOURCE: FEHR & PEERS, 2024.  

3.13.6 EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION  

Proposed Project trips generated by the Development Area were estimated using trip rates 

published in the Trip Generation Manual 11th Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2021). 

Table 3.13-4 displays the estimated number of daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour vehicle trips 

for the proposed development project.   
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TABLE 3.13-4: PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

LAND USE 
TRAFFIC 

CONTROL 

 
DAILY 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL 

Single-Family Residential 
Detached Housing  

(ITE 210) 

465 
Dwelling 

Units 
4,385 81 245 326 275 162 437 

NOTES: TRIP GENERATION IS BASED ON TRIP RATES PUBLISHED IN TRIP GENERATION MANUEL 11TH EDITION (INSTITUTE OF 

TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERS, 2021). 
SOURCE: FEHR & PEERS, 2024 
 

PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION  

Project trips were distributed throughout the study area based the location of project access roads, 

existing directional patterns and output from the base year Manteca Travel Demand Model. Figure 

3.13-4 presents the trip distribution under Existing Plus Project conditions. 

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS  

Access to the proposed project would be provided by a full access intersection located at Union 

Road/Shady Pines Street and a right-in/right-out driveway at Union Road/Duluth Way. The following 

improvements were assumed under Existing Plus Project Conditions based on the Tentative 

Subdivision Map Plans. 

• Union Road – The existing 3-lane Union Road between Shady Pines Street and the southern 

Project Site boundary will be widened to 4-lanes. The widening would add a northbound 

lane and preserve the existing median and turn lanes. 

• Union Road/Shady Pines Street – The existing 3-way, side-street stop-controlled 

intersection would be modified to a four-way intersection. The southbound and westbound 

approach would consist of a left turn pocket and shared through/right turn lane. The 

northbound approach would consist of a left-turn pocket, one through lane, and one shared 

through/right turn lane. No modifications are proposed to the eastbound approach. As 

discussed below, this intersection would be signalized.  

• Union Road/Duluth Way – This new 3-way, side-street stop-controlled intersection would 

be constructed with a through lane and a shared through/right turn lane on the northbound 

approach, a through lane on the southbound approach, and a right turn lane on the 

westbound approach. 

Table 3.13-5 displays the AM and PM peak hour intersection operations under Existing Plus Project 

conditions. Figure 3.13-6a through 3.13-6c display the traffic volumes under the Existing Plus Project 

conditions. 
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TABLE 3.13-5: INTERSECTION OPERATIONS – EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

INTERSECTION 
CONTR

OL 

TYPE 

EXISTING CONDITIONS EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY1 LOS DELAY1 LOS DELAY1 LOS DELAY1 LOS 

1. Union Road/French 
Camp Road 

Signal 13.0 B 15.1 B 14.7 B 16.6 B 

2. Union 
Road/Lovelace Road 

SSSC 
2.4 

(10.4) 
A (B) 

2.1 
(11.9) 

A (B) 
3.1 

(13.0) 
A (B) 

2.1 
(12.7) 

A (B) 

3. Union Road/Shady 
Pines Street 

SSSC 
1 

(12.3) 
A (B) 

<1 
(14.2) 

A (B) 
7.9 

(31.3) 
A (D) 

6.4 
(49.4) 

A (E) 

4. Union Road/Del 
Webb 

Boulevard/Clearwater 
Creek Boulevard 

Signal 8.6 A 10.2 B 9.7 A 11.0 B 

5. Union Road/Lathrop 
Road 

Signal 24.0 C 26.6 C 29.7 C 30.8 C 

6. Roth Road/I-5 SB 
Ramps 

SSSC 
10.5 

(18.5) 
B (C ) 

10.9 
(22.1) 

B (C ) 
11 

(20.2) 
B (C) 

13.2 
(29.9) 

B (D) 

7. Roth Road/I-5 NB 
Ramps 

SSSC 
3.4 

(13.1) 
A (B) 

3.2 
(15.7) 

A (C ) 
3.8 

(13.5) 
A (B ) 

3.3 
(15.5) 

A (C ) 

8. Roth Road/Airport 
Way 

Signal 12.0 B 12.0 B 12.4 B 12.6 B 

9. Lathrop Road/I-5 SB 
Ramps 

Signal 14.4 B 17.8 B 15.7 B 22.1 C 

10. Lathrop Road/I-5 
NB Ramps 

Signal 10.2 B 17.4 B 10.9 B 23.4 C 

11. Lathrop Road/Old 
Harlan Road 

SSSC 
1.0 

(15.5) 
A (C ) 

<1 
(16.3) 

A (C) 
1.1 

(16.2) 
A (C ) 

<1 
(17.0) 

A (C ) 

12. Lathrop 
Road/Harlan Road 

Signal 34.4 C 37.7 D 37.4 D 45.1 D 

13. Lathrop 
Road/Airport Way 

Signal 26.6 C 26.8 C 31.3 C 28.1 C 

14. Lathrop 
Road/Madison Grove 

Drive 
SSSC 

<1 
(19.9) 

A (C ) 
<1 

(19.7) 
A (C ) 

1.2 
(21.1) 

A (C ) 
<1 

(20.8) 
A (C ) 

15. Lathrop Road/SR 99 
Frontage Road 

Signal 11.3 B 11.8 B 11.5 B 14.3 B 

16. Lathrop Road/SR 99 
SB Ramps/Main Street 

Signal 19.7 B 22.7 C 21.0 C 22.7 C 

17. Lathrop Road/SR 99 
NB Ramps 

Signal 10.1 B 9.9 A 10.2 B 10.3 B 

18. Airport 
Way/Lovelace Road 

Signal 9.7 A 7.8 A 10.8 B 8.6 A 

19. Airport 
Way/Daisywood Drive 

Signal 6.3 A 5.8 A 6.6 A 6.1 A 

20. SR 99 Frontage 
Road/Brunswick Road 

SSSC 
<1 

(8.6) 
A (A) 

<1 
(8.9) 

A (A) 
1.7 

(9.1) 
A (A) 

1.4 
(9.3) 

A (A) 
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INTERSECTION 
CONTR

OL 

TYPE 

EXISTING CONDITIONS EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY1 LOS DELAY1 LOS DELAY1 LOS DELAY1 LOS 

21. French Camp 
Road/SR 99 SB 

Ramps/SR 99 Frontage 
Road 

Signal 22.5 C 28.1 C 23.8 C 28.3 C 

22. French Camp 
Road/SR 99 NB 

Ramps/SR 99 Frontage 
Road 

Signal 17.9 B 17.3 B 20.2 C 21.6 C 

23. Union Road/Duluth 
Way 

SSSC 
Intersection does not exist under this 

scenario 
<1 

(9.5) 
A (A) 

<1 
(10.7) 

A (B) 

Notes:  

Bold indicates deficient operations. 

SSSC = Side-Street Stop Control; LOS = Level of Service 
1 For signalized intersections and all-way stop controlled intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds 

per vehicle for all approaches. For side street stop-controlled intersections, intersection delay is reported in seconds per 

vehicle for the overall intersection and (worst-case) movement. Intersection delay is calculated based on the procedures 

and methodology contained in the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (Transportation Research Board, 2016). 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2024 

As displayed, with the addition of project trips, the Union Road/Shady Pines Street intersection 

would operate deficiently as side-street stop-controlled intersections during the PM peak hour.  

An AM and PM peak hour signal warrant analysis was completed to determine if traffic volumes 

under Existing Plus Project Conditions satisfy the warrant for installation of a traffic signal. Results 

of this analysis indicate that the Union Road/Shady Pines Street intersection does not satisfy the 

AM and PM peak hour warrant for installation of a traffic signal under Existing Plus Project 

Conditions. However, as part of the proposed project, Union Road will be widened to 2 lanes in the 

northbound direction. At the Union Road/Shady Pines Street intersection, the northbound 

approach will consist of a left turn pocket, one through lane, and one shared through/right turn 

lane. The widening of Union Road would increase safety risks for pedestrians crossing the 

intersection. With consideration to safety, it is recommended that this intersection be constructed 

as a signalized intersection. In addition, it is recommended that the southbound approach be 

modified to include a left-turn pocket that will provide storage for project traffic.   

