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This section describes the existing land uses in the Project site and in the surrounding area, 
describes the applicable land use regulations, and evaluates the environmental effects of 
implementation of the proposed Project related to land use, population, and housing. Information 
in this section is based on information provided in the Project materials, and the following 
reference documents: City of Lathrop General Plan (City of Lathrop, 2022), the City of Lathrop Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan Update (City of Lathrop, 2022), the City of 
Lathrop Municipal Code, Title 17 Zoning (City of Lathrop, 2022), Municipal Service Review (City of 
Lathrop, 2022), and the San Joaquin County General Plan  (County of San Joaquin, 2025). 

One comment was received during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) scoping process related to this 
environmental topic from the San Joaquin Council of Governments, Inc. (March 27, 2024). Full 
comments received during the NOP process are included within Appendix A. 

3.10.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
EXISTING PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

Specific Plan Area 
The Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan Area (Specific Plan Area, Plan Area, or Project site) is 
located within the West Lathrop Specific Plan (WLSP) area in the City of Lathrop, San Joaquin 
County, California (Figures 2.0-1 and 2.0-2). The site is bounded by Barbara Terry Boulevard to the 
north, open space and an existing subdivision to the northeast, River Islands Parkway to the 
southeast, and the San Joaquin River to the west, north and south.  

The Specific Plan Area is comprised of the following APNs (Figure 2.0-3): 

• 191-190-74; 
• 191-190-75; 
• 191-190-76; 
• 191-190-77; 
• 191-190-78; 
• 191-340-03; 
• 191-610-02; 
• 191-610-22; 
• 191-620-50; and 
• 191-620-59. 

The majority of the Plan Area is currently undeveloped (Figure 2.0-4). There is a two-story single-
family residential structure east of River Islands Parkway near the San Joaquin River. There are 
approximately six other structures associated with the residence, such as a barn structure and 
shed structures.  
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Surrounding Land Uses 
Surrounding land uses include the San Joaquin River and associated tributaries to the north, west, 
and south, vacant agricultural land San Joaquin County to the north and west, Mossdale Landing, a 
mixed use master planned community with largely single-family residences in the Project vicinity 
to the east, and single-family residential uses to the west and south. 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Population and Households 
Table 3.10-1 summarizes the population and household data for Lathrop and San Joaquin County 
from 1990 through 2020.  

TABLE 3.10-1: POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD GROWTH 

 1990 2000 2010 2020 1990-2000 
% CHANGE 

2000-2010 
% CHANGE 

2010-2020 
% CHANGE 

LATHROP 
Population 6,841 10,445 18,023 26,503 53% 72% 48% 
Households 1,927 2,908 4,782 5,503 51% 64% 15% 
Persons per 
household 3.55 3.59 3.77 3.88 1% 5% 3% 

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 
Population 480,628 563,598 685,306 773,505 17% 22% 13% 
Households 166,274 181,629 215,007 228,567 9% 18% 6% 
Persons per 
household 2.94 3.00 3.12 3.22 2% 4% 3% 

SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS, 1990, 2010; LATHROP HOUSING ELEMENT, 2016; CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE, 2021. 

Lathrop incorporated in 1989 and by 1990, the US Census Bureau recorded the population at 
6,841. From 1990 to 2000, the city’s population increased by 51% from 6,841 to 10,445 persons. 
From 2000 to 2010 Lathrop experienced population growth increasing by approximately 72% from 
10,445 to 18,023. San Joaquin County's total population increased by approximately 20% during 
the decades of 1990-2000 and 2000-2010. As of 2020, Lathrop’s population was estimated to be 
26,806, an increase of 49% from the 2010 population of 18,023. As of 2024, the California 
Department of Finance estimated Lathrop’s population to be 37,033. 

Over the years, the average household size has fluctuated slightly with a high of 3.88 in 2020 and a 
low of 3.55 in 1990. 

Housing Units 
As shown in Table 3.10-2, the number of housing units in Lathrop has increased at rates similar to 
the population with significant increases since 1990. In 2020, there were 7,284 housing units in the 
city. From 2000 to 2010, housing units increased from 2,991 to 5,261, a 76% increase, while 
between 2010 and 2020 the city experienced a 38% increase.  
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TABLE 3.10-2: HOUSING UNITS  

 
1990 2000 2010 2020 

1990-
2000 % 
CHANGE 

2000-
2010 % 
CHANGE 

2010-
2020 % 
CHANGE 

Lathrop 2,040 2,991 5,261 7,284 47% 76% 38% 
San Joaquin County 158,659 189,160 233,755 249,058 19% 24% 6.6% 
SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS, 2000, 2010; LATHROP HOUSING ELEMENT, 2016, 2010 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE, 
2020. 

3.10.2 REGULATORY SETTING 
STATE 

California Planning and Zoning Law Government Code Section 65300 
California Government Code Section 65300 et seq. establishes the obligation of cities and counties 
to adopt and implement General Plans. The General Plan is a comprehensive, long-term, and 
general document that describes plans for the physical development of a jurisdiction and of any 
land outside its boundaries that, in the jurisdiction’s judgment, bears relation to its planning. The 
General Plan addresses a broad range of topics, including, at a minimum, land use, circulation, 
housing, conservation, open space, noise, and safety. In addressing these topics, the General Plan 
identifies the goals, objectives, policies, principles, standards, and plan proposals that support the 
jurisdiction’s vision for the area. The General Plan is a long-range document that typically 
addresses the physical character of an area over a substantial time period, such as 20 years. 
Although the General Plan serves as a blueprint for future development and identifies the overall 
vision for the planning area, it remains general enough to allow for flexibility in the approach taken 
to achieve the plan's goals.  

A Specific Plan is another planning device that governs a smaller land area than the General Plan, 
but must be consistent with the overarching General Plan. Specifically, a Specific Plan implements 
the general plan in a particular geographic area. (Government Code Section 65450.) More 
generally, a Specific Plan describes the distribution, location, and extent of the land uses and the 
associated infrastructure, as well as standards governing future development. The specific plan 
must include a statement of the relationship between it and the general plan. (Government Code 
Section 65451, subd. [c].) A local jurisdiction’s conclusion that a specific plan is consistent with its 
general plan “carries a strong presumption of regularity.” (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. 
County of Napa Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 357.) 

Chapter 4 of the State Planning and Zoning Law, entitled Zoning Regulations (California 
Government Code Section 65800 et seq.), establishes that, in general law cities such as Lathrop (as 
opposed to charter cities), zoning ordinances, which are laws that define allowable land uses 
within a specific district, are required to be consistent with the General Plan and any applicable 
specific plans. When amendments to the General Plan are made, corresponding changes in the 
zoning ordinance may be required within a reasonable time to ensure the land uses designated in 
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the General Plan would also be allowable by the zoning ordinance (Government Code Section 
65860, subd. [c]). 

Senate Bill 330: The Housing Crisis Act of 2019 
The Housing Crisis Act (SB 330) is intended to eliminate some of the most common entitlement 
impediments to the creation of new housing, including delays in the local permitting process and 
cities enacting new requirements after an application is complete and undergoing local review. Its 
provisions expire, however, on January 1, 2025. The discussion below focuses on how the 
legislation affects housing development projects proposed to cities, as opposed to counties. 

As applied to cities, SB 330 does all of the following:  

• Requires that cities complete their review and approval processes for housing 
development within certain time periods;  

• Restricts cities from applying new standards, policies, and laws to a development after a 
project sponsor submits a complete preliminary application; 

• Restricts cities from enacting policies, standards or conditions, such as housing moratoria, 
that would limit housing development;  

• Freezes the ability of cities to downzone property planned or zoned for housing; and 
• Prevents cities from changing the residential general plan, specific plan, and zoning 

designation to “a less intensive use” or to reduce the intensity of the designation below 
what was allowed on January 1, 2018, except where the city “concurrently changes the 
development standards, policies, and conditions applicable to other parcels within the 
jurisdiction to ensure that there is no net loss in residential capacity.” 

Under SB 330, cities are prohibited from conducting more than five hearings in connection with a 
housing project approval if the project complies with the applicable objective general plan and 
zoning standards in effect at the time an application is deemed complete. 

SB 330 also reduces the amount of time that a city has to approve or disapprove an application 
under the Permit Streamlining Act from 120 to 90 days for a housing project that requires CEQA 
review, and from 90 to 60 days if a housing project is proposing at least 49% affordable units. 

Additionally, cities are prohibited from disapproving housing development projects for very low, 
low-, or moderate-income households unless they make certain written findings. Under 
modifications to a statute that predated SB 330 (Government Code Section 65589.5, subd. [j]), 
cities are also prohibited from either disapproving a housing project or imposing condition of 
approval that lower the density for a housing project that complies with the applicable objective 
general plan, zoning, and subdivision standards in effect at the time that the application was 
deemed complete. An exception exists where the city can find that the housing project would have 
a specific, adverse impact upon the public health or safety unless the project is disapproved or 
approved upon the condition that the project be developed at a lower density. In this context, a 
“specific, adverse impact” means a significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based 
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on objective, identified written public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they 
existed on the date the application was deemed complete. 

If a proposed housing project is not consistent with or in compliance with local standards, cities 
must provide the applicants with written documentation identifying and explaining why the 
proposed project is not in compliance within specified timeframes. SB 330 also clarifies that a 
project’s use of the State Density Bonus Law shall not constitute a valid basis on which to find that 
a proposed housing project is inconsistent, not in compliance, or not in conformity with objective 
standards. 

Under SB 330, once a project sponsor submits a preliminary application containing all of the 
required information, a city is prohibited from applying new ordinances, policies, and standards to 
a proposed housing project, subject to certain exceptions. 

Additionally, SB 330 allows a project applicant, a person who would be eligible to apply for 
residency in the proposed project, or a housing organization to file a lawsuit if a city requires a 
housing project to comply with a new ordinance, policy, or standard that was not adopted and in 
effect when a preliminary application was submitted. 

With respect to land where housing is an allowable use, cities are prohibited from enacting 
changes that would have the following effects: 

• Reducing the intensity of land use to levels below what was permitted by the city as of 
January 1, 2018 by changing the general plan land use designation, specific plan land use 
designation, or zoning of a parcel; 

• Imposing a moratorium or similar restriction or limitation on housing development, unless 
the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) approves it; 

• Imposing or enforcing new design review standards established after January 1, 2020, if 
the standards are not objective; 

• Capping the number of housing units that can be approved or constructed either annually 
or for some other period of time (unless the limit was approved by voters prior to January 
1, 2005 and the city is located in a predominantly agricultural county); and 

• Limiting the population of the city or county. 

SB 330 places additional requirements on projects that involve the demolition of existing 
residential units. SB 330 requires that cities may only approve housing developments that include 
the demolition of residential units if the project will create at least as many residential dwelling 
units as will be demolished. 

For projects involving the demolition of protected units, cities may only give their approval if the 
projects meet the following criteria: 

• The project will replace all existing or demolished protected units (which would count 
towards meeting inclusionary housing requirements); 
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• The project will include at least as many residential dwelling units as the greatest number 
of residential dwelling units that existed on the project site within the last five years; 

• Existing residents, if any, are allowed to occupy their units until six months before the start 
of construction; and 

• The developer agrees to provide to the affordable housing rental unit occupants relocation 
benefits and a right of first refusal for units available in the new housing development at 
an affordable rent for the household. 

LOCAL 

City of Lathrop General Plan 
General Plans are prepared under a mandate from the State of California, which requires each city 
and county to prepare and adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for its jurisdiction and 
any adjacent related lands. State law requires General Plans to address seven mandated 
components: circulation, conservation, housing, land use, noise, open space, and safety. In 
addition to those components required by State law, the Lathrop General Plan also contains 
optional Economic Development, Public Facilities, and Environmental Justice Elements 

The General Plan functions as a “constitution” for the City of Lathrop and reflects the long-range 
aspirations of physical form and amenity and provides guidance to the substance of 
developmental regulations and other programs of the City Council. The Lathrop General Plan is 
comprehensive, long-range and general.  The Plan Area is designated as Low Density Residential 
(LD) by the City’s General Plan Land Use Map. In the LD land use category, low density Residential 
development will typically involve single-family detached housing on individual lots although 
developments at the higher range of the allowed development densities may accommodate 
clustered developments as part of a Planned Development. 

General Plan Land Use Map: The Lathrop General Plan Land Use Map portrays the ultimate uses of 
land in the City of Lathrop through land use designations.  

City of Lathrop General Plan Policies: General Plan policies applicable to land use are summarized 
below. General Plan policies associated with specific environmental topics (aesthetics, air quality, 
agriculture, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, hazards, hydrology/water 
quality, noise, public services/recreation, transportation, utilities, etc.) are discussed in the 
relevant chapters of this EIR. 

3.10.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the proposed Project will have a significant 
impact on land use, population, or housing if it will:  

• Physically divide an established community;  
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• Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect;  

• Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure); 

• Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.10-1: The proposed Project would not physically divide an 
established community, or displace substantial numbers of existing 
people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. (Less than Significant) 
The Project site is located in the City of Lathrop and is adjacent to residential land uses to the east.  
The Project site would result in an extension of developed uses within an area of the city that 
currently has approved development plans within the vicinity of the Project site.  The Project 
would provide roadways and pedestrian pathways to connect the Project site to the existing 
circulation system and to allow access to and from the site. Development of the Project site would 
not result in physical barriers, such as a highway, wall, or other division, that would divide an 
existing community, but would serve as an orderly extension of existing and planned development.  

There is one residential structures located on the Project site. Development of the Project would 
remove this housing unit and add up to 912 residential units. Therefore, the Project would not 
displace substantial numbers of people or existing housing.  

Overall, the Project will have a less than significant impact related to division of an established 
community and the displacement of substantial numbers of people or existing housing.  

Impact 3.10-2: The proposed Project would not conflict with an applicable 
land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
Project adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. (Less than 
Significant) 
The Specific Plan builds upon the policy framework and direction set forth for development in 
Lathrop by the City’s General Plan. This translates into a focused, detailed, comprehensive plan for 
the Specific Plan Area that addresses land use, the characteristics of development, circulation, 
parking, infrastructure, and community development.  
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LATHROP GENERAL PLAN 

The land uses as proposed are not consistent with the General Plan. When land uses are not 
consistent with a General Plan there are two courses of action: 1) the uses are not allowed due to 
the inconsistency, or 2) the land uses are changed through an amendment to the General Plan to 
create consistency. The proposed Project will include a General Plan Amendment from LD to LD, 
Park (P), and Open Space (O). Approval of the General Plan amendment would ensure that the 
proposed Project would be substantially consistent with the Lathrop General Plan land use 
requirements.  

Additionally, the Project is consistent with most of the applicable General Plan policies that aim to 
avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. As shown in Table 3.10-3, the Project is consistent with 
many of the City’s General Plan policies. 

TABLE 3.10-3: GENERAL PLAN POLICY CONSISTENCY 

GENERAL PLAN POLICY PROJECT CONSISTENCY 

LAND USE 
LU-1.1  Support a full spectrum of 
conveniently located residential, 
commercial, industrial, public, and quasi-
public uses that support business 
development, regional transportation 
objectives and the livability of residential 
neighborhoods. 

Consistent. The Project includes the development of 
residential uses and public uses which would support 
livability of residential neighborhoods within the City of 
Lathrop by providing park and residential uses in an area 
of the City designated for residential uses.  

LU-1.9  Promote equitable land use 
patterns to ensure that all residents in 
neighborhoods have access to community 
amenities and transportation choices, and 
have safe places to walk and bike. 

Consistent. The Project provides public amenities which 
would benefit all residents in the Project vicinity, as well 
as future Project residents. The Specific Plan will include 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities to increase access 
to transportation choices and increase safety for walking 
and biking. Pedestrian walkways would be provided along 
all local streets. Class II bike lanes will be provided along 
the proposed arterial and collector streets. A multi-use 
trail with a Class I bike path would be provided along the 
San Joaquin River. Additionally, two bus stops are 
proposed along Street W. Further, the Project would 
include community amenities, such as linear park, 
neighborhood park, and open space. 

LU-3.1 Support regional efforts that 
promote higher densities and intensities 
near major transit and travel facilities, 
and reduce regional vehicle miles traveled 
by supporting active modes of 
transportation including walking, biking, 
and public transit. 
 

Consistent. The Project site is designated for LD uses in 
the City’s General Plan and the Project would provide LD, 
P, and O uses. While the Project does not include higher 
density uses, the Project site is also not located near 
major transit facilities. The Project site is located in an 
area of the City which contains existing low density 
residential uses. Further, as noted above, the Project 
includes facilities for active modes of transportation, 
including walking, biking, and public transit. 

LU-4.2 Emphasize efforts to reduce Consistent. Impacts associated with VMT are discussed in 
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regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 
supporting land use patterns and site 
designs that promote active modes of 
transportation, and public transit. 

Impact 3.13-2 in Section 3.13. As described in Section 
3.13, Transportation and Circulation, without 
incorporating proposed features which would reduce 
VMT, the Project’s VMT per capita value of 16.29 is higher 
than the citywide threshold of 15.44. However, the 
proposed Project design reflects many features that help 
reduce VMT. To ensure the Project would result in a VMT 
per capita which is below threshold, a decrease of 6.14 
percent (or 1.01 VMT per capita) would be required for 
the Project. The proposed Project design features would 
reduce VMT for the Project a total of 7.4 percent. With 
the proposed Project design features, the Project’s VMT 
per capita would be more than 15 percent below the 
Citywide average for the total home-based residential 
VMT per capita statistic; therefore, impacts related to 
VMT would be less than significant.  

LU-5.1 Require new development to be 
compatible and complementary to 
existing development. Where appropriate 
and feasible, promote connections 
between neighborhoods and services and 
facilities. 
 

Consistent. The Project is a new development which is 
compatible with surrounding and adjacent buildings and 
public spaces. The existing land adjacent to the Project 
site includes mainly residential uses. The proposed 
residential and public uses would be constructed in a 
similar form and scale as the existing residential uses 
within the City of Lathrop. 

LU‐5.6 In considering land use change 
requests, consider factors such as 
compatibility with surrounding uses in 
terms of privacy, noise, and changes in 
traffic levels. 

Consistent: The Plan Area is designated as LD by the City’s 
General Plan Land Use Map. The proposed Project will 
include a General Plan Amendment from LD to LD, P, and 
O. The Project site is located in an area of the City with 
similar surrounding land uses as the proposed Project.  

LU‐7.1 Encourage San Joaquin County to 
retain existing agricultural land use 
designations in areas outside of the 
Lathrop SOI.  

Does Not Conflict: The Project site is located within the 
Lathrop SOI and City limits. 

LU‐7.2 Support the continuation of 
agricultural operations and activities on 
lands adjacent to the SOI and within the 
City’s Area of Influence.  

Does Not Conflict: The Project site is located within the 
Lathrop City limits. As discussed in Section 3.2, 
Agricultural Resources, while Prime Farmland which 
contains agricultural uses is located north of the Plan 
Area, the Project includes a buffer along the San Joaquin 
River. The proposed Project also includes adequate 
measures to buffer project uses from adjacent agricultural 
uses and would reduce adverse effects on neighboring 
agricultural uses, while supporting ongoing agricultural 
operations in areas within and surrounding the proposed 
Project. 

LU‐7.3 Allow and support the 
continuation of agricultural operations on 
lands within the City limits which are 
designed for urban uses until such time as 
urban development is proposed for the 

Consistent: The Project site is located within the City 
limits. As noted above, while Prime Farmland which 
contains agricultural uses is located north of the Plan 
Area, the Project includes a buffer along the San Joaquin 
River.  The proposed Project provides an open space 
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land.   buffer between the Project site and existing agricultural 
operations located to the north and northwest. It is noted, 
however, that the agricultural operations to the north and 
northwest are not within the City limits. Nevertheless, the 
Project site is buffered from agricultural operations in 
order to buffer project uses from adjacent agricultural 
uses and would reduce adverse effects on neighboring 
agricultural uses. 

CIRCULATION 
CIR-1.2 Complete Streets. Consider all 
modes of travel in planning, design, and 
construction of all transportation projects 
to create safer, more livable, and more 
inviting environments for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists and public transit 
users of all ages and capabilities. 

Consistent: The Project provides facilities and amenities 
which serve all modes of transportation. As discussed 
previously, the Specific Plan will include bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit facilities to increase access to 
transportation choices and increase safety for walking and 
biking. Pedestrian walkways would be provided along all 
local streets. Class II bike lanes will be provided along the 
proposed arterial and collector streets. A multi-use trail 
with a Class I bike path would be provided along the San 
Joaquin River. Additionally, two bus stops are proposed 
along Street W. 

CIR-2.2 Safety. Improve safety conditions, 
efficiency, and comfort for bicyclists and 
pedestrians by providing shade trees and 
controlling traffic speeds by 
implementing narrow lanes or other 
traffic calming measures. 

Consistent: As discussed above, the Specific Plan will 
include bicycle and pedestrian facilities in order to 
improve safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. Additionally, 
trees would be provided throughout the site, including 
proposed roadways, along sidewalks, and within the 
proposed park areas. Further, traffic calming measures 
such as enhanced paving and/or colored paving at 
crosswalks and landscape parkway strips separating 
vehicle traffic from the pedestrian sidewalk may be used 
to help reduce traffic speeds at the intersection. All 
intersections and street sections would be reviewed by 
the City of Lathrop and designed to comply with typical 
City standards. 

CIR-2.4 Transit Access. Provide safer, 
more convenient access to transit service 
including rail, bus, and paratransit. 

Consistent: As discussed in Section 3.13, existing bus 
routes do not pass directly by the Specific Plan Area. The 
Project site is within a 1.5 mile of two San Joaquin RTD 
bus stops, located on the northwest corner of E Louise 
Avenue/Harlan Road Intersection. It is noted, however, 
that new transit service is desired within the Specific Plan 
Area, and turnouts and bus stops will be provided to 
accommodate transit in coordination with the transit 
providers. As discussed previously, two bus stops are 
proposed along Street W. As such, development of the 
Plan Area would increase opportunities for bus usage for 
the existing and proposed residents. 

CIR-2.5 Amenities. To support bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit usage, provide 
amenities including pedestrian-scale 
lighting, bicycle parking, shade trees and 

Consistent: The Project provides pedestrian-scale lighting, 
bicycle parking, shade trees and landscaping, and bus 
stops. 
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landscaping, and bus shelters and 
benches. 
CIR-4.1 Land Use Supporting Reduced 
VMT. Support land use with increased 
land use densities and mixed uses, 
consistent with the Land Use Element, to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled and 
promote the use of walking, biking, and 
transit. 

Does Not Conflict: As described previously, the proposed 
Project design reflects many features that help reduce 
VMT. These features include pedestrian walkways, Class II 
bike lanes, multi-use trails, and bus stops. 

RECREATION AND RESOURCES 
RR-2.1: Open Space Boundaries. Maintain 
existing open space lands within the city 
by carefully considering the impact of 
new development in established open 
space areas. 

Does Not Conflict: The Project site is not designated as 
Open Space by the City of Lathrop. The proposed Project 
would result in land uses that are generally consistent 
with the land use designation of the Project site. More 
specifically, the Project proposes the construction of 
residential, park and open space uses. As shown in Figure 
2.0-10, the area along the San Joaquin River would be 
designated for open space uses.  

RR-2.3 Scenic Resources. Protect the 
city’s scenic resources, including scenic 
corridors along roads and views of the 
hillsides, waterways, and other significant 
natural features, to the extent practical. 

Does Not Conflict: There are no County designated scenic 
corridors, trails, or rivers located in the Project site. 
Additionally, there are no “eligible” highway segments in 
the Project vicinity that may be included in the State 
Scenic Highway system. As noted above, the area along 
the San Joaquin River would be designated for open space 
uses. Members of the public would be able to access this 
open space area.  

RR-3.1: Preservation. Protect areas 
containing significant historic, 
archaeological, and paleontological 
resources, as defined by the California 
Public Resources Code. 

Does Not Conflict: As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural 
and Tribal Resources, according to the records search 
results, no cultural resources have been reported within 
the Project site; however, several resources have been 
found within the vicinity of the Project site. Three 
prehistoric period artifacts were found in the vicinity of 
the Plan Area. Two isolated prehistoric period artifacts (P-
39-004345 and P-39-004347), and one isolated historic 
period glass fragment (P-39-004346).  
 
The southern portion of the Project site lies at the location 
of “Johnson’s Ferry.” There is clearly a higher point in the 
Project site that could have been a prehistoric period site. 
Although no historic site was found by former surveys, it is 
possible that historic period activities, including 
residential construction, may have covered the remnants 
of a prehistoric site. Water crossings throughout northern 
and central California are historically located on high 
spots, allowing a safe crossing for ferries and bridges. 
These high spots have proven to be the locations of 
prehistoric sites, at one or both ends of the bridge or ferry 
landings. In the Plan Area, there is a higher elevation that 
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could be a prehistoric period site. There are no records of 
any findings when the bridge was installed for River Island 
Parkway and no prehistoric period resources were found 
within the boundaries of the Plan Area. However, there is 
potential that a site could exist and it is unknown. The 
findings of the Cultural Resources Assessment concluded 
the Project site possesses a possibility to contain 
previously unrecorded historic era cultural resources that 
are currently obscured by existing vegetation, fill, or other 
historic activities, leaving no surface evidence. 
 
Section 3.5 includes mitigation measures to reduce any 
potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. 

RR-3.3: Human Remains. Ensure that 
human remains are treated with 
sensitivity and dignity, and ensure 
compliance with the provisions of 
California Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 and California Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. 

Consistent: No human remains are documented on or 
near the Project site. Compliance with the existing 
regulatory environment would ensure that all 
construction activities which inadvertently discover 
human remains implement State-required consultation 
methods to determine the disposition and historical 
significance of any discovered human remains, which 
would ensure impacts are less than significant. 

RR-3.4: Tribal Consultation. Consult with 
Native American tribes that may be 
impacted by proposed development, as 
necessary, and in accordance with state, 
local, and tribal intergovernmental 
consultation requirements. 

Consistent: Peak & Associates contacted the NAHC for a 
check of the Sacred Lands files for the Project site. On 
October 12, 2022, the NAHC provided a reply with positive 
results from the Sacred Lands files search. Pursuant to 
both Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18, the City 
of Lathrop sent letters to the groups and individuals listed 
on December 13, 2023. All correspondence related to the 
consultation effort are presented in Appendix C.2.  

RR-4.1: Sensitive Communities. Protect, 
conserve, and enhance Lathrop’s 
biological resources, with a special focus 
on sensitive, rare, or endangered plant 
and wildlife species in accordance with 
state and federal resource agency 
requirements. 

Consistent: This EIR includes an in-depth analysis of 
impacts related to biological resources, including the 
potential for impacts to sensitive, rare or endangered 
plants and wildlife, as well as habitat. Where impacts are 
identified, mitigation measures are presented to 
minimize, avoid, or compensate to the extent practicable. 
See Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR. 

RR-4.2: Habitat Conservation. Support 
habitat conservation efforts to set aside 
and preserve suitable habitats, with 
priority given to habitats for rare and 
endangered species in accordance with 
state and federal resource agency 
requirements. 

Consistent: This EIR provides a detailed overview of the 
applicable regulatory requirements to ensure the Project 
complies with all federal, State, and regional regulations 
for habitat and species protections. Additionally, this EIR 
includes an in-depth analysis of impacts for sensitive 
plants and wildlife, as well as habitat. Where impacts are 
identified, mitigation measures are presented to 
minimize, avoid, or compensate to the extent practicable. 
See Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR. 
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RR-4.3: Native Species. Conserve existing 
native trees and vegetation where 
possible and encourage the use of native 
species in development and infrastructure 
projects. 

Consistent: The Specific Plan includes landscape 
architectures standards. Landscaping would be provided 
throughout the Plan Area, such as along roadways, paths, 
and parks. Tree species with invasive characteristics would 
be avoided. When selecting plant species, species that 
would minimize maintenance challenges would be 
preferred. Evergreen shrubs would be utilized where 
appropriate for screening of fences or utility structures. A 
mix of deciduous and evergreen tree varieties would be 
utilized to create interest throughout the seasons. 
Traditional “lawn” species would be highly discouraged in 
parkway strips and should be limited to parks and public 
open spaces for recreational use. Further, deep rooting 
species that use less water would be utilized when “lawn” 
species are used. 

RR-4.4: Natural Water Bodies and 
Drainage Systems. Limit the disturbance 
of natural water bodies and drainage 
systems in Lathrop by conserving natural 
open space areas, protecting channels, 
and minimizing the impacts from 
stormwater and urban runoff. 

Does not Conflict: There are no natural water bodies 
onsite; however, the San Joaquin River is located adjacent 
to the north, northwest, west, southwest, and south of 
the Project site. In order to limit the disturbance to the 
River, the Project includes park and open space as a buffer 
area between the residential uses and the River. 
Additionally, the Project includes a stormwater drainage 
system which would minimize the impacts from 
stormwater and runoff. 

RR-4.6: Urban Forest. To the extent 
feasible, build upon existing streetscapes 
and develop an urban forest along the 
City’s major corridors and in residential 
neighborhoods to provide avian habitat, 
sequester carbon emissions, foster 
pedestrian activity, and provide shade. 

Consistent: As noted previously, landscaping would be 
provided throughout the Plan Area, such as along 
roadways, paths, and parks. Each major road right-of-way 
will include street trees, which will be a mixture of 
evergreen and deciduous varieties best suited to the 
climate, spaced 30 to 40 feet on center. Every residential 
lot will have a minimum of one street tree. The park 
spaces will include street trees, accent trees, and low 
water use shrubs and turf. 

RR-4.11: Development. Require that all 
new development identify potential 
impacts to existing biological resources 
and provide mitigation measures as 
necessary pursuant to CEQA in order to 
protect these resources from negative 
externalities. 

Consistent: This EIR provides a detailed overview of the 
applicable regulatory requirements to ensure the Project 
complies with all federal, State, and regional regulations 
for habitat and species protections. Additionally, this EIR 
includes an in-depth analysis of impacts for sensitive 
plants and wildlife, as well as habitat. Where impacts are 
identified, mitigation measures are presented to 
minimize, avoid, or compensate to the extent practicable. 
See Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of this EIR. 

RR-7d: Review and regulate new 
development, infrastructure, and levee 
improvement projects to ensure consistency 
with Federal and State flood and floodway 
requirements, including BDCP and Delta Plan 
policies as applicable. 

The proposed Project is subject to the SJMSCP. The 
proposed Project does not conflict with the SJMSCP. 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 in Section 3.4 of this EIR 
requires participation in the SJMSCP. 
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RR-8.7: Groundwater Recharge. Promote 
the use of permeable surface materials 
and provide for ample areas of open 
space, including parks and greenways, 
and naturalized land, in order to decrease 
surface runoff and promote groundwater 
recharge. 

Consistent: The proposed Project would result in new 
impervious surfaces and could reduce rainwater 
infiltration and groundwater recharge. The collection of 
rainwater for those areas of impervious surfaces will be 
routed into the proposed Project’s storm drainage system. 
Stormwater would be gravity fed and eventually flow to 
the proposed retention basin. Once at the retention basin, 
water would percolate to underground groundwater 
stores. As discussed in Impact 3.9-2 in Section 3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, the Project would not 
decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that the Project may 
impede sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin. 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
PS-1.1. Geologic Hazard Identification. 
Review and monitor geologic and seismic 
hazards maps in concert with updates 
from the California Geologic Survey and 
local surveys. 