Table 3.13-6 displays the AM and PM peak hour intersection operations at the Union Road/Shady 

Pines Street intersection with installation of a traffic signal. As shown, the intersections would 

operate acceptably during both AM and PM peak hour. As shown, both intersections would operate 

acceptably during both AM and PM peak hour. 
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TABLE 3.13-6: INTERSECTION OPERATIONS – EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS MITIGATION 

INTERSECTION 
CONTRO

L TYPE 

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 
EXISTING PLUS PROJECT  

WITH MITIGATION 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY
1 

LOS DELAY1 LOS 
DELAY

1 
LOS 

DELAY
1 

LOS 

3. Union Road/Shady Pines 
Street 

Signal 
7.9 

(31.3) 
A (D) 

6.4 
(49.4) 

A (E) 18.2 B 15.0 B 

NOTES:  
BOLD INDICATES DEFICIENT OPERATIONS. 

LOS = Level of Service 
1 For signalized intersections and all-way stop controlled intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds 

per vehicle for all approaches. Intersection delay is calculated based on the procedures and methodology contained in 

the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (Transportation Research Board, 2016). 

SOURCE: FEHR & PEERS, 2024. 

Based on results of the intersection operations analysis, it is recommended that the following be 

included in the Conditions of Approval (COA) for the proposed project.  

• Traffic COA #1 – The developer shall install a traffic signal and implement intersection lane 

configuration improvements (i.e., add a southbound left turn pocket) at the Union 

Road/Shady Pines Street intersection. The design of the traffic signal and intersection 

improvements shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Engineering. The 

developer shall pay for the total cost for the design and installation of the improvements as 

this intersection would provide direct access to the project site. 

3.13.5 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS ANALYSIS 

A Cumulative Conditions analysis was performed to identify potential impacts of the Project under 

Cumulative AM and PM peak hour conditions. The analysis reflects long-term development in the 

City of Manteca and other nearby jurisdictions using the original Manteca TDF model previously 

described.  

The Cumulative Year analysis assumes the following improvements:  

• PFIP Improvements: Intersection lane configurations, traffic controls, and roadway 

improvements identified in the City of Manteca PFIP were assumed to be constructed. This 

results in modifications at the following locations: 

o Widening of Union Road to 4 lanes between Shady Pines Street and Lovelace Road 

o Widening of Lovelace Road to 4 lanes between Airport Way and Union Road 

o Construction of 4-lane Lovelace Road between Union Road and SR 99 Frontage Road 

o Widening of Airport Way to 4 lanes between French Camp Road and Yosemite Avenue 

o Widening of Lathrop Road to 4 lanes between western city limit and London Avenue; 

between Arrowsmith Drive and SR 99 Frontage Road 
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o Union Road/Lovelace Road 

o Airport Way/Roth Road expansion and signal modification 

o Airport Way/Lathrop Road expansion and signal modification 

o Airport Way/Lovelace Road expansion and signal modification 

o Airport Way/Daisywood Road expansion and signal modification 

• City of Manteca General Plan Improvements: planned future roadways identified in the 

draft proposed City of Manteca General Plan were assumed to be constructed. This results 

in modifications at the following locations: 

o Construction of 4-lane Roth Road east of Airport Way 

• SJCOG RTP/SCS Improvements: Intersection Lane configurations, traffic controls, and 

roadway improvements identified in the SJCOG RTP were assumed to be constructed. This 

results in modifications at the following locations: 

o Reconstruction of the I-5/Lathrop Road interchange. The design has not been 

formalized; therefore, we conservatively assumed the reconstruction would be an 

improved tight-diamond interchange that is similar to the existing configuration. 

o Widening of Roth Road to 5 lanes between Manthey Road and Harlan Road 

o Widening of Roth Road to 4 lanes between UPRR and Airport Way 

o I-5 Southbound Ramps/Roth Road expansion and signalization 

o I-5 Northbound Ramps/Roth Road expansion and signalization 

o Roth Road/Harlan Road expansion and signalization  

CUMULATIVE NO PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS  

The Interim General Plan Year 2040 TFM was used to develop Cumulative No Project forecasts. 

Table 3.13-7 displays the AM and PM peak hour intersection operations.  

As displayed, the following three intersections would operate deficiently: 

• Union Road/Lathrop Road would operate deficiently at LOS F during the AM peak hour 

and LOS E during the PM peak hour 

• Lathrop Road/Harlan Road would operate deficiently at LOS E during the PM peak hour. 

• Lathrop Road/Madison Grove Drive would operate deficiently at LOS F during the AM 

and PM peak hour. 
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TABLE 3.13-7: INTERSECTION OPERATIONS – CUMULATIVE NO PROJECT CONDITIONS 

INTERSECTION 
CONTROL 

TYPE 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY1 LOS  DELAY1 LOS  

1. Union Road/French Camp Road Signal 10.7 B 11.9 B 

2. Union Road/Lovelace Road2 Signal 15.7 B 15.5 B 

3. Union Road/Shady Pines Street2 SSSC 1.9 (20.0) A (C) 1.9 (24.4) A (C) 

4. Union Road/Del Webb 
Boulevard/Clearwater Creek Boulevard 

Signal 12.3 B 12.6 B 

5. Union Road/Lathrop Road Signal 63.1 E 94.2 F 

6. Roth Road/I-5 SB Ramps2 Signal 11.8 B 21.3 C 

7. Roth Road/I-5 NB Ramps2 Signal 6.9 A 7.8 A 

8. Roth Road/Airport Way2 Signal 22.8 C 18.9 B 

9. Lathrop Road/I-5 SB Ramps2 3 Signal 17.8 B 23.8 C 

10. Lathrop Road/I-5 NB Ramps2 3 Signal 34.5 C 28.7 C 

11. Lathrop Road/Old Harlan Road SSSC 1.2 (29.2) A (D) <1 (28.8) A (D) 

12. Lathrop Road/Harlan Road Signal 50.7 D 66.3 E 

13. Lathrop Road/Airport Way2 Signal 31.0 C 36.4 D 

14. Lathrop Road/Madison Grove Drive SSSC 
36.8 

(>300) 
E (F) 

41.4 
(>300) 

E (F) 

15. Lathrop Road/SR 99 Frontage Road Signal 12.1 B 13.0 B 

16. Lathrop Road/SR 99 SB Ramps/Main 
Street 

Signal 47.8 D 62.1 E 

17. Lathrop Road/SR 99 NB Ramps Signal 11.2 B 11.1 B 

18. Airport Way/Lovelace Road2 Signal 9.8 A 9.0 A 

19. Airport Way/Daisywood Drive2 Signal 5.5 A 5.3 A 

20. SR 99 Frontage Road/Brunswick Road SSSC 1.3 (9.2) A (A) <1 (9.7) A (A) 

21. French Camp Road/SR 99 SB 
Ramps/SR 99 Frontage Road 

Signal 15.4 B 21.0 C 

22. French Camp Road/SR 99 NB 
Ramps/SR 99 Frontage Road 

Signal 14.0 B 10.4 B 

Notes:  

Bold indicates deficient operations. 

SSSC = Side-Street Stop Control; LOS = Level of Service 
1 For signalized intersections, roundabouts, and all-way stop controlled intersections, average intersection delay is 

reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches. For side street stop-controlled intersections, intersection delay is 

reported in seconds per vehicle for the overall intersection and (worst-case) movement. Intersection delay is calculated 

based on the procedures and methodology contained in the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (Transportation 

Research Board, 2016). 
2 Intersection lane configuration and/or traffic control are different from Existing Conditions due to planned intersection 

and roadway improvements. 
3 The future interchange design has not been formalized. Delay and LOS are estimated using an improved tight-diamond 

interchange configuration and are subject to change. 

SOURCE: FEHR & PEERS, 2024 
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Under Cumulative No Project Conditions, traffic associated with land use growth in the City of 

Manteca and surrounding areas contributes to the increase in traffic volumes along Lathrop Road. 

As displayed, the following three intersections would operate deficiently: 

• Union Road/Lathrop Road would operate deficiently at LOS E during the AM peak hour and 

LOS F during the PM peak hour. 

• Lathrop Road/Harlan Road would operate deficiently at LOS E during the PM peak hour. 

• Lathrop Road/Madison Grove Drive would operate deficiently at LOS F during the AM and 

PM peak hour. 

CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION OPERATIONS  

Under Cumulative conditions, changes in availability and locations of complimentary land use and 

transportation network would result in modifications to the project’s trip distribution. The Interim 

General Plan Year 2040 TFM was used to develop Cumulative Plus Project trip distribution and 

forecasts.  

Table 3.13-8 presents the results of the Cumulative Plus Project intersection operations analysis.  

TABLE 3.13-8: INTERSECTION OPERATIONS –CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

INTERSECTION 
CONTR

OL 

TYPE 

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT 

CONDITIONS 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 
AM PEAK 

HOUR 
PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY
1 

LOS DELAY1 LOS 
DELAY

1 
LOS 

DELAY
1 

LOS 

1. Union Road/French 
Camp Road 

Signal 10.7 B 11.9 B 10.9 B 12.3 B 

2. Union Road/Lovelace 
Road2 

Signal 15.7 B 15.5 B 15.8 B 15.5 B 

3. Union Road/Shady 
Pines Street2 

SSSC/ 
Signal

4 

1.9 
(20.0) 

A (C) 
1.9 

(24.4) 
A (C) 15.1 B 16.1 B 

4. Union Road/Del Webb 
Boulevard/Clearwater 
Creek Boulevard 

Signal 12.3 B 12.6 B 12.6 B 12.7 B 

5. Union Road/Lathrop 
Road 

Signal 63.1 E 94.2 F 85.3 F 108.1 F 

6. Roth Road/I-5 SB 
Ramps2 

Signal 11.8 B 21.3 C 16.5 B 24.4 C 

7. Roth Road/I-5 NB 
Ramps2 

Signal 6.9 A 7.8 A 7.1 A 8.2 A 

8. Roth Road/Airport 
Way2 

Signal 22.8 C 18.9 B 22.9 C 19.3 B 
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INTERSECTION 
CONTR

OL 

TYPE 

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT 

CONDITIONS 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 
AM PEAK 

HOUR 
PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY
1 

LOS DELAY1 LOS 
DELAY

1 
LOS 

DELAY
1 

LOS 

9. Lathrop Road/I-5 SB 
Ramps2 3 

Signal 17.8 B 23.8 C 17.9 B 26.1 C 

10. Lathrop Road/I-5 NB2 3 

Ramps 
Signal 34.5 C 28.7 C 47.0 D 28.6 C 

11. Lathrop Road/Old 
Harlan Road 

SSSC 
1.2 

(29.2) 
A (D) 

<1 
(28.8) 

A (D) 
1.3 

(33.0) 
A 

(D) 
<1 

(28.8) 
A (D) 

12. Lathrop Road/Harlan 
Road 

Signal 50.7 D 66.3 E 52.0 D 67.4 E 

13. Lathrop Road/Airport 
Way2 

Signal 31.0 C 36.4 D 34.3 C 40.1 D 

14. Lathrop 
Road/Madison Grove 
Drive 

SSSC 
36.8 

(>300) 
E (F) 

41.4 
(>300) 

E (F) 
42.2 

(>300) 
E (F) 

40.3 
(>300) 

C (F) 

15. Lathrop Road/SR 99 
Frontage Road 

Signal 12.1 B 13.0 B 13.3 B 15.6 B 

16. Lathrop Road/SR 99 
SB Ramps/Main Street 

Signal 47.8 D 62.1 E 49.3 D 66.6 E 

17. Lathrop Road/SR 99 
NB Ramps 

Signal 11.2 B 11.1 B 11.6 B 11.1 B 

18. Airport Way/Lovelace 
Road2 

Signal 9.8 A 9.0 A 9.7 A 9.0 A 

19. Airport 
Way/Daisywood Drive2 

Signal 5.5 A 5.3 A 5.7 A 5.5 A 

20. SR 99 Frontage 
Road/Brunswick Road 

SSSC 
1.3 

(9.2) 
A (A) 

<1 
(9.7) 

A (A) 
1.3 

(9.2) 
A 

(A) 
<1 

(10.0) 
A (B) 

21. French Camp Road/SR 
99 SB Ramps/SR 99 
Frontage Road 

Signal 15.4 B 21.0 C 15.4 B 21.1 C 

22. French Camp Road/SR 
99 NB Ramps/SR 99 
Frontage Road 

Signal 14.0 B 10.4 B 14.3 B 10.4 B 

23. Union Road/Duluth 
Way 

SSSC 
Intersection does not exist 

under this scenario 
<1 

(10.3) 
A 

(B) 
<1 

(9.6) 
A (A) 

Notes:  

Bold indicates deficient operations; SSSC = Side-Street Stop Control; LOS = Level of Service 
1 For signalized intersections and roundabouts, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all 

approaches. For side street stop-controlled intersections, intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for the 

overall intersection and (worst-case) movement. Intersection delay is calculated based on the procedures and 

methodology contained in the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition (Transportation Research Board, 2016). 
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2 Intersection lane configuration and/or traffic control are different from Existing Conditions due to planned intersection 

and roadway improvements. 
3 The future interchange design has not been formalized. Delay and LOS are estimated using an improved tight-diamond 

interchange configuration and are subject to change. 
4 Per Traffic COA #1, the developer shall install a traffic signal at Union Road/Shady Pines Street under Existing Plus Project 

conditions. Therefore, the intersection is analyzed as a side-street stop-controlled intersection under Cumulative No 

Project conditions, and as a signalized intersection under Cumulative Plus Project conditions. 

SOURCE: FEHR & PEERS, 2024 

Traffic COA #1 requires the developer to install a traffic signal and implement intersection lane 

configuration improvements at the Union Road / Shady Pines Street intersection. As shown in Table 

3.13-8, with improvements identified in Traffic COA #1, this intersection would operate acceptably 

at LOS B during the AM and PM peak hour.  

As displayed in Table 3.13-8, under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions: 

• Union Road/Lathrop Road would continue to operate deficiently with additional delay 

during the AM and PM peak hour. 

• Lathrop Road/Harlan Road would continue to operate deficiently with additional delay 

during the PM peak hour.  

• Lathrop Road/Madison Grove Drive would continue to operate deficiently with additional 

delay during the AM and PM peak hour. 

The City of Manteca is in the process of updating the PFIP. The improvements required for Union 

Road/Lathrop Road and Lathrop Road/Madison Grove Drive will be analyzed separately as part of 

the PFIP update. Because the Project would contribute to the cumulative growth in traffic volumes 

at these intersections, it is recommended that the following be incorporated into the Conditions of 

Approval for the proposed project:  

• Traffic COA #2 – The developer shall pay the current PFIP fee as determined by the City of 

Manteca prior to issuance of building permits to mitigate the Project’s impact at Union 

Road/Lathrop Road and Lathrop Road/Madison Grove Drive. The developer shall install a 

new traffic signal controller at the Union Road/Lathrop Road intersection and fund a 

traffic signal timing optimization study. 

The Lathrop Road/Harlan Road intersection is located in the City of Lathrop. this intersection will be 

further evaluated as part of the I-5/Lathrop Road interchange improvement project identified in the 

SJCOG RTP/SCS. Potential improvements may include lane configuration improvements and signal 

coordination with the reconstructed -5/Lathrop Road interchange.   

3.13.6 REGULATORY SETTING 

Existing transportation polices, laws, and regulations that would apply to the proposed Project are 

summarized below. This information provides a context for the impact discussion related to the 

Project’s consistency with applicable regulatory conditions and development of significance criteria 

for evaluating Project impacts. 
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STATE  

Senate Bill 743 

Senate Bill (SB) 743 was signed into law in 2013 and is leading to substantial changes in the way 

transportation impact analyses are being prepared. Notably, it precludes the use of level of service 

(LOS) to identify significant transportation impacts in CEQA documents for land use projects, 

recommending instead that VMT be used as the preferred metric. On December 28, 2018, the CEQA 

Guidelines were amended to add Section 15064.3, Determining the Significance of Transportation 

Impacts, which states that generally, VMT is the most appropriate measure of transportation 

impacts. According to 15064.3(a), “Except as provided in subdivision (b)(2) (regarding roadway 

capacity), a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant environmental 

impact.” Beginning on July 1, 2020, the provisions of 15064.3 applied statewide. 