Consistent. Project design would be subject to the 
California Building Code (CBC), which includes applicable 
safety and design standards related to geologic hazards. 
Additionally, a geotechnical evaluation has been 
completed for the Project, consistent with Sections 
1803.1.1.2, 1803.5.11. and 1803.5.12 of the CBC. The 
geotechnical evaluation includes a review of hazard maps 
as well as soil sampling. See Section 3.6, Geology and 
Soils, of this EIR for discussions pertaining to geologic and 
seismic hazards. 

PS-1.2 Earthquake Protection. Enforce 
State seismic design standards and 
guidelines and all relevant building codes 
to reduce the risk of damage associated 
with seismic activity. 
 

Consistent. Project design would be subject to the CBC, 
which includes applicable safety and design standards 
related to seismic activity. Additionally, as discussed in 
Impact 3.6-1, the proposed Project would not expose 
people or structures to potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic 
ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction, or landslides. See Section 3.6, Geology and 
Soils, of this EIR for discussions pertaining to seismic 
hazards. 
 

PS-1.3 Development. Require special site-
specific studies, generally including but 
not limited to, soil compaction tests and 
geotechnical reports, for development 
projects and City improvement projects to 
determine the nature and extent of 
possible liquefaction, landslides, and 
geologic hazards, and to identify 
engineering and development siting 
measures to permit development to 
occur. 

Consistent. As discussed in Section 3.6, in accordance with 
the City’s Subdivision Ordinance (Title 16), a preliminary 
soil report and geologic report prepared by a geotechnical 
engineer must be submitted to the City along with the 
Project final map. The geotechnical evaluation would 
include design recommendations to ensure that geologic 
and soil conditions do not pose a threat to the health and 
safety of people or structures. 
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PS-1.4 Development Inspection. Require 
professional inspection of foundation, 
excavation, earthwork, and other 
geotechnical aspects of site development 
during constructions on those sites 
specified in geotechnical studies as being 
prone to seismic or geologic hazard. 

Consistent. As discussed above, a geotechnical evaluation 
will be completed for the Project, consistent with the 
City’s Subdivision Ordinance (Title 16). The evaluation will 
include building requirements and recommendations. 

PS-1.6 Title 24 Compliance. Require all 
structures located within areas containing 
expansive soils to be designed and 
engineered to comply with the California 
Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24. 

Consistent. According to the Lathrop General Plan EIR, the 
soils in Project site generally have a low to moderate 
shrink-swell potential. Project design would be subject to 
the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24.  

PS-2.1 Building Fire Codes. Require that 
all buildings and facilities within the city 
comply with local, state, and federal 
regulatory standards such as the 
California Building and Fire Codes, as well 
as other applicable fire safety standards, 
to minimize the risk of fire in the city. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would be subject to the 
California Building Code, which requires the California Fire 
Code. In addition, Project design would be reviewed by 
the City and fire department for opportunities to use 
building and site design features as a means for fire 
prevention and reduction. 

PS-2.2 Fire Protection Services. 
Coordinate with the Lathrop Manteca Fire 
Protection District (LMFD) in the provision 
of fire protection services to serve the 
city’s current and future population and 
development. 

Consistent. Impacts on Public Services and Recreation are 
discussed in Section 3.12. The city has adequate fire 
department capacity to provide fire protection services to 
the proposed Project. 

PS-2.5: Roadway Design and 
Maintenance. Design and maintain 
roadways to maintain acceptable 
emergency vehicle response times. 

Consistent: As discussed in Impact 3.13-4 in Section 3.13, 
the Project is designed to allow access for emergency 
vehicles into the Project site and would not impair 
emergency response.  

PS-2.6: Water Supply. Ensure that new 
development is served with adequate 
water volumes and water pressure to 
support fire protection, including 
minimum required fire flow standards for 
commercial, industrial and residential 
areas. 

Consistent. Impacts on utilities infrastructure (including 
water infrastructure and supplies) are discussed in Section 
3.14, Utilities and Service Systems. The city has adequate 
water supply capacity to provide water services to the 
proposed Project. 

PS-3.4: Evaluate Hazards. Require 
evaluation of potential flood hazards 
prior to approval of development projects 
to determine whether the proposed 
development is reasonably safe from 
flooding and consistent with California 
Department of Water Resources Urban 
Level of Flood Protection Criteria (ULOP). 
The City shall not approve the execution 
of a development agreement, a tentative 
map, or a parcel map for which a 
tentative map is not required, or a 

Consistent: Impacts associated with potential flood events 
are discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
of this EIR. As shown on Figure 3.9-2, the Development 
Area is not within the 100- or 500-year flood hazard 
zones. While portions of the Project site outside of the 
Development Area are located in the 100-year flood zone, 
these portions would be open space as part of the Project. 
Development of urban uses within the 100-year flood 
zone would not occur as a result of the Project. As noted 
previously, the Project site is within Zone X, Area with 
Reduced Risk Due to Levee. However, pursuant to the City 
Municipal Code, the proposed Project would be required 



3.10 LAND USE, POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 

3.10-16 Draft Environmental Impact Report – Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan 
 

GENERAL PLAN POLICY PROJECT CONSISTENCY 

discretionary permit or other 
discretionary entitlement that would 
result in the construction of a new 
building, or construction that would 
result in an increase in allowed occupancy 
for an existing building, or issuance of a 
ministerial permit that would result in the 
construction of a new residence for 
property that is located within a 200-year 
flood hazard zone, unless the adequacy of 
flood protection as described in 
Government Code §65865.5(a), 65962(a), 
or 66474.5(a), has been demonstrated. 

to comply with regulations contained in Chapter 17.17 
(200-Year Flood Protection) of the City Municipal Code. 

PS-3.5 New Development. New 
development may be permitted in areas 
not identified as "urban" or "urbanizing" 
provided that: 

1. Such areas are protected from 
100-year flooding by FEMA-
accredited levees or equivalent 
flood protection as shown on an 
adopted FEMA Flood Insurance 
Rate Map, a FEMA-approved 
Letter of Map Revision or a 
Conditional Letter of Map 
Revision, subject to conditions 
specified in the letter; or 

2. Where not protected by FEMA-
accredited 100-year levees, such 
areas are subject to all applicable 
requirements of Municipal Code 
Chapter 8.30 (Floodplain 
Management), the California 
Building Standards Code as 
adopted by the City, and the latest 
promulgated FEMA standards for 
development in the 100-year 
floodplain, provided that new 
development is defined as "urban" 
or "urbanizing." 

Consistent: As discussed previously, the Project site is 
currently located in Zone X, protected by levee, which by 
definition indicates an area protected by levees from the 
1% annual chance flood.  

PS-3.7 Mitigation. Require all 
development projects to demonstrate 
how storm water runoff will be detained 
or retained on-site, treated, and/or 
conveyed to the nearest drainage facility 
as part of the development review 
process. Project applicants shall 
demonstrate that project implementation 
would not result in increases in the peak 

Consistent. Impacts on utilities infrastructure (including 
storm drainage) are discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and 
Service Systems. As discussed, development of the 
proposed Project would include construction of a new 
storm drainage system. The stormwater drainage system 
will be constructed to meet the City of Lathrop Standards. 
Storm drain lines for the proposed Project would be 
extended throughout the Project site to the retention 
basins. Project implementation would not result in 
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flow runoff to adjacent lands or drainage 
facilities that would exceed the design 
capacity of the drainage facility or result 
in an increased potential for offsite 
flooding. 

increases in the peak flow runoff to adjacent lands or 
drainage facilities that would exceed the design capacity 
of the drainage facility or result in an increased potential 
for offsite flooding. 

PS-3.8:  Construction Activities. Ensure 
that construction activities will not result 
in adverse impacts to existing flood 
control and drainage facilities, and 
adequate drainage and erosion control 
measures are provided during 
construction of new development. 

Consistent: The Project includes use of detention basins 
to accommodate runoff from the proposed development. 
Additionally, the proposed storm drain system will include 
water quality features designed in conformance with the 
standards of the Regional Water Quality Control Board for 
the Central Valley Region and the City of Lathrop. 
Stormwater regulations for construction projects using 
Best Management Practices will be incorporated into the 
design. 

PS-3.9:  Adequate Infrastructure. 
Maintain and regularly assess the status 
of local storm drainage infrastructure to 
ensure that the system is functioning 
property. 

Consistent. Impacts on utilities infrastructure including 
storm drainage) are discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and 
Service Systems. As discussed, development of the 
proposed Project would include construction of a new 
storm drainage system. The stormwater drainage system 
will be constructed to meet the City of Lathrop Standards. 
Storm drain lines for the proposed Project would be 
extended throughout the Project site to the retention 
basins. 

PS-4.2: Reduction. Encourage producers 
and users of hazardous materials to 
reduce the amount of hazardous 
materials produced and used. 

Consistent: The Project would adhere to all local, state, 
and federal regulations governing the storage and 
handling of hazardous materials. The County Office of 
Emergency Services prepared a Hazardous Materials Area 
Plan (Chapter 4 of Division 2, Title 19, Article 3, §2720-
2728 of the California Code of Regulations) and (California 
Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Section 
25503.5) that describes the hazardous materials response 
system developed to protect public health, prevent 
environmental damage and ensure proper use and 
disposal of hazardous materials. The plan establishes 
effective response capabilities to contain and control 
releases, establishes oversight of long-term cleanup and 
mitigation of residual releases, and integrates multi-
jurisdiction and agency coordination. This plan is 
implemented by the San Joaquin County Environmental 
Health Department.  

PS-4.3: Storage. Require the storage of 
hazardous materials in safe manner. 

Consistent: The Project does not propose uses that would 
involve the use or storage of hazardous substances other 
than limited quantities of hazardous materials such as 
solvents, fertilizers, pesticides, and other materials used 
for regular household maintenance of buildings and 
landscaping. The quantities of these materials would not 
typically be at an amount that would pose a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. The Project 
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would adhere to all local, state, and federal regulations 
governing the storage and handling of hazardous 
materials.  

PS-4.4: Regulations. Ensure that the LMFD 
continues to enforce the Uniform Fire 
Code relating to the use of hazardous 
material and require the appropriate 
regulations to be followed and 
precautions taken for the type and 
amount of hazard being created, used, 
stored, and/or disposed. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would be subject to the 
California Building Code, which requires the California Fire 
Code. In addition, Project design would be reviewed by 
the City and fire department for opportunities to use 
building and site design features as a means for fire 
prevention and reduction.  As discussed previously, the 
County Office of Emergency Services prepared a 
Hazardous Materials Area Plan (Chapter 4 of Division 2, 
Title 19, Article 3, §2720-2728 of the California Code of 
Regulations) and (California Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Section 25503.5) that describes 
the hazardous materials response system developed to 
protect public health, prevent environmental damage and 
ensure proper use and disposal of hazardous materials. 
The plan establishes effective response capabilities to 
contain and control releases, establishes oversight of long-
term cleanup and mitigation of residual releases, and 
integrates multi-jurisdiction and agency coordination. This 
plan is implemented by the San Joaquin County 
Environmental Health Department.  

PS-4.5: Hazardous Materials Business 
Plan. Coordinate with the LMFD to ensure 
that businesses in the city which handle 
hazardous materials prepare and file a 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan 
(HMBP). The HMBP shall consist of 
general business information, basic 
information on the location, type, 
quantity, and health risks of hazardous 
materials, and emergency response and 
training plans. 

Consistent. Impacts on public services and recreation are 
discussed in Section 3.12 and impacts related to 
hazardous waste are discussed in Section 3.8. The Project 
does not propose uses that would involve the use or 
storage of hazardous substances other than limited 
quantities of hazardous materials such as solvents, 
fertilizers, pesticides, and other materials used for regular 
household maintenance of buildings and landscaping. The 
quantities of these materials would not typically be at an 
amount that would pose a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment. As discussed previously, the County 
Office of Emergency Services prepared a Hazardous 
Materials Area Plan (Chapter 4 of Division 2, Title 19, 
Article 3, §2720-2728 of the California Code of 
Regulations) and (California Health and Safety Code, 
Division 20, Chapter 6.95, Section 25503.5) that describes 
the hazardous materials response system developed to 
protect public health, prevent environmental damage and 
ensure proper use and disposal of hazardous materials. 
The plan establishes effective response capabilities to 
contain and control releases, establishes oversight of long-
term cleanup and mitigation of residual releases, and 
integrates multi-jurisdiction and agency coordination. This 
plan is implemented by the San Joaquin County 
Environmental Health Department.  
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PS-4.6: Cleanup Sites. Require that the 
hazardous material transporter and/or 
the party responsible for the release, 
coordinates with the San Joaquin County 
Environmental Health Department, LMFD, 
and other agencies as needed, to confirm 
that hazardous waste cleanup sites 
located within the city are remediated 
with the property owner in a manner that 
keeps the public safe. 

Does Not Conflict: The Project site does not include an 
existing hazardous clean-up site.  

PS-4.7: Emergency Response. Work with 
the LMFD and other responding agencies 
to ensure that emergency personnel 
respond safely and effectively to a 
hazardous materials incident in the city. 

Consistent. As discussed in Section 3.13, Transportation 
and Circulation, the Specific Plan is designed to ensure 
that adequate emergency access is provided by providing 
two major points of ingress/egress to the development. 
The Specific Plan has a roadway network that is designed 
consistent with the City’s General Plan, and it includes 
street sections that provide function and structure for the 
development. Each individual phase and/or site that is 
developed within the Specific Plan Area would be 
reviewed by the City to ensure that it is designed with 
adequate emergency access. Therefore, emergency 
personnel can respond safely and effectively to a 
hazardous materials incident at the Project site. 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT 
PFS-1.8 Cost Recovery. Recover the direct 
upfront costs and indirect long-term costs 
of providing services and facilities to new 
development through a combination of 
fees, exactions, and other methods based 
on an evaluation of long-term economic 
benefits and in a manner consistent with 
the City’s cost recovery goals. 

Consistent. The Project would be subject to Development 
Fees outlined in the Master Fee Schedule. These 
development fees would be used by the City and utility 
providers to finance public facility design, construction, 
operation, and maintenance. 

PFS-1.12 Infrastructure Rehabilitation. 
Prioritize the regular maintenance and 
rehabilitation of public facilities and 
critical Demonstrate Capacity. Require 
new development to demonstrate that 
the City’s public services and facilities can 
accommodate the increased demand for 
said services and facilities associated with 
the project as part of the entitlement 
process. 

Consistent. The Project would be subject to Development 
Fees outlined in the Master Fee Schedule. These 
development fees would be used by the City and utility 
providers to finance public facility design, construction, 
operation, and maintenance. As discussed in Section 3.12, 
Public Services and Recreation, the public services (police, 
fire, parks, and schools) are adequate to serve the Project. 

PFS-1.13 Mitigate Impacts. Require new 
development to offset or mitigate 
impacts to community services and 
facilities to ensure that service levels for 
existing users are not degraded or 
impaired by new development, to the 

Consistent. The Project would be subject to Development 
Fees outlined in the Master Fee Schedule. These 
development fees would be used by the City and utility 
providers to finance public facility design, construction, 
operation, and maintenance. As discussed in Section 3.12, 
Public Services and Recreation, the public services (police, 



3.10 LAND USE, POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 

3.10-20 Draft Environmental Impact Report – Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan 
 

GENERAL PLAN POLICY PROJECT CONSISTENCY 

satisfaction of the City. fire, parks, and schools) are adequate to serve the Project. 
PFS-2.6 Fair Share Cost. Ensure that all 
new development provides for and funds 
a fair share of the costs for adequate 
water source, distribution, including line 
extensions, easements, and water 
treatment plant expansions. 
 

Consistent. As discussed above, the Project would provide 
all necessary infrastructure required to serve the Project 
site. The Project would be subject to Development Fees 
outlined by the City. These development fees would be 
used by the City and utility providers to finance public 
facility design, construction, operation, and maintenance. 

PFS-3.1 Wastewater Infrastructure. 
Ensure adequate wastewater collection 
and treatment infrastructure to serve 
existing and future development. 
 

Consistent. Impacts on utilities infrastructure, including 
wastewater, are discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and 
Service Systems. The Project would provide all necessary 
infrastructure required to serve the Project site. The 
infrastructure improvements are consistent with City 
infrastructure plans and capacity requirements.  

PFS-3.5 Development Review. Review 
new development applications in order to 
ensure that new growth does not exceed 
the availability of adequate sewage 
treatment capacity or predate the 
presence of necessary infrastructure. 
 

Consistent. Impacts on utilities infrastructure, including 
wastewater, are discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and 
Service Systems. The Project would provide all necessary 
infrastructure required to serve the Project site. The 
infrastructure improvements are consistent with City 
infrastructure plans and capacity requirements. The 
Project would not result in exceedance of the treatment 
capacity of the local sewage treatment plant.  

PFS-3.6 Fair Share Cost. Ensure that all 
new developments provide for and fund 
their fair share of the costs for adequate 
sewer collection, treatment and disposal, 
including line extensions, easements, and 
dedications. 
 

Consistent. As discussed above, the Project would provide 
all necessary infrastructure, including wastewater 
infrastructure, required to serve the Project site. The 
Project would be subject to Development Fees outlined by 
the City. These development fees would be used by the 
City and utility providers to finance public facility design, 
construction, operation, and maintenance. 

PFS-4.1: Maintain Capacity. Maintain and 
improve storm drainage infrastructure 
and flood control facilities in order to 
protect the community from flood 
hazards. 

Consistent. As discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and 
Services Systems, the proposed storm drainage system is 
adequate to serve the Project and would not result in off-
site flooding impacts. Additionally, the Project would be 
subject to Development Fees outlined in the Master Fee 
Schedule. These development fees would be used by the 
City and utility providers to finance public facility design, 
construction, operation, and maintenance. 

PFS-4.3: Maintenance Districts. Continue 
to fund the operation and maintenance of 
stormwater facilities and regulatory 
compliance through the creation of 
maintenance districts and/or other 
appropriate mechanisms that avoid 
burdening the City’s finances. 

Consistent. As discussed above, the proposed storm 
drainage system is adequate to serve the Project and 
would not result in off-site flooding impacts. Additionally, 
the Project would be subject to Development Fees 
outlined in the Master Fee Schedule. These development 
fees would be used by the City and utility providers to 
finance public facility design, construction, operation, and 
maintenance. 

PFS-4.5: Development Review. Continue 
to require all development projects to: 

A. Demonstrate how storm water 

Consistent: The Project includes use of detention basins 
to accommodate runoff from the proposed development. 
The drainage retention basins have been sized to 
accommodate runoff from a 100-year, 24-hour storm 
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runoff will be detained or retained 
on-site and/or conveyed to the 
nearest drainage facility as part of 
the development review process 
and as required by the City’s Small 
MS4 Phase 2 permit; and 

B. Analyze their drainage and 
stormwater conveyance impacts 
and either demonstrate that the 
City’s existing infrastructure can 
accommodate increased 
stormwater flows, or make the 
necessary improvements to 
mitigate all potential impacts. 

event. Additionally, the proposed storm drain system will 
include water quality features designed in conformance 
with the standards of the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board for the Central Valley Region and the City of 
Lathrop. Stormwater regulations for construction projects 
using Best Management Practices will be incorporated 
into the design. 

PFS-4.6: Stormwater Runoff. Stormwater 
runoff may be directed towards 
permeable surfaces to the greatest extent 
feasible to allow for more percolation of 
stormwater into the ground. 

Consistent: The Project includes use of detention basins 
to accommodate runoff from the proposed development. 
Stormwater runoff collected at the basin would percolate 
into the ground. 

PFS-4.7: Stormwater Capture. Encourage 
the use of professionally designed 
stormwater capture methods to aid in the 
reuse of rainwater for non-potable uses in 
compliance with applicable State 
regulations. 

Consistent: As discussed previously, the Project includes 
use of detention basins to accommodate runoff from the 
proposed development. Additionally, the proposed storm 
drain system will include water quality features designed 
in conformance with the standards of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board for the Central Valley Region and 
the City of Lathrop. Stormwater regulations for 
construction projects using Best Management Practices 
will be incorporated into the design. 

PFS-4.8: Stormwater Treatments. 
Promote Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) and Low Impact Development 
measures (LID) to treat stormwater 
before discharge from the site. The 
facilities shall be sized to meet regulatory 
requirements. 

Consistent: As discussed previously, the Project includes 
use of detention basins to accommodate runoff from the 
proposed development. Additionally, the proposed storm 
drain system will include water quality features designed 
in conformance with the standards of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board for the Central Valley Region and 
the City of Lathrop. Stormwater regulations for 
construction projects using Best Management Practices 
will be incorporated into the design. 

PFS-4.9: Naturalized Stormwater 
Facilities. Maintain stormwater facilities 
in a naturalized condition where 
appropriate, incorporating recreational 
trails, parkway vegetation, and other 
amenities, minimizing grading, and 
ensuring that vegetation does not reduce 
channel capacity, and consistent with the 
Recreation and Resources Element. 

Consistent. The Project includes storm water retention 
basins which would be located throughout the Project 
site. Storm drain lines for the proposed Project would be 
extended throughout the Project site to the retention 
basin. Existing naturalized stormwater facilities are not 
found on-site. The Project also includes ample trails and 
open space areas throughout the site, including in the 
portions of the site along the San Joaquin River. 

PFS-4.10: Dual-Use Detention Basins. 
Allow recreational uses in dual-use 

Does Not Conflict. The Project does not include dual-use 
detention basins.  
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detention basins for parks, ball fields, and 
other uses where appropriate. 
PFS-5.4 New Development. Continue to 
require new development and 
redevelopment to provide verification 
from energy providers that states they 
are able to accommodate the additional 
demand for service. 
 

Consistent. The proposed Project would be in compliance 
with all applicable federal, State, and local regulations 
regulating energy usage. For example, PG&E, the electric 
providers to the proposed Project, are responsible for the 
mix of energy resources used to provide electricity for its 
customers, and it is in the process of implementing the 
statewide RPS to increase the proportion of renewable 
energy (e.g. solar and wind) within its energy portfolio. 
The proposed Project would also be required to 
implement the applicable Title 24 energy efficiency 
requirements, as well as other State requirements, such 
as the California Solar Mandate, as well as all applicable 
regional and local requirements that affect energy 
efficiency. 

PFS-7.1 Fire Facilities. Encourage the 
Lathrop Manteca Fire Protection District 
(LMFD) to maintain adequate staff and 
equipment to provide efficient, high 
quality, and responsive fire protection, 
police protection, and emergency medical 
services to existing and future growth in 
the city. 

Consistent. The Project would be subject to Development 
Fees outlined in the Master Fee Schedule. These 
development fees would be used by the City and utility 
providers to finance public facility design, construction, 
operation, and maintenance. 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 Project, would fund 
these police, fire, and emergency medical  service needs 
created by the proposed Project. As discussed in Section 
3.12, all impacts pertaining to police and fire services 
would be less than significant. 

PFS-7.2 Emergency Response Times. Work 
cooperatively with the LMFD and 
providers of emergency medical services 
to ensure acceptable response times in 
accordance with provider standards. 

Consistent: As discussed in Section 3.13, Transportation 
and Circulation, the Specific Plan is designed to ensure 
that adequate emergency access is provided by providing 
two major points of ingress/egress to the development. 
The Specific Plan has a roadway network that is designed 
consistent with the City’s General Plan, and it includes 
street sections that provide function and structure for the 
development. Each individual phase and/or site that is 
developed within the Specific Plan Area would be 
reviewed by the City to ensure that it is designed with 
adequate emergency access. Therefore, emergency 
personnel can respond safely and effectively to a 
hazardous materials incident at the Project site. All 
intersections and street sections would be reviewed by 
the City of Lathrop and designed to comply with typical 
City standards. 

PFS-7.4 Roadway Design and 
Maintenance. Design and maintain 
roadways to maintain acceptable 
emergency vehicle response times. 

Consistent: As noted above, the Specific Plan is designed 
to ensure that adequate emergency access is provided by 
providing two major points of ingress/egress to the 
development. The Specific Plan has a roadway network 
that is designed consistent with the City’s General Plan, 
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and it includes street sections that provide function and 
structure for the development. Each individual phase 
and/or site that is developed within the Specific Plan Area 
would be reviewed by the City to ensure that it is 
designed with adequate emergency access. All 
intersections and street sections would be reviewed by 
the City of Lathrop and designed to comply with typical 
City standards. 

PFS-7.5 Department Consultation. 
Coordinate with LMFD and the Lathrop 
Police Department in the review of new 
development applications to ensure that 
adequate attention is being paid to fire 
and safety concerns during the design and 
planning of a project. 

Consistent. The Project would be subject to review to all 
various City departments for comment and conditions 
prior to final approval. 

PFS-7.8 Site Design. Recognize the role of 
site design in crime prevention and 
implement best practices into existing 
plans and new development strategies. 

Consistent. The Project includes pedestrian-scale lighting 
that would aid in crime prevention practices. 

PFS-7.9 Technology. Encourage and 
support efforts to improve police, fire, 
and emergency medical services through 
improved use of modern technology and 
industry best practices. 

Consistent. The Project would be subject to Development 
Fees outlined in the Master Fee Schedule. These 
development fees would be used by the City and utility 
providers to finance public facility design, construction, 
operation, and maintenance. 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 Project, 
would assist in funding efforts to improve police, fire, and 
emergency medical services through updating technology. 

PFS-8.2 Adequate Facilities. Continue to 
engage Manteca Unified School District 
(MUSD) in the environmental review 
process for land use changes so that they 
can provide adequate educational 
opportunities for all students in a timely 
manner in accordance with the pace of 
residential development. 

Consistent. The NOP for the proposed Project was 
provided to the MUSD. As discussed in Impact 3.12-4 in 
Section 3.12, based on MUSD’s student generation 
factors, the Project’s 912 dwelling units would 
conservatively generate approximately 271 new 
elementary school students, 81 middle school students, 
and 170 high school students. Utilizing the more realistic 
development estimate of 829 dwelling units, the Project 
would generate approximately 246 new elementary 
school students, 73 middle school students, and 155 new 
high school students. MUSD collects impact fees from new 
developments under the provisions of SB 50. Under 
Section 65996 of the California Government Code, the 
payment of fees under SB 50 is deemed to fully mitigate 
the impacts of new development on school facilities. 
These development fees would be used by the school 
district to finance facility design, construction, operation, 
and maintenance. 
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PFS-8.5 Financing and Proportionate 
Share. Encourage the local school districts 
to properly collect required development 
fees so that new development funds its 
proportionate share of the Districts’ costs 
for new school facilities. 

Consistent. As noted above, the Project would increase 
the number of MUSD students. MUSD collects impact fees 
from new developments under the provisions of SB 50. 
Under Section 65996 of the California Government Code, 
the payment of fees under SB 50 is deemed to fully 
mitigate the impacts of new development on school 
facilities. These development fees would be used by the 
School district to finance facility design, construction, 
operation, and maintenance. 

PFS-9.2 Source Reduction and Recycling 
Program. Implement and enforce the 
provisions of the City’s Source Reduction 
and Recycling Program. 

Consistent. Impacts on utilities infrastructure (including 
solid waste) are discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and 
Service Systems. The Project is subject to the City’s Source 
Reduction and Recycling Program. 

PFS-9.3 Compliance with State 
Legislation. Continue to comply with all 
State regulations regarding waste 
diversion, source reduction, recycling, and 
composting. 

Consistent. Section 8.16 of the Lathrop Municipal Code 
provides rules and regulations regarding garbage 
collection and disposal. It includes a list of hazardous 
materials (8.16.050), prohibitions on the burning and 
burial of solid waste (8.16.060), rights of the City related 
to solid waste collection and transportation (8.16.090), a 
list of requirements for the contractor for solid waste 
collection and transportation (8.16.100), restrictions on 
solid waste collection and transportation (8.16.110), a 
description of billing and collection fees (8.16.160), the 
garbage collection rate schedule (8.16.170), permit 
requirements (8.16.190), and a description of fees and 
other requirements. The Project is subject to these 
requirements of the Municipal Code.  

PFS-9.5 Waste Service Performance and 
Collection Facilities. Support efforts of the 
solid waste service provider to maintain 
adequate residential, commercial, and 
industrial solid waste and mixed recycling 
collection service levels and solid waste 
facilities in accordance with state law, 
and periodically review waste collection 
performance to verify adequacy of 
service. 

Consistent. Impacts on utilities infrastructure (including 
solid waste) are discussed in Section 3.14, Utilities and 
Service Systems. As discussed in Section 3.14, Solid waste 
from Lathrop is primarily landfilled at the Forward 
Sanitary Landfill. The Forward Landfill has a daily 
permitted maximum of 8,668 TPD and a remaining 
capacity of over 24.7 million cubic yards as of 2020. The 
landfill has enough projected capacity to serve residents 
and businesses until approximately 2036. Other landfills 
that serve the City include the Foothill Sanitary Landfill 
and the Fink Road Landfill, which have enough projected 
capacity to serve residents and businesses until 
approximately 2082 and 2050, respectively. The addition 
of the volume of solid waste associated with the proposed 
Project, approximately 6.5 tons per day, would not exceed 
the Forward Landfill’s remaining capacity. Existing landfills 
have permitted capacity to handle this additional waste. 

PFS-9.6 Landfill Capacity. Continue to 
coordinate with San Joaquin County to 
ensure adequate landfill capacity in the 
region. 

Consistent. As discussed previously, the Forward Sanitary 
Landfill has adequate capacity to provide solid waste 
services to the proposed Project. 
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PFS-9.9 Hazardous Waste. Promote the 
proper disposal of hazardous waste—
including paint, tires, medications, 
medical sharps, infectious waste, 
asbestos waste, construction waste, and 
electronic waste; encourage materials to 
be recycled or disposed of in a manner 
that is safe for the environment, 
residents, and visitors to the city 
consistent with the Public Safety Element. 

Consistent. The Project does not propose uses that would 
involve the use or storage of hazardous substances other 
than limited quantities of hazardous materials such as 
solvents, fertilizers, pesticides, and other materials used 
for regular household maintenance of buildings and 
landscaping. The quantities of these materials would not 
typically be at an amount that would pose a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. 

PFS-10.5 Infrastructure. As feasible, 
require recycled water infrastructure 
including purple pipes to encourage the 
future use of reclaimed water for urban 
landscapes to be included in new 
development and infrastructure projects. 
 

Consistent. Impacts on utilities infrastructure (sewer, 
water, storm drainage, and solid waste) are discussed in 
Section 3.14, Utilities and Service Systems. Utility lines 
within the Project site and adjacent roadways would be 
extended throughout the Project site. The Project would 
utilize recycled water service when it becomes available. 

NOISE ELEMENT 
N-1.3: Indoor Residential Noise Level. 
Ensure that new development does not 
result in indoor noise levels exceeding 45 
dBA Ldn for residential uses by requiring 
the implementation of construction 
techniques and noise reduction measures 
for all new residential development. 

Consistent. Impacts on Noises are discussed in Section 
3.11. As discussed in the Impact 3.11-1 impact analysis, 
the proposed Project would include typical residential 
noise which would be compatible with the existing 
adjacent residential uses. Construction noise impacts 
would be less-than-significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.11-1. 

N-1.4: Acoustical Studies. For projects 
that are required to prepare an acoustical 
study, the following stationary and 
transportation noise source criteria shall 
be used to determine the significance of 
those impacts. 

A. Stationary and Non-
Transportation Noise Sources – A 
significant impact will occur if the 
project results in an exceedance 
of the noise level standards 
contained in this element, or the 
project will result in an increase 
in ambient noise levels by more 
than 3 dB, whichever is greater. 