To aid in SB 743 implementation, OPR released a Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation 

Impacts in CEQA (Technical Advisory) in December 2018. The Technical Advisory provides advice 

and recommendations to CEQA lead agencies on how to implement the SB 743 changes. This 

includes technical recommendations regarding the assessment of VMT, thresholds of significance, 

VMT mitigation measures, and screening thresholds for certain land use projects. Lead agencies 

may consider and use these recommendations at their discretion and with the provision of 

substantial evidence to support alternative approaches. 

The Technical Advisory identifies “screening thresholds” to quickly identify when a project should 

be expected to cause a less-than-significant impact without conducting a detailed study. The 

Technical Advisory suggests that projects meeting one or more of the following criteria should be 

expected to have a less-than-significant impact on VMT: 

• Small projects – projects consistent with a SCS and local general plan that generate or 

attract fewer than 110 trips per day. 

• Projects near major transit stops – certain projects (residential, retail, office, or a mix of 

these uses) proposed within ½ mile of an existing major transit stop or an existing stop along 

a high-quality transit corridor. 

• Affordable residential development – a project consisting of a high percentage of 

affordable housing may be a basis to find a less-than-significant impact on VMT. 

• Local-serving retail – local-serving retail development tends to shorten trips and reduce 

VMT. The Technical Advisory encourages lead agencies to decide when a project will likely 

be local-serving, but generally acknowledges that retail development including stores larger 

than 50,000 square feet might be considered regional-serving. The Technical Advisory 

suggests lead agencies analyze whether regional-serving retail would increase or decrease 

VMT (i.e., not presume a less-than-significant). 
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• Projects in low VMT areas – residential and office projects that incorporate similar features 

(i.e., density, mix of uses, transit accessibility) as existing development in areas with low 

VMT will tend to exhibit similarly low VMT. 

The Technical Advisory also identifies recommended numeric VMT thresholds for residential, office, 

and retail projects. The residential threshold is described below. 

• Residential development that would generate vehicle travel exceeding 15 percent below 

existing (baseline) residential VMT per capita may indicate a significant transportation 

impact. Existing VMT per capita may be measured as a regional VMT per capita or as city 

VMT per capita. 

The Travel Demand Forecasting model developed for the City of Manteca General Plan Update was 

used to develop baseline (2019) VMT per single family residential household. The established 

baseline VMT per single family household is 103.8. Therefore, single family residential projects that 

exceed 88.2 VMT per household would be considered to have a significant transportation impact. 

Projects that generate less than 88.2 VMT per household would be considered to have a less than 

significant transportation impact.  

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

As previously noted, LOS may no longer be used to identify significant transportation impacts in 

CEQA documents for land use projects. However, this analysis includes a LOS analysis to determine 

if the proposed Project would result in deficient intersection operations per the City of Manteca 

standards. Policy C-P-2 of the 2023 General Plan strives for LOS D or better while LOS E or worse is 

considered deficient.   

LOCAL  

City of Manteca General Plan 

The City of Manteca General Plan 2023 includes several policies that are relevant to an evaluation 

of the visual quality of the Project site. However, as previously stated, the city is undergoing an 

Update to the General Plan. Both existing 2023 General Plan policies and proposed General Plan 

Update policies applicable to the Project are identified below: 

2023 GENERAL PLAN (EXISTING) 

Policies: Level of Service 

• C-P-1. The City shall strive to balance levels of service (LOS) for all modes (vehicle, transit, 

bicycle, and pedestrian) to maintain a high level of access and mobility, while developing a 

complete and efficient circulation system. The impact of new development and land use 

proposals on LOS and accessibility for all modes should be considered in the review process. 

• C-P-2. 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 
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consideration. See Figure 4.1 for a map defining the Downtown area. While vehicular LOS 

is not a consideration in the Downtown area, traffic studies shall disclose whether any 

proposed transportation or land use action will substantially increase traffic at intersections 

and roadways within this area of the City.  

• C-P-3. At the discretion of City staff, certain locations may be allowed to fall below the City’s 

LOS standard under the following circumstances: 

1. Where constructing facilities with enough capacity to provide LOS D is found to be 

unreasonably expensive. This applies to facilities, for example, on which it would 

cost significantly more per dwelling unit equivalent (DUE) to provide LOS D than is 

deemed reasonable by City staff. 

2. Where it is difficult or impossible to maintain LOS D because surrounding facilities 

in other jurisdictions operate at LOS E or worse. 

3. Where maintaining LOS D will be a disincentive to use of existing alternative modes 

or to the implementation of new transportation modes that would reduce vehicle 

travel. Examples include roadway or intersection widening areas with substantial 

pedestrian activity or near major transit centers. 

4. In the Downtown area the city cannot maintain the vehicular LOS D standard 

because of the historic nature of development and limited street right-of-way. 

However, it is the City’s goal to maintain high quality access and mobility in the area 

with a priority toward non-auto modes. Therefore, the City shall require that new 

discretionary land use action within the Downtown area, which generate net new 

PM peak hour auto trips, to participate in enhancing access and mobility for transit, 

bicycle, and pedestrian modes. These enhancements may include but are not 

limited to: 

1. Enhancing sidewalks to create a high quality pedestrian environment, 

including wider sidewalks and improved crosswalks, landscaping, buffers 

between sidewalks and vehicle travel lanes, enhanced pedestrian lighting, 

increased availability of benches, provisions for café-style seating, and 

usage of monument elements and other public art. 

2. Improving bicycle facilities to include attractive and secure bicycle parking, 

installation of bike lockers in appropriate locations, and provision of bicycle 

lanes along appropriate roadways. 

3. Enhancing transit stops through high quality, well maintained shelters, and 

provision of wayfinding signage and transit timetables. 

4. Providing off-street parking with high quality access to Downtown 

businesses, and which is well-maintained and provides amenities like shade 

streets, canopies, adequate lighting, and wayfinding signage. 

5. Supporting the development of a Downtown Business Improvement 

District or similar mechanism to help fund ongoing maintenance of the 

streetscape enhancements. 
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Policies: Street System 

• C-P-5. Major circulation improvements shall be completed as abutting lands develop or 

redevelop, with dedication of right-of-way and construction of improvements, or 

participation in construction of such improvements, required as a condition of approval. 

• C-P-6. New development shall pay a fair share of the costs of street and other transportation 

improvements based on impacts to LOS and other modes in conformance with the goals 

and policies established in this Circulation Element and the PFF program. 

Policies: Bikeways and Pedestrian Facilities 

• C-P-29. Through regular updates to the City’s Bicycle Master Plan, the City shall establish a 

safe and convenient network of identified bicycle routes connecting residential areas with 

recreation, shopping, and employment areas within the city. The City shall also strive to 

develop connections with existing and planned regional routes shown in the San Joaquin 

County Bicycle Master Plan. 

• C-P-30. Provide adequate bicycle parking facilities at commercial, business / professional 

and light industrial users. 

• C-P-36. City shall strive to provide a sidewalk system that serves all members of the 

community and meets the latest guidelines related to the Americans with Disabilities Act 

(ADA). 

• C-P-40. Provide sidewalks along all new streets in the city. 

MANTECA GENERAL PLAN UPDATE (PROPOSED) 

Policies: Multimodal Accessibility 

• C-1-1. Strive to balance levels of service (LOS) for all modes (vehicle, transit, bicycle, and 

pedestrian) to maintain a high level of access and mobility, while developing a safe, 

complete, and efficient circulation system. The impact of new development and land use 

proposals on VMT, LOS, and accessibility for all modes should be considered in the review 

process. 

• C-1.2. To the extent feasible, strive for a vehicular LOS of D or better during weekday AM 

and PM peak hours at all streets and intersections, except in the Downtown area or in 

accordance with Policy C-1.3. 

• C-1.3. At the discretion of the City Council or Planning Commission, certain locations may 

be allowed to fall below the City’s LOS standard established by C-1.2 under the following 

circumstances: 

1. Where constructing facilities with enough capacity to provide LOS D is found to be 

unreasonably expensive.  

2. Where conditions are worse than LOS D and caused primarily by traffic from 

adjacent jurisdictions. 

3. Where maintaining LOS D will be a disincentive to use transit and active 

transportation modes (i.e., walking and bicycling) or to the implementation of 

transportation or land use improvements that would reduce vehicle travel. 

Examples include roadway or intersection widening in areas with substantial 

pedestrian activity or near major transit centers. 
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Policies: Major Streets Master Plan 

• C-2.3. Require new development to pay a fair share of the costs of street and other 

transportation improvements based on impacts in conformance with the goals and policies 

established in this Circulation Element and the Public Facilities Implementation Program 

(PFIP). 