B. Transportation Noise Sources - 
1. 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 
roadway noise levels will be 
considered significant; 

Consistent. Impacts on Noises are discussed in Section 
3.11. As discussed in the Impact 3.11-1 and shown in 
Tables 3.11-9, 3.11-10 and 3.11-11, increases in traffic on 
the local roadway network are not predicted to cause 
significant increases in noise levels. Therefore, traffic 
noise impacts would be less-than-significant.  Additionally, 
the proposed Project would include typical residential 
noise which would be compatible with the existing 
adjacent residential uses. Therefore, the project is 
consistent with all noise standards of the City of Lathrop. 
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2. 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 roadway 
noise levels will be 
considered significant; and 

3. 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 roadway 
noise levels will be 
considered significant. 

N-1.15: Construction Noise. Require 
construction activities to reduce noise 
impacts on adjacent uses to the criteria 
identified in Table N-3 (Table 3.11-4), or, 
if the criteria cannot be met, to the 
maximum extent feasible complying with 
Title 15 of the LMC (Building and 
Construction) and use best practices. 
Construction activities outside of the 
permitted construction hours identified in 
the LMC may be approved on a case-by-
case basis by the Building Official. 

Consistent. Impacts on Noises are discussed in Section 
3.11. As discussed in the Impact 3.11-1, activities involved 
in construction would generate maximum noise levels 
ranging from 76 to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet. 
Construction activities would also be temporary in nature 
and are anticipated to occur during normal daytime 
working hours. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 
requires that construction activities are limited to certain 
hours, construction equipment is properly maintained, 
equipment idling is limited, and stationary equipment is 
located away from noise-sensitive uses. Therefore, the 
Project is consistent with all noise standards of the City of 
Lathrop. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
EJ-1.1 Land Use Patterns. Create land use 
patterns that are transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian-oriented and have a mix of 
uses, especially neighborhood serving 
businesses, within walking distance of 
homes and workplaces. 

Consistent: The Project provides facilities and amenities 
which serve all modes of transportation. As discussed 
previously, the Specific Plan will include bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit facilities to increase access to 
transportation choices and increase safety for walking and 
biking. Pedestrian walkways would be provided along all 
local streets. Class II bike lanes will be provided along the 
proposed arterial and collector streets. A multi-use trail 
with a Class I bike path would be provided along the San 
Joaquin River. Additionally, two bus stops are proposed 
along Street W.  

SOURCE: DE NOVO PLANNING GROUP, 2023. 

As such, implementation of the proposed Project will have a less than significant impact relative 
to this topic. 
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SB 330 

The Plan Area has been identified in the City of Lathrop’s General Plan for future residential 
growth. The Project proponent has taken the initiative to study the whole area, design a land use 
mix that is intended to meet a much-needed market while accommodating the site constraints, 
and plan for the appropriate public services, infrastructure, and amenities needed to support the 
community. The long-range planning effort will require a General Plan Amendment to ensure that 
the General Plan and Specific Plan are consistent.  

As noted, the Specific Plan would result in some changes in land use, including changes to 
residential land uses. The proposed land use changes are largely a reshuffling of the existing land 
uses to accommodate various engineering challenges (i.e., topography, ingress/egress, etc.), and 
to create a design pattern for improved form and function. However, the proposed reshuffling of 
land uses technically involves upzoning/downzoning of residential land which is regulated by SB 
330. SB 330 freezes the ability of local governments to downzone, adopt new development 
standards, or change land-use in residential and mixed-use areas if the change results in less-
intensive uses.  

The proposed Project will include a General Plan Amendment from LD to LD, P, and O. The 
increase in park and open space land uses would result in a net reduction of low density residential 
land uses compared to the existing General Plan.  

Under the existing General Plan, the Specific Plan Area would allow for 1,171 residential units at 
maximum density. Under the proposed land use changes, the Specific Plan Area would allow for up 
to 912 residential units at maximum density. Based on the design concept, which involves a 
reshuffling of the residential land uses within the Specific Plan Area, the maximum residential unit 
count is decreased from what would be allowed under the existing General Plan. This is not 
consistent with the requirements of SB 330, in that it would result in a net loss of residential 
capacity for the City.  

It is noted that the above SB 330 discussion is based on maximum units allowed using density of 
gross acres. However, due to various constraints (i.e., topography), infrastructure needs (i.e., 
roadways and storm drainage basins), the net developable land would not permit for development 
of the maximum allowed units. The Specific Plan does not include any restrictions, regulations, 
guidelines, standards, or policies, and would restrict residential development to the maximum 
allowed under the land use designation, rather, the Specific Plan represents an accurate depiction 
of what is anticipated to be built based on professional planners and engineers having studied the 
realities of the Specific Plan Area. The SB 330 discussion chose gross acreage for a point of 
comparison because gross acreage is used in the General Plan.  

It is noted, however, that SB 330 was not adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect.  
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LATHROP ZONING CODE 

The Zoning Ordinance has been established to promote and protect the public health, safety, and 
general welfare of the community. Among the various objectives of the Zoning Ordinance include 
the promotion of development at appropriate densities/ floor area ratios in order to conserve and 
enhance the City's physical scale and character as defined in the General Plan. The City of 
Lathrop’s Zoning Ordinance includes land use, development densities and development standards.  

The proposed Project will include a rezone from RL-MV and P-MV to RL-MV, P-MV (Park, Mossdale 
Village Combining District), and OS-MV (Open Space, Mossdale Village Combining District). The 
proposed uses are consistent with the proposed zoning. Implementation of the proposed Project 
will have a less than significant impact relative to this topic.    

Impact 3.10-3: The proposed Project has the potential to induce 
substantial population growth in an area. (Less than Significant) 
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate the growth-inducing 
impacts of a proposed action. A growth-inducing impact is defined by the CEQA Guidelines as: 

The way in which a proposed Project could foster economic or population growth, 
or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove 
obstacles to population growth…It is not assumed that growth in an area is 
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment. 

Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that all aspects of a project be considered 
when evaluating its impact on the environment, including planning, acquisition, development, and 
operation. As part of this analysis, the EIR must also identify growth-inducing impacts of the 
Project. Although growth inducement itself is not considered an environmental effect, it could 
potentially lead to foreseeable physical environmental effects. 

Growth inducement can generally be considered any growth that exceeds planned growth of an 
area and results in new development that would not have taken place without implementation of 
the project. A project can have direct or indirect growth inducement potential. Direct growth 
inducement would result if a project, for example, involved construction of new housing. A project 
would have indirect growth inducement potential if it established substantial new permanent 
employment opportunities (e.g., commercial, industrial, or governmental enterprises) or if it would 
involve a construction effort with substantial short-term employment opportunities that would 
indirectly stimulate the need for additional housing and services to support the new employment 
demand (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 
Cal.App.4th 342). Similarly, a project would indirectly induce growth if it would remove an obstacle 
to additional growth and development, such as removing a constraint on a required public service. 
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A project providing an increased water supply or wastewater treatment/collection in an area 
where this service historically limited growth could be considered growth-inducing.  

The State CEQA Guidelines further explain that the environmental effects of induced growth are 
considered indirect impacts of the proposed action. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15358[b].) These 
indirect impacts or secondary effects of growth may result in significant, adverse environmental 
impacts. Potential secondary effects of growth include increased demand on other community and 
public services and infrastructure, increased traffic and noise, and adverse environmental impacts 
such as degradation of air and water quality, degradation or loss of plant and animal habitat, and 
conversion of agricultural and open space land to developed uses.  

Growth inducement may constitute an adverse impact if the growth is not consistent with or 
accommodated by the land use plans and growth management plans and policies for the area 
affected. Local land use plans typically provide for land use development patterns and growth 
policies that allow for the orderly expansion of urban development supported by adequate urban 
public services, such as water supply, roadway infrastructure, sewer service, and solid waste 
service.  

Components of Growth: The timing, magnitude, and location of land development and population 
growth in a region are based on various interrelated land use and economic variables. Key 
variables include regional economic trends, market demand for residential and non-residential 
uses, land availability and cost, the availability and quality of transportation facilities and public 
services, proximity to employment centers, the supply and cost of housing, and regulatory policies 
or conditions. Since the General Plan of a community defines the location, type, and intensity of 
growth, it is the primary means of regulating development and growth in California.  

GROWTH EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 

Direct Population Growth: The proposed Project includes residential units that would result in 
direct population growth. The Department of Finance estimates an average of 3.48 people per 
household in Lathrop in 2024. Based on the anticipated number of residential units that will be 
built in the Project site (912 units), the population would be anticipated to increase by an 
estimated 3,173 persons. It is noted that the Vesting Tentative Map provides a total of 829 
dwelling units, which creates a density of 5.43 dwelling units / acre. However, to provide a 
residential unit buffer, a maximum of 912 units are assumed in this analysis. As such, the analysis is 
conservative as the number of units constructed at buildout would likely be closer to 829, as 
shown on the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map. Utilizing the 829 unit value, the population 
would be anticipated to increase by an estimated 2,884 persons. 

The adopted General Plan designates land uses to ensure a balance between new residential 
development and jobs-creating uses. The General Plan assumed that development of the Specific 
Plan Area would occur and the General Plan has designated lands within the Specific Plan Area for 
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development and urban uses on its Land Use Map. The direct population growth resulting from the 
Project is consistent with planned growth for Lathrop. Implementation of the proposed Project will 
have a less than significant impact relative to this topic. 

Indirect Population Growth: As described above, projects that include employment generating 
uses have the potential to result in indirect population growth through the creation of jobs or the 
extension of infrastructure into areas that were not previously served.  

Additionally, implementation of the proposed Project would provide job growth to the area. It is 
anticipated that local employment would be increased to provide park and trail maintenance jobs. 
The proposed Project is expected to require both full-time and part-time employees. It is 
anticipated that the employment growth would be met both by existing residents and through the 
attraction of new residents. Temporary construction-related jobs would also result from the 
Project. 

The proposed Project would establish uses that can support some workforce of Lathrop and the 
local area. The proposed Project would not result in indirect population growth beyond the City’s 
planned capacity, and would not be considered a major employer that would drive significant 
numbers of new residents to the area. Therefore, the proposed Project is not anticipated to 
exceed the planned growth (directly or indirectly) in the area beyond what is anticipated in the 
City of Lathrop General Plan. While the proposed Project will result in some indirect population 
growth, it is not anticipated to significantly induce growth. Implementation of the proposed 
Project will have a less than significant impact relative to this topic.  
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This section provides a general description of the existing noise sources in the Plan Area, a 
discussion of the regulatory setting, and identifies potential noise impacts associated with new 
development in the Specific Plan Area. Project impacts are evaluated relative to applicable noise 
level criteria and to the existing ambient noise environment. Where feasible, mitigation measures 
have been identified for significant noise-related impacts.  

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. 
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 dBA) 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 dBA is generally perceived as a doubling in loudness. For example, a 70-dBA sound is 
half as loud as an 80-dBA sound, and twice as loud as a 60-dBA 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 
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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. 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 (DBA) 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: 
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• Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a 1-dBA change cannot be 
perceived; 

• Outside of the laboratory, a 3-dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference; 
• A change in level of at least 5-dBA is required before any noticeable change in human 

response would be expected; and 
• A 10-dBA 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 NOISE LEVELS 

Existing Noise Receptors 
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others. Land uses often associated 
with sensitive receptors generally include residences, schools, libraries, hospitals, and passive 
recreational areas. Noise sensitive land uses are typically given special attention in order to 
achieve protection from excessive noise. 

Sensitivity is a function of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure duration and insulation from 
noise) and the types of activities involved. In the vicinity of the Project site, sensitive land uses 
include existing single-family residential uses located north, east, and south of the Project site. The 
River Islands Technology Academy is located approximately one-half mile from the southern 
boundary of the Project site. 

Existing Ambient Noise Levels 
The existing noise environment in the Plan Area is primarily defined by traffic on River Islands 
Parkway. To quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the Specific Plan 
Area, continuous (24-hour) noise level measurements were conducted on the Project site and a 
short-term noise level measurement at one location. Noise measurement locations are shown on 
Figure 3.11-1. A summary of the noise level measurement survey results is provided in Table 3.11-
2. Appendix B of Appendix D contains the complete results of the noise monitoring. 
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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 MEASUREMENTS 

LT-1 
 

50 feet to 
centerline of River 

Islands Parkway 
8/25/22 69 68 63 85 61 50 76 

LT-2 
50 feet to 

centerline of 
Lathrop Road 

3/21/24 49 48 39 66 41 40 51 

LT-3 
40 feet to 

centerline of 
Lathrop Road 

3/21/24 51 48 39 69 44 41 60 

SHORT-TERM NOISE LEVEL MEASUREMENTS 

ST-1 
50 feet to 

centerline of River 
Islands Parkway 

8/24/22 N/A 71 65 94 N/A N/A N/A 

SOURCE: SAXELBY ACOUSTICS, 2024. 

The sound level meters were programmed to record the maximum, median, and average noise 
levels at each site during the survey. The maximum value, denoted Lmax, represents the highest 
noise level measured. The average value, denoted Leq, represents the energy average of all of the 
noise received by the sound level meter microphone during the monitoring period. The median 
value, denoted L50, represents the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time during the 
monitoring period. 

Existing Traffic Noise Environment at Off-Site Receptors 
OFF-SITE TRAFFIC NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 

To predict existing 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. To predict traffic noise levels in terms of Ldn, it is 
necessary to adjust the input volume to account for the day/night distribution of traffic. 

Traffic volumes for existing conditions were obtained from the traffic data prepared for the 
Project. 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. In some locations, sensitive receptors may not 
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receive full shielding from noise barriers or may be located at distances which vary from the 
assumed calculation distance. 

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 

Golden Valley Pkwy South of Spartan Way 62.7 
Lathrop Rd North of Barbara Terry Rd 49.7 
Louise Ave East of I-5 66.4 
McKee Blvd West of Barbara Terry Blvd 51.6 

River Islands Pkwy West of Golden Valley Pkwy 62.6 
River Islands Pkwy West of McKee Blvd 57.5 
River Islands Pkwy West of Project Street C 55.2 

Spartan Way West of Golden Valley Pkwy 58.6 
SOURCE: SAXELBY ACOUSTICS. 2024. 

3.11.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

STATE 

California Environmental Quality Act 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Appendix G, includes questions that 
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 case law also addresses noise 
impacts. (See, e.g., King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 883-
894.) CEQA standards are discussed more below under the Thresholds of Significance section. 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research  
The State of California General Plan Guidelines (State of California 2017), published by the Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR), provides guidance for the acceptability of projects within specific 
CNEL or Ldn contours. The guidelines also present adjustment factors that may be used in order to 
arrive at noise acceptability standards that reflect the noise control goals of the community, the 
particular community's sensitivity to noise, and the community's assessment of the relative 
importance of noise pollution.  
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LOCAL 

City of Lathrop General Plan 
The City of Lathrop General Plan Noise Element contains goals, policies, and implementation 
measures for assessing noise impacts within the City. Listed below are the noise policies pertaining 
to noise and vibration. The overarching goal for the environment is to ensure that noise does not 
substantially reduce the quality of urban life. 

NOISE ELEMENT 

Policy N-1.1. Noise Exposure. Consider the noise compatibility of existing and future 
development when making land use planning decisions. Require development and 
infrastructure projects to be consistent with the land use compatibility standards 
contained in Tables N-1 [Table 3.11-4], N-2 [Table 3.11-5], and N-3 [Table 3.11-6] to 
ensure acceptable noise exposure levels for existing and future development. 

TABLE 3.11-4: LAND USE COMPATIBILITY STANDARDS (TABLE N-1 OF LATHROP GENERAL PLAN) 

LAND USE CATEGORY 
COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE LDN OR CNEL, DB 

NORMALLY 
ACCEPTABLE1 

CONDITIONALLY 
ACCEPTABLE2 

NORMALLY 
UNACCEPTABLE3 

CLEARLY 
UNACCEPTABLE4 

Residential – Low Density Single 
Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes < or = 60 55 - 70 70-75 >75 

Residential – Multi-Family < or = 60 60 - 70 70-75 >75 

Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels < or = 65 60 - 70 70-80 >80 

Schools, Libraries, Religious 
Assemblies, Hospitals, Nursing Homes < or = 70 60 - 70 70-80 >80 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters < or = 70 - >65 - 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator 
Sports < or = 75 - >70 - 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks < or = 70 - 67.5-75 >72.5 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
Recreation, Cemeteries < or = 75 - 70 - 80 >80 

Office Buildings, Business Commercial 
and Professional < or = 70 67.5 – 72.5 >75 - 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture < or = 75 70 – 80 >75 - 
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LAND USE CATEGORY 
COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE LDN OR CNEL, DB 

NORMALLY 
ACCEPTABLE1 

CONDITIONALLY 
ACCEPTABLE2 

NORMALLY 
UNACCEPTABLE3 

CLEARLY 
UNACCEPTABLE4 

1. Normally Acceptable – Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of 
normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements. 

2. Conditionally Acceptable – New construction of development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the 
noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional 
construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 

3. Normally Unacceptable – New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise 
insulation features included in the design. 

4. Clearly Unacceptable – New Construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

SOURCE: CITY OF LATHROP GENERAL PLAN, NOISE ELEMENT, TABLE N-1. 

TABLE 3.11-5: MOBILE SOURCE NOISE STANDARDS (TABLE N-2 OF LATHROP GENERAL PLAN) 

LAND USE1 OUTDOOR ACTIVITY 
AREAS2,3 

INTERIOR SPACES 

LDN/CNEL, DB LEQ, DB4 

Residential 60 45 - 

Motels/Hotels 65 45 - 

Mixed-Use 65 45 - 

Hospitals, Nursing Homes 60 45 - 

Theaters, Auditoriums - - 35 

Religious Assemblies 60 - 40 

Office Buildings 65 - 45 

Schools, Libraries, Museums 70 - 45 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 70 - - 

Industrial 75 - 45 

Golf Courses, Water Recreation 70 - - 

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

2. Outdoor activity areas for residential development are considered to be the back yard patios or decks of single family 
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. 

3. In areas where it is not possible to reduce exterior noise levels to achieve the outdoor activity area standard using a 
practical application of the best noise-reduction technology, an increase of up to 5 dB 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. 
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LAND USE1 OUTDOOR ACTIVITY 
AREAS2,3 

INTERIOR SPACES 

LDN/CNEL, DB LEQ, DB4 

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

SOURCE: CITY OF LATHROP GENERAL PLAN, NOISE ELEMENT, TABLE N-2. 

TABLE 3.11-6: STATIONARY SOURCE NOISE STANDARDS (TABLE N-3 OF LATHROP GENERAL PLAN) 
NOISE LEVEL DESCRIPTOR DAYTIME 7AM TO 10PM NIGHTTIME 10PM TO 7AM 

Hourly Leg, dB 55 45 

1. Each 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. 

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. 

3. Stationary noise sources which are typically of concern include, but are not limited to, the following: 
a. HVAC Systems 
b. Pump Stations 
c. Emergency Generators 
d. Steam Valves 
e. Generators 
f. Air Compressors 
g. Conveyor Systems 
h. Pile Drivers 
i. Drill Rigs 
j. Welders 
k. Outdoor Speaker 
l. Cooling Towers/Evaporative Condensers 
m. Lift Stations 
n. Boilers 
o. Steam Turbines 
p. Fans 
q. Heavy Equipment 
r. Transformers 
s. Grinders 
t. Gas or Diesel Motors 
u. Cutting Equipment 
v. Blowers 

4. The 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. 

SOURCE: CITY OF LATHROP GENERAL PLAN, NOISE ELEMENT, TABLE N-3. 

Policy N-1.2. Noise Mitigation. Require new development to mitigate excessive noise to the 
standards indicated in Tables N-1 [Table 3.11-4], N-2 [Table 3.11-5], and N-3 [Table 
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3.11-6] through best practices, including building location and orientation, building 
design features, placement of noise-generating equipment away from sensitive 
receptors, shielding of noise-generating equipment, placement of noise-tolerant 
features between noise sources and sensitive receptors, and use of noise-minimizing 
materials.   

Policy N-1.3. Indoor Residential Noise Level. Ensure that new development does not result in 
indoor noise levels exceeding 45 dBA Ldn for residential uses by requiring the 
implementation of construction techniques and noise reduction measures for all new 
residential development. 

Policy N-1.4. Acoustical Studies. Require acoustical studies for new discretionary 
developments and transportation improvements that have the potential to affect 
existing noise-sensitive uses such as schools, hospitals, libraries, care facilities, and 
residential areas; and for projects that would introduce new noise-sensitive uses into 
an area where existing noise levels may exceed the thresholds identified in this 
element. For projects that are required to prepare an acoustical study, the following 
stationary and transportation noise source criteria shall be used to determine the 
significance of those impacts. 

A. Stationary and Non-Transportation Noise Sources - A significant impact will 
occur if the project results in an exceedance of the noise level standards 
contained in this element, or the project will result in an increase in ambient 
noise levels by more than 3 dB, whichever is greater. 

B. Transportation Noise Sources - 

1. 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 roadway 
noise levels will be considered significant; 

2. 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 
roadway noise levels will be considered significant; and 

3. 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 
roadway noise levels will be considered significant. 

Policy N-1.5. Acoustical Studies. For projects that are required to prepare an acoustical 
analysis, the analysis shall:  

A.  Be the responsibility of the applicant.  
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B.  Be prepared by a qualified acoustical consultant experienced in the fields of 
environmental noise assessment and architectural acoustics.  

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

D.  Estimate existing and projected (20 years) noise levels in terms of the 
standards of Tables N-1, N-2, or N-3, and compare those levels to the adopted 
policies of the Noise Element.  

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

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

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

City of Lathrop Municipal Code 
The City of Lathrop Noise Ordinance sets limits for community noise exposure, similar to those 
outlined above in the General Plan Noise Element. The Noise Ordinance standards are contained in 
Section 8.20.040 of the Lathrop Municipal Code. Construction activities are exempt from these 
regulations, when conducted according to Section 8.20.110, as outlined below. 

Where the ambient noise level is less than designated in this section the respective noise level in 
this section shall govern: 

TABLE 3.11-7: CITY OF LATHROP NOISE ORDINANCE 

ZONE TIME 
VERY QUIET  

(RURAL, 
SUBURBAN) 

SLIGHTLY QUIET 
(SUBURBAN, 

URBAN) 

NOISY 
(URBAN) 

Residential, low 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 40 45 50 

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 45 50 55 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m.  50 55 60 

Residential, multifamily 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 45 50 55 

7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 50 55 60 

Commercial 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 50 55 60 

7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 55 60 65 

Limited Industrial Anytime 70 70 70 

General Industrial Anytime 75 75 75 
SOURCE: LATHROP, CALIFORNIA CODE OF ORDINANCES, TITLE 8: HEALTH AND SAFETY, CHAPTER 8.20: NOISE. 
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8.20.110 CONSTRUCTION OF BUILDINGS AND PROJECTS 

It shall be unlawful for any person within a residential zone or within a radius of five hundred (500) 
feet therefrom, to operate equipment or perform any outside construction or repair work on 
buildings, structures or projects or to operate any pile driver, power shovel, pneumatic hammer, 
derrick, power hoist, or any other construction type device between the hours of ten p.m. of one 
day and seven a.m. of the next day, or eleven p.m. and nine a.m. Fridays, Saturdays and legal 
holidays, in such a manner that a reasonable person of normal sensitiveness residing in the area is 
caused discomfort or annoyance unless beforehand a permit therefore has been duly obtained 
from the office or body of the city having the function to issue permits of this kind. No permit shall 
be required to perform emergency work as defined in Sections 8.20.010 through 8.20.040. (Prior 
code § 99.40) 

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 of Lathrop does not have specific policies pertaining to vibration levels. Human and 
structural response to different vibration levels is influenced by a number of factors, including 
ground type, distance between source and receptor, duration, and the number of perceived 
vibration events. Table 3.11-8 indicates that the threshold for damage to structures ranges from 
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 3.11-8: 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 
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PEAK PARTICLE VELOCITY 
HUMAN REACTION EFFECT ON BUILDINGS 

MM/SEC. IN./SEC. 

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 and case law, the Project will have a significant 
impact related to noise if it will result in: 

• 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; 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels; or 

• 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, expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels. 

The Project Area is not located within two miles of a public or private airport or airstrip. The 
nearest regional public use airport is the Stockton Metropolitan Airport, located approximately six 
miles to the northeast, in the city of Stockton. Therefore, airports and airport noise are not 
discussed further in this analysis. 

Determination of a Significant Increase in Noise Levels 
TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS 

With temporary noise impacts (construction), identification of “substantial increases” depends 
upon the duration of the impact, the temporal daily nature of the impact, and the absolute change 
in decibel levels. The City has not adopted any formal standard for evaluating temporary 
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construction noise which occurs within allowable hours. For short-term noise associated with 
Project construction, Saxelby Acoustics recommends use of the Caltrans increase criteria of 12 
dBA (Caltrans Traffic Noise Protocol, 2020), applied to existing residential receptors in the Project 
vicinity. This level of increase is approximately equivalent to a doubling of sound energy and has 
been the standard of significance for Caltrans projects at the State level for many years. 
Application of this standard to construction activities is considered reasonable considering the 
temporary nature of construction activities. 

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

The City of Lathrop establishes criteria for determination of significant noise impacts due to 
stationary and non-transportation noise sources in Policy N-1.4A. The policy states that a 
significant impact will occur if the project results in an exceedance of the noise level standards 
contained in the General Plan or if the project will result in an increase in ambient noise levels by 
more than 3 dB. 

The City of Lathrop establishes criteria for determination of significant noise impacts due to 
transportation noise sources in Policy N-1.4B. The policy states that where existing transportation 
noise levels are greater than 65 dBA Ldn, at the outdoor activity areas of noise-sensitive uses, a +1.5 
dBA Ldn increase in roadway noise levels will be considered significant. Where transportation noise 
levels are between 60 dBA Ldn and 65 dBA Ldn, a +3.0 dB Ldn increase in roadway noise levels will be 
considered significant. Where transportation noise levels are less than 60 dBA Ldn, a +5.0 dB Ldn 
increase in roadway noise levels will be considered significant. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.11-1: The Project, with mitigation, would not 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 ENVIRONMENT AT OFF-SITE RECEPTORS WITH AND WITHOUT THE PROJECT 

Based upon the City of Lathrop General Plan, where existing traffic noise levels are greater than 65 
dBA Ldn, at the outdoor activity areas of noise-sensitive uses, a +1.5 dBA Ldn increase in roadway 
noise levels will be considered significant. Where traffic noise levels are between 60 dBA Ldn and 
65 dBA Ldn, a +3.0 dB Ldn increase in roadway noise levels will be considered significant. Where 
traffic noise levels are less than 60 dBA Ldn, a +5.0 dB Ldn increase in roadway noise levels will be 
considered significant. Tables 3.11-9, 3.11-10, and 3.11-11 provide an assessment of significance 
for each roadway segment in the Project vicinity in the existing, existing plus project, baseline, 
baseline plus project, cumulative, and cumulative plus project. 
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TABLE 3.11-9: EXISTING PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC NOISE INCREASE SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS 

ROADWAY SEGMENT 

NOISE LEVELS (LDN, DB) AT NEAREST SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 

EXISTING EXISTING + 
PROJECT CHANGE CRITERIA SIGNIFICANT? 

Golden Valley Pkwy South of Spartan Way 62.7 62.8 0.1 +3 dB No 
Lathrop Road North of Barbara Terry Blvd 49.7 52.6 2.9 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
Louise Avenue East of I-5 66.4 66.5 0.1 +1.5 dB No 

McKee Blvd West of Barbara Terry Blvd 51.6 51.9 0.3 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
River Islands Pkwy West of Golden Valley Pkwy 62.6 63.7 1.1 +3 dB No 
River Islands Pkwy West of McKee Blvd 57.5 59.1 1.6 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
River Islands Pkwy West of Project Steet C 55.2 55.6 0.4 >60 or +5.0 dB No 

Spartan Way West of Golden Valley Pkwy 58.6 58.8 0.2 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
SOURCE : SAXELBY ACOUSTICS. 2024. 

TABLE 3.11-10: BASELINE PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC NOISE INCREASE SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS 

ROADWAY SEGMENT 

NOISE LEVELS (LDN, DB) AT NEAREST SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 

BASELINE BASELINE + 
PROJECT CHANGE CRITERIA SIGNIFICANT? 

Golden Valley Pkwy South of Spartan Way 63.3 63.4 0.1 +3 dB No 
Lathrop Road North of Barbara Terry Blvd 49.9 52.7 2.8 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
Louise Avenue East of I-5 67.4 67.6 0.2 +1.5 dB No 

McKee Blvd West of Barbara Terry Blvd 51.6 51.9 0.3 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
River Islands Pkwy West of Golden Valley Pkwy 65.2 65.8 0.6 +1.5 dB No 
River Islands Pkwy West of McKee Blvd 60.9 61.7 0.8 +3 dB No 
River Islands Pkwy West of Project Steet C 58.3 58.4 0.1 >60 or +5.0 dB No 

Spartan Way West of Golden Valley Pkwy 59.7 59.9 0.2 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
SOURCE : SAXELBY ACOUSTICS. 2024. 

TABLE 3.11-11: CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT TRAFFIC NOISE INCREASE SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS 

ROADWAY SEGMENT 

NOISE LEVELS (LDN, DB) AT NEAREST SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE 
+ PROJECT CHANGE CRITERIA SIGNIFICANT? 

Golden Valley Pkwy South of Spartan Way 64.3 64.4 0.1 +3 dB No 
Lathrop Road North of Barbara Terry Blvd 50.9 53.3 2.4 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
Louise Avenue East of I-5 58.5 58.6 0.1 +1.5 dB No 

McKee Blvd West of Barbara Terry Blvd 52.6 52.8 0.2 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
River Islands Pkwy West of Golden Valley Pkwy 66.4 66.9 0.5 +1.5 dB No 
River Islands Pkwy West of McKee Blvd 62.0 62.7 0.7 +3 dB No 
River Islands Pkwy West of Project Steet C 59.4 59.6 0.2 >60 or +5.0 dB No 

Spartan Way West of Golden Valley Pkwy 60.8 60.9 0.1 >60 or +5.0 dB No 
SOURCE : SAXELBY ACOUSTICS. 2024. 

As shown in Tables 3.11-9, 3.11-10 and 3.11-11, increases in traffic on the local roadway network 
are not predicted to cause significant increases in noise levels. Therefore, traffic noise impacts 
would be less-than-significant. 
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PROJECT-GENERATED NON-TRANSPORTATION NOISE ENVIRONMENT AT OFF-SITE RECEPTORS 

The proposed Project would include typical residential noise which would be compatible with the 
existing adjacent residential uses. 

This is a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation is required. 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE  
During the construction phases of the Project, noise from construction activities would add to the 
noise environment in the immediate Project vicinity. As indicated in Table 3.11-12, activities 
involved in construction would generate maximum noise levels ranging from 76 to 90 dB at a 
distance of 50 feet. Construction activities would also be temporary in nature and are anticipated 
to occur during normal daytime working hours. 

TABLE 3.11-12: CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE 
TYPE OF EQUIPMENT MAXIMUM LEVEL, DB AT 50 FEET 

Auger Drill Rig 84 
Backhoe 78 
Compactor 83 
Compressor (air) 78 
Concrete Saw 90 
Dozer 82 
Dump Truck 76 
Excavator 81 
Generator 81 
Jackhammer 89 
Pneumatic Tools 85 
SOURCE: ROADWAY CONSTRUCTION NOISE MODEL USER’S GUIDE. FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION. FHWA-HEP-05-
054. JANUARY 2006. 

The City of Lathrop Municipal Code establishes acceptable hours of construction as between 7:00 
a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Sunday through Thursday and between 9:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. on Friday, 
Saturday, and legal holidays. 