• C-2.4. Design street improvements to provide multiple, direct, and convenient routes for all 

modes. 

• C-2.5. Include sound attenuation walls in the frontage improvements associated with 

Arterial roadways in accordance with City adopted Street Standards and Specifications, as 

amended. 

• C-2.6. Align residential and collector street intersections with collector and arterial streets 

with other residential and collector streets, where feasible, to maintain a high degree of 

connectivity between neighborhoods, minimize circuitous travel, and to allow bicyclists and 

pedestrians to travel conveniently and safely from one neighborhood to another without 

using major streets. 

• C-2.7. Provide access for bicycles and pedestrians at the ends of cul-de-sacs, where right-

of-way is available, to provide convenient access within and between neighborhoods and 

to encourage walking and bicycling to neighborhood destinations. 

• C-2.8. Signals, roundabouts, traffic circles and other traffic management techniques shall 

be applied appropriately at residential and collector street intersections with collector and 

arterial streets in order to allow bicyclists and pedestrians to travel conveniently and safely 

from one neighborhood to another. 

• C-2.9. Where traffic congestion, pedestrian travel, collision history, or other factors warrant 

the installation of a traffic signal, the feasibility of a roundabout shall also be evaluated on 

a whole life cycle cost basis. In general, a roundabout should be installed at these locations 

unless right of way, cost, operational concerns, design limitations, or other issues preclude 

the installation of a roundabout. 

• C-2.13. Require development projects to arrange streets in an interconnected block 

pattern, so that pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers are not forced onto arterial streets for 

inter- or intra-neighborhood travel. This approach will also ensure safe and efficient 

movement of emergency responders and ensure that vehicle miles traveled are minimized 

within the community. The street pattern shall include measures to provide a high level of 

connectivity and decrease vehicle miles traveled.  

• C-2.14. Residential subdivisions with lots fronting on an existing arterial street shall provide 

for separate roadway access to the maximum extent feasible, with access to residential lots 

provided from residential or collector streets. For those properties that currently front 

arterial streets, consideration should be given to providing separate roadway access as a 

condition of approval for any redevelopment or subdivision of the property. 

• C-2.15. Ensure that development and infrastructure projects are designed in a way that 

provides pedestrian and bicycle connectivity to adjacent neighborhoods and areas (such as 

ensuring that sound walls, berms, and similar physical barriers are considered and gaps or 

other measures are provided to ensure connectivity). 
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Policies: Bikeway and Pedestrian Systems 

• C-4.3. Provide a sidewalk and bicycle route system that serves all pedestrian and bicycle 

users and meets the latest guidelines related to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

• C-4.8. Provide sidewalks and/or walkways connecting to the residential neighborhoods, 

primary public destinations, major public parking areas, transit stops, and intersections with 

the bikeway system. 

• C-4.9. Provide sidewalks along both sides of all new streets in the city. 

Policies: Public Transit 

1. C-5.8. Design future roadways to accommodate transit facilities, as appropriate. These 

design elements should include installation of transit stops adjacent to intersections and 

provision of bus turnouts and sheltered stops, where feasible. 

City of Manteca Active Transportation Plan 

The Manteca Active Transportation Plan (ATP) is a comprehensive guide that creates a vision for a 

network of trails, bike lanes, sidewalks, and other elements aimed at supporting safe walking and 

bicycling throughout the city and providing connections to nearby destinations. 

San Joaquin County Regional Transportation Plan 

In June 2014, SJCOG adopted the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities 

Strategy (RTP/SCS). This document outlines countywide transportation expenditures based on 

funding from sources like the federal government, the State of California, and locally collected 

funds. The RTP contains several proposed improvements that would benefit the regional roadway 

network within the study area.  

San Joaquin County Congestion Management Plan 

SJCOG operates a Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP), which monitors cumulative 

transportation impacts of growth on the regional roadway system, identifies deficient roadways, 

and develops plans to mitigate the deficiencies. The RCMP considers LOS E or F operations to be 

deficient and includes segments of SR 120 and Airport Way (north of SR 120) as CMP facilities.  

San Joaquin County Regional Traffic Impact Fee (RTIF) 

SJCOG has implemented a regional traffic impact fee that is assessed on new developments 

throughout San Joaquin County. The RTIF capital project list provides funding for various freeway 

and local road widening (project list found at: http://www.sjcog.org/DocumentCenter/View/495). 

The RTIF capital project began in 2005, and has generated millions in funding for project delivery.  

Measure K 

Measure K is the half-cent sales tax dedicated to transportation projects in San Joaquin County. 

Measure K was passed in November 1990, and began collecting funds for a system of improved 

highways and local streets, new passenger rail service, regional and inter-regional bus routes, park-
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and-ride lots, new bicycle facilities, and railroad crossings. On November 7, 2006, San Joaquin 

County voters decided to extend Measure K for an additional 30 years. The renewal of Measure K is 

estimated to generate $2.552 billion for the transportation programs identified in the Measure K 

Expenditure Plan.  

City of Manteca Public Facilities Implementation Plan 

The City of Manteca is in the midst of updating the Public Facilities Implementation Plan (PFIP). The 

PFIP is a fee program which collects fees from new development to finance capacity expansion of 

public facilities (i.e., water, sewer collection, drainage, and transportation) necessary to 

accommodate the new demands. The City’s draft PFIP includes a variety of roadway widenings or 

extensions such as Airport Way, Atherton Drive, McKinley Avenue, and other roadways within the 

city. The plan also includes various intersection improvements. 

3.13.7 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

This section describes the thresholds or criteria that determine whether the Project causes a 

significant impact on the roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, rail, and/or transit systems. These thresholds 

are based on California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), policies from the General Plans for the 

City of Manteca and San Joaquin County, and Caltrans policies. For the purposes of this Draft EIR, 

the Project would cause a significant impact if it would result in any of the following listed criteria: 

• Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities;  

• Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b); 

• Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); and/or 

• Result in inadequate emergency access. 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that impacts may be significant if a project conflicts 

with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. The proposed Project would have a significant impact on 

transit, bicycles, or pedestrians if it would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding these systems, or create or exacerbate disruptions to the performance or safety of these 

systems. 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that impacts may be significant if a project would 

substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). Impacts may also be significant if a 

project results in inadequate emergency access. The proposed Project would have a significant 

impact on the transportation system if it would increase hazards due to a design feature, 

incompatible uses, or inadequate emergency access. 
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The existing General Plan includes a policy within the Transportation Element which requires 

maintenance of a level of service (LOS) D standard on City roadways, with some exceptions. Because 

LOS is no longer a CEQA significance metric, an analysis of LOS is provided for the purposes of policy 

consistency analysis. 

3.13.8 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.13-1: Project implementation would not result in VMT increases 

that are greater than 85 percent of Baseline conditions (Significant and 

Unavoidable) 

VMT IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The proposed project was evaluated against the screening criteria in the SB 743 Implementation 

Policy. The proposed project does not constitute a small project, is not located within ½ mile of an 

existing major transit stop, nor is it a redevelopment project. Therefore, the project is not eligible 

to be screened out based on these criteria. Furthermore, the SB 743 Implementation Policy 

identifies no low VMT areas in Manteca for project screening purposes.  

A detailed VMT analysis was conducted using methodology discussed in Chapter 2 of this report. 

The proposed residential development would result in a significant transportation impact if it would 

1). generate vehicle travel exceeding 85 percent of the established baseline VMT under existing 

(baseline) or cumulative conditions, or 2). result in an increase in total VMT in the model area. 

Table 3.13-9 presents the established Baseline Citywide VMT and the project generated VMT under 

existing (baseline) and cumulative conditions. 

TABLE 3.13-9: PROJECT VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ANALYSIS – PROJECT GENERATED VMT 

LAND USE 
CITY OF MANTECA 

AVERAGE VMT 

PROJECT-GENERATED 

VMT 
COMPARED TO CITY AVERAGE 

Single Family 
Households 

103.8 home-based VMT 
per single family 

household 

99.4 home-based VMT 
per single family 

household 
-4.2% 

Cumulative Year 

Single Family 
Households 

100.7 home-based VMT 
per single family 

household 

95.0 home-based VMT 
per single family 

household 
-5.7% 

SOURCE: CITY OF MANTECA TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL, FEHR & PEERS, 2024. 