Caltrans defines a significant increase due to noise as an increase of 12 dBA over existing ambient 
noise levels; Saxelby Acoustics used this criterion to evaluate increases due to construction noise 
associated with the Project. As shown in Table 3.11-12, construction equipment is predicted to 
generate noise levels of up to 90 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Construction noise is evaluated as occurring 
at the center of the site to represent average noise levels generated over the duration of 
construction across the Project site. Table 3.11-13 provides the predicted noise levels at the 
nearest sensitive receptor to each Project area. 
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TABLE 3.11-13: CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 

PHASE 
DISTANCE TO 

SENSITIVE 
RECEPTORS1 

REPRESENTATIVE 
NOISE RECEPTOR EXISTING MAX2 CONSTRUCTION 

MAX 
INCREASE OVER 

AMBIENT 
EXCEEDS 12 

DB? 

1 80 LT-1 803 86 6 No 
2 680 LT-1 803 67 0 No 
3 525 LT-2 66 654 0 No 
4 1160 LT-2 66 63 0 No 
5 1940 LT-2 66 58 0 No 
6 1220 LT-2 66 62 0 No 

NOTES: 
1AS MEASURED FROM THE CENTER OF CONSTRUCTION AREA. 
2BASED UPON LOWEST AVERAGE DAYTIME MAXIMUM NOISE LEVEL MEASURED. 
3A -5 DB CORRECTION WAS APPLIED TO ACCOUNT FOR EXISTING SOUND WALL SHIELDING EXISTING SENSITIVE RECEPTORS. 
4A -5 DB CORRECTION WAS APPLIED TO ACCOUNT FOR EXISTING SOUND WALL SHIELDING PROPOSED RESIDENCES FROM PHASE 3 
CONSTRUCTION AREA. 
SOURCE: SAXELBY ACOUSTICS. 2024. 

As shown in Table 3.11-13, the maximum increase over ambient due to construction noise is 6 dB. 
Therefore, Project construction would not cause an increase of greater than 12 dB at the nearby 
sensitive receptors. 

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

Although construction activities are temporary in nature and would occur during normal daytime 
working hours, construction-related noise could result in sleep interference at existing noise-
sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the construction if construction activities were to occur outside 
the normal daytime hours. Therefore, impacts resulting from noise levels temporarily exceeding 
the threshold of significance due to construction would be considered potentially significant.  

MITIGATION MEASURE(S)  

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: The following measures shall be implemented during construction of 
the Project: 

• Construction activities (excluding activities that would result in a safety concern to the 
public or construction workers) shall be limited to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 
10:00 p.m. Sunday through Thursday and between 9:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. on Friday, 
Saturday, and legal holidays. 



3.11 NOISE 
 

 

3.11-18 Draft Environmental Impact Report – Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan 
 

• Construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with noise-reduction 
intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in accordance with manufacturers’ 
recommendations. Equipment engine shrouds shall be closed during equipment operation.  

• When not in use, motorized construction equipment shall not be left idling for more than 5 
minutes. 

• Stationary equipment (power generators, compressors, etc.) shall be located at the farthest 
practical distance from nearby noise-sensitive land uses or sufficiently shielded to reduce 
noise-related impacts. 

These requirements shall be noted in the improvements plans prior to approval by the City’s Public 
Works Department. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Less than Significant. 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 requires that construction activities are limited to certain hours, 
construction equipment is properly maintained, equipment idling is limited, and stationary 
equipment is located away from noise-sensitive uses. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-
1 would ensure this impact is less-than-significant by ensuring construction-related noise levels do 
not exceed ambient noise plus 12 dBA. 

Impact 3.11-2: The Project would not generate excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels. (Less than Significant)  
The primary vibration-generating activities associated with the proposed Project would occur 
during construction when activities such as grading, utilities placement and road construction 
occur. Table 3.11-14 shows the typical vibration levels produced by construction placement. 

TABLE 3.11-14: VIBRATION LEVELS FOR VARIOUS CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

TYPE OF EQUIPMENT 
PEAK PARTICLE VELOCITY @ 

25 FEET 
(INCHES/SECOND) 

PEAK PARTICLE VELOCITY @ 
50 FEET 

(INCHES/SECOND) 

PEAK PARTICLE VELOCITY @ 
100 FEET 

(INCHES/SECOND) 
Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.011 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.010 
Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.000 
Auger/drill Rigs 0.089 0.031 0.011 
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.004 
Vibratory Hammer 0.070 0.025 0.009 
Vibratory 
Compactor/roller 0.210 0.074 0.026 

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

As shown in Table 3.11-3, construction vibration levels anticipated for the Project are less than the 
0.2 in/sec threshold at distances of 26 feet. Sensitive receptors which could be impacted by 
construction related vibrations, especially vibratory compactors/rollers, are located approximately 
26 feet, or further, from typical construction activities. At these distances, construction vibrations 
are not predicted to exceed acceptable levels. Additionally, construction activities would be 
temporary in nature and would likely occur during normal daytime working hours. This is a less-
than-significant impact and no mitigation is required. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE BEFORE MITIGATION 

Less than Significant 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

None required 
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Public services such as fire and police protection are vital to maintaining a safe and healthy 
community. Educational services serve as a foundation for providing citizens with the skills and 
resources to excel today and in the future. There are many other public services that are important 
to a community, such as parks and recreational opportunities, libraries, museums, hospitals, and 
other healthcare facilities. This section provides a background discussion and analysis of fire 
protection services, police services, schools, parks and recreational facilities, libraries, and other 
community facilities and services. This section is organized with an existing setting, regulatory 
setting, and impact analysis.  

The information in this section is primarily derived from the City of Lathrop General Plan (City of 
Lathrop, 2022), the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Lathrop General Plan Update (City of 
Lathrop, 2022), and the Lathrop Municipal Services Review and Sphere of Influence Plan (City of 
Lathrop, 2022). 

Utilities services, including water, sewer, stormwater and drainage, and solid waste disposal, are 
addressed in Chapter 3.14 (Utilities and Service Systems) of this Draft EIR.   

There were no comments received during the NOP comment period that specifically address public 
services or recreation. Full comments received are included in Appendix A.   

3.12.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Governmental Agencies receive 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 Lathrop, these fees apply. The City of Lathrop, and other service providers, review 
these fee structures on an annual basis to ensure that they provide adequate financing to cover the 
provision of services. The service provider is responsible for continual oversight to ensure that the 
fee structures are adequate, and that they are collected prior to development. The service provider 
reviews the referenced fees and user charges on an annual basis to determine the correct level of 
adjustment required to reverse any deficits and assure funding for needed infrastructure going 
forward.  

POLICE SERVICES  
The Lathrop Police Department, located at 940 River Islands Parkway, was created in 2021 in order 
to transition law enforcement services from the San Joaquin County Sheriff to the City. The new 
Lathrop Police Department identifies 46 new sworn and non-sworn positions and on May 10, 2021, 
the City approved a Master Consulting Services Agreement with CPS HR Consulting (CPS) to begin 
recruitment of personnel for the new City of Lathrop Police Department and authorized the creation 
of a new Police Chief Position. The City continues to recruit for the various levels of staffing, purchase 
necessary equipment, such as Police vehicles, and coordination with other jurisdictions for the 
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purpose of evidence storage and 911 operations. Located at 940 River Islands Parkway, the new 
Lathrop Police Department initiated operations on June 29, 2022.1 

The Lathrop Police Department is staffed 24 hours per day in a series of five patrol teams, staffed by 
a Sergeant and up to five Police Officers.2 The Lathrop Police Department has 35 sworn officers 
including two Police Captains, six Sergeants, and 26 Police Officers. The Lathrop Police Department 
also has 12 Professional Staff, including one Executive Assistant, one Records Supervisor, two 
Records Assistants, one Management Analyst, one Property/Evidence Technician, one Community 
Services Supervisor and Community Services Officers. If needed, additional assistance can be 
summoned under a mutual aid agreement with surrounding cities and the County. Existing police 
staffing levels in the City are approximately 1.22 officers per 1,000 residents. The current City Wide 
Priority 1 average response time is four minutes.3 

The approval and/or pending development projects in the City will result in additional demand for 
law enforcement services. Capital costs for new facilities and equipment is funded through 
development impact fees and operational costs are funded through a combination of an increased 
tax base, participation in Community Facility District (CFD) and Measure C funding (A City initiated 
special tax which does not have a sunset clause). 

Approved and pending development projects in the City will result in additional demand for law 
enforcement services. Capital costs for new facilities and equipment would be funded through 
development impact fees, and operating costs would be funded through a combination of an 
increased tax base and the annexation to a new community facility district (CFD) or formation of a 
new CFD. 

Table 3.12-1 shows the recent crime statistics for the City of Lathrop in 2022.  

 

 

1 City of Lathrop Police Department, Lathrop Police Department Transition History. Available at: 
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/police/page/lathrop-police-department-transition-history. Accessed April 2024. 
2 City of Lathrop, Municipal Services Review and Sphere of Influence Amendment, Accountability for 
Community Service Needs, Law Enforcement. July 2022. Available at: 
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/community_development/page/25422/lath
rop_msr_final_draft_july_2022_final_07.22.22.pdf. Accessed April 2024. 
3 City of Lathrop Police Department, New Lathrop Police Department June 2022 Update. Available at: 
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/police/page/141/new_lathrop_police_depa
rtment_update_june_2022.pdf. Accessed April 2024. 

https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/police/page/lathrop-police-department-transition-history
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/community_development/page/25422/lathrop_msr_final_draft_july_2022_final_07.22.22.pdf
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/community_development/page/25422/lathrop_msr_final_draft_july_2022_final_07.22.22.pdf
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/police/page/141/new_lathrop_police_department_update_june_2022.pdf
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/police/page/141/new_lathrop_police_department_update_june_2022.pdf
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TABLE 3.12-1: LATHROP POLICE DEPARTMENT CRIME STATISTICS (2022) 
CATEGORY/CRIME 2022 

Total Violent Crimes 50 
Homicide 1 
Rape 1 
Robbery 6 
Assault 34 
Total Property Crimes 287 
Burglary 40 
Motor Vehicle Theft 36 
Larceny 208 
Arson 3 

SOURCE: FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, CRIME DATA REPORTER, CITY OF LATHROP, 2024. AVAILABLE AT: 
HTTPS://CDE.UCR.CJIS.GOV/LATEST/WEBAPP/#/PAGES/EXPLORER/CRIME/CRIME-TREND. ACCESSED APRIL 2024.  

FIRE SERVICES 
The Lathrop Planning Area is covered by two independent Fire Protection Districts, the Lathrop-
Manteca Fire Protection District (LMFD) and French Camp-McKinley Fire District (French Camp). The 
LMFD provides fire protection services for all lands within the City of Lathrop, including lands south 
of Roth Road in addition to providing service to some 84.7 square miles of rural area around Lathrop 
and Manteca (in the southern San Joaquin County area).  

LMFD was established in 1936 to provide fire protection for the township of Lathrop, rural Lathrop 
and the rural areas surrounding Manteca. The Fire District was organized under the laws of the State 
of California, Health and Safety Code Section 13800, known as the Fire Protection District law of 
1987.  LMFD is governed by a five-member Board of Directors who are elected at-large to serve a 
four-year term.4 Since 1936, LMFD has developed into a pro-active Fire Department covering 100 
square miles including the City of Lathrop. LMFD is organized to maintain career personnel on duty, 
24 hours a day, year-round, to respond to emergencies from the fire stations. LMFD has three Fire 
Stations located in the City of Lathrop. 

Similar to LMFD, the French Camp McKinley Fire District (FCFD) was also organized under California 
Health and Safety Code Section 13800. FCFD was originally formed in 1946 and is currently governed 
by a five-member elected Board of Directors with staggered four-year terms. FCFD provides fire and 
life safety services to approximately 24 square miles of unincorporated San Joaquin County and also 

 

 

4 Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District, Administration. Available at: 
https://www.lmfire.org/administration. Accessed April 2024.  

https://cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/explorer/crime/crime-trend
https://www.lmfire.org/administration
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assists with protecting approximately 90 square miles of San Joaquin County’s “Unprotected Area.” 
FCFD is bordered by the City of Lathrop to the south and the City of Stockton to the north.5 

LATHROP-MANTECA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

Since the incorporation of Lathrop in 1989, the LMFD has worked with the City Council to develop 
plans to provide adequate coverage for potential urban growth of the city. This has included the 
imposition of Fire Facilities Fees for new development as well as a sharing in the Special Sales Tax 
(Measure C) passed City-wide.   

The LMFD-wide fire suppression force is organized into three shifts consisting of 13 members each. 
Each of the shifts is on duty for rotating periods of 24 hours. A minimum of three full time firefighters 
are on duty at the satellite fire stations at all times. Each of the fire stations within the City of 
Lathrop, J Street (Station 31), Mossdale (Station 34), and River Islands (Station 35), have three full 
time firefighters assigned to each station, 24 hours per day, seven days per week. Additionally, one 
Battalion Chief is assigned to a station within the City to manage the day-to-day operations and 
provide scene management for emergency operations. Station 35 also includes the Fire Chief, 
administrative services, and Fire Prevention staff. 

Per the LMFD 2018 Master Plan, the next planned Stations will be located as follows:6 

• South Lathrop near the Yosemite Avenue and McKinley Avenue Corridor (Station 36); 
• Kio Road, north of Lathrop City limits (Station 37); and 
• River Islands Parkway, within the Phase 2 development area (Station 38). 

The LMFD District boundaries spread over about 100 square miles, with the bulk of the District's 
population (70 percent) within the City limits of Lathrop.  

In 2014, the LMFD switched dispatch providers. LMFD calls are now being dispatched by the City of 
Stockton along with the Manteca Fire Department, Stockton Fire Department, South County Fire 
Authority (Tracy) and Lodi Fire Departments. LMFD tracks the following times segments and 
continuously works to improve response times. These times are provided from LMFD's records, 
specific to the City of Lathrop's capturing data from January 1, 2020, to December 31, 2020. 

Alarm Processing Time: Defined as the time elapsed between receipt of alarm and the 
dispatch of apparatus to the emergency call. The LMFD benchmarks this according to the 

 

 

5 French Camp McKinley Fire District, Our District. Available at: https://www.frenchcampfire.com/our-district. 
Accessed April 2024. 

6 Lathrop Manteca Fire Protection District, 2018 General Master Plan Information and Fire Department 
Standards. Available at: 
https://www.lmfire.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/administration/page/4411/master_plan_2018.p
df. Accessed April 2024. 

https://www.frenchcampfire.com/our-district
https://www.lmfire.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/administration/page/4411/master_plan_2018.pdf
https://www.lmfire.org/sites/default/files/fileattachments/administration/page/4411/master_plan_2018.pdf
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National Fire Protection Association Standard 1221: Installation, Maintenance, and Use of 
Emergency Services Communications Systems. Section 7.4.3 of this standard identifies the 
that elapsed alarm processing for the highest priority of life-threatening calls shall have an 
alarm, processing time of 60 seconds for at least 90 percent of these total calls. The Lathrop 
Manteca Fire District currently contracts with the City of Stockton for dispatch services. In 
addition, the Fire District has moved its primary alerting system to an internet protocol 
system that increases the speed of which alarms are "pushed" to the emergency responding 
units. The Fire District meets this standard 100 percent of the time. 

Turnout Time: This time is calculated from the receipt of the alarm by the station of unit 
and ends at the time the unit begins its rolling travel time. Benchmarks for these time 
standards are 60 seconds for 90 percent of the total Emergency Medical Calls and 80 
seconds for 90 percent of the total Fire Calls. LMFD's data shows a 60 second turnout time 
for EMS Calls for 88 percent of occurrences and have an 80 second turnout time for 95 
percent of the fire occurrences. 

Response Time: Response time is reflected by the turnout time and travel time that are 
added together to create a complete picture of the Fire District response time. In 2020, the 
Fire District responded to emergency incidents 70 percent of the time within five minutes 
at the 90th percentile with all combined responses. It should be noted that due to growth 
demands and development planning the fire district responds to areas of new development 
that are often outside of the existing service zones. While call volumes in those areas are 
generally lower, they do have an impact on the overall analyses. LMFD has plans to add two 
to three additional fire stations/companies in order to service these developments. At 
buildout, LMFD expects to be closely meeting travel distance times that are closer in 
alignment with LMFD standards. 

The Fire Marshal administers LMFD’s fire prevention and code enforcement program. Plan checks 
are done by the Fire Marshal along with the more complex inspections. Fire Company personnel 
conduct inspections and annual re-inspections. Additional fire safety programs include smoke 
detector installation for the elderly and disabled and fire safety and awareness in the schools. 

LMFD responds not only to fires of all types, but also medical emergencies, traffic accidents, and 
river rescues. LMFD is an active member of the San Joaquin County Hazardous Materials Response 
Team and is also part of the Urban Search and Rescue Team. 

ISO RATING 

The Insurance Services Office (ISO) rating measures individual fire protection agencies against a 
national Fire Suppression Rating Schedule which includes such criteria as facilities and support for 
handling and dispatching fire alarms, first-alarm responses and initial attack, and adequacy of the 
local water supply for the fire suppression purposes. ISO ratings are on a scale of one to ten, with 
one being the highest rating. In 2013, ISO developed split classifications for some communities, 
which can represent the risk of loss more precisely. An example of a split classification system is 
4/4X or 4/4Y. The first number refers to the classification of properties within five road miles of a 
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fire station and within 1,000 feet of a creditable water supply. The second number, with either the 
X or Y designation, applies to properties within five road miles of a fire station but beyond 1,000 feet 
of a creditable water supply. ISO generally assigned Class 10 to properties beyond five road miles. 

LATHROP-MANTECA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

In its most recent report, the ISO Public Classification Program rates the LMFD as a community 
classification of 3 for the City of Lathrop,7 This rating is unchanged since the ISO rating for the City 
of Lathrop in their January 2013 ISO report. 

FIRE STATIONS 

LMFD currently operates three fire stations within the Lathrop Planning area, listed below.  

• Station 31 (800 E. J Street, Lathrop, CA 95330): Station 31 acts as the headquarters station 
for the District, and services a large section of East Lathrop. The boundaries generally run 
from Interstate 5 at Roth Road to Louise Avenue. Station 31 is staffed with four personnel, 
with the 4th Firefighter/Engineer used as a vacation relief. 

• Station 34 (460 River Islands Parkway, Lathrop, CA 95330): Station 34 is located on the west 
side of Interstate 5 within the City of Lathrop. This station responds to calls for service on 
the west side of Interstate 5 and south of Louise Avenue. Staffing for this station includes 
one Captain and one Firefighter/Engineer. 

• Station 35 (19001 Somerston, Lathrop, CA 95330): Station 35 is located in the southern 
portion of Lathrop west of Interstate 5. The primary response area for Station 35 is the River 
Islands development in the southwestern portion of the City of Lathrop. Station 35 houses 
one of the LMFD’s Type 3 (wildland) fire engines and the LMFD rescue unit.  

As noted above, per the LMFD 2018 Master Plan, the next planned stations will be located as follows: 

• South Lathrop near the Yosemite Avenue and McKinley Avenue Corridor (Station 36); 
• Kio Road, north of Lathrop City limits (Station 37); and 
• River Islands Parkway, within the Phase 2 development area (Station 38). 

PARKS AND RECREATION  
The City of Lathrop Parks and Recreation Department manages 108 acres of parks and open space 
throughout the City of Lathrop. Local parks offer amenities such as a community center with a 
gymnasium, open space, athletic fields, playgrounds, and picnic areas. The Parks and Recreation 
Department manages programs that are multi-generation in nature such as community events, 
sports camps, adult and youth sports programs, youth before and after school programs, art 
programs, and senior programs.  

 

 

7 City of Lathrop General Plan Draft EIR, 2022 
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Types of Parks  
COMMUNITY PARKS 

Community parks are typically up to 20 acres in size and include areas for active sports as well as 
space for family and group activities. Community parks are larger than neighborhood parks and 
provide services to fulfill the active and passive recreational needs of multiple neighborhoods. 
Community parks serve the needs of a local neighborhood by providing a close to home site for more 
active recreation that is not typically suitable or physically possible in a neighborhood park such as 
formal sports fields or lighted courts.  

The City of Lathrop has four community parks totaling 47 acres. The facilities included in these parks 
are fields and courts for various sports, a large swimming pool, a community center building for arts 
and crafts, clubs, and social activities. Some of the community center buildings are joint-use facilities 
with the school district.  

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS 

Neighborhood parks are typically a minimum of four acres in size and serve as the focal point of the 
community providing the hub for both physical and social activities. Neighborhood parks should be 
designed to be flexible to serve a variety of seasonal recreation needs. These 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 essential access points for the City-wide green space network.  

Currently, Lathrop has ten neighborhood parks accounting for 42.6 acres.  

MINI PARKS 

Mini parks are generally less than two acres in size and provide residents with a social and 
recreational gathering place, similar to a neighborhood park, but on a smaller scale. Mini-parks 
should provide small-scale recreational and aesthetic benefits primarily in denser residential areas 
or commercial areas with high pedestrian use. Each resident should be within walking distance (one 
half mile) of a neighborhood or mini park.  

Currently, Lathrop has eight mini parks totaling 7.6 acres.  

OPEN SPACE CORRIDORS  

The Open Space Corridor can take several forms, including the pedestrian parkway separate from 
auto traffic, a combined vehicle and pedestrian parkway, a buffer zone between residential and 
commercial or industrial areas, or as a lineal park or paseo connecting with other components of 
the Parks and Recreation system or located separate from other areas such as along reaches of the 
San Joaquin River or other waterways.  

River Park North and South have been included in this classification, putting Lathrop at (2) two linear 
parks, accounting for 10.7 acres. 
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City Parks 
The City currently manages 25 distinct parks and four public facilities. Table 3.12-1 summarizes the 
City’s park facilities. Additional parks within the City of Lathrop will become available in the City of 
Lathrop as development continues within the River Islands development area.  

TABLE 3.12-1: SUMMARY OF PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES 
PARK/FACILITY NAME FACILITY TYPE ACREAGE 

Apolinar Sangalang Park Community Park 9.7 
Armstrong Park Mini Park 0.4 
Basin Park Neighborhood Park 4.4 
Crescent Park Mini Park 1.4 
Crystal Cove Park Neighborhood Park 3.3 
Generations Center Community Park 6.0 
Lathrop Skate Park Mini Park 0.3 
Leland & Jane Stanford Park Neighborhood Park 4.1 
Libby Park Mini Park 1.2 
Michael Vega Park Neighborhood Park 2.9 
Milestone Manor Park Mini Park 1.00 
Mossdale Commons Mini Park 1.45 
Mossdale Landing Community Park Community Park 20.4 
Park West Neighborhood Park 6.8 
Reflections Park Neighborhood Park       5.2 
River Park North Open Space Corridor 3.2 
River Park South Open Space Corridor 7.4 
Somerston Park Neighborhood Park 2.0 
Summer House Park Neighborhood Park       2.0 
The Green Mini Park 1.0 
Thomsen Park Mini Park 0.8 
Tidewater Park Neighborhood Park 2.1 
Valverde Park Community Park 9.1 
William S. Moss Park Neighborhood Park       4.1 
Woodfield Park Neighborhood Park 5.5 

  SOURCE: CITY OF LATHROP DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION, FEBRUARY 2021 FIVE YEAR MASTER PLAN. AVAILABLE AT: 
HTTPS://WWW.CI.LATHROP.CA.US/SITES/DEFAULT/FILES/FILEATTACHMENTS/PARKS_AND_RECREATION/PAGE/6183/LATHROP_MASTER_PLAN_-
_FINAL_-_2.9.COMPRESSED.PDF. ACCESSED APRIL 2024. 

PARK STANDARDS  

Lathrop has established the following standards for acres of parkland:  

Five acres per 1,000 residents including:  

• Two acres of neighborhood park for every 1,000 new residents  
• Three acres of community park for every 1,000 new residents  

As described in the Lathrop Parks and Recreation Master Plan (2021), Lathrop has approximately 
108 acres of parks identified in the parks inventory and notes that to continue to meet the adopted 
standard of five acres per 1,000 residents (two acres of neighborhood park space and three acres of 

https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/parks_and_recreation/page/6183/lathrop_master_plan_-_final_-_2.9.compressed.pdf
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/parks_and_recreation/page/6183/lathrop_master_plan_-_final_-_2.9.compressed.pdf
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community park space), Lathrop is short approximately 0.1 acre of park for the current (2020) 
population. This does not consider 31 acres of planned and funded parks or 70 acres of future parks.8 

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. 

SCHOOL SERVICES 
Schools within the City of Lathrop are part of the Manteca Unified School District (MUSD) and the 
Banta Unified School District (BUSD). The MUSD provides school services for grades K through 12 
within the communities of Manteca, Lathrop, Stockton, and French Camp. The MUSD area is 
approximately 113 square miles and serves more than 24,667 students. Within the City of Lathrop, 
there are three elementary schools (Lathrop Elementary School, Joseph Widmer School, and 
Mossdale Elementary School) and one high school (Lathrop High School). River Islands has one high 
school (that is currently under construction) and three charter elementary schools, located within 
the BUSD (River Islands Technology Academy, EPIC Academy and the S.T.E.A.M. Academy) and one 
high school (River Islands High School). 

Table 3.12-3 lists MUSD and BUSD schools in Lathrop and enrollment for each school for the 2023-
2024 school year. 

As shown in Table 3.12-3, the schools in the City had a total enrollment of approximately 6,127 
students, of which 4,593 were enrolled in elementary and middle school (grades K – 8) and 1,534 
were enrolled in high school (grades 9 – 12). 

Students generated by the proposed Project would attend MUSD schools. District-wide MUSD 
Schools has a total enrollment of 25,000 students for the 2023 to 2024 school year. Table 3.12-4 
provides a summary of the public school enrollment by grade within MUSD. 

 

 

8 City of Lathrop Department of Parks and Recreation, February 2021 Five Year Master Plan. Available at: 
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/parks_and_recreation/page/6183/lathrop_
master_plan_-_final_-_2.9.compressed.pdf. Accessed April 2024. 

https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/parks_and_recreation/page/6183/lathrop_master_plan_-_final_-_2.9.compressed.pdf
https://www.ci.lathrop.ca.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/parks_and_recreation/page/6183/lathrop_master_plan_-_final_-_2.9.compressed.pdf
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TABLE 3.12-3: PUBLIC SCHOOLS SERVING LATHROP 

SCHOOL GRADES 
SERVED ADDRESS 

ENROLLMENT 
2023-24 

SCHOOL YEAR 
ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE SCHOOLS 

Lathrop Elementary School K-8 15851 5th Street 935 
Joseph Widmer Elementary School K-8 751 Stonebridge Lane 911 
Mossdale Elementary School K-8 455 Brookhurst Boulevard 1,064 
River Islands Technology Academy K-8 1175 Marina Drive 975 
Next Generation S.T.E.A.M. Academy K-8 18001 Commercial Street 726 
EPIC Academy K-8 2760 Penrose Lane 805 
Total  4,611 

HIGH SCHOOLS 
Lathrop High School 9-12 647 Spartan Way 1,509 
River Islands High School 9-12 16601 Riptide Way 278 
Total 1,509 

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION EDUCATIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS UNIT ENROLLMENT FOR 2023-24. AVAILABLE AT: 
HTTPS://DQ.CDE.CA.GOV/DATAQUEST/DQCENSUS/ENRAGEGRDLEVELS.ASPX?CDS=3968593&AGGLEVEL=DISTRICT&YEAR=2022-23&RO=Y. 
ACCESSED DECEMBER 2024. 

TABLE 3.12-4: ENROLLMENT BY GRADE MUSD (2023-2024) 

MUSD 

GRADE LEVEL 

TK 
AND K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

TOTAL  
2023-
2024 

Total 2,119 1,705 1,825 1,890 1,861 1,801 1,906 1,945 1,936 1,867 2,012 1,970 2,163 25,000 

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION EDUCATIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS UNIT ENROLLMENT FOR 2023-2024. AVAILABLE AT: 
HTTPS://DQ.CDE.CA.GOV/DATAQUEST/DQCENSUS/ENRAGEGRD.ASPX?CDS=3968593&AGGLEVEL=DISTRICT&YEAR=2022-23&RO=Y&RO=Y. 
ACCESSED DECEMBER 2024. 

For the 2022 to 2023 school year, BUSD has a total enrollment of 3,022 students in grades K through 
9. Table 3.12-5 provides a summary of the public school enrollment by grade within Banta Unified 
School District. 

TABLE 3.12-5: ENROLLMENT BY GRADE BANTA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT (2023-2024) 

BANTA 

GRADE LEVEL 

TK AND 
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

TOTAL 
2023-
2024 

Total 345 257 291 311 305 295 346 295 299 159 119 3,022 

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION EDUCATIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS UNIT ENROLLMENT FOR 2022-2023. AVAILABLE AT: 
HTTPS://DQ.CDE.CA.GOV/DATAQUEST/DQCENSUS/ENRAGEGRD.ASPX?CDS=3977388&AGGLEVEL=DISTRICT&YEAR=2022-23&RO=Y. ACCESSED 

APRIL 2024. 

https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/EnrAgeGrdLevels.aspx?cds=3968593&agglevel=district&year=2022-23&ro=y
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/EnrAgeGrd.aspx?cds=3968593&agglevel=district&year=2022-23&ro=y&ro=y
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/EnrAgeGrd.aspx?cds=3977388&agglevel=district&year=2022-23&ro=y
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OTHER AGENCY SERVICES 

Library Services 
The Lathrop Branch Library is located at 459 Spartan Way. The Lathrop Branch Library offers 
computer workstations for Internet and word processing use, a ready reference collection, and a 
circulating collection of popular materials in English and Spanish. Items include books, magazines, 
audiobooks, large print books, DVDs, and music CDs.  The Manteca Bulletin is available for reading 
in the branch. Customers are able to receive hold requests, check out and return items, and to return 
materials from other library locations at this branch. The Lathrop Branch Library is open Monday 
through Thursday, from 1:00 to 6:00 PM, and Friday and Saturday from noon to 5:00 PM. 

Lathrop Senior Center 
The Lathrop Senior Center located at 15707 Fifth Street provides lunches, classes, and various trip 
sand activities. There are no membership fees to participate at the center’ however, some classes 
and activities have nominal fees. The facility is open Monday through Friday, 9:00 AM through 4:00 
PM. In addition, each month, the Senior Advisory Committee meets at the Lathrop Senior Center, 
which is designed by the City of Lathrop to coordinate recreational, education, and social service 
opportunities for those aged fifty and above. 

Lathrop Hospital and Medical Facilities 
Lathrop is mostly served by hospital and medical facilities from neighboring communities in French 
Camp and Manteca. 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.  The primary medical facility in French Camp is San Joaquin General 
Hospital. Lathrop does have an urgent care clinic located within city limits.  

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.   

San Joaquin General Hospital is a general acute care facility located at 500 W. Hospital Rd in the City 
of French Camp. The hospital contains 196-beds and provides a range of services including general 
medical and surgical care, high-risk obstetrics, neonatal intensive care, and pediatrics and intensive 
care. The associated medical campus includes primary care and specialty outpatient clinics.  

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 
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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 
FEDERAL 
There are no federal regulations applicable to the environmental topics of public services and 
recreation.   

STATE  

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 
(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 fire fighting 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 2022 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, 



PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 3.12 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report – Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan 3.12-13 
 

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; 
• 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. 

CITY OF LATHROP MUNICIPAL CODE 

The City of Lathrop Municipal Code has ordinances related to fire protection, such as Chapter 3.20 
(Impact Fee Ordinance), which requires development impact fees to be charged to fund 
improvements to the City’s infrastructure. Additionally, Chapter 1.12 (Administrative Enforcement 
Procedures) describes the authority of the LMFD fire marshal in determining imminent health and 
safety hazards, and the powers associated with such a determination. Chapter 16.28 
(Improvements) describes the requirements of a subdivider to provide and connect water mains and 
fire hydrants to the City’s water system, with approval of the number and location of fire hydrants 
to be determined by the Fire Chief. 