As displayed, the proposed project would generate an estimated average of 99.4 home-based VMT 

per single family household under Existing Conditions, and an estimated average of 95.0 home-

based VMT per single family household under Cumulative conditions. The fewer home-based VMT 

generated per single family household under Cumulative Conditions reflects an improved jobs-

housing-commercial land use balance in the City of Manteca, where residents would be able to 

travel shorter distances to access jobs, goods, and services.  
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Because the development would generate vehicle travel exceeding 15 percent below the 

established city-wide average under Existing and Cumulative Conditions, this is a potentially 

significant transportation impact.   

Table 3.13-10 presents the comparison of Total VMT in the model area before and after project. 

TABLE 3.13-10: PROJECT VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED ANALYSIS – MODEL-WIDE VMT 

MODEL-WIDE VMT 

WITHOUT PROJECT 
MODEL-WIDE VMT 

WITH PROJECT 
DIFFERENCES 

DIFFERENCES AS A 

PERCENTAGE 

Existing (Baseline) Year 

13,853,921 13,900,861 + 46,940 + 0.3% 

Cumulative Year 

20,717,051 20,768,180 + 51,129 + 0.2% 

SOURCE: CITY OF MANTECA TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL, FEHR & PEERS, 2024. 

As displayed, under Existing Conditions, the proposed project would result in a net increase of 

46,940 total VMT in the model area, representing a 0.3% increase in total VMT. Under Cumulative 

Conditions, the proposed project would result in a net increase of 51,129 total VMT in the model 

area, representing a 0.2% increase in total VMT.  

Because the development would cause the total VMT in the model area to increase under Existing 

and Cumulative Conditions, this is a potentially significant transportation impact.   

The VMT generation of a project is largely dictated by the combination of land use proximity and 

transportation infrastructure. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies are designed 

to increase the transportation system efficiency and reduce vehicle demand on the multi-modal 

transportation system. Common TDM strategies are based on discouraging single-occupancy 

vehicle travel; encouraging transit, carpooled, and active modes of travel (i.e., bicycling, walking, 

scooter); shifting travel patterns from congested peak to less congested off-peak hours, and 

proximity to closer complimentary destinations. But most importantly, the biggest of effect of TDM 

strategies on VMT derive from regional policies related to land use location efficiency, 

jobs/housing/activity balance, and infrastructure investments that support transit, walking, and 

bicycling. Of these strategies, only a few are likely to be effective in a suburban or rural setting such 

as the City of Manteca. 

The Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate 

Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity2 (California Air Pollution Control Officers 

 

 

2 https://www.airquality.org/ClimateChange/Documents/Final%20Handbook_AB434.pdf 
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Association [CAPCOA], 2021) is widely used by local governments across California to reduce VMT 

and GHG emissions from new land use development projects. Mitigation Measure 3.13-1, below, 

summarizes transportation measures with VMT-reducing benefits that may be applicable at project 

or community level in the City of Manteca.  

The following two recent studies included an evaluation of VMT per capita trends in California.  

• 2018 Progress Report, California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, 

California Air Resources Board, November 20183 (Progress Report). 

• California Air Resources Board Improved Program Measurement Would Help California 

Work More Strategically to Meet Its Climate Change Goals, Auditor of the State of California, 

February 20214 (Audit Report). 

The Progress Report measures the effect of SB 375 revealing that VMT and GHG per capita increased 

in California between 2010 and 2016 and are trending upward. The Scoping Plan supports two key 

observations that are relevant to the findings in this EIR. The Audit Report is a more recent 

assessment of California’s Air Resources Board GHG reduction programs, which also found that VMT 

and its associated GHG emissions were trending upward through 2018. Per the Audit Report, the 

state is not on track to achieve 2030 GHG reduction goals, and emissions from transportation have 

not been declining as anticipated.  

The monitoring of statewide VMT performance noted above indicates that the state needs to take 

further action to meet its own VMT and GHG reduction goals. Doing so would alleviate the need for 

further actions by local agencies. To date, the state has not increased the cost of driving, made 

driving less convenient, or reduced the barriers or constraints that prevent more efficient use of 

vehicles and greater use of transit, walking, and bicycling.  

The City of Manteca can reduce future VMT generation through the TDM actions listed in Mitigation 

Measure 3.13-1, especially those related to increasing land use density and increasing multi-modal 

accessibility to key destinations. However, given the suburban land use context of the City combined 

with the City’s limited ability to influence other measures that would have the largest effect on VMT 

(such as implementation of a VMT tax or an increase in the fuel tax), the effectiveness of these TDM 

measures cannot be guaranteed to reduce the project VMT or total VMT impacts to a less-than-

significant level.  

 

 

3 https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/tracking-progress 

4 http://auditor.ca.gov/pdfs/reports/2020-114.pdf 
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In addition to transportation impacts, VMT is one of the many key inputs in quantifying other 

environmental impacts related to air quality, greenhouse gases, and energy. Analysis and mitigation 

measures related to each of these topics are discussed in a dedicated chapter in this EIR.  

Strategies contained in Mitigation Measure 3.13-1 may not be deemed feasible for various reasons, 

such as due to financial infeasibility, or would not be possible to implement at the improvement 

plan stage (such as increasing residential density). Therefore, even with implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1, the Project impact is significant and unavoidable relative to this topic.   

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: As feasible, and where applicable at the improvement plan stage of 

development, as determined through consultation between the Project applicant and the City of 

Manteca, the Project applicant shall implement the following measures, which are identified in the 

CAPCOA Draft Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emission Reductions, assessing 

Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity (GHG Handbook): 

• Increase residential density; 

• Limit residential parking supply; 

• Unbundle residential parking cost from property cost; 

• Provide access to transit (Transit Oriented Development); 

• Improve street connectivity; 

• Provide ride-share program; 

• Implement subsidized or discounted transit program; 

• Provide end-of-trip bicycle facilities; 

• Provide community-based travel planning; 

• Implement market price public on-street parking; 

• Provide pedestrian network improvement; 

• Construct or improve bike facility; 

• Construct or improve bike boulevard; 

• Expand bikeway network; 

• Implement conventional or electric carshare program; 

• Implement pedal or electric bikeshare program; 

• Implement scooter-share program; 

• Extend transit network coverage or hours; 

• Increase transit service frequency; 

• Implement transit-supportive roadway treatments; 

• Reduce transit fares 
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Impact 3.13-2: Project implementation may conflict with a program, plan, 

policy or ordinance addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

bicycle, and pedestrian facilities (Less than Significant) 

The City of Manteca ATP (2020) and City of Manteca General Plan (2003) were reviewed to 

determine if the proposed project results in any inconsistencies with adopted transportation related 

policies.   

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (ATP) 

The ATP identifies planned future Class II bike lane on Union Road north of Lathrop Road and SR 99 

Frontage Road north of Lathrop Road. Based on the Tentative Subdivision Map Plans (labeled 

Attachment A) in the Notice of Preparation dated October 22, 2021, the proposed project will 

include the widening of Union Road, which will provide a second northbound vehicle travel lane and 

landscaped sidewalk area. The proposed project will also construct landscaped sidewalk area long 

SR 99 Frontage Road. However, the project plans do not currently include the construction of Class 

II bike lanes as identified in the ATP. Therefore, the following COA is recommended to ensure the 

project is consistent with the ATP: 

• Traffic COA #3 – The developer shall construct Class II bike lanes along its frontage on Union 

Road and SR 99 Frontage Road, as identified in the City of Manteca ATP. The design of the 

bike lane shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Engineering. The cost of bike 

lane construction shall be included in the total cost associated with the Union Road 

widening along the project frontage. 

The proposed project will construct the continuation of the Class I Tidewater Bikeway. The proposed 

project will also construct sidewalks on internal streets, providing adequate connections to and 

throughout the site for pedestrians.   

MANTECA GENERAL PLAN  

The City of Manteca General Plan (adopted July 18, 2023) land use designation shows that the 

project site is within an area designated for Low Density Residential, High Density Residential, and 

Park land use. The project is consistent with the General Plan land use designation.  

Additionally, the proposed project is consistent with goals and policies identified in the Circulation 

Element of the City of Manteca General Plan 2023, as described below: 

Goals 

• Goal C-2. Provide complete streets designed to serve a broad spectrum of travel modes, 

including automobiles, public transit, walking, and bicycling. 