Parks and 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 
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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 has adopted park fees as allowed by the 
Quimby Act, as described in greater detail below. 

LATHROP MUNICIPAL CODE 

The Lathrop Municipal Code contains ordinances regulating park fees within the City of Lathrop. 
Chapter 3.20 provides for the City’s Impact Fee Ordinance, which requires development impact fees 
to be charged to fund improvements to the City’s infrastructure. Chapter 12.20 allows the city 
council to authorize the adoption of fees for recreation programs and for the use of park facilities 
for non-city functions, and provides other provisions related to parks within the City of Lathrop. 

LATHROP PARKS AND RECREATION MASTER PLAN 

The City of Lathrop adopted a Parks and Recreation Master Plan in 2021. The Master Plan evaluates 
the parks and recreation needs of the community and develop strategies, policies, and actions that 
reflect those needs to create better places to recreate within Lathrop. This document provides the 
City’s Parks and Recreation Department with precise direction and be a realistic guide over the 
Planning Period. 

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-UNIVERSITY PUBLIC EDUCATION FACILITIES BOND ACT OF 2002 (PROP 47) 

This act was approved by California voters in November 2002 and provides for a bond issue of $13.05 
billion to fund necessary education facilities to relieve overcrowding and to repair older schools. 
Funds will be targeted at areas of greatest need and must be spent according to strict accountability 
measures. Funds will also be used to upgrade and build new classrooms in the California Community 
Colleges, the California State University, and the University of California in order to provide adequate 
higher education facilities to accommodate growing student enrollment. 

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 
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 



3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION TITLE] 
 

3.12-16 Draft Environmental Impact Report – Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan 
 

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 Lathrop General Plan 
POLICIES: PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT 

• PFS-1.1 Service Enhancements. Encourage the implementation of new techniques and 
technologies to provide the best available level of community services in a cost-effective 
manner. 

• PFS-1.4 Revenue Sources. Identify and proactively pursue local, stable, and predictable 
sources of revenue to meet public facility, service, and infrastructure needs. 

• PFS-1.6 Capital Improvements. Maintain and fund the capital improvement program to 
ensure the adequate and efficient provision of public facility and municipal improvements. 

• PFS-1.8 Cost Recovery. Recover the direct upfront costs and indirect long-term costs of 
providing services and facilities to new development through a combination of fees, 
exactions, and other methods based on an evaluation of long-term economic benefits and 
in a manner consistent with the City’s cost recovery goals. 

• PFS-1.9 Economic Development and Residential Growth Focus. Plan and develop public 
services and facilities to support economic development and residential growth. 

• PFS-1.12 Infrastructure Rehabilitation. Prioritize the regular maintenance and rehabilitation 
of public facilities and critical Demonstrate Capacity. Require new development to 
demonstrate that the City’s public services and facilities can accommodate the increased 
demand for said services and facilities associated with the project as part of the entitlement 
process. 

• PFS-1.14 Mitigate Impacts. Require new development to offset or mitigate impacts to 
community services and facilities to ensure that service levels for existing users are not 
degraded or impaired by new development, to the satisfaction of the City. 

• PFS-7.1 Fire Facilities. Encourage the Lathrop Manteca Fire Protection District (LMFD) to 
maintain adequate staff and equipment to provide efficient, high quality, and responsive 
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fire protection, police protection, and emergency medical services to existing and future 
growth in the city. 

• PFS-7.2 Emergency Response Times. Work cooperatively with the LMFD and providers of 
emergency medical services to ensure acceptable response times in accordance with 
provider standards. 

• PFS-7.4 Roadway Design and Maintenance. Design and maintain roadways to maintain 
acceptable emergency vehicle response times. 

• PFS-7.5 Department Consultation. Coordinate with LMFD and the Lathrop Police 
Department in the review of new development applications to ensure that adequate 
attention is being paid to fire and safety concerns during the design and planning of a 
project. 

• PFS-7.6 Crime Prevention. Promote and support community-based crime prevention 
programs, such as community policing, public education, youth crime prevention, and 
outreach programs, as an important tool to the provision of professional police services. 

• PFS-7.7 Community Awareness. Support the LMFD and the Lathrop Police Department in 
promoting community awareness regarding crime through public service organizations, and 
the establishment of citizen involved programs and patrols. 

• PFS-7.8 Site Design. Recognize the role of site design in crime prevention and implement 
best practices into existing plans and new development strategies. 

• PFS-7.9 Technology. Encourage and support efforts to improve police, fire, and emergency 
medical services through improved use of modern technology and industry best practices.  

• PFS-8.2 Adequate Facilities. Continue to engage Manteca Unified School District (MUSD) and 
the Banta Unified School District (BUSD) in the planning process for land use changes so that 
they can provide adequate educational opportunities for all students in a timely manner in 
accordance with the pace of residential development.  

• PFS-8.3 School Siting. Continue to work with the local school districts to ensure that 
adequate sites are designated and facilities are planned to accommodate new residential 
development, with a focus on providing neighborhood schools that address the following:  

a.  School locations are encouraged to be located near complimentary uses to 
contribute to the neighborhood character and provide opportunities for joint-
use, including capacity to accommodate a broad range of programs and services 
and augment neighborhood parks and recreation facilities.  

b.  School districts are encouraged to comply with City standards in the site design 
and landscaping of school facilities.    

• PFS-8.5 Financing and Proportionate Share.  Encourage the local school districts to properly 
collect required development fees so that new development funds its proportionate share 
of the Districts’ costs for new school facilities.  

POLICIES: PUBLIC SAFETY ELEMENT 

• PS-2.2 Fire Protection Services. Coordinate with the Lathrop Manteca Fire Protection 
District (LMFD) and French Camp-McKinley Fire District (French Camp) in the provision of 
fire protection services to serve the city’s current and future population and development. 



3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION TITLE] 
 

3.12-18 Draft Environmental Impact Report – Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan 
 

• PS-2.6 Water Supply. Ensure that new development is served with adequate water 
volumes and water pressure to support fire protection, including minimum required fire 
flow standards for commercial, industrial and residential areas.  

POLICIES: RECREATION AND RESOURCES ELEMENT 

• RR-1.3 Acreage Requirements. Maintain the City adopted standard for park space acreage 
at 5.0 acres for every 1,000 residents, including: 

A.  2.0 acres for every 1,000 residents for neighborhood parks; and 
B.  3.0 acres for every 1,000 residents for community parks. 

• RR-1.9 Surplus Public Agency Lands. Utilize the City’s Naylor Act rights and other funding 
mechanisms to acquire and/or lease surplus school land and other appropriately located 
surplus public agency lands for open space, parks, and recreation facilities as they become 
available. 

• RR-1.12 Funding. Continue to pursue funding from established sources and explore non-
traditional funding options and innovative partnerships to bolster and support the 
development, improvement, and maintenance of City parks and recreational amenities. 

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 or the need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for 
any of the public services: 

o Police Protection 
o Fire Protection 
o Parks and Recreation 
o Schools 
o Other public facilities 

• 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. 

• Require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment. 

It is important to note that, in addressing public service demand issues under CEQA, including parks 
and recreational facilities, the appropriate focus is on the environmental effects of whatever steps 
might be necessary to achieve or maintain adequate service. For example, if proposed new 
development would create an increased demand for law enforcement or fire protection services, an 
EIR should inquire as to whether new or expanded physical facilities may be required in order to 
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provide such service. The “impacts” addressed under CEQA are the physical effects of providing 
service, not any possible failure to provide adequate service under applicable standards. (See City 
of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the Cal. State University (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833, 843 [“[t]he 
need for additional fire protection services is not an environmental impact that CEQA requires a 
project proponent to mitigate”]; Goleta Union School Dist. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1995) 37 
Cal.App.4th 1025, 1031–1034 [school overcrowding attributable to new development is not an 
environmental effect subject to CEQA, though the physical effects of new facility construction to 
serve new students would be]; and CEQA Guidelines, § 15131, subd. (a) [“[e]conomic or social effects 
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment”].) 

This does not mean, however, that a city or county is powerless to require new development to take 
the steps needed to ensure adequate public services, such as law enforcement service. Such steps 
are simply beyond the scope of CEQA. They should instead be imposed under some other body of 
State statutory law (e.g., the Planning and Zoning Law [Gov. Code, § 65300 et seq.] or the Subdivision 
Map Act [Gov. Code, § 66410 et seq.]) or under a local government’s broad police power under the 
California Constitution. (See Cal. Const., Art. XI, § 7; Candid Enterprises, Inc. v. Grossmont Union High 
School Dist. (1985) 39 Cal.3d 878, 885.)  

It is also important to understand that special legal principles apply to impacts to school facilities. 
According to Government Code Section 65996, the development fees authorized by Senate Bill 50 
(1998) (described earlier) are deemed to be “full and complete school facilities mitigation” for 
impact caused by new development. The legislation also recognized the need for the fee to be 
adjusted periodically to keep pace with inflation. The legislation indicated that in January 2000, and 
every two years thereafter, the State Allocation Board would increase the maximum fees according 
to the adjustment for inflation in the statewide index for school construction. 

Section 65996 also prohibits public agencies from using CEQA or “any other provision of state or 
local law” to deny approval of “a 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” on the basis of the project’s impacts on school facilities. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.12-1: The proposed project will not result in or require the 
construction of police department facilities which may cause substantial 
adverse physical environmental impacts (Less than Significant) 
The City’s General Plan Public Facilities and Services Element includes policies that would allow for 
the City’s police services to continue providing adequate staffing levels. Below is a list of relevant 
policies: 

• PFS-1.6 Capital Improvements. Maintain and fund the capital improvement program to 
ensure the adequate and efficient provision of public facility and municipal improvements. 

• PFS-1.8 Cost Recovery. Recover the direct upfront costs and indirect long-term costs of 
providing services and facilities to new development through a combination of fees, 
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exactions, and other methods based on an evaluation of long-term economic benefits and 
in a manner consistent with the City’s cost recovery goals. 

• PFS-1.13 Demonstrate Capacity. Require new development to demonstrate that the City’s 
public services and facilities can accommodate the increased demand for said services and 
facilities associated with the project as part of the entitlement process. 

• PFS-7.1 Fire Facilities. Encourage the Lathrop Manteca Fire Protection District (LMFD) to 
maintain adequate staff and equipment to provide efficient, high quality, and responsive 
fire protection, and emergency medical services to existing and future growth in the City. 

• PFS-7.3 Enhanced Service. Periodically review and, if necessary, amend the criteria for 
determining the circumstances under which fire, police, and emergency services will be 
enhanced. 

• PFS-7.5 Department Consultation. Coordinate with LMFD and the Lathrop Police 
Department in the review of new development applications to ensure that adequate 
attention is being paid to fire and safety concerns during the design and planning of a 
project. 

The proposed Project includes the development of new residential units that would result in direct 
population growth and an increase in demand for police services. The City collects impact fees from 
new developments based upon projected impacts from each development. The City also reviews 
the adequacy of impact fees 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 Project, would 
fund capital and labor costs associated with police services.  

According to the City’s General Plan Update Draft EIR, development and growth facilitated by the 
General Plan would result in increased demand for public services, including fire protection, law 
enforcement, schools, parks, libraries, and other public and governmental services. As the demand 
for services increases, there will likely be a need for new or expanded service structures (e.g., office, 
maintenance, and administrative buildings and facilities, schools, parks, fire facilities, libraries, etc.) 
to provide for adequate staffing, equipment, and appropriate facilities to serve growth in the City. 
Existing facilities may be expanded at their current location. New facilities may also be constructed. 
The Public/Quasi-Public, Park, and Open Space land use designations would accommodate the 
majority of new public facilities necessary to provide community services. There would likely be 
environmental impacts associated with the construction or expansion of the facilities needed to 
provide public services. Such development would also be analyzed for potential environmental 
impacts, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Any future expansion of public facilities required 
by growth in the City would be required to be reviewed for site-specific impacts. 

The approval and/or pending development projects in the City will result in additional demand for 
law enforcement services. Capital costs for new facilities and equipment are funded through 
development impact fees, and operational costs are funded through a combination of an increased 
tax base, participation in CFD and Measure C funding.  
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The new Lathrop Police Department station is located approximately one-half mile from the 
proposed Project site. Opened in June 2022, this new facility serves as the base of operations for the 
Lathrop Police Department and is tasked with crime prevention, review of new development 
applications, community awareness and more. Based on population estimates, the City has 
approximately one sworn officer per 962 residents. The proposed Project includes the development 
of new residential units that would result in direct population growth. The Department of Finance 
estimates an average of 3.48 people per household in Lathrop in 2025. Based on the anticipated 
number of residential units that will be built on the Project site (912 units), the population would be 
anticipated to increase by an estimated 3,173 persons. It is noted that the Mossdale Landing West 
Specific Plan provides a total of 829 dwelling units, which creates a density of 5.43 dwelling units 
per acre. However, to provide a residential unit buffer, a maximum of 912 units are assumed in this 
analysis. As such, the analysis is conservative, as the number of units constructed at buildout would 
likely be closer to 829, as shown on the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map. Utilizing the 829 unit 
value, the population is anticipated to increase by an estimated 2,884 persons. In order to maintain 
the current officer to population ratio, the City would require three additional sworn officers which 
would be accommodated at the new Lathrop Police Department station. 

The proposed Project would not result in, or have the potential to require, the construction of police 
department facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical environmental impacts; 
therefore, development of the Project would not directly trigger the need for a new facility. 
Furthermore, payment of the applicable developer impact fees by the Project applicant, as required 
by the City’s General Plan Public Facilities and Services Element Policy PFS-1.8, in addition to ongoing 
revenues that would be generated by property taxes and other proceeds generated by the Project, 
would fund these public service needs created by the proposed Project. 

The proposed Project does not trigger the need for a police station or expansion of existing facilities. 
Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact relative to this topic. 

Impact 3.12-2: The proposed project will not require the construction of 
fire department facilities which may cause substantial adverse physical 
environmental impacts (Less than Significant) 
The City’s General Plan Public Facilities and Services Element and Public Safety Element include 
policies and actions that would allow for LMFD to continue providing adequate facilities and staffing 
levels. Below is a list of relevant policies: 

• PFS-1.6 Capital Improvements. Maintain and fund the capital improvement program to 
ensure the adequate and efficient provision of public facility and municipal improvements. 

• PFS-1.8 Cost Recovery. Recover the direct upfront costs and indirect long-term costs of 
providing services and facilities to new development through a combination of fees, 
exactions, and other methods based on an evaluation of long-term economic benefits and 
in a manner consistent with the City’s cost recovery goals. 

• PFS-1.13 Demonstrate Capacity. Require new development to demonstrate that the City’s 
public services and facilities can accommodate the increased demand for said services and 
facilities associated with the project as part of the entitlement process. 
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• PFS-7.1 Fire Facilities. Encourage the Lathrop Manteca Fire Protection District (LMFD) to 
maintain adequate staff and equipment to provide efficient, high quality, and responsive 
fire protection, and emergency medical services to existing and future growth in the city. 

• PFS-7.3 Enhanced Service. Periodically review and, if necessary, amend the criteria for 
determining the circumstances under which fire, police, and emergency services will be 
enhanced. 

• PFS-7.5 Department Consultation. Coordinate with LMFD and the Lathrop Police 
Department in the review of new development applications to ensure that adequate 
attention is being paid to fire and safety concerns during the design and planning of a 
project. 

• PFS-7b The LMFD and the Public Works Department will review proposed development 
projects and street networks to evaluate the accessibility for fire engines and other 
emergency response functions. 

• PS-2.2 Fire Protection Services. Coordinate with the Lathrop Manteca Fire Protection 
District (LMFD) and French Camp Mckinley Fire District (French Camp) in the provision of 
fire protection services to serve the city’s current and future population and development. 

• PS-2.6 Water Supply. Ensure that new development is served with adequate water 
volumes and water pressure to support fire protection, including minimum required fire 
flow standards for commercial, industrial and residential areas.  

The proposed Project includes the development of new residential units that would result in direct 
population growth and an increase in demand for fire and emergency response services. The City of 
Lathrop collects impact fees from new developments 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 need for new fire stations and expanded fire services to serve areas of 
Lathrop.  The proposed Project is required to pay its fair share of the fire impact fee. 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 Project, would fund capital and 
labor costs associated with fire protection services. 

As noted above in Impact 3.12-1, according to the City’s General Plan Update Draft EIR, development 
and growth facilitated by the General Plan would result in increased demand for public services, 
including fire protection, law enforcement, schools, parks, libraries, and other public and 
governmental services. The LMFD would provide fire protection and emergency services to the 
Project, and LMFD Station 34, located at 460 River Islands Parkway, is within one-half mile of the 
Project. LMFD also operates two additional fire stations and has plans to construct three additional 
fire stations in the City.  

As the demand for services increases, there will likely be a need for new or expanded service 
structures (e.g., office, maintenance, and administrative buildings and facilities, schools, parks, fire 
facilities, libraries, etc.) to provide for adequate staffing, equipment, and appropriate facilities to 
serve growth in the City. Existing facilities may be expanded at their current location, and they would 
have capacity to welcome additional employees and staff. Such development would also be 
analyzed for potential environmental impacts, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Any future 
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expansion of public facilities required by growth in the City would be required to be reviewed for 
site-specific impacts.  

The Project would be required to comply with the requirements of the General Plan Public Facilities 
and Services Element, including Policy PFS-1.8, to recover the costs of providing public services from 
new developments; Policy PFS-1.13, requiring a demonstration of capacity to provide public services 
for new development projects; and Policy PFS-7.5, which requires consultation with Lathrop Police 
Department and LMFD to review site plans for new development projects to ensure that safety 
concerns are adequately addressed.  Fire sprinklers are required by the California Fire Code and will 
be incorporated into the proposed Project. Additionally, the Project includes fire access and fire 
hydrants as required by current City standards, in order to provide fire suppression access.   

The proposed Project does not trigger the need for a fire station or expansion of existing facilities. 
Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact relative to this topic. 

Impact 3.12-3: The proposed Project will not 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, but the proposed Project will require the construction of 
park and recreational facilities which may cause substantial adverse 
physical environmental impacts. (Less than Significant) 
PARK STANDARDS/REQUIREMENTS 

The City’s General Plan Recreation and Resources Element includes policies and actions related to 
providing adequate park facilities. Below is a list of relevant policies: 

• RR-1.3 Acreage Requirements. Maintain the City adopted standard for park space acreage 
at 5.0 acres for every 1,000 residents, including: 

A. 2.0 acres for every 1,000 residents for neighborhood parks; and 
B. 3.0 acres for every 1,000 residents for community parks. 

• RR-1.9 Surplus Public Agency Lands. Utilize the City’s Naylor Act rights and other funding 
mechanisms to acquire and/or lease surplus school land and other appropriately located 
surplus public agency lands for open space, parks, and recreation facilities as they become 
available. 

• RR-1.12 Funding. Continue to pursue funding from established sources and explore non-
traditional funding options and innovative partnerships to bolster and support the 
development, improvement, and maintenance of City parks and recreational amenities. 

PARKS PROVIDED 

The proposed Project provides for the development of approximately 16.5 acres of Public 
designated uses that are made up of: parks and open space areas, consisting of approximately 4.8 
acres of linear parks, a 6.2-acre neighborhood park, two acres of parkland dedication, and 3.6 acres 
of other public green spaces, with a variety of passive and active recreational opportunities.  
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The proposed Project includes residential units that would result in direct population growth. 
Quimby Act standards include dedication of three to five acres per 1,000 residents in a given 
jurisdiction to ensure that adequate parkland is provided along with the development of housing. 
The City of Lathrop has further refined its standard to require three acres of community park per 
1,000 residents and two acres of neighborhood park per 1,000 residents. Per the City’s General Plan, 
minimum acreages apply to the sizes of individual community and neighborhood parks.  

As such, even though the proposed Project would provide sufficient parkland to meet the Quimby 
Act park dedication standard, it does not provide sufficient community park acreage to meet the 
City’s minimum park land requirement, based on the previous Department of Finance estimate of 
3.65 persons per dwelling unit. While the Project would result in sufficient neighborhood park 
acreage, there would still be a deficit of approximately 1.62 acres of community parkland. The 
remaining 1.62 acres of required parkland shall be mitigated through in-lieu fees paid to the City by 
the developer. 

As previously discussed, there are an estimated 3.48 persons per dwelling unit in the City of Lathrop. 
If considering an additional Project population of 3,173 persons based on the more conservative 
estimate of 912 units developed, the Project would be required to provide a total of 9.52 acres of 
neighborhood park acreage and 6.35 acres of community park acreage. The Vesting Tentative Map 
for the Project includes 6.2 acres of neighborhood park and no community park area; however, the 
Vesting Tentative Map does include other park and open space areas, including approximately 4.8 
acres of linear park, approximately 2.0 acres of parkland dedication south of River Islands Parkway, 
approximately 2.1 acres of other open space (including landscaped entries), approximately 1.4 acres 
of levee slope easement, and a remainder of 38.2 acres of undeveloped land. Nevertheless, this 
would result in a deficit of 3.32 acres of neighborhood park acreage and a deficit of 6.35 acres of 
community park acreage. When considering the more realistic Project population of 2,884 persons 
based on 829 units developed, the Project would be required to provide 8.65 acres of neighborhood 
park acreage and 5.77 acres of community park acreage. This would result in a deficit of 2.45 acres 
of neighborhood park and 5.77 acres of community park. 

Project implementation would require the construction of park facilities which may cause 
substantial adverse physical environmental impact. Potential environmental impacts associated 
with the future construction of park and other recreational facilities within the Plan Area are 
addressed throughout this EIR.  This EIR analyzes the physical environmental effects that may occur 
as a result of development and introduction of new residential uses within the Plan Area.  Project-
related parkland would fall within the range of environmental impacts disclosed in this EIR and 
would be subject to relevant mitigation measures included in this EIR. Conformance with the 
General Plan, applicable City requirements, and the payment of appropriate fees, would reduce 
impacts related to the development of parkland. Therefore, the Project will have a less than 
significant impact relative to this topic. 
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Impact 3.12-4: Project implementation will not result in the need for the 
construction of new schools which have the potential to cause substantial 
adverse physical environmental impacts (Less than Significant) 
The City’s General Plan Public Facilities and Services Element includes policies and actions related to 
schools. Below is a list of relevant policies: 

• PFS-8.2 Adequate Facilities. Continue to engage Manteca Unified School District (MUSD) and 
the Banta Unified School District (BUSD) in the planning process for land use changes so that 
they can provide adequate educational opportunities for all students in a timely manner in 
accordance with the pace of residential development.  

• PFS-8.3 School Siting. Continue to work with the local school districts to ensure that 
adequate sites are designated and facilities are planned to accommodate new residential 
development, with a focus on providing neighborhood schools that address the following:  

a. School locations are encouraged to be located near complimentary uses to 
contribute to the neighborhood character and provide opportunities for joint-
use, including capacity to accommodate a broad range of programs and services 
and augment neighborhood parks and recreation facilities.  

b. School districts are encouraged to comply with City standards in the site design 
and landscaping of school facilities.    

• PFS-8.5 Financing and Proportionate Share. Encourage the local school districts to properly 
collect required development fees so that new development funds its proportionate share 
of the Districts’ costs for new school facilities. 

The Project proposed new residential development which would result in a direct population 
increase, including an increase of school-aged children. The Project does not propose to establish a 
school within the Plan Area. Mossdale Elementary School, serving students in grades K through 8, 
was built during the development of Mossdale Village, and it is the closest elementary school to 
Project site. Lathrop High School is the closest high school for children attending school between 
grades 9 through 12. MUSD will determine existing school capacities and assign attendance as 
appropriate.  

MUSD’s School Facilities Fee Justification Report provides student generation factors to estimate 
the impact on enrollment of non-mitigated future units. Single family detached units, as proposed 
by the Project, are assigned the following student generation factors per dwelling unit:9 

• 0.2966 for elementary school (grades K through 6) 

 

 

9 Manteca Unified School District, School Facilities Fee Justification Report, Prepared Pursuant to Government 
Code Section 66001, 2022/2023, June 26, 2022. Available at: 
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1717710610/mantecausdnet/vxdyhrxekdduinhoduyx/SFJ_MantecaU
SD_2024.pdf. Accessed May 2024. 

https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1717710610/mantecausdnet/vxdyhrxekdduinhoduyx/SFJ_MantecaUSD_2024.pdf
https://resources.finalsite.net/images/v1717710610/mantecausdnet/vxdyhrxekdduinhoduyx/SFJ_MantecaUSD_2024.pdf
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• 0.0878 for middle school (grades 7 through 8) 
• 0.1864 for high school (grades 9 through 12) 

Based on MUSD’s student generation factors, the Project’s 912 dwelling units would conservatively 
generate approximately 271 new elementary school students, 81 middle school students, and 170 
high school students. Utilizing the more realistic development estimate of 829 dwelling units, the 
Project would generate approximately 246 new elementary school students, 73 middle school 
students, and 155 new high school students. 

MUSD would collect 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.  

Any new facilities from either School District are planned and constructed by each respective School 
District in accordance with the Education Code. Any such construction activity would require CEQA 
compliance, and the School District would serve as lead agency. The proposed project does not 
propose any new school facilities within the Project Area, and there are no indications that either 
School District would need to construct new facilities as a result of student generation resulting from 
the proposed Project. Compliance with applicable regulations, including the City’s General Plan and 
SB 50, would reduce potential impacts related to schools. Implementation of the proposed Project 
would have a less than significant impact relative to this topic. 

Impact 3.12-5: The proposed Project will not have significant effects on 
other public facilities. (Less than Significant) 
The proposed Project would increase demand for other public facilities within the City of Lathrop, 
such as libraries, and community/recreation buildings. However, to mitigate increased demand on 
library and community facilities, the City collects public facilities impact fees from new development 
based upon projected impacts from the development. The City also reviews the adequacy of impact 
fees on an annual basis to ensure that the fee is commensurate with the service or facility. 

The proposed Project is anticipated to include community benefits, including trails, park and open 
space areas, and a variety of outdoor amenities. The proposed Project includes a large community 
park, which is anticipated to provide various public recreational activities for residents and nearby 
neighbors to socialize and connect.  

The proposed Project could result in new demands on 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. The City also reviews the adequacy of 
impact fees on an annual basis to ensure that the fee is commensurate with services provided. 
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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 other public facilities, such as libraries, and 
consequently, none are proposed at this time. Compliance with General Plan policies and all other 
applicable regulations would further reduce impacts related to the provision of public facilities. 
Implementation of 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, and transit 
facilities/services. This section identifies the significant impacts of the proposed Project and 
recommends mitigation measures to lessen their significance. An evaluation of vehicular access to 
the Project area is also provided. The Traffic Impact Analysis Report is included in Appendix E of 
this Draft EIR.  

3.13.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
PROJECT LOCATION 
The Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan Area (Specific Plan Area, Plan Area, or Project site) is 
located within the West Lathrop Specific Plan (WLSP) area in the City of Lathrop, San Joaquin 
County. Figures 2.0-1 and 2.0-2 in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, show the Project’s regional 
location and vicinity. The site is bounded by Barbara Terry Boulevard to the north, open space and 
an existing subdivision to the northeast, River Islands Parkway to the southeast, and the San 
Joaquin River to the west, north and south.  

The Project site includes two distinct planning boundaries defined below. The following terms are 
used throughout this Draft EIR to describe the planning boundaries within the Project site: 

• Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan Area (Specific Plan Area, Plan Area, or Project site) 
– totals 225.86 acres and includes the whole of the Project, including the proposed 
167.42-acre Development Area, and land along the San Joaquin River (which would not be 
developed as part of the proposed Project).   

• Development Area – includes 167.42 acres that is intended for development.  

PROJECT AREA ROADWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS 

State Highways 
Three highways operated and maintained by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) pass through Lathrop: Interstate (I) I-5, I-205, and State Route (SR) 120. 

I-5 is a six-lane freeway running through the center of the City. I-5 is a primary route connecting 
the City of Lathrop with Stockton and Sacramento to the north and Los Angeles to the south. I-5 
has interchanges with I-205 and SR 120 in the southern portion of the City. I-5 has interchanges at 
the following City streets: 

• Roth Road 
• Lathrop Road 
• Louise Avenue 
• Mossdale Road (northbound access only) 
• Manthey Road (southbound access only) 
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I-205 is a six-lane freeway that has an interchange with I-5 at its east terminus in the southern 
portion of the City. To the west, I-205 connects to Tracy and the Bay Area. 

SR 120 is a four-lane freeway that has an interchange with I-5 at its west terminus in the southern 
portion of the City. It continues through Manteca and has an interchange at Yosemite Avenue, 
serving eastern sections of Lathrop. A new interchange is planned at McKinley Avenue. SR 120 
connects with SR 99 about six miles east of I-5, where it continues as an arterial east of SR 99 and 
as an expressway east of the Manteca city limit. To the east, SR 120 connects to Yosemite National 
Park and the Sierra. 

Roadways 
A description of the existing road systems is provided below: 

Golden Valley Parkway is primarily a six-lane divided arterial from Spartan Way to its southern 
terminus at Brookhurst Boulevard. Golden Valley Parkway will serve as the primary north-south 
arterial for residents in Mossdale Village and Central Lathrop. Much of the land surrounding 
Golden Valley Parkway is currently being developed, Golden Valley Parkway will provide access to 
single-family homes and Lathrop Marketplace. In the Project vicinity, the posted speed limit is 50 
miles per hour (mph) north of River Island Parkway and 45 mph south of River Island Parkway. 

Spartan Way / Lathrop Road is primarily a four- to six-lane divided arterial from its western 
terminus at Barbara Terry Boulevard and its eastern terminus at Austin Road in Manteca. In the 
Project vicinity, the majority of land uses will be primarily single-family homes and educational 
facilities. The posted speed limit on Lathrop Road / Spartan Way is 35 mph. 

Stanford Crossing Drive is primarily a two-lane undivided road that spans from Spartan Way to 
Golden Valley Parkway. 

River Islands Parkway / Louise Avenue is primarily a four- to six-lane divided arterial that runs 
east-west through the City of Lathrop. To the west, the roadway terminates near the Old River. 
From there, the roadway extends several miles eastward and terminates at Ripon Road, near 
French Camp Road. The roadway currently tapers to two-lanes crossing the San Joaquin River. It is 
intended that the river crossing will ultimately be widened to four-lanes. In the Project vicinity, 
River Islands Parkway primarily serves for residents in Mossdale Village and Central Lathrop and 
has a posted speed limit of 45 mph. 

Town Centre Drive is primarily a two-lane undivided road from Village Avenue to Manthey Road. 
The roadway has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. In the vicinity of the Project site, Town Center 
Drive primarily serves single-family homes. 

Barbara Terry Boulevard is primarily a two-lane undivided road from Locomotive Street to 
Lathrop Road and has a posted speed limit of 35 mph. 
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McKee Boulevard is a two-lane undivided road in the Project vicinity. The posted speed limit on 
McKee Boulevard is 35 mph. 

EXISTING PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 
The pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the study area are described below. 

Pedestrian Facilities 
Pedestrian facilities are comprised of crosswalks, sidewalks, pedestrian signals, and off-street 
paths, which provide safe and convenient routes for pedestrians to access the destinations such 
as institutions, businesses, public transportation, and recreation facilities. 