• Goal C-9. Provide a safe, secure, and convenient bicycle route system that connects to 

retail, employment centers, public facilities, and parks 

• Goal C-10. Provide for safe and convenient pedestrian circulation. 
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The proposed project includes bicycle and pedestrian improvements that will help create complete 

streets and are consistent with the goals described above.   

Policies 

• C-P-2: 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. 

• C-P-9: Residential and collector street intersections with collector and arterial streets shall 

be aligned with other residential and collector streets, where feasible, to maintain a high 

degree of connectivity between neighborhoods, minimize circuitous travel, and to allow 

bicyclists and pedestrians to travel conveniently and safely from one neighborhood to 

another without using major streets. 

Although LOS cannot be used as a CEQA metric to identify significant transportation impacts, 

intersection operations were analyzed for the proposed project and are discussed in Chapters 4, 5, 

and 6. With recommended improvements described in those chapters, all intersections would 

operate at LOS D or better with the addition of project trips. Additionally, the project has been 

designed so residential streets align with the existing intersection at Union Road/Shady Pines Street 

and connect to the residential development to the west.   

The City’s PFIP is also developed and periodically updated to provide funding for local roadway 

expansion and improvements, which include bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in a conflict with an existing or planned 

pedestrian facility, bicycle facility, or transit service/facility. Because the proposed Project would 

not conflict with adopted programs, plans, policies, or ordinances that address the circulation 

system, including transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; this impact is considered less than 

significant. 

Impact 3.13-3: Project implementation may increase hazards due to a 

design feature, incompatible uses, or inadequate emergency access (Less 

than Significant) 

SAFETY ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS 

This section describes the potential safety impacts associated with transportation and circulation 

that could result from implementation of the proposed project. It describes the safety-related 

reviews, investigations, and analysis that was completed for Existing Plus Project and Cumulative 

Plus Project scenarios. 

Planned Traffic Safety Improvements in the Project Area: The following documents and projects in 

the City of Manteca, City of Lathrop, San Joaquin County, San Joaquin Council of Governments, and 

Caltrans jurisdictions are reviewed for traffic safety improvements: 
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• City of Manteca Active Transportation Plan (ATP) (2020) 

• City of Manteca PFIP 

• SJCOG RTP/SCS 

• I-5/Roth Road Interchange Project – This interchange would be improved to provide 

additional travel lanes for motor vehicles, signalized intersections, and sidewalks with ADA 

compliant ramps and crosswalks for pedestrians. 

• I-5/Louise Avenue Interchange Project – This interchange would be improved to provide 

additional travel lanes for motor vehicles, and sidewalks with ADA compliant ramps and 

crosswalks for pedestrians.  

The proposed project proposes multi-modal safety improvements including sidewalk along Union 

Road and internal roadways, as well as a continuation of the Class I (off-street) Tidewater Bikeway. 

The project will also support the implementation of City of Manteca and SHS safety projects by 

paying fees to assist in funding safety improvement projects.  

The proposed project does not consist of any improvements or physical changes to freeway 

mainline, freeway interchange, or other State Highway System (SHS) facilities. Besides the A 

detailed review of the facility design of the safety improvement projects listed above confirmed that 

the proposed project would not physically disrupt any existing multi-modal facility. 

A review of the City of Manteca ATP indicate that future Class II bike lane have been identified on 

Union Road north of Lathrop Road and SR 99 Frontage Road north of Lathrop Road. Based on the 

Tentative Subdivision Map Plans (labeled Attachment A) in the Notice of Preparation dated October 

22, 2021, the proposed project will include the widening of Union Road, but does not currently 

include the construction of Class II bike lanes along Union Road or SR 99 Frontage Road. Therefore, 

it is recommended that the following be included in the COA for the proposed project. 

• Traffic COA #3 – The developer shall construct Class II bike lanes along its frontage on 

Union Road and SR 99 Frontage Road, as identified in the City of Manteca ATP. The design 

of the bike lane shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Engineering. The cost 

of bike lane construction shall be included in the total cost associated with the Union Road 

widening along the project frontage.  

The proposed project consists of single-family dwelling units. Implementation of the proposed 

project would result in changes in traffic volumes on local roadways, freeway mainline segments, 

and interchange ramp intersections around the project area. Based on analysis on the similar land 

use types, the mix of pedestrian, bicycle, and motor vehicle travel would not change, and the traffic 

mix would remain compatible with existing and planned facility design. 

Freeway Off-Ramp Queueing Analysis: As described in Chapter 5 and 6, intersection operations 

analyses were completed for the following freeway ramp intersections: 

6. Roth Road/I-5 SB Ramps 

7. Roth Road/I-5 NB Ramps 
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9. Lathrop Road/I-5 SB Ramps 

10. Lathrop Road/I-5 NB Ramps 

15. Lathrop Road/SR 99 SB Ramps/Main Street 

16. Lathrop Road/SR 99 NB Ramps 

20. French Camp Road/SR 99 SB Ramps/W 99 Frontage Road 

21. French Camp Road/SR 99 NB Ramps/S 99 Frontage Road 

Results of the intersection operations analysis show that all 8 ramp intersections operate at LOS D 

or better during the AM and PM peak hour under Existing Plus Project, Cumulative No Project, and 

Cumulative Plus Project Conditions.  

In addition, a freeway off-ramp queueing analysis was completed for the 8 ramp intersections 

during the AM and PM peak hour. The off-ramp queueing analysis was completed using the Synchro 

11 software package as described in Chapter 2, and the 95th percentile queue is reported for all 

freeway off-ramp movements. 

Table 3.13-11 presents the results of the freeway off-ramp queueing analysis for the AM and PM 

peak hour under Existing Plus Project Conditions. As shown, with the addition of the project traffic, 

all freeway off-ramp queues can be accommodated within the off-ramp storage. Technical 

Calculations are included in Appendix A of the Traffic Impact Report (Appendix E of the DEIR).  

TABLE 3.13-11: FREEWAY OFF-RAMP QUEUEING ANALYSIS – EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

INTERSECTION 
MOVE-
MENT 

STORAGE 

(FT) 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

VOLUME 

95TH 

PERCENTIL

E QUEUE 

(FT) 

VOLUME 

95TH 

PERCENTIL

E QUEUE 

(FT) 

6. Roth Road/I-5 SB Ramps 

SBL 1400 230 75 290 100 

SBL/T/
R 520 40 50 30 50 

7. Roth Road/I-5 NB Ramps 
NBL/T 1375 20 25 30 25 

NBR 630 180 50 180 25 

9. Lathrop Road/I-5 SB 
Ramps 

SBL/T/
R 1525 340 260 470 418 

10. Lathrop Road/I-5 NB 
Ramps 

NBL/T/
R 1625 290 205 500 466 

16. Lathrop Road/SR 99 SB 
Ramps/Main Street 

SBL 560 50 81 70 95 

SBT 1450 290 162 340 164 

SBR 1450 220 35 270 37 

17. Lathrop Road/SR 99 NB 
Ramps 

NBL 1350 350 80 340 81 

NBR 670 30 16 40 19 

SBL/T 1800 110 127 220 219 
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21. French Camp Road/SR 
99 SB Ramps/W 99 
Frontage Road 

SBR 
500 110 48 140 49 

22. French Camp Road/SR 
99 NB Ramps/S 99 Frontage 
Road 

SBL/T 1800 10 25 10 19 

SBR 400 170 68 150 51 

SOURCE: FEHR & PEERS, 2024 

Table 3.13-12 presents the results of the freeway off-ramp queueing analysis for the AM and PM 

peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project Conditions. As shown, with the addition of the project 

traffic, all freeway off-ramp queues can be accommodated within the off-ramp storage. Technical 

Calculations are included in Appendix A of the Traffic Report (Appendix E of the DEIR).  