Near the proposed Project site, the approximate width of the sidewalk on both sides of the River 
Island Parkway is eight feet. There is currently an approximately six-foot wide sidewalk along 
Barbara Terry Boulevard on one side of the street. The signalized intersections near the proposed 
development provide marked crosswalks and pedestrian push buttons and signal heads. The 
existing pedestrian facilities in the study area are shown in Figure 3.13-1. 

Bicycle Facilities 

The 1995 City of Lathrop Bicycle Transportation Plan outlines policies and objectives to improve 
the current active bicycle facilities. The various bicycle facilities are described below: 

• Class I Bikeways (Bike Paths or Shared-Use Path): Class I Bikeways provide a completely 
separated right of way for bicycles and pedestrians with minimal crossflow by motorized 
vehicles. Bike paths provide a recreational opportunity or can serve as commute routes. 
In the Plan Area, there are no Class I facilities. 

• Class II Bike Lanes: Class II bike lanes are striped bike lanes immediately adjacent to a 
traffic lane. Bike lanes provide a pavement area separate from vehicular traffic and 
improve conditions for bicycles on roadways. In the Project vicinity, Class II Bike Lanes are 
provided on River Island Parkway. 

• Class III Bike Routes: Class III Bike Routes provide shared use of the roadway, designated 
by signs or pavement markings and shared with other vehicular traffic. There are no Class 
III Bike Routes in the Project vicinity. 

• Class IV Separated Bikeways or Cycle Tracks: Cycle tracks are separated bikeways for the 
exclusive use of bicycles. Cycle tracks are usually located along the roadway, but require 
separation from the vehicular travel lane in the form of grade separation, planters, 
flexible posts, or on-street parking. There are no Class IV bikeways in the Project vicinity. 

Existing bicycle facilities are illustrated in Figure 3.13-1. 

TRANSIT SERVICE 
San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) provides transit service throughout San Joaquin 
County. Table 3.13-1 summarizes the existing San Joaquin RTD services in the Project vicinity. The 
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two routes only operate on weekdays. Existing transit services in the vicinity of the Project site 
are illustrated in Figure 3.13-1. As shown, three bus stops are located east of the Project site near 
E Louise Avenue. 

TABLE 3.13-1: EXISTING SAN JOAQUIN RTD TRANSIT SERVICE 

ROUTE FROM TO OPERATING HOURS HEADWAY (HOURS) 

90 Tracy Transit Station San Joaquin Delta College 
(Pacific & Yokuts, Stockton) 

5:37 a.m. –  
9:11 p.m. 

Varies  
(~1 hour) 

97 Tracy Transit Station Manteca Transit Station 6:00 a.m. –  
9:00 p.m. 

Varies  
(~1.3 hours) 

SOURCE: SAN JOAQUIN RTD TRANSIT WEBSITE. 

3.13.2 REGULATORY SETTING 
Existing transportation policies, 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 proposed Project’s consistency with applicable regulatory conditions and development of 
significance criteria for evaluating Project impacts. 

FEDERAL  
No federal plans, policies, regulations, or laws pertaining to transportation have been determined 
to be applicable to this Project. 

STATE  

Senate Bill 743 
Senate Bill (SB) 743 (Steinberg, 2013), enacted in 2013, created Public Resources Code section 
21099, which directed the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) and the Secretary of 
the Natural Resources Agency to establish criteria for determining the significance of 
transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas, with the option of creating new 
statewide criteria. The significance criteria for transit priority areas were to promote the reduction 
of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a 
diversity of land uses. In developing the new criteria, OPR and the Secretary were to recommend 
potential metrics that included, but were not limited to, vehicle miles traveled [VMT], vehicle 
miles traveled per capita, automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated. Section 
21099 further provided that, once the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines had 
been updated as required by the statute, “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service 
[LOS] or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a 
significant impact on the environment pursuant to [CEQA], except in locations specifically 
identified in the guidelines, if any.”  

Consistent with these directives, the Natural Resources Agency promulgated CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, which became effective in late 2018. It provides that “[g]enerally, vehicle miles 
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traveled is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts,” with VMT referring to “the 
amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project. Other relevant considerations 
may include the effects of the project on transit and non-motorized travel.” Rather than limit its 
scope only to transit priority areas, the section changed the approach to assessing transportation 
impacts under CEQA all over the State. By its own terms, however, the section did not require 
agencies to begin using VMT as a new metric until July 1, 2020. LOS had ceased to be a valid 
significance criterion as of late 2018, however. (See Citizens for Positive Growth & Preservation v. 
City of Sacramento (2019) 43 Cal.App.5th 609, 625-626.)  

In December 2018, OPR published final technical guidance for implementing CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3. While this document does not have the force of law, the technical guidance 
provides helpful information to agencies such as the City, and sets forth OPR’s own understanding 
of the best strategies for implementing Section 15064.3. 

Caltrans 
Caltrans is responsible for planning, designing, constructing, operating, and maintaining all state-
owned roadways in California. Federal highway standards are implemented in California by 
Caltrans. Any improvements or modifications to the state highway system within the City of 
Lathrop need to be approved by Caltrans. The City of Lathrop does not have the ability to 
unilaterally make improvements to the state highway system. 

TRAFFIC STUDY GUIDELINES 

The Caltrans document Transportation Impact Study Guide (California Department of 
Transportation 2020) identifies circumstances under which Caltrans determines that a traffic 
impact study would be required. The document also details information that is to be included in 
the study, analysis scenarios, and guidance on acceptable analysis methodologies, including CEQA 
focus on VMT rather than level of service (LOS), alternative transportation modes and safety. 

LOCAL  

City of Lathrop General Plan 
GOALS: CIRCULATION 

• CIR-1 Develop and maintain a roadway system that accommodates all users. 
• CIR-2 Create a system of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities that enables non-

automotive accessibility and increases the health and livability of the community. 
• CIR-4 Plan for the future of transportation to ensure accessibility for all, reduce the 

environmental impact of transportation and improve the quality of life. 
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POLICIES: CIRCULATION 

• CIR-1.1 Roadway Network. Provide a roadway network that is consistent with the planned 
improvements shown in the Circulation Element Map (Figure CIRC-1). 

• CIR-1.2 Complete Streets. Consider all modes of travel in planning, design, and 
construction of all transportation projects to create safer, more livable, and more inviting 
environments for pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and public transit users of all ages and 
capabilities. 

• CIR-2.1 Bicycle and Pedestrian Networks. Establish a network of identified bicycle and 
pedestrian routes connecting residential areas with schools, recreation, shopping, and 
employment areas within the City. 

• CIR-2.2 Safety. Improve safety conditions, efficiency, and comfort for bicyclists and 
pedestrians by providing shade trees and controlling traffic speeds by implementing 
narrow lanes or other traffic calming measures. 

• CIR-2.4 Transit Access. Provide safer, more convenient access to transit service including 
rail, bus, and paratransit. 

• CIR-2.5 Amenities. To support bicycle, pedestrian, and transit usage, provide amenities 
including pedestrian-scale lighting, bicycle parking, shade trees and landscaping, and bus 
shelters and benches. 

• CIR-4.1 Land Use Supporting Reduced VMT. Support land use with increased land use 
densities and mixed-uses, consistent with the Land Use Element, to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled and promote the use of walking, biking, and transit. 

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS: CIRCULATION 

• CIR-1b Require development projects to arrange streets in an interconnected pattern, so 
that pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers are not forced onto arterial streets for inter- or 
intra-neighborhood travel. This approach will also increase the safety and efficiency of 
movement of emergency responders and reduce vehicle miles traveled within the 
community. 

• CIR-2g Ensure that development and infrastructure projects are designed to provide 
pedestrian and bicycle access and leave no gaps in the bicycle and pedestrian networks. 

• CIR-4c Require proposed development projects that could have a potentially significant 
VMT impact to consider reasonable and feasible project modifications and other measures 
during the project design and environmental review stage of project development that 
would reduce VMT effects in a manner consistent with state guidance on VMT reduction. 

City of Lathrop VMT Screening Criteria and Thresholds of Significance 
Resolution No. 20-4784, adopted by the City Council on September 14, 2020, enacted the 
following levels of significance for land use projects in the City: 

• Residential projects: 15 percent below existing (baseline) citywide VMT per household or 
per resident 
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• Office projects: 15 percent below existing (baseline) citywide VMT per employee 
• Retail projects: A net increase in existing (baseline) citywide VMT per employee 
• Mixed-use projects: Evaluate each land use separately 

Baseline VMT is defined as the average VMT per project type for the City of Lathrop under 
Baseline Year 2020 conditions using the City of Lathrop Travel Demand Model. 

The resolution also adopted the following screening criteria to quickly identify when a project 
should be expected to cause a less than significant VMT impact without conducting a detailed 
VMT analysis: 

• Small projects: Generation of less than 110 daily trips 
• Projects located in low-VMT areas: Projects in areas with low VMT (to be identified as 

part of the General Plan update), with similar features (i.e., density, mix of uses, and 
transit accessibility) to the nearby developments 

• Projects in proximity to a major transit stop: Projects located within a half-mile of an 
existing or planned high-quality transit corridor or major transit station. In Lathrop, this 
includes the existing Lathrop ACE station, the future Valley Link station, and at stops for 
bus routes with headways of 15 minutes or less. This criterion does not apply if a project 

o Has a floor area ratio (FAR) of less than 0.75; 
o Includes more parking than required by the City of Lathrop; 
o Is inconsistent with the SJCOG RTP/SCS; or 
o Replaces affordable residential units with a smaller number of moderate- or high-

income residential units. 
• Affordable housing: Residential projects containing a particular amount of affordable 

housing (based on local circumstances and substantial evidence as determined by the City 
• Local-serving retail: Local-serving retail projects of less than 50,000 square feet. Staff shall 

evaluate both the project characteristics and the context of the project location to decide 
as to whether a given retail project is local serving. 

• Transportation projects that do not result in an increase in VMT: Transit projects, bicycle 
and pedestrian projects, and roadway projects that do not result in an increase in vehicle 
capacity or VMT 

City of Lathrop Bicycle Transportation Plan 
The 1995 Lathrop Bicycle Transportation Plan, last updated in 2004, was developed to improve 
and expand bicycling opportunities in Lathrop. The Bicycle Transportation Plan provides an 
additional level of refinement to the General Plan's Transportation and Circulation Element by 
providing a detailed set of policies and programs for bicycle circulation improvement. The Plan 
establishes bicycle goals, objectives, and policies; identifies future bicycle infrastructure projects; 
and promotes support facilities and educational programs. The following goal and objectives were 
established by the Plan: 
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Goal A: To create a bikeway system that provides for convenient and safe bicycle 
circulation throughout Lathrop and maximizes the number of bicycle commuters. 

Objective A.1: Provide a comprehensive network of bikeways that provides access to 
destination points throughout the community. 

Objective A.2: Assure bikeways are fully integrated into all future development occurring 
within the City's General Plan Sphere. 

Objective A.3: Provide route linkages to regional bikeways. 

Objective A.4: Provide for a high level of rider safety along all bikeways. 

City of Lathrop Active Transportation Plan 
The public draft of the City’s Active Transportation was released in February 2024. The Active 
Transportation was subject to a public review and comment period from March 1 to April 1, 2024. 
While not yet adopted by the City, this Plan will establish a long-term vision for improving walking 
and bicycling within Lathrop and identify a short-term action plan of implementable projects, 
programs, and policies. The Active Transportation provides a strategy to develop connected 
citywide walking and bicycling facilities that provide access between residential neighborhoods, 
schools, transit, and jobs. These network improvements are combined with options for 
recommended education, encouragement, and evaluation programs to provide a comprehensive 
approach to improving active transportation in Lathrop. The Active Transportation also identifies a 
plan to implement these projects and programs through prioritization to ensure implementation is 
manageable and achievable.   

City of Lathrop Design and Construction Standards 
The City’s design and construction standards and standard details provide for coordinated and 
standardized development of City facilities, including roadways. The standards apply to, regulate, 
and guide the design and preparation of plans, and the construction of streets, highways, alleys, 
drainage, traffic signals, site access, and related public improvements. All public roadway 
infrastructure improvements must be designed and constructed in accordance with the city 
standards and Caltrans’ Standard Specifications (Caltrans 2018).  

San Joaquin Council of Governments Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Community Strategy 
The current San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Community Strategy (RTP/SCS) produced by SJCOG was adopted in 2022. The RTP/SCS 
is the region’s comprehensive long-range transportation planning document and serves as a guide 
for achieving public policy decisions that will result in balanced investments for a wide range of 
multimodal transportation improvements. The RTP/SCS also demonstrates how land use 
development and transportation can work together to meet greenhouse gas emission reduction 
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targets for cars and light trucks. The RTP/SCS states that it “recognizes the significant impact the 
transportation network has on the region’s public health, mobility, and economic vitality” and 
“serves as a guide for achieving public policy decisions that will result in balanced investments for 
a wide range of multimodal transportation improvements.” 

3.13.3 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The transportation analysis assesses how the study area’s transportation system would operate 
with the implementation of the proposed Project. The analysis includes effects that would result 
in significant impacts as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.  

The proposed Project’s impact is not considered to be significant unless it would: 

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

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline section 15064.3, subdivision (b).  
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).  
d) Result in inadequate emergency access. 

Significance criteria “b” is related to the implementation of VMT as the primary performance 
metric.  

VMT Analysis Methodology 
SB 743 is intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and particulates, encourage infill 
development and a diversity of uses instead of sprawl, and promote multi-modal transportation 
networks. 

The SJCOG 2018 RTP Model was used to evaluate changes in VMT due to land use developments. 
For the purposes of this analysis, the screening guidelines and significance thresholds that are 
contained in the City’s VMT guidelines are utilized. If a project does not meet any screening 
criteria, the draft guidelines specify use of the SJCOG RTP Travel Demand Model to identify the 
appropriate project VMT. Since the 2022 SJCOG RTP Travel Demand Model has not been certified 
by the California Air Resources Board, the 2018 RTP Model was used. 

CITY OF LATHROP SCREEN CRITERIA 

The adopted guidelines include the following screening criteria for identifying projects that can be 
presumed to have a less-than-significant impact: 

• Small projects, 
• Projects located in low VMT areas, 
• Projects in proximity to a major transit stop, 
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• Affordable housing, 
• Local serving retail, and 
• Transportation projects. 

SIGNIFICANCE STANDARDS 

The State of California provides lead agencies latitude in adopting standards of significance for 
evaluating VMT impacts associated with land use projects. For this analysis, the City of Lathrop SB 
743 guidelines were used to analyze the proposed Project. 

Based on the City’s guidelines, for a project to be VMT insignificant, the Project has to generate 15 
percent below the area-wide average for the total home-based VMT statistic. If the Project 
generates a higher VMT, then the project would be considered to have a “significant” impact. 

Transit, Roadway, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Facilities  

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. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 3.13-1: Implementation of the Project would not conflict with a 
program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. (Less Than 
Significant) 
Development associated with the proposed Plan would increase the amount of multimodal 
transportation activity which would require the improvement and expansion of the local 
transportation network in the Specific Plan Area to serve the associated travel demand. The 
significance of the Specific Plan’s multi-modal impacts is discussed below.  

TRANSIT SERVICE AND FACILITIES 

Existing bus routes do not pass directly by the Specific Plan Area. The Project site is within a 1.5 
mile of two San Joaquin RTD bus stops, located on the northwest corner of E Louis Avenue/Harlan 
Road Intersection. Implementation of the Specific Plan does not physically disrupt an existing 
transit service or facility nor interfere with implementation of a planned transit service or facility.  

As the Specific Plan Area access is not adjacent to any transit facility, the Specific Plan does not 
result in increased potential for safety conflicts involving transit vehicles and other modes of 
travel. It is noted, however, that new transit service is desired within the Specific Plan Area, and 
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turnouts and bus stops will be provided to accommodate transit in coordination with the transit 
providers. As discussed in Chapter 2.0, two bus stops are proposed along Town Centre Drive. As 
such, development of the Plan Area would increase opportunities for bus usage for the proposed 
residents. 

The Specific Plan’s impact to transit service and facilities would be less than significant. 

BICYCLE FACILITIES 

The City adopted a Bicycle Transportation Plan that establishes the City’s goals and objectives for 
bicycle travel. The Bicycle Transportation Plan establishes standards for bicycle facilities and 
identifies planned bicycle network facilities to address the City’s bicycle needs. The Specific Plan is 
consistent with the City’s Bicycle Transportation Plan, since it includes a basic bikeway system and 
includes a Class I bike path in an open space corridor. 

The Specific Plan does not interfere with use of the existing type II bicycle facility on River Island 
Parkway near the Specific Plan Area. The Specific Plan does not interfere with implementation of a 
planned bicycle facility. Some proposed residents may elect to ride bicycles within and outside of 
the Specific Plan Area for recreation, to retail destinations, entertainment, employment and 
schools, and the amount of proposed bicycle travel has been considered. It is noted that the 
Specific Plan includes a variety of bicycle facilities, including Class II bike lanes provided along the 
proposed arterial and collector streets and a multi-use trail with a Class I bike path provided along 
the San Joaquin River. 

The Specific Plan’s impact to bicycle facilities would be less than significant. 

PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 

Pedestrian access to the Project site is facilitated by concrete sidewalks and marked crosswalks 
along River Island Parkway and Barbara Terry Boulevard. Based on current plans, all street internal 
to the site will contain five-foot sidewalks or 15-foot trail (Street A). The Specific Plan does not 
physically disrupt an existing pedestrian facility. The proposed Project does not conflict with 
existing and planned pedestrian facilities; therefore, the impact to pedestrian facilities is less-
than- significant. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE BEFORE MITIGATION 

Less than Significant 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

None required. 
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Impact 3.13-2: Implementation of the Project would not conflict with or 
be inconsistent with CEQA Guideline section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 
(Less than Significant) 
As noted previously, SB 743 replaced LOS with VMT for purposes of assessing traffic impacts under 
CEQA, described in new Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines. Lead agencies have discretion to 
choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a project’s VMT, including whether to 
express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per household or any other measure. VMT refers 
to the amount and distance of automobile travel “attributable to a project.” The City of Lathrop 
adopted SB 743 Guidelines in September 2020. 

PROJECT SCREENING 

The City guidelines provide standards for identifying which types of projects should be expected to 
not result in a significant VMT impact, and a detailed CEQA analysis would not be required to 
evaluate the project VMT. Since this Project does not screen out, a full VMT analysis was 
conducted for the Project. 

VMT FORECASTING 

For VMT forecasting, the City of Lathrop SB 743 guidelines states that for a project to be VMT 
insignificant, the project has to generate 15 percent below the Citywide average for the total 
home-based residential VMT per capita statistic. As the City of Lathrop does not maintain its own 
travel demand model, the SJCOG 2018 RTP regional travel demand model was used to generate 
VMT statistics for the Project. 

The Project site is located in traffic analysis zone (TAZ) #1751 of the SJCOG Model. Currently, TAZ 
#1751 contains five people and two households. The full Project buildout would add 912 
households and 3,666 people (the people to household ratio of 4.02 was determined using Census 
data for the City of Lathrop). It is noted that the Specific Plan provides a total of 829 dwelling 
units, which creates a density of 5.43 dwelling units / acre. However, to provide a residential unit 
buffer, a maximum of 912 units are assumed in this analysis. As such, the following analysis is 
conservative as the number of units constructed at buildout would likely be closer to 829, as 
shown on the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map. 

A base year model run and a base year plus Project model run was conducted with the land use 
changes added. The VMT analysis for this Project assumes full buildout of the Project in the base 
year condition, which is a more conservative analysis since it assumes buildout of the entire 
Project at once, instead of the anticipated phased buildout through the forecast year of 2045. As 
such, the following analysis is conservative. The VMT results are summarized in Table 3.13-2.  
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TABLE 3.13-2: HOME-BASED VMT PER CAPITA COMPARISON (SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY REGIONAL AVERAGE) 

TAZ BASE YEAR AVERAGE DAILY 
HOME-BASED VMT PER CAPITA CITYWIDE AVERAGE 15% BELOW CITYWIDE 

AVERAGE 

BASE YEAR PLUS PROJECT 
AVERAGE DAILY HOME-
BASED VMT PER CAPITA 

#1751 17.28 18.17 15.44 16.45 
SOURCE: TJMK, 2024. 

The proposed Project’s VMT contribution was assessed using the City of Lathrop’s citywide 
average as its metric threshold. The existing base year home-based VMT per capita for TAZ #1751 
is 17.28. Adding in the Project lowers the home-based VMT per capita for the TAZ to 16.45. As the 
citywide average for Lathrop for home-based VMT per capita is 18.17, the significance criteria (15 
percent under the citywide average) would be 15.44. Without incorporating proposed features 
which would reduce VMT (discussed below), the Project’s VMT per capita value of 16.29 is higher 
than the citywide threshold of 15.44. 

The proposed Project design reflects many features that help reduce VMT (see Figures 2.0-7 and 
2.0-8 in Chapter 2.0), such as: 

• Pedestrian walkways provided along all local streets; 
• Class II bike lanes provided along the proposed arterial and collector streets; 
• A multi-use trail with a Class I bike path provided along the San Joaquin River; and 
• Two bus stops along Town Centre Drive. 

To ensure the Project would result in a VMT per capita which is below threshold, a decrease of 
6.14 percent (or 1.01 VMT per capita) would be required for the Project. As part of the proposed 
Project, the improved pedestrian network which would include pedestrian walkways along all 
local streets and connect into the existing pedestrian network would reduce VMT up to 5.7 
percent. Additionally, the Project design implements traffic calming measures and low stress 
bicycle facilities, including Class II bike lanes along the proposed arterial and collector streets and a 
multi-use trail along the San Joaquin River which would reduce VMT up to 1.7 percent. These 
Project design features would reduce VMT for the Project a total of 7.4 percent. With the 
proposed Project design features, the Project’s VMT per capita would be more than 15 percent 
below the Citywide average for the total home-based residential VMT per capita statistic; 
therefore, impacts related to VMT would be less than significant. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE BEFORE MITIGATION 

Less than Significant 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

None required. 

I I 
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Impact 3.13-3: Implementation of the Project would not substantially 
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 
(Less than Significant) 

The Project would be accessed by one intersection on River Island Parkway and two intersections on 
Barbara Terry Boulevard. All driveways will be full access. The Project’s Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Map (see Figure 2.0-8 in Chapter 2.0) shows all proposed pedestrian facilities on the Project 
frontage and connectivity from River Island Parkway. 

The proposed driveway locations, designs, and sight distances are expected to all be adequate. 
Additionally, future roadway improvements associated with buildout of the Specific Plan Area 
would be made in accordance with the City’s Circulation Element and roadway functional design 
guidelines. The Project does not include any design features or uses that may cause traffic hazards 
such as sharp curves, tight turning radii from streets, limited roadway visibility, short merging 
lanes, uneven road grades, or any other conditions determined by the City engineer to be a 
hazard. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would have a less than significant 
impact relative to this topic. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE BEFORE MITIGATION 

Less than Significant 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

None required. 

Impact 3.13-4: Implementation of the Project would not result in 
inadequate emergency access. (Less than Significant) 

Emergency response requires a balance of emergency response time and evacuation needs with 
other community concerns, such as urban design and traffic calming. Future roadway 
improvements associated with buildout of the Specific Plan Area would be made in accordance 
with the City’s Circulation Plan and roadway functional design guidelines. 

The Specific Plan is designed to ensure that adequate emergency access is provided by providing 
two major points of ingress/egress to the development. The Specific Plan has a roadway network 
that is designed consistent with the City’s General Plan, and it includes street sections that provide 
function and structure for the development. Each individual phase and/or site that is developed 
within the Specific Plan Area would be reviewed by the City to ensure that it is designed with 
adequate emergency access. Overall, implementation of the proposed Project would have a less 
than significant impact relative to this topic.  
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE BEFORE MITIGATION 

Less than Significant 

MITIGATION MEASURE(S) 

None required. 
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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to 
evaluate a project's effects in relationship to broader changes occurring, or that are reasonably 
foreseeable to occur, in the surrounding environment. Accordingly, this chapter presents a 
discussion of CEQA-mandated analysis for cumulative impacts, significant irreversible effects, and 
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed Project.   

4.1 CUMULATIVE SETTING AND IMPACT ANALYSIS 
INTRODUCTION 
CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be 
associated with the proposed Project. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a), “an EIR 
shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable.” “Cumulatively considerable” is defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15065(a)(3) as 
meaning that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects 
of probable future projects” (as described in Section 15130). As defined in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact that is created as a result of the 
combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related 
impacts. A cumulative impact occurs from:   

…the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project 
when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant 
projects taking place over a period of time.  

In addition, Section 15130(b) identifies that the following three elements are necessary for an 
adequate cumulative analysis:  

1)  Either:  

(A)  A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative 
impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or,  

(B)  A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan, or 
related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the 
cumulative effect. Such plans may include: a general plan, regional transportation 
plan, or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. A summary of 
projections may also be contained in an adopted or certified prior environmental 
document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented with additional 
information such as a regional modeling program. Any such document shall be 
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the lead agency. 
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2)  A summary of the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects with 
specific reference to additional information stating where that information is available; 
and   

3)  A reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. An EIR shall 
examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution 
to any significant cumulative effects.  

Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not “cumulatively 
considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its 
basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable. 

CUMULATIVE SETTING 
The cumulative setting uses growth projections listed in the City of Lathrop General Plan Draft EIR 
and Department of Finance statistics. Table 4.0-1 shows growth projections for the City, County, 
and State.  

TABLE 4.0-1: GROWTH PROJECTIONS 
CALENDAR 

YEAR 
ESTIMATED POPULATION 

(LATHROP) 
ESTIMATED POPULATION 
(SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY) 

ESTIMATED POPULATION 
(CALIFORNIA) 

2025 35,475 829,426 39,024,054 
2030 42,109 883,484 39,430,871 
2040 58,969 1,020,862 40,106,449 
2045 67,976 1,094,253 40,152,224 

SOURCE: CITY OF LATHROP GENERAL PLAN EIR (2022); DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE REPORT P-1A (2023). 

In addition to those cumulative growth projections listed above, this EIR uses a list of probable 
future projects to determine cumulative growth in the area. Development projects were identified 
by City of Lathrop staff.  The approved and/or pending projects in the City are summarized in Table 
4.0-2. 

TABLE 4.0-2: CITY OF LATHROP EXISTING AND PROJECTED DEVELOPMENT (MAY 11, 2023) 

PROJECT NAME ADDRESS APN SF 
UNITS 

MF 
UNITS COMM. SF IND. SF 

APPROVED AND CONSTRUCTED DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 
Substantial Conformance - 
Starbucks - Approved 2021 

16538 Golden 
Valley Pkwy. 

191-760-14  -   -  2,400   -  

Substantial Conformance - 
Chipotle - Approved 2020 

16542 Golden 
Valley Pkwy. 

191-760-15  -   -  2,300   -  

Substantial Conformance - 
Sprouts - Approved 2021 

N/A 191-760-22  -   -  23,000   -  

Mossdale Apartments (Under 
Construction) 

18007, 18149, and 
18250 S. Manthey 
Rd. 

241-020-65, -
66, and -61 

 -  204   -   -  

Phelan Lathrop Gateway - 
Phase I 

3458 W. Yosemite 
Ave. and 18755 
Business Park Ct. 

241-820-03, 
and -04 

 -   -   -  990,350  
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PROJECT NAME ADDRESS APN SF 
UNITS 

MF 
UNITS COMM. SF IND. SF 

Phelan Lathrop Gateway - 
Phase II 

Various 241-820-09, 
and -11 

 -   -   -  890,375  

Building 1 of South Lathrop 
Commerce Center 

5120 Glacier St. 241-030-16  -   -   -  1,135,653  

Building 3 of South Lathrop 
Commerce Center 

5150 Glacier St. 241-030-18       920,402  

Building 5, 6, and 7 of South 
Lathrop Commerce Center 

5070, 5050, and 
5030 W. Yosemite 
Ave. 

241-030-20, -
21, and -22 

      569,912  

Panda Express 15099 Old Harlan 
Rd. 

196-110-27  -   -  2,200   -  

Tru by Hilton - 79-rooms 161 E. Louise Ave. 196-270-23  -   -  38,660   -  

Golden Valley Self-Storage 16000 Golden 
Valley Pkwy. 

191-200-27, -
28, -29, and -
30 

 -   -  152,000    

Towne Centre Apartments 240 Towne Centre 
Dr. 

191-700-14  -  62   -   -  

Towne Centre Apartments 
Phase 2 

231 and 201 Towne 
Centre Dr. 

191-550-74 
and -75 

 -  84   -   -  

Fairfield Inn - 90 rooms N/A 191-760-02  -   -  50,458   -  

Seefried Warehouse 18284 S. Harlan Rd. 198-130-64  -   -    189,000  

RAD Urban Expansion 18231 Murphy 
Pkwy. 

198-190-30  -   -   -  87,435  

CFT Phase 2  15107 and 15135 
Old Harlan Rd. 

196-110-29 
and -30 

 -   -  2,470   -  

Duke Lathrop 16825 Murphy 
Pkwy. 

198-210-19  -   -   -  346,860  

Kraft Heinz 500 E. Louise 198-120-14  -   -   -  649,980  

Chevron and Blue Rain Car 
Wash (Under Construction) 

16460 and 16446 
Golden Valley 
Pkwy. 

192-040-47 
and -48 

 -   -  9,413   -  

SUB-TOTALS 0  350  282,901  5,779,967  

APPROVED AND PENDING CONSTRUCTION 
Multi-Entitlement - Lathrop 
Towne Centre 

17100 Golden 
Valley Pkwy. 

191-119-049  -   -  126,000   -  

Multi-Entitlement - Lathrop 
Towne Centre - Hotel - 117 
Rooms 

17100 Golden 
Valley Pkwy. 

191-119-049  -   -  60,000   -  

Multi-Entitlement - North 
Crossroads Business Park - 
Remaining Buildings 

500 and 1300 E. 
Louise Ave. 

198-120-08 
and 198-140-
16 

 -   -   -  534,842  

MSPR-19-52 - Lathrop Retail 
Building 

15322 S. Harlan Rd. 196-110-19  -   -  7,848   -  

Multi-Entitlement - Watt 
Commercial - Lathrop Market 
Place 

N/A 191-760-02 
thru -12, -16 
thru 21 

 -   -  104,000   -  

Phelan Lathrop Gateway - 
Phase III 

Various 241-820-15  -   -   -  1,197,188  

South Lathrop Commerce 
Center Remaining Buildings 

Various 241-030-45, -
19, -46, -47, 
and -23 

 -   -   -  2,125,187  
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PROJECT NAME ADDRESS APN SF 
UNITS 

MF 
UNITS COMM. SF IND. SF 

McKinley Avenue 
Development 

16300 S. McKinley 
Ave. 

198-100-11  -   -  14,800   -  

Scannell Properties Industrial 
Project 

1520 Lathrop Rd. 198-040-14  -   -   -  191,160  

Maverik Convenience Store & 
Fueling Facility 

980 E. Lousie Ave. 198-120-11  -   -  5,951   -  

HDC Properties (Cheema) 16190 and 16200 S. 
McKinley Ave. 

198-100-12 
and -13 

 -   -  22,200   -  

TownePlace Suites by 
Marriott (97 rooms) 

17400 Golden 
Valley Pkwy. 

191-190-62  -   -  53,493   -  

Lathrop Crossroads Industrial 1101 D'Arcy Pkwy. 198-130-54, -
55, -57, and -
58 

 -   -   -  448,904  

Wendy's Lathrop 16412 Golden 
Valley Pkwy. 

192-040-50  -   -  5,208   -  

Ono Hawaiian BBQ 16434 Golden 
Valley Pkwy. 

192-040-49  -   -  2,350   -  

Home2Suites by Hilton (94 
rooms) and Future Assisted 
Living Facility 

15800 Golden 
Valley Pkwy. 

192-040-19  -   -  68,565   -  

SUB-TOTALS 0  -    470,415  4,497,281  

PENDING DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS - CURRENTLY PROCESSING APPLICATION(S) 
Hardeep Singh Truck Repair 18401 S. McKinley 

Ave. 
241-400-28 
and -27 

 -   -  7,500   -  

Del Webb Community Center Phase 2 of River 
Islands 

-  -   -  13,829   -  

River Islands Phase 1 
Apartments 

N/A 213-310-43  -  220   -   -  

Escala at Stanford Crossing 400 Stanford 
Crossing 

192-030-17  -  195   -   -  

Ashley Furniture 14101 S. Manthey 
Rd. 

192-020-14  -   -   -  1,486,607  

SUB-TOTALS 0  415  51,843  1,486,607  

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
Building Permits 
Issued - SFD  

2014 - - 190   -   -   -  

2015 - - 343   -   -   -  

2016 - - 170   -   -   -  

2017 - - 297   -   -   -  

2018 - - 383   -   -   -  

2019 - - 389   -   -   -  

2020 - - 681  146   -   -  

2021 - - 957  172   -   -  

2022 - - 929  29   -   -  

SUB-TOTALS 4,339        
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PROJECT NAME ADDRESS APN SF 
UNITS 

MF 
UNITS COMM. SF IND. SF 

Projected 
Building Permits 
based on 
AVERAGE from 
2015-2020.  Not 
counted in 
TOTALS below. 

2023 - - 377   -   -   -  

2024 - - 377   -   -   -  

2025 - - 377        

2026 - - 377   -   -   -  

2027 - - 377   -   -   -  

SUB-TOTALS 1,885        

Central Lathrop - Remaining Dwelling Units (based on the total 
number of dwelling units in Phase 1 (1,212) minus the total number of 
permits issued (as of 05.11.23). 

254   -   -   -  

River Islands Phase 1 - Remaining Dwelling Units (based on total 
number of dwelling units per Tract 3694 (4,284) minus the total 
number of permits issued (as of 05.11.23). 

825   -   -   -  

River Islands Phase 2 - Approved in June 2021 by City Council which 
will include development of 10,726 dwelling units.  698 Residential - 
High Units, 2,439 Mixed Use (Paradise Cut Village Center) and 1,821 
Transit Oriented Development units assumed to be Apartments or 
HDR density. 

5,768  5,258      

SUB-TOTALS 6,847  5,605  0  0  

GRAND TOTAL 11,186  6,020  805,159  11,763,855  

SOURCE: CITY OF LATHROP GENERAL PLAN EIR (2023). 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT 
Cumulative settings are identified under each cumulative impact analysis. Cumulative settings vary 
because the area that the impact may affect is different. For example, noise impacts generally only 
impact the local surrounding area because noise travels a relatively short distance, while air quality 
impacts affect the whole air basin as wind currents control air flow and are not generally affected 
by natural or manmade barriers which would affect noise. Cumulative proposed Project impacts 
are addressed and summarized below.  

Method of Analysis  
Although the environmental effects of an individual project may not be significant when that 
project is considered separately, the combined effects of several projects may be significant when 
considered collectively. State CEQA Guidelines 15130 requires a reasonable analysis of a project's 
cumulative impacts, which are defined as "two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts." The 
cumulative impact that results from several closely related projects is: the change in the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other 
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 
period of time (State CEQA Guidelines 15355[b]). Cumulative impact analysis may be less detailed 
than the analysis of the project's individual effects (State CEQA Guidelines 15130[b]).  
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There are two approaches to identifying cumulative projects and the associated impacts. The list 
approach identifies individual projects known to be occurring or proposed in the surrounding area 
in order to identify potential cumulative impacts. The projection approach uses a summary of 
projections in adopted General Plans or related planning documents to identify potential 
cumulative impacts. This EIR uses a combination of the list approach and the projection approach 
for the cumulative analysis and considers the development anticipated to occur upon buildout of 
the various General Plans in the area in addition to the pending projects in the area.  

Project Assumptions 
The proposed Project’s contribution to environmental impacts under cumulative conditions is 
based on full buildout of the Specific Plan Area. See Chapter 2.0, Project Description, for a 
complete description of the proposed Project. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Some cumulative impacts for issue areas are not quantifiable and are therefore discussed in 
general terms as they pertain to development patterns in the surrounding region. Exceptions to 
this are traffic, utilities, noise, and air quality (the latter two of which are associated with traffic 
volumes), which may be quantified by estimating future traffic patterns, pollutant emitters, etc. 
and determining the combined effects that may result. In consideration of the cumulative scenario 
described above, the proposed Project may result in the following cumulative impacts.  

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

The cumulative setting for aesthetics is the City of Lathrop and surrounding areas of San Joaquin 
County.  

Impact 4.1: Cumulative Damage to Scenic Resources within a State Scenic Highway (Less 
than Significant) 
As described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, there are no designated State Scenic 
Highways in the vicinity of the Project site. The only Officially Designated Scenic Highway in San 
Joaquin County is I-580 from I-5 to SR 205 located approximately 13.6 miles southwest of the 
Project site. Views from this route are primarily agricultural with distant views of the Coast Range. 
The City of Lathrop and the Project site are not visible from this roadway segment.1 There are no 
County designated scenic corridors, trails, or rivers located in the Project site. Additionally, there 
are no “eligible” highway segments in the Project vicinity that may be included in the State Scenic 
Highway system. 

Cumulative development in the City would not impact a Designated Scenic Highway. Thus, 
cumulative impacts related to damage to scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway are less 
than significant. 

 
1 California Department of Transportation, California State Scenic Highway System Map. Available at: 
https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa. 
Accessed April 2024. 

https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa


OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED TOPICS 4.0 
 

Draft Environmental Impact Report – Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan 4.0-7 
 

Impact 4.2: Cumulative Conflicts with the Applicable Zoning and Other Regulations 
Governing Scenic Quality (Less than Significant) 
As described in Section 3.1, proposed Project would result in a land use consistent with the land 
use designation of the Project site. More specifically, the Project proposes the construction 
residential development. These improvements would be aesthetically similar to other suburban 
residential uses currently developed or anticipated within the immediate area and within the 
WSLP. The proposed residential development, in and of itself, would not substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the area and its surroundings, since uses would be similar to 
the urbanized uses near the proposed Project site. Therefore, while the Project would result in a 
loss of rural agricultural land, it would result in the development of residential uses in an area of 
Lathrop currently planned for and developed with similarly scaled uses. 

Under cumulative conditions, buildout of the General Plans for Lathrop and the surrounding 
jurisdictions could result in changes to the visual character and quality of the City of Lathrop 
through development of undeveloped areas and/or changes to the character of existing 
communities. Development of the proposed Project, in addition to other future projects in the 
area, would change the existing visual and scenic qualities of the City. It is noted that although the 
Project site is undeveloped and was previously used for agricultural uses, the General Plan 
designates the site for Freeway Commercial uses. Additionally, the surrounding areas to the north, 
east, and south are designated for urban uses (including Freeway Commercial and Industrial uses) 
by the General Plan. The proposed General Plan amendment for the western portion of the site 
(from Agriculture/General [County] to Freeway Commercial [City]) would be processed as part of 
the proposed Project entitlements. Overall, the General Plan and associated EIR anticipated 
development of the area to the north, south, and east of the Project site for similar uses as 
proposed by the Project.    

Development within the City would be required to be consistent with the General Plan policies and 
City Municipal Code, both of which cover aesthetics and visual characteristics. Further, the 
Municipal Code contains development standards that address the visual character of a 
development project, such as building height, massing, setbacks, lighting, and landscaping. 
Implementation of these requirements would reduce the impacts associated with development. As 
such, impacts relative to scenic quality would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.3: Cumulative Impact on Light and Glare (Less than Significant) 
Implementation of the Specific Plan requirements and standards in conjunction with the Lathrop 
General Plan and municipal code standards for lighting would ensure that lighting features do not 
result in light spillage onto adjacent properties and do not significantly impact views of the night 
sky. Excessive reflective building materials would not be used on any buildings, structures, or 
facilities associated with the proposed Project. Furthermore, the landscaping on-site would include 
a variety of shade trees throughout the Project site, including large open park areas, and the 
perimeter of the site would be landscaped with a variety of grasses and trees. The proposed 
landscaping would assist in shielding glare resulting from the proposed development and glass 
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windows. Therefore, the proposed Project is not expected to introduce significant glare that would 
negatively affect nearby pedestrians or motorists.  

Future projects within Lathrop would be subject to the light and glare standards established by the 
individual jurisdictions. These regulations are designed to minimize potential light and glare 
impacts of new development. Implementation of these regulations would ensure that future 
projects minimize their potential light and glare impacts. For these reasons, cumulative impacts on 
nighttime lighting and daytime glare are less than significant.  

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES  

The cumulative setting for agricultural resources is all of San Joaquin County. San Joaquin County 
has a total land area of 1,391 square miles. The total acreage of crop land in the county is 
approximately 772,762 acres. The gross value of agricultural production in San Joaquin County for 
2021 was $3,193,234,000 which represents a 5.0 percent increase ($162,605,000) in value from 
2020.  

Data from the Department of Conservation indicates that approximately 1,858 acres of Prime 
Farmland in the County was developed for other uses between 2016 and 2018, resulting in an 
existing total of 381,934 acres of Prime Farmland (42 percent of agricultural land). The remaining 
agricultural land is comprised of Farmland of Statewide Importance (9 percent), Unique Farmland 
(9 percent), Farmland of Local Importance (7 percent), and Grazing Land (14 percent).  

Impact 4.4: Cumulative Impact on Agricultural Resources (Cumulatively Considerable 
and Significant and Unavoidable) 

As described in Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources, development of the proposed Project would 
result in a conversion of 137.08 acres of Prime Farmland and 19.88 acres of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as shown on the map prepared under the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(FMMP), to nonagricultural uses. The loss of Important Farmland as classified under the FMMP is 
considered a potentially significant environmental impact. Development under the proposed 
Project inherently involves the conversion of high-quality agricultural land. Mitigation Measure 
3.2-1 requires participation in the City’s Agricultural Mitigation Fee Program. While the 
implementation of this mitigation measure would assist in preserving farmland, the proposed 
Project would still result in the permanent conversion and loss of approximately 137.08 acres of 
Prime Farmland and 19.88 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance within San Joaquin County.  

The entire Plan Area falls under the Williamson Act and will require existing contracts to go 
through the process of cancellation and non-renewal. The Williamson Act cancellation process 
cannot occur until after the properties are annexed to the City of Lathrop. 

Cancellation of the Williamson Act is provided in Sections 51240-51287 of the Government Code. 
The state law requires those who wish for non-renewal, to file a Notice of Non-Renewal signifying 
intent to not renew the contract and file a petition for cancellation with the Lathrop City Council. 
The Lathrop City Council must find that the cancellation is consistent with the purposes of the 
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Williamson Act and furthers public interest to approve the cancellation. Once approved, the land 
may continue to be used for agricultural purposes up until the development of land requires 
discontinuation.   

The Plan Area is designated as Low Density Residential (LD) by the City’s General Plan Land Use 
Map and is zoned as RL-MV (Low Density Residential, Mossdale Village Combining District) and P-
MV (Public Schools Parks Open Space, Mossdale Village Combining District) by the City’s Zoning 
Map. The proposed Project will include a rezone from RL-MV and P-MV to RL-MV, P-MV (Park, 
Mossdale Village Combining District), and OS-MV (Open Space, Mossdale Village Combining 
District). As such, the Project site is not zoned for agricultural use, and land zoned for agricultural 
use is not located in the Project vicinity. The proposed Project would not conflict with existing 
zoning for agricultural use. 

In addition to impacts related to Williamson Act Contracts and agricultural land and zoning, the 
proposed Project would result in the permanent conversion and loss of approximately 137.08 
acres of Prime Farmland and 19.88 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance within San Joaquin 
County. For these reasons, cumulative impacts related to agricultural resources would be 
significant, and the proposed Project’s contribution to those impacts would be cumulatively 
considerable and significant and unavoidable.  

AIR QUALITY  

The cumulative setting for air quality impacts is the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB), which 
consists of eight counties, stretching from Kern County in the south to San Joaquin County in the 
north. The SJVAB is bounded by the Sierra Nevada in the east, the Coast Ranges in the west, and 
the Tehachapi mountains in the south.  

Impact 4.5: Cumulative Impact on the Region's Air Quality (Less than Significant)  
Under buildout conditions in San Joaquin County, the SJVAB would continue to experience 
increases in criteria pollutants. San Joaquin County has a State designation Attainment or 
Unclassified for all criteria pollutants except for ozone, respirable particulate matter (PM10) and 
fine particulate matter (PM2.5). San Joaquin County has a national designation of either 
Unclassified or Attainment for all criteria pollutants except for Ozone and PM2.5. Table 3.3-2 in 
Section 3.3 presents the State and Federal attainment status for San Joaquin County.   

As discussed under Impact 3.3-1 in Section 3.3, Air Quality, the proposed Project would result in 
increased emissions. The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has 
established operations related emissions thresholds of significance. As shown in Table 3.3-8 of 
Section 3.3, the unmitigated operational emissions would not exceed the SJVACPD operational 
thresholds of significance for any of the criteria air pollutants. 

The proposed Project is subject to the SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Rule [ISR]), which could 
result in substantial mitigation of NOX and associated ROG emissions. The reductions are 
accomplished by the incorporation of mitigation measures into projects and/or by the payment of 
an Indirect Source Rule fee for any required reductions that have not been accomplished through 
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Project mitigation commitments. The actual calculations will be determined and finalized by the 
SJVAPCD and Project applicants as individual projects are brought forward for approval under Rule 
9510. 

The substantial reductions in NOX (and associated ROG) and PM10 emissions accomplished by the 
application of the ISR represent the best achievable mitigation for indirect sources. For these 
reasons, cumulative impacts on the loss of biological resources are less than significant.  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

The cumulative setting for biological resources includes the Specific Plan Area and the greater San 
Joaquin County region. Development associated with implementation of the local General Plan(s) 
would contribute to the ongoing loss of natural and agricultural lands in San Joaquin County, 
including the Specific Plan Area. Cumulative development would result in the conversion of 
existing habitat to urban uses. The local General Plan(s), in addition to regional, State, and federal 
regulations, includes policies and measures that mitigate impacts to biological resources 
associated with General Plan buildout.  

Impact 4.6: Cumulative Loss of Biological Resources Including Habitats and Special-
Status Species (Less than Significant) 
Under cumulative conditions, buildout of the General Plan(s) within San Joaquin County will result 
in impacts to biological resources in the cumulative area through new and existing development. 
The General Plan(s) includes policies that are designed to minimize impacts to the extent feasible.  

As described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, construction in the Project site has the potential 
to result in impacts to special-status species in the region. The Project site provides potential 
habitat for several species, including those discussed in Section 3.4. All biological resources 
impacts were determined to have no impact, be less-than-significant, or less-than-significant with 
mitigation.  

Mitigation Measures 3.4-1, 3.4-2, and 3.4-3 require the Project applicant to conduct 
preconstruction surveys and avoid or minimize impacts to special status bumble bees and obtain 
coverage under the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan 
(SJMSCP) to mitigate for habitat impacts to covered special status species. As part of Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-2, compensatory mitigation for habitat impacts on covered species through 
implementation of incidental take and minimization Measures (ITMMs) and payment of fees for 
conversion of lands that may provide habitat for covered special status species.  

The Project would result in impacts to biological resources including habitats and special status 
species. The City has evaluated urban development in the Project area through the General Plan 
process, and subsequently determined that urban development in this location is appropriate. The 
proposed project, when considered alongside all past, present, and probable future projects 
(inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within San Joaquin County), would not be 
expected to cause any significant cumulative impacts. Implementation of the regulations 
contained in the SJMPSCP and the various General Plans within San Joaquin County would ensure 
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that future projects minimize their potential biological resources. For these reasons, cumulative 
impacts on the loss of biological resources are less than significant.   

CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES  

The geography of cultural and tribal resources impacts can be defined by region, by political 
subdivision, or by the geography of the cultural resources present in an area, where sufficient 
inventory data is available to define it. The cumulative setting for cultural and tribal resources 
includes all of San Joaquin County. There are extensive cultural sites located in the region.  

Impact 4.7: Cumulative Impacts on Known and Undiscovered Cultural and Tribal 
Resources  (Less than Significant) 
Cumulative development anticipated in the City of Lathrop, including growth projected by adopted 
future projects, may result in the discovery and removal of cultural resources, including 
archaeological, paleontological, historical, and Native American resources and human remains. 
Each individual project is subject to review under CEQA and is required to obtain necessary 
permits and approvals from federal and state resource agencies. As a result of these processes, 
each project would be required to avoid, minimize, and compensate for its impacts on sensitive 
cultural resources, such that the cumulative impact would be reduced, though not completely 
eliminated. Because not all such impacts from these other projects have been or can be reduced 
with certainty to less-than-significant levels, the loss of any cultural or tribal cultural resources 
would result in a potentially significant cumulative impact. 

The Cultural Resources Assessment concluded that there is a possibility that the Project site 
possesses the potential to contain previously unrecorded prehistoric and/or historic era cultural 
resources. There is no indication that the Project site contains human remains; however, the 
possibility cannot be entirely discounted. The discovery of previously unknown archaeological 
resources or human remains, including those that could qualify as tribal cultural resources, is 
possible given the history of the area.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.5-1, 3.5-2 and 3.5-3 in Section 3.5 would establish 
protocols for the avoidance and safe handling of any cultural and tribal cultural resources 
encountered during implementation of the proposed Project. With implementation of these 
Project-level mitigation measures, the proposed Project’s impact would be less than significant. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS  

Impacts related to geology and soils are not inherently cumulative. Geology and soils concerns are 
related to risks, hazards or development constraints that are largely site-specific. However, seismic 
hazards are regional, and management of seismic hazards is vested with the local planning and 
building authority. For these reasons, the potential for cumulative geology and soils impacts are 
considered in the context of the City of Lathrop and vicinity. 
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Impact 4.8: Cumulative Impact on Geologic and Soils Resources (Less than 
Significant)  
Seismic Hazards: Potentially adverse environmental effects associated with seismic hazards are 
usually site-specific and generally do not result in cumulative effects. Cumulative projects could be 
exposed to considerable ground shaking during seismic events, but the development of individual 
projects would not increase the potential for impacts to occur. Individual development proposals 
within the vicinity of the Project site would be reviewed separately by the appropriate public 
agency (i.e., City or County) and undergo environmental review if appropriate. In the event that 
future cumulative development would result in impacts related to geologic or seismic impacts, 
those potential project or site-specific impacts would be addressed in accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA. New buildings would be constructed utilizing current design and 
construction methodologies for earthquake resistant design as required by relevant regulations. 
Thus, the cumulative impact regarding strong seismic ground shaking or seismic-related ground 
failure, including liquefaction, would be less than significant. 

Soil Erosion: Potentially adverse environmental effects associated with topographic alteration and 
erosion are usually site-specific and generally do not result in cumulative effects. Development of 
the proposed Project and cumulative projects would involve some land clearing, mass grading, and 
other ground-disturbing activities that could temporarily increase soil erosion rates during and 
shortly after project construction. Site specific geology and soil conditions would be evaluated on a 
project-by-project basis, and each project would be required to comply with stormwater runoff 
and pollution control requirements required by the RWQCB and implemented by the specific 
jurisdiction in which the development occurs. Construction activities for projects in the City would 
also be subject to the City’s Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance. The 
existing regulatory environment would reduce potential impacts associated with soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil during short-term construction activities and long-term operation of individual and 
cumulative development projects. Thus, the cumulative impact to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 
would be less than significant.  

Unstable or Expansive Soils: Potentially adverse environmental effects associated with seismic 
hazards, as well as those associated with expansive soils, topographic alteration, and erosion, are 
usually site-specific and generally do not result in cumulative effects. Cumulative projects could be 
exposed to considerable ground shaking during seismic events, but the development of individual 
projects would not increase the potential for impacts to occur. Individual development proposals 
within the vicinity of the Project site would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis and by the 
appropriate public agency (i.e., City or County) and undergo environmental review if appropriate. 
In the event that future cumulative development would result in impacts associated with unstable 
geologic units or soils, those potential project or site-specific impacts would be addressed in 
accordance with the requirements of CEQA. New buildings would be constructed utilizing current 
design and construction methodologies as required by relevant regulations. Thus, the cumulative 
impact involving a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, potentially resulting in on or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse, would be less than significant.  
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Potentially adverse environmental effects associated with expansive soils, topographic alteration, 
and erosion, are usually site-specific and generally do not result in cumulative effects. Individual 
development proposals within the vicinity of the Project site would be evaluated on a project-by-
project basis and by the appropriate public agency (i.e., City or County) and undergo 
environmental review if appropriate. In the event that future cumulative development would 
result in impacts associated with expansive soils, those potential project or site-specific impacts 
would be addressed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. New buildings would be 
constructed utilizing current design and construction methodologies as required by relevant 
regulations. Thus, the cumulative impact involving expansive soils, creating substantial direct or 
indirect risks to life or property would be less than significant.  

Paleontological Resources: Any project involving earth-moving activity could potentially result in 
inadvertent discovery and disturbance of paleontological resources during grading and excavation 
work; these inadvertent discoveries could create potentially-significant impacts. 

As previously mentioned, the General Plan EIR included a search of the database of the UCMP 
Collections, which identified 80 fossils that have been found and recorded within San Joaquin 
County. The majority of fossils found within the Lathrop area have been vertebrate in nature. 
These fossils include mammoth/mastodon, horse, pocket gopher, and other unspecified rodents, 
and unidentified artiodactyl (hoofed mammal) bone. Future ground disturbing activities associated 
with Project implementation and cumulative projects could have potential to cumulatively impact 
paleontological resources, and the Project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
that impact. However, all development, infrastructure, and other ground-disturbing projects in the 
City, including the Project, would be required to comply with the General Plan, including 
Recreation and Resources Element Action RR-3d. Compliance with applicable City regulations 
would ensure that cumulative impacts associated with paleontological resources or unique 
geologic features are less than significant. 

GREENHOUSE GASES, CLIMATE CHANGE, AND ENERGY 

As the California Supreme Court has reasoned, “because of the global scale of climate change, any 
one project's contribution is unlikely to be significant by itself. The challenge for CEQA purposes is 
to determine whether the impact of the project’s emissions of greenhouse gases is cumulatively 
considerable, in the sense that ‘the incremental effects of [the] individual project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects.’” (Center for Biological Diversity v. California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 219.) “‘With respect to climate change, an 
individual project's emissions will most likely not have any appreciable impact on the global 
problem by themselves, but they will contribute to the significant cumulative impact caused by 
greenhouse gas emissions from other sources around the globe. The question therefore becomes 
whether the project's incremental addition of greenhouse gases is “cumulatively considerable” in 
light of the global problem, and thus significant.’” (Ibid.)  
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The cumulative setting for analysis of greenhouse gas emissions and climate change impacts for 
this analysis is San Joaquin County, which is the boundary for the California Air Resources Board’s 
regional greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets.  

Impact 4.9: Cumulative Impact on Climate Change from Increased Project-Related 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Less than Cumulatively Considerable)  
Greenhouse gas emissions from a single Project will not cause global climate change; however, 
greenhouse gas emission from multiple projects throughout a region or state could result in a 
cumulative impact with respect to global climate change.  

In California, there has been extensive legislation passed with the goal of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. The legislative goals are as follows: 1) 2000 levels by 2010, 2) 1990 levels by 2020 and 3) 
40 percent below the 1990 levels by the year 2030. Executive Orders issued by recent Governors 
have identified even more aggressive targets: 1) 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050; and 2) 
carbon neutrality by 2045. To achieve these goals, the CARB has developed regional greenhouse 
gas emission reduction targets for the automobile and light truck sectors (the largest single source 
of greenhouse gas emissions) for 2020 and 2035. The regional greenhouse gas emission reduction 
targets for each region in California were established by the California Air Resources Board. 

As described in Impact 3.7-1 in Section 3.7, implementation of the proposed Project would 
generate GHG emissions that would not otherwise exist without the proposed Project, although, 
as the California Supreme Court has said, “the future residents and occupants of development 
enabled by Project approval would exist and live somewhere else if this Project is not approved. 
Whether ‘here or there,’ GHG emissions associated with such population growth will occur.”  
(Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 
219.) 

The proposed Project, however, would not conflict with any of the GHG reduction measures 
contained with the CARB's 2022 Scoping Plan Update and the SJCOG’s 2022 RTP/SCS. Therefore, 
the proposed Project would be consistent with the State GHG reduction targets, and would not 
generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment or to conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. The City therefore concludes that the 
proposed Project would be doing its fair share to reduce GHG emissions consistent with state 
climate objectives and emissions reduction targets. Thus, although the cumulative impacts from 
worldwide, statewide, regional, and countywide GHG emissions are cumulatively significant, the 
incremental contribution to those significant impacts from the proposed Project would be less 
than cumulatively considerable. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The cumulative context for the analysis of cumulative hazards and human health impacts is San 
Joaquin County, including all cumulative growth therein, as represented by full implementation of 
each respective General Plan (i.e., Lathrop, Stockton, San Joaquin County, etc.).  
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Impact 4.10: Cumulative Impacts Related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Less 
than Significant) 
Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials: Construction activities associated with 
future development projects may involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. However, the construction contractor would be required to use standard construction 
controls and safety procedures that would avoid and minimize the potential for hazards associated 
with the transport and use of hazardous materials. Standard construction practices would be 
observed such that any materials released are appropriately contained and remediated as 
required by local, State, and federal law. 

Existing and future uses within the City are likely to use, store, transport, and dispose of hazardous 
materials. Residential and commercial uses do not typically involve the use or storage of hazardous 
substances other than limited quantities of hazardous materials such as solvents, fertilizers, 
pesticides, and other materials used for regular maintenance of buildings and landscaping. The 
quantities of these materials would not typically be at an amount that would pose a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. Industrial uses may involve the use, generation, storage, 
or transport of larger amounts of hazardous materials. The use, storage, transport, and disposal of 
hazardous materials would be governed by existing regulations of several agencies, including the 
DTSC, EPA, DOT, Cal OSHA, and the CUPA. Adherence to existing regulations would ensure 
compliance with safety standards related to the use and storage of hazardous materials, and the 
safety procedures mandated by applicable federal, State, and local laws and regulations, which 
would ensure that risks involving the routine transportation, use, storage, or disposal of hazardous 
materials or hazardous wastes would be cumulatively less than significant.  

Release of Hazardous Materials into the Environment: Future development sites within the City 
and vicinity of the Project site could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. Construction activities associated with Project implementation and cumulative 
development projects could involve demolition, grading, excavation, and other ground-disturbing 
activities that could temporarily create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through release of hazardous materials. Future site-specific development would be reviewed at 
the project-level to determine whether any development sites are listed on a hazardous materials 
site. Any development activities that may occur on documented hazardous materials sites would 
be required to undergo remediation and cleanup under the supervision of the regulatory agencies, 
such as DTSC and the RWQCB. Therefore, the cumulative impact of creating a hazard to the public 
or environment through reasonably foreseeable accident would be less than significant. 
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Emit or Handle Hazardous Emissions or Materials within 1/4 mile of an Existing or Proposed 
School: Future development projects would be evaluated at the project-level to determine 
whether any development sites are located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school. All future use, storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials associated with the 
proposed Project and cumulative development projects would be governed by existing regulations 
of several agencies, including the DTSC, EPA, DOT, Cal OSHA, and the CUPA. Site-specific 
development would adhere to standard construction practices which determines that any 
hazardous materials released are to be appropriately contained and remediated as required by 
local, State, and federal law. Compliance with applicable laws and regulations governing the use, 
storage, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials would ensure all potentially 
hazardous materials are used and handled in an appropriate manner and would minimize the 
potential for safety impacts. All cumulative development projects would be required to adhere to 
existing regulations which ensure compliance with safety standards related to the use and storage 
of hazardous materials, and the safety procedures mandated by applicable federal, State, and local 
laws and regulations would reduce potential impacts to schools within the area. Therefore, the 
cumulative impact involving emission of hazardous materials within a one-quarter mile of a school 
would be less than significant. 

Government Code Section 65962.5: Future development projects would be evaluated at the 
project-level to determine whether any development sites are listed on a hazardous materials site. 
Any development activities occurring on documented hazardous materials sites would be required 
to undergo remediation and cleanup under the supervision of federal, State, and local regulations, 
including the DTSC and the RWQCB, prior to construction. Therefore, the cumulative impact of 
locating development on hazardous materials sites would be less than significant. 

Safety Hazard Relating to Airports: Future development projects would be evaluated at the 
project-level to determine if they are located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of 
a public or public use airport. Future projects located within the airport influence area for the 
Stockton Metropolitan Airport or other County airports would be reviewed by the Airport Land 
Use Commission for consistency with applicable standards established in the ALUCP on a project-
by-project basis. Therefore, the cumulative impact of locating cumulative development in an 
airport land use plan area would be less than significant. 

Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan: Future development projects could 
impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan. 
Construction activities associated with Project implementation and cumulative development 
projects could involve demolition, grading, excavation, and other ground-disturbing activities that 
could temporarily interfere with emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans. Future 
development would be designed, constructed, and maintained in accordance with applicable 
standards, including vehicular access to ensure that adequate emergency access and evacuation 
would be maintained. Access for emergency vehicles would be required to be incorporated into 
project design. Construction activities that may temporarily restrict vehicular traffic would be 
required to implement appropriate measures to facilitate the passage of persons and vehicles 
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through/around any required road closures. Future development projects would be required to 
comply with applicable City codes and regulations pertaining to emergency response and 
evacuation plans. Prior to construction, proposed site plans would be required to undergo review 
by the LMFD to ensure that adequate emergency access would be maintained within the area. 
During operation of future projects, the EOP would be implemented and emergency response and 
evacuation would occur dependent upon the emergency situation, consistent with the EOP. 
Therefore, the cumulative impact to emergency response would be less than significant. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Potential cumulative issues associated with surface waters can be addressed on a watershed basis, 
or in the case of groundwater, in the context of a groundwater basin. Because water resources are 
highly interconnected, the cumulative setting is based on San Joaquin County which is located in 
the San Joaquin River Hydrological Region. Cumulative development in this region, including the 
proposed Project, would impact the water quality and hydrological features of the San Joaquin 
River Hydrologic Region. The City of Lathrop and much of the surrounding area is located in the 
San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin. The Project site is located in the San Joaquin River 
watershed.  

Impact 4.11: Cumulative Increases in Peak Stormwater Runoff from the Specific Plan 
Area (Less than Significant)  
Implementation of the proposed Project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces in the 
Specific Plan Area, which could increase peak stormwater runoff rates and volumes on and 
downstream of the Specific Plan Area. However, the proposed Project includes an extensive 
system of on-site stormwater collection facilities to accommodate the increased stormwater flows 
that would originate in the Specific Plan Area.  