TABLE 3.13-12: FREEWAY OFF-RAMP QUEUEING ANALYSIS – CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

INTERSECTION 
MOVE-
MENT 

STORAG

E (FT) 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

VOLUME 
95TH 

PERCENTIL

E QUEUE 
VOLUME 

95TH 

PERCENTIL

E QUEUE 

6. Roth Road/I-5 SB Ramps1 

SBL 1,400 340 172 410 218 

SBL/T/
R 

520 
60 97 40 142 

7. Roth Road/I-5 NB Ramps1 
NBL/T 1,375 70 97 90 97 

NBR 630 250 61 230 61 

9. Lathrop Road/I-5 SB 
Ramps1 2 

SBL 1,525 230 148 360 148 

SBR 1,525 370 298 650 298 

10. Lathrop Road/I-5 NB 
Ramps1 2 

NBL 1,625 530 333 530 333 

NBR 1,625 230 204 420 204 

16. Lathrop Road/SR 99 SB 
Ramps/Main Street 

SBL 560 50 128 70 128 

SBT 1,450 300 184 340 184 

SBR 1,450 460 401 690 401 

17. Lathrop Road/SR 99 NB 
Ramps 

NBL 1,350 600 138 560 138 

NBR 670 20 18 40 18 

21. French Camp Road/SR 99 
SB Ramps/W 99 Frontage 
Road 

SBL/T 1,800 110 248 240 248 

SBR 500 140 37 150 37 

22. French Camp Road/SR 99 
NB Ramps/S 99 Frontage 
Road 

SBL/T 1,800 30 26 20 26 

SBR 400 170 17 140 17 

Notes: 
1 Intersection lane configuration and/or traffic control are different from Existing Conditions due to planned intersection 

and roadway improvements. 
2 The future interchange design has not been formalized. Off-Ramp storage is assumed to be equal to the existing off-

ramp storage.  
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SOURCE: FEHR & PEERS, 2024 

Based on the freeway off-ramp queueing analysis, the proposed project would not result in freeway 

off-ramp queuing spilling back from interchanges and would not affect traffic operations on the 

freeway mainline. Traffic generated by the proposed project would remain compatible with the 

planned traffic safety improvements in the vicinity of the project. 

SITE ACCESS EVALUATION 

Access for the proposed project would be at Union Road/Shady Pines Street, SR 99 Frontage 

Road/Shady Pines Street, and Union Road/Duluth Way. The preliminary site plan indicates adequate 

emergency access would be provided and there do not appear to be any geometric hazards. 

However, all intersections and street sections should be reviewed by the City of Manteca and 

designed to comply with typical City standards. With consideration to pedestrian safety, it is 

recommended that Union Road/Shady Pines Street be constructed as a signalized intersection. Per 

City of Manteca Engineering comments, the Union Road/Duluth Way intersections shall be 

constructed as a right-in/right-out only intersection with side-street stop control intersections. A 

median shall be constructed along Union Road to prevent left turns. All project access intersections, 

internal intersections, and internal roadways should be carefully designed to ensure they can 

accommodate emergency vehicles. 

VEHICULAR TRAFFIC CONFLICTS 

Concerns were raised during the NOP public review period related to the potential for conflicts 

between truck and residential vehicular traffic. Further, concerns were raised with the “traditional 

methods of quantifying traffic impacts—VMT or LOS, which were claimed to omit conflicts between 

industrial truck and residential vehicular traffic.” These concerns were specifically raised by the 

Delicato Family Wines (DFW) who operates a winery facility to the northeast of the Project site near 

the intersection of SR 99 and French Camp Road. These comments have been considered within the 

context of this traffic analysis, and specifically, within the context of safety analysis.  

The traffic modeling considers all traffic, including passenger vehicle and industrial/commercial 

trucks within the circulation system. The method of analysis follows state laws for evaluating VMT, 

in addition to engineering standards of care related to LOS. While VMT is not a valuable tool in 

identifying the potential for vehicular conflicts within a roadway system, LOS is a valuable tool for 

that purpose, and is in fact necessary to identify problem areas. LOS allows an engineer to identify 

congestion on roadways, and then subsequently identify areas that need improvements to facilitate 

the safe flow of vehicular traffic through the system.  

Passenger vehicles are generally allowed to travel along most public roadways throughout the City 

of Manteca and unincorporated San Joaquin County. Passenger vehicles are much more 

maneuverable when compared to large industrial/commercial trucks. Large industrial/commercial 

trucks are not allowed to travel on all roadways, but instead are limited to travel on designated 

truck routes. These truck routes are specific roads designated for heavy vehicles engaged in the 
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transportation of goods and materials. Unlike regular roads, these truck routes are carefully 

selected to accommodate large trucks while minimizing disruptions to other traffic. The purpose of 

a truck route is to ensure the smooth flow of goods and reduce the risk of accidents and damages 

caused by heavy vehicles navigating through unsuitable roads. These routes can bypass congested 

city centers, narrow residential areas, and other locations where large trucks may pose challenges 

to pedestrian safety and urban infrastructure. Additionally, truck routes consider various factors, 

such as bridge heights, weight limits, and sharp turns, which are critical to ensure the safe passage 

of oversized and heavily-loaded trucks. By adhering to these specialized routes, truck drivers can 

optimize their journey, minimize the risk of delays and detours, and enhance overall transportation 

efficiency. 

The City has a truck route plan that reflects existing or planned STAA Routes as well as California 

legal truck routes. There are no STAA Routes or California legal truck routes in the immediate vicinity 

of the Project site. To the south of the Project site, Lathrop Road is a CA Legal Truck Route. To the 

north of the Project site, a future STAA Route is proposed with the extension of Roth Road/Lovelace 

Road to SR 99. This section of roadway does not currently exist. Farther to the north, French Camp 

Road is an STAA Truck Route. French Camp Road serves the Delicato Winery and other 

industrial/commercial trucks connecting SR 99 to I-5.  

The total traffic generated by the proposed Project is 4,385 trips per day. The highest peak hour 

volumes are estimated to be in the PM with a total of 437 trips. The traffic analysis shows that the 

LOS will not change along the STAA Route at Union Road/French Camp Road intersection, or the 

French Camp Road/SR 99 SB Ramps/SR 99 Frontage Road intersection. The change in delay is less 

than two second, which is insignificant and reflects an uncongested free flowing circulation system. 

The LOS change at the French Camp Road/SR 99 NB Ramps/SR 99 Frontage Road intersection will 

change from a B to C level of service, with a delay change of approximately 2.3 seconds in the AM 

and 4.3 seconds in the PM. The level of service would be C, which represents uncongested traffic. 

The freeway off-ramp queueing analysis showed that the proposed project would not result in 

freeway off-ramp queuing spilling back from interchanges and would not affect traffic operations 

on the freeway mainline. Traffic generated by the proposed project would remain compatible with 

the planned traffic safety improvements in the vicinity of the project. There are no significant 

vehicular traffic conflicts that are reflected in the traffic data. Table 3.13-13 presents the existing 

plus project conditions.  
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TABLE 3.13-13: INTERSECTION OPERATIONS – EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

INTERSECTION 
CONTR

OL 

TYPE 

EXISTING CONDITIONS EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

DELAY1 LOS DELAY1 LOS DELAY1 LOS DELAY1 LOS 

1. Union Road/French 
Camp Road 

Signal 13.0 B 15.1 B 14.7 B 16.6 B 

21. French Camp 
Road/SR 99 SB 

Ramps/SR 99 Frontage 
Road 

Signal 22.5 C 28.1 C 23.8 C 28.3 C 

22. French Camp 
Road/SR 99 NB 

Ramps/SR 99 Frontage 
Road 

Signal 17.9 B 17.3 B 20.2 C 21.6 C 

 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed development project would not conflict with any program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, substantially increase hazards due to a geometric feature, or 

result in inadequate emergency access or traffic conflicts. Therefore, implementation of the 

proposed Project would be less than significant relative to this topic. 
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Title 17 – Zoning (17.58.040 Hazardous Materials); this section discusses hazardous materials, 

including disclosure to the Fire Department and San Joaquin County Health Department. 

3.15.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE  

Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed project will have a significant 

impact related to wildfires if: 

• Located in or near State Responsibility Areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard 

severity zones, the project would: 

o Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan. 

o 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. 

o Require the installation or maintenance 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. 

o 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. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES  

Impact 3.15-1: Project implementation would not have a significant 

impact related to wildfire risks associated with lands in or near State 

Responsibility Areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 

zones (No Impact) 

The Project Site is not located in or near any State Responsibility Areas and there are no lands 

classified as VHFHSZ within or near the Project Site.  Therefore, the proposed Project would have no 

impact related to wildfire risks associated with lands in or near SRAs or lands classified as very high 

fire hazard severity zones.  
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