The proposed stormwater collection system functions through storm drainage collection, 
treatment, detention, and discharge. The exact sizing of the underground piping and basin will be 
engineered during the preparation of the improvement plans. The collection of rainwater for those 
areas of impervious surfaces will be routed into the proposed Project’s storm drainage system. 
Stormwater would be gravity fed and eventually flow to the proposed retention basin. Once at the 
retention basin, water would percolate to underground groundwater stores. The detention basin 
will be designed with surface areas and volumes in compliance with City standards. The same is 
true of other foreseeable development in the County, which would similarly be bound to comply 
with strict federal, state, and local laws and regulations. For example, present and probable future 
development projects in the City would be required to comply with the City’s stormwater runoff 
regulations, including but not limited to those found in the City’s Post-Construction Standards 
Plan, Post-Construction Standards Plan, and Municipal Code. With the design and construction of 
improvements included in the proposed storm drainage system, the proposed Project would not 
increase peak stormwater runoff. The proposed Project, when considered alongside all past, 
present, and probable future projects (inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within San 
Joaquin County), would not be expected to cause any significant cumulative impacts given that 
mitigation measures would control peak stormwater runoff. The proposed Project would not have 
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cumulatively considerable impacts associated with stormwater runoff. Overall, implementation of 
the proposed project would have a less than significant cumulative impact to stormwater runoff. 

Impact 4.12: Cumulative Impacts Related to Degradation of Water Quality (Less than 
Cumulatively Considerable)  
The proposed Project, along with several of the related projects within the City of Lathrop, would 
ultimately discharge stormwater runoff to detention basins, the City’s system of laterals, the San 
Joaquin River, or the groundwater basin. This would potentially degrade the water quality of the 
system. In the regional vicinity of the Project Area, San Joaquin River are listed as Category 5 
waterbodies. The criteria for a Category 5 waterbody include a water segment where standards 
are not met and a TMDL is required, but not yet completed, for at least one of the pollutants being 
listed for this segment. The San Joaquin River (Lower) assessed waterbody includes 59 acres listed 
as early as 1998 for Chlorpyrifos (Agriculture, Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers), Diazinon (Agriculture, 
Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers), Group A Pesticides (Agriculture), Mercury (Resource Extraction), 
Temperature, water (Source Unknown), and Unknown Toxicity (Source Unknown). The Dry Creek 
(tributary to Tuolumne River at Modesto, E San Joaquin County) assessed waterbody includes 34 
acres listed as early as 2010 for Chlorpyrifos (Agriculture, Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers), Diazinon 
(Agriculture, Urban Runoff/Storm Sewers), Group A Pesticides (Agriculture), Mercury (Resource 
Extraction), Temperature, water (Source Unknown), and Unknown Toxicity (Source Unknown). 

Construction of the proposed Project would contribute to a cumulative increase in urban pollutant 
loading, which could adversely affect water quality. Cumulative development in the Lathrop area, 
including the proposed Project, would also result in increased impervious surfaces that could 
increase the rate and amount of runoff, thereby potentially adversely affecting existing surface 
water quality through increased erosion and sedimentation. The primary sources of water 
pollution include: runoff from roadways and parking lots; runoff from landscaping areas; non-
stormwater connections to the drainage system; accidental spills; and illegal dumping. Runoff from 
roadway and parking lots could contain oil, grease, and heavy metals; additionally, runoff from 
landscaped areas could contain elevated concentrations of nutrients, fertilizers, and pesticides. 

The Project applicant would be requires the development and approval of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP will include BMPs to regulate stormwater quality for the 
Specific Plan Area which will be designed in accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Permit (NPDES) Stormwater Program. The City of Lathrop adopted a Low 
Impact Development Design and Specifications Manual to assist developers in meeting State and 
local mandates for storm water drainage. The storm drain system will be designed consistent with 
the LID requirements of the City of Lathrop. Storm drainage will be provided to the Plan Area 
through the installation of a storm drain mains, basins, and pump stations.  

Compliance with City and County water quality protection regulations, approval from the RWQCB, 
and SWPPP would ensure that the proposed Project minimizes impacts to surface water quality. 
Additionally, the proposed Project will conform to and utilize the LID practices set forth by the City 
of Lathrop.  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#6571
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#6573
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#5960
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#5962
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#7368
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#6571
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#6573
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#5960
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#5962
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/2010state_ir_reports/00140.shtml#7368
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Nevertheless, because the San Joaquin River is a Category 5 impaired water body, cumulative 
impacts relating to water quality degradation as a result of past, present, and probable future 
projects will be potentially significant. However, because much of the proposed Project is 
designated for urban development by the City’s General Plan, and the proposed Project includes 
an extensive network of water quality control measures, the proposed Project’s incremental 
contribution to this impact will be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Impact 4.13: Cumulative Impacts Related to Degradation of Groundwater Supply or 
Recharge (Less than Significant)  
The proposed Project would result in new impervious surfaces and could reduce rainwater 
infiltration and groundwater recharge. Infiltration rates vary depending on the overlying soil types. 
In general, sandy soils have higher infiltration rates and can contribute to significant amounts of 
ground water recharge; clay soils tend to have lower percolation potential; and impervious 
surfaces such as pavement significantly reduce infiltration capacity and increase surface water 
runoff.  

The Project Area has soils with hydrologic ratings of “C”.  Group “C” soils have moderately high 
runoff potential when thoroughly wet. Development of the Project Area with impervious surfaces 
could reduce rainwater infiltration and groundwater recharge further. The collection of rainwater 
for those areas of impervious surfaces will be routed into the proposed Project’s storm drainage 
system and eventually flow into the San Joaquin River or other downstream aquatic facilities.  

As detailed in the City’s 2020 UWMP and mentioned previously in this section, the City’s 
groundwater wells are located in the Tracy Subbasin and the City is part of Tracy Subbasin GSA. 
The City was a part of the development of the GSP for the Tracy Subbasin in 2021. Based on the 
GSP for the Tracy Subbasin, and statements in the 2020 UWMP, the City’s groundwater supplies 
are expected to be highly reliable.  

As detailed in the City’s 2020 UWMP and mentioned previously in this section, the City’s 
groundwater wells are located in the Tracy Subbasin and the City is part of Tracy Subbasin GSA. 
The City was a part of the development of the GSP for the Tracy Subbasin in 2021. Based on the 
GSP for the Tracy Subbasin, and statements in the 2020 UWMP, the City’s groundwater supplies 
are expected to be highly reliable. 

As discussed in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems, of the City’s General Plan Draft EIR, the 
City’s 2020 UWMP documents current and projects future water demands and supplies through 
2040. Water supplies to meet future demands include surface water purchased from SSJID, City 
produced groundwater and recycled water. The City’s water supply is projected to increase by 
about 54 percent from 2020 to 2040, primarily due to implementation of the City’s UMWP. Future 
City groundwater pumping is estimated based on the safe yield for all groundwater pumping 
within the City’s planning area which is not predicted to experience any additional restrictions as a 
result of the City’s GSP.  

The City plans to utilize its existing groundwater wells to supply water in the future. As discussed in 
the City’s UWMP, the current estimated annual groundwater yield is 4,720 AFY and the City 
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currently has no plans to install additional groundwater wells or expand its groundwater 
production. Additionally, as described in the UWMP the City’s ability to utilize groundwater wells 
will not be impacted by groundwater levels within the Tracy groundwater basin, and would not 
require the City to limit groundwater production to maintain a sustainable groundwater budget. 
Based on the available information, it is anticipated that 100% the City’s current estimated 
groundwater yield is available for the planning horizon.  

Further, as noted in the GSP, each member City, including Lathrop, includes policies within the 
General Plan to further encourage water conservation and overall water system efficiency. 

The proposed Project would not be required to build new municipal water wells to increase 
capacity of available water.  

For the reasons mentioned above, the GSP should ensure that the cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Project, together with other past, present, and probable future projects within the Tracy 
Subbasin, would not cause the substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge. Such cumulative impacts, then, would be less than 
significant.   

Impact 4.14: Cumulative Impacts Related to Flooding (Less than Significant)  
As shown on Figure 3.9-2, the Development Area is not within the 100- or 500-year flood hazard 
zones. While portions of the Project site outside of the Development Area are located in the 100-
year flood zone, these portions would be open space as part of the Project. Development of urban 
uses within the 100-year flood zone would not occur as a result of the Project. As noted previously, 
the Project site is within Zone X, Area with Reduced Risk Due to Levee.  

The majority of the Project site is located in the 200-year floodplain. However, pursuant to the City 
Municipal Code, the proposed Project would be required to comply with regulations contained in 
Chapter 17.17 (200-Year Flood Protection) of the City Municipal Code. 

While the Development Area is located within the dam failure inundation area for the Don Pedro 
Dam, the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in the exposure of people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure 
of a levee or dam, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. The potential for dam failure is extremely low. 
Furthermore, the implementation of the proposed project does not exacerbate existing 
environmental hazards or, in other words, increase the likelihood of dam failure. 

The ongoing operational phase of the proposed project requires the eventual discharge of 
stormwater into the San Joaquin River. The discharge of stormwater must be treated through 
BMPs prior to its discharge. The Lathrop Municipal Code provides rules and regulations to manage 
and control stormwater and discharge (Chapter 13.28). Section 13.28.120 requires compliance 
with all applicable NPDES permits. Additionally, Section 13.28.130 specifically provides 
requirement to prevent, control, and reduce stormwater pollutants. This includes requirements to 
implement BMPs to the extent they are technologically achievable to prevent and reduce 
pollutants. Under this requirement,  project proponents must sign an O&M agreement in which 
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they legally bind themselves to maintain the installed post-construction design measures in an 
effective and good operational condition until the property ownership is transferred. A written 
O&M plan for the proposed stormwater design measures is required to be submitted to and 
approved by the city with the signed agreement. The agreement will be recorded with the deed by 
the county clerk making it transferrable to the new owner; or, when there are multiple property 
owners responsible for the maintenance of the control measures, the agreement will consist of a 
legally binding covenant between the city and the homeowners association or maintenance 
district. The owner or association responsible for the maintenance of the control measures may be 
required by the city to submit an annual self-certification that the stormwater control measures 
are effective and are being maintained in accordance with the submitted and approved O&M plan. 

The ongoing operational phase of the proposed Project requires the final discharge of stormwater 
into the San Joaquin River. The discharge of stormwater must be treated through BMPs prior to its 
discharge. The City of Lathrop implements BMPs to the extent they are technologically achievable 
to prevent and reduce pollutants.  

In accordance with the Mossdale Landing Master Drainage Plan, City’s Storm Water Master Plan 
(SWMP), and NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Small MS4s, BMPs would be 
implemented to reduce the amount of pollution in stormwater discharged from the project site. 
The management of water quality through the implementation of appropriate BMPs would ensure 
that water quality does not degrade to levels that would violate water quality standards.  

Future development within the City of Lathrop must be sited and designed in accordance with the 
aforementioned City flood damage regulations (i.e., Chapter 13.28 of the City Municipal Code). The 
proposed Project, when considered alongside all past, present, and probable future projects 
(inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within San Joaquin County), would not be 
expected to cause any significant cumulative impacts given that mitigation measures for new 
development projects require designs that ensure structures are outside the base flood elevation 
and that storm water flows are maintained to prevent downstream flooding. 

Through compliance with these existing regulations, implementation of the proposed Project 
would have a less than significant cumulative impact relative to this environmental topic.  

LAND USE, POPULATION, AND HOUSING 

The cumulative setting for land use and population impacts is the City of Lathrop.  

Impact 4.15: Cumulative Impact on Communities and Local Land Uses (Less than 
Significant)  
Cumulative land use impacts, such as the potential for conflicts with adjacent land uses and 
consistency with adopted plans and regulations, are typically site- and Project-specific. Prior to 
Project authorization, City approval of the proposed Project would require approval of a General 
Plan amendment to change land uses in the Project Area to very specifically fit the design concept. 
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The land uses as proposed are not consistent with the General Plan. When land uses are not 
consistent with a General Plan there are two courses of action: 1) the uses are not allowed due to 
the inconsistency, or 2) the land uses are changed through an amendment to the General Plan to 
create consistency. The proposed Project will include a General Plan Amendment from LD to LD, 
Park (P), and Open Space (O). Approval of the General Plan amendment would ensure that the 
proposed Project would be substantially consistent with the Lathrop General Plan land use 
requirements.  

The Project is consistent with most of the applicable General Plan policies that aim to avoid or 
mitigate an environmental effect. Approval of the General Plan amendment would ensure that the 
proposed Project would be substantially consistent with the Lathrop General Plan land use 
requirements and would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact relative to the Lathrop 
General Plan. It is noted that consistency with Lathrop General Plan policies and programs related 
to environmental topics other than land use (aesthetics, agricultural resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, hazards, hydrology/water quality, noise, public 
services, transportation, and utilities) are discussed in the relevant sections of this EIR. 

The Lathrop Zoning Code implements the General Plan. The proposed Project will include a rezone 
from RL-MV and P-MV to RL-MV, P-MV (Park, Mossdale Village Combining District), and OS-MV 
(Open Space, Mossdale Village Combining District). The proposed uses are consistent with the 
proposed zoning.  

Overall, the proposed Project, in combination with and past, present, and probable future 
projects, will have a less than significant impact relative to this topic. 

Impact 4.16: Cumulative Impacts on Population and Housing (Less than Significant)  
Continued development in Lathrop and San Joaquin County will result in housing unit and 
population increases in the region. The proposed Project includes residential units that would 
result in direct population growth. The Department of Finance estimates an average of 3.48 people 
per household in Lathrop in 2024. Based on the anticipated number of residential units that will be 
built in the Project site (912 units), the population would be anticipated to increase by an 
estimated 3,173 persons. It is noted that the Vesting Tentative Map provides a total of 829 
dwelling units, which creates a density of 5.43 dwelling units / acre. However, to provide a 
residential unit buffer, a maximum of 912 units are assumed in this analysis. As such, the analysis is 
conservative as the number of units constructed at buildout would likely be closer to 829, as 
shown on the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map. Utilizing the 829 unit value, the population 
would be anticipated to increase by an estimated 2,884 persons. 

The Lathrop General Plan designates land uses to ensure a balance between new residential 
development and jobs-creating uses and designates the Project site for residential uses. Under the 
existing General Plan, the Specific Plan Area would allow for 1,171 residential units at maximum 
density. Under the proposed land use changes, the Specific Plan Area would allow for up to 912 
residential units at maximum density. Based on the design concept, which involves a reshuffling of 
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the residential land uses within the Specific Plan Area, the maximum residential unit count is 
decreased from what would be allowed under the existing General Plan.  

The proposed Project would not result in direct population growth beyond the City’s capacity 
identified in the General Plan. 

The largely residential land uses proposed by the Project would be within the growth projections 
anticipated and analyzed in the General Plan EIR. Overall, the proposed Project is not anticipated 
to exceed the planned growth (directly or indirectly) in the area beyond what is anticipated in the 
City’s General Plan or regional growth projections.  

The proposed Project, when considered alongside all past, present, and probable future projects 
(inclusive of buildout of the various General Plans within San Joaquin County), would not be 
expected to cause any significant cumulative impacts. The proposed Project would not have 
cumulatively considerable impacts associated with population and housing. As such, 
implementation of the proposed Project would have a less than significant and less than 
cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts to population. 

NOISE  

The cumulative setting for noise impacts consists of the existing and future noise sources that 
could affect the Specific Plan Area or surrounding uses.  

Impact 4.17: Cumulative Exposure of Existing and Future Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to 
Increased Noise Resulting from Cumulative Development (Less than Significant) 
Traffic Noise: Cumulative noise impacts would occur primarily as a result of increased traffic on 
local roadways due to the proposed Project, including on-site activities resulting from operation of 
the proposed Project, as well as operational noise from other development projects in the local 
and regional vicinity.  Table 3.11-11 shows cumulative traffic noise levels with and without the 
proposed Project. As shown in Table 3.11-11, increases in traffic on the local roadway network are 
not predicted to cause significant increases in noise levels. Therefore, this would not be a 
cumulatively significant impact. 

Construction Noise: Noise generated by construction would be temporary, and would not add to 
the permanent noise environment or be considered as part of the cumulative context.  Activities 
involved in construction would generate maximum noise levels ranging from 76 to 90 dB 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, 
consistent with the City’s Noise Ordinance.  

Although construction activities are temporary in nature and would occur during normal daytime 
working hours, construction-related noise could result in sleep interference at existing noise-
sensitive land uses in the vicinity of the construction if construction activities were to occur outside 
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the normal daytime hours. Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 requires that construction activities are 
limited to certain hours, construction equipment is properly maintained, equipment idling is 
limited, and stationary equipment is located away from noise-sensitive uses. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 would ensure this impact is less-than-significant by ensuring 
construction-related noise levels do not exceed ambient noise plus 12 dBA. Therefore, within 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, the proposed Project would not have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulatively considerable impact associated with 
construction noise.  

Overall, implementation of the proposed Project would have a less than significant cumulative 
impact relative to this environmental topic.  

PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 

The cumulative setting would include all areas covered in the service areas of the City of Lathrop, 
as well as the Lathrop Police Department, Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District (LMFD), and 
the Manteca Unified School District (MUSD). This geographic area was chosen because these 
service providers would be required to serve the proposed Project and contains those service 
providers that have to potential to bear a cumulative impact from the proposed project, when the 
proposed Project is considered together with all past, present, and probably future projects within 
these providers’ service areas. 

Impact 4.18: Cumulative Impact on Public Services and Recreation (Less than 
Significant) 
Under cumulative conditions future local and regional growth will result in increased demand for 
schools, police protection, fire protection, schools, parks/recreation, and library services. The City 
and its associated service providers must continue to evaluate the levels of service desired and the 
funding sources available to meet increases in demand. 

The General Plan EIR analyzed impacts to public services (including police protection, fire and 
emergency services, schools, parks, and libraries), and found that General Plan policies addressed 
the public services needs of future development resulting from implementation of the General 
Plan. The specific environmental impact of constructing new facilities could not be determined at 
the time, but the EIR found that construction and operation of such facilities could potentially 
cause significant impacts. These potential impacts, however, were addressed and mitigated to the 
greatest extent feasible by the General Plan policies and mitigation measures included in the EIR. 

According to the City’s General Plan Update Draft EIR, development and growth facilitated by the 
General Plan would result in increased demand for public services, including fire protection, law 
enforcement, schools, parks, libraries, and other public and governmental services. As the demand 
for services increases, there will likely be a need for new or expanded service structures (e.g., 
office, maintenance, and administrative buildings and facilities, schools, parks, fire facilities, 
libraries, etc.) to provide for adequate staffing, equipment, and appropriate facilities to serve 
growth in the City. Existing facilities may be expanded at their current location. New facilities may 
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also be constructed. The Public/Quasi-Public, Park, and Open Space land use designations would 
accommodate the majority of new public facilities necessary to provide community services. There 
would likely be environmental impacts associated with the construction or expansion of the 
facilities needed to provide public services. Such development would also be analyzed for potential 
environmental impacts, consistent with the requirements of CEQA. Any future expansion of public 
facilities required by growth in the City would be required to be reviewed for site-specific impacts.  

Infrastructure needed to support development of the Project area, and the subsequent 
population, housing and employment increases expected through implementation of the Specific 
Plan, have already been planned and evaluated. Additionally, all lands within the General Plan 
jurisdiction have been planned to accommodate growth within the City have been evaluated in the 
General Plan EIR and the City’s Municipal Service Review. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would contribute toward an increased demand for public 
services and facilities within the City of Lathrop. It has been determined that future development 
of the Specific Plan Area would not directly trigger the need for new facilities for the Lathrop Police 
Department, San Joaquin County Sheriff, Lathrop-Manteca Fire Protection District, and Manteca 
Unified School District. Project implementation would require the construction of park facilities 
which may cause substantial adverse physical environmental impact. Potential environmental 
impacts associated with the future construction of park and other recreational facilities within the 
Plan Area are addressed throughout this EIR.  This EIR analyzes the physical environmental effects 
that may occur as a result of development and introduction of new residential uses within the Plan 
Area.  Project-related parkland would fall within the range of environmental impacts disclosed in 
this EIR and would be subject to relevant mitigation measures included in this EIR. Conformance 
with the General Plan, applicable City requirements, and the payment of appropriate fees, would 
reduce impacts related to the development of parkland. The proposed Project and other past, 
present, and probable future projects would be subject to all fees that are paid toward the 
enhancement of public services within the region. Payment of the applicable impact fees by the 
proposed Project applicant, other project applicants, and ongoing revenues that would come from 
property taxes, sales taxes, and other revenues generated by the proposed Project and other past, 
present, and probable future projects, would assist in maintaining existing fire, police, schools, and 
park services.  

Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and probable future projects would result in increased 
demand for public services and recreational facilities. The impact fees developed and reviewed by 
the City will recover future development’s proportionate share of City-related capital asset costs. 
Fees, as applied only to new development, represent future development’s proportionate share of 
public services and facilities capital costs. It is important to note that impact fees may not be used 
to correct existing deficiencies, but may be used to pay for increased demand for public facilities or 
increased demand upon existing capital facilities provided that those facilities are needed to serve 
additional development and have the capacity to do so, given relevant level-of-service standards. 
The construction of public facilities to serve past, present, and probably future projects may be 
required, which could cause substantial adverse physical environmental impacts. The construction 
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and operation of future public facilities required to serve cumulative development could 
potentially cause cumulatively significant impacts, but such physical impacts cannot be fully 
defined at this time because the exact facilities are not proposed or known. Any future public 
facility would undergo its own environmental review to determine physical environmental impacts 
once it is contemplated, and proposed for construction.  

Because no significant impacts related to public services and recreation were identified for the 
proposed Project, and the Project would not necessitate the construction of public facilities, 
implementation of the proposed Project would have a less than significant impacts on cumulative 
public services and recreation. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION  

This section considers the impacts of the Project within the context of long-term traffic conditions 
that may accompany the development of regional circulation system improvements and regional 
residential and non-residential development.  See Section 3.13, Transportation and Circulation, for 
more information. 

Impact 4.19: Under Cumulative conditions, the proposed Project would not adversely 
affect pedestrian and bicycle facilities or transit service (Less than Significant)  
The proposed Project includes ample bicycle and pedestrian facilities on-site. Implementation of 
the proposed Project and past, present, and probable future projects would not result in a conflict 
with an existing or planned pedestrian facility, bicycle facility, or transit service/facility. The 
proposed Project, as well as past, present, and probable future projects in the City, would be 
required to comply with the applicable requirements outlined in the Lathrop General Plan 
pertaining to bicycle and pedestrian improvements, connectivity, and funding. City General Plan 
Policy CIR-1.1 requires future transportation projects to consider all modes of travel in planning, 
design and construction. 

Overall, the Project would not interfere with the implementation of a planned bicycle facility, 
pedestrian facility, or transit service/facility. The Project, in combination with and past, present, 
and probable future projects, would not cause a degradation in transit service such that service 
does not meet performance standards established by the transit operator. The proposed Project, 
when considered alongside all past, present, and probable future projects (inclusive of buildout of 
the various General Plans within Stanislaus County), would not be expected to cause any 
significant cumulative pedestrian or bicycle facilities impacts. Cumulative impacts to pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.20: Under Cumulative conditions, the proposed Project would not conflict 
with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) (Less 
than Significant) 
For VMT forecasting, the City of Lathrop SB 743 guidelines states that for a project to be VMT 
insignificant, the project has to generate 15 percent below the Citywide average for the total 
home-based residential VMT per capita statistic. As the City of Lathrop does not maintain its own 
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travel demand model, the SJCOG 2018 RTP regional travel demand model was used to generate 
VMT statistics for the Project. 

Table 3.13-2 in Section 3.13 compares a base year model run with a base year plus Project model 
run. The VMT analysis for the Project assumes full buildout of the Project in the base year 
condition, which is a more conservative analysis since it assumes buildout of the entire Project at 
once, instead of the anticipated phased buildout through the forecast year of 2045. The existing 
base year home-based VMT per capita for TAZ #1751 is 17.28. Adding in the Project lowers the 
home-based VMT per capita for the TAZ to 16.45. As the citywide average for Lathrop for home-
based VMT per capita is 18.17, the significance criteria (15 percent under the citywide average) 
would be 15.44. Without incorporating proposed features which would reduce VMT (discussed 
below), the Project’s VMT per capita value of 16.29 is higher than the citywide threshold of 15.44. 

As part of the proposed Project, the improved pedestrian network which would include pedestrian 
walkways along all local streets and connect into the existing pedestrian network would reduce 
VMT up to 5.7 percent. Additionally, the Project design implements traffic calming measures and 
low stress bicycle facilities, including Class II bike lanes along the proposed arterial and collector 
streets and a multi-use trail along the San Joaquin River which would reduce VMT up to 1.7 
percent. These Project design features would reduce VMT for the Project a total of 7.4 percent. 
With the proposed Project design features, the Project’s VMT per capita would be more than 15 
percent below the Citywide average for the total home-based residential VMT per capita statistic. 
Consistent with the City of Lathrop’s SB 743 guidelines, once a project has mitigated its base year 
VMT impacts to a less than significant level, it can be assumed that the project would not have a 
cumulative VMT impact in the forecast year. Implementation of the Project would result in a less 
than significant impact. 

UTILITIES 

The cumulative setting includes all areas covered in the service areas of the City’s wastewater 
system, water system, stormwater system, and the solid waste collection and disposal services. 
Under General Plan buildout conditions, the City would see an increased demand for water 
service, sewer service, solid waste disposal services, and stormwater infrastructure needs.  

Impact 4.20: Cumulative Impact on Wastewater Utilities (Less than Significant) 
Wastewater service is provided by Lathrop via their network of collection infrastructure and the 
Manteca Water Quality Control Facility (MWQCF) and the Lathrop Consolidated Treatment Facility 
(LCTF). In 2016, the City generated a total average annual flow of 1.46 mgd with 0.92 mgd treated 
at the MWQCF and 0.54 mgd treated at the LCTF as documented in the City’s IWRMP.  

The project applicant(s) will be required to install/connect and/or fund the necessary 
collection/transmission infrastructure to ensure the appropriate treatment of all wastewater. 

The City of Lathrop owns 14.7 percent of the MWQCF capacity by contract with the City of 
Manteca. The City does not participate in the operation of the facility, nor does it receive recycled 
water from the facility. The City is allocated 1.45 mgd of the total 9.87 mgd facility capacity. The 
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MWQCF is permitted for future expansions of up to 26.97 mgd, of which the City would be 
allocated a maximum of 14.7 percent capacity or 3.97 mgd. Treatment at the MWQCF consists of 
primary sedimentation followed by roughing biotowers, conventional activated sludge, secondary 
clarification, tertiary filtration, and ultraviolet disinfection. Disinfected tertiary effluent is 
discharged to the San Joaquin RiverBecause each project coming on line is required to fund any 
capacity increase needed to treat its wastewater, and because the existing WDRs allow for 
substantial increases in capacity without any need for additional Regional Water Quality Control 
Board approvals, the cumulative impacts of the project, together with past, present, and probable 
future projects, are less than significant. 

Because each project coming on line is required to fund any capacity increase needed to treat its 
wastewater, and because the existing WDRs allow for substantial increases in capacity without any 
need for additional Regional Water Quality Control Board approvals, the cumulative impacts of the 
project, together with past, present, and probable future projects, are less than significant. 

The Project by itself does not exceed the existing capacity of the wastewater treatment plant. The 
Project and any future cumulative projects would be required to secure adequate wastewater 
treatment capacity/allocation prior to occupancy of any building which would require wastewater 
treatment services. Implementation of the proposed Project, in combination with and past, 
present, and probable future projects, would have a less than significant impact relative to this 
topic. 

Impact 4.21: Cumulative Impact on Water Utilities (Less than Significant) 
Water demand from past and present development and from agricultural production activities 
within the boundary of the groundwater basin has contributed to groundwater decline in the 
region. Future urban development within the groundwater basin has potential to increase 
groundwater pumping within the groundwater basin. However, where new urban development 
occurs on land in active agricultural use, the potential exists for urban uses to reduce demand for 
groundwater relative to agricultural uses, as urban uses typically require less water than 
agricultural uses. 

The Project proposes the construction of up to 912 residential units and associated park, 
circulation, and utility improvements. To determine the projected potable water demand for the 
Project, the WSA utilized a water demand factor of 330 gallons per day per dwelling unit (gpd/du) 
for low-density residential uses, which is based on the City’s 2020 UWMP. For recycled water, the 
WSA utilized an application rate of 55 acre-inches per acre per year, which is based on the City’s 
Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan. Consistent with the Specific Plan, the WSA assumes recycled 
water is used to irrigate all public landscaping within the proposed Project. Therefore, the total 
projected water demand for the proposed Project is approximately 378 AFY, which includes 337 
AFY of potable water and 41 AFY of recycled water. 

There would be sufficient water resources available to provide supply for buildout of the 
cumulative scenario, so that no significant cumulative effect on the overall water supply would 
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result. Implementation of the proposed Project would have a less than significant and less than 
cumulatively considerable impact relative to this topic. 

Impact 4.22: Cumulative Impact on Stormwater Facilities (Less than Significant) 
Past, pending, and probable future development projects in the area could result in additional 
discharges of stormwater during storm events. When combined, these future development 
projects could, in theory, could lead to an incremental increase in peak stormwater runoff and 
potential incremental increases in downstream flood elevations. However, these past, pending, 
and probable future development projects in the area would be subject to the Multi-Agency Post-
Construction Stormwater Standards Manual, the City’s Stormwater Management and Discharge 
Control Ordinance (Chapter 13.28 of the Code), and the City’s Impact Fee Ordinance (Chapter 3.20 
of the Code) as applicable.  

As discussed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, and shown in Figure 2.0-9, the Project proposes to 
install stormwater collection and drainage infrastructure within the Project site that would be 
connected to the City’s stormwater system via existing lines along the various residential roadways 
adjacent to the site. The Project’s storm drain system would be designed and implemented in 
accordance with the Mossdale Landing Master Drainage Plan. 

According to the Mossdale Landing Master Drainage Plan, the Mossdale Village drainage shed is 
divided into six sub-sheds with a combined area of 912 acres. Each sub-shed functions 
independently and has its own pump station, storm water quality basin or vault and flood control 
detention basin. Underground detention solutions are permitted to be used where appropriate. 
Each sub-shed is required to treat the first flush storm event, which is the volume of water equal 
to the 85th percentile of a 24-hour storm event. The pumps will begin to discharge water to a 
single outfall at the San Joaquin River (up to 30 percent of the peak discharge rate) once the first 
flush event has been treated. After the rain event is over, the pumps will continue to direct water 
to the river; however, if the San Joaquin River rises to a base flood level of 21.0 feet, the pumps 
will shut off until the water level in the river subsides. 

The Project proposes to install storm drain lines in each individual residential street in Mossdale 
Landing West that would drain towards the main line in Marsh Road, which would cross Barbara 
Terry Boulevard and connect to the existing M1 Pump Station where the water would ultimately 
be pumped into the San Joaquin River. Any necessary upgrades to the existing pump and storm 
drain system would be determined by the City.  

The proposed storm drain system will include water quality features designed in conformance with 
the standards of the Regional Water Quality Control Board for the Central Valley Region and the 
City of Lathrop. Stormwater regulations for construction projects using Best Management 
Practices will be incorporated into the design. 

The proposed Project, when considered alongside all past, present, and probable future projects 
(inclusive of buildout of the Lathrop General Plan), would not be expected to cause any significant 
cumulative stormwater impacts. The proposed Project would not have cumulatively considerable 
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impacts associated with stormwater. Implementation of the proposed Project, in combination with 
and past, present, and probable future projects, would have a less than significant impact relative 
to this topic. 

Impact 4.23: Cumulative Impact on Solid Waste Facilities (Less than Significant) 
The cumulative context for cumulative impacts on solid waste facilities includes the Republic 
Services service area.  

Republic Services, a private garbage collection company provides residential and commercial 
garbage, recycling, and green waste collection services within the City. Waste from the City is 
disposed of at a number of solid waste facilities, with the majority of waste disposed at the 
Forward Landfill. The Forward Landfill has a daily permitted maximum of 8,668 TPD and a 
remaining capacity of over 24.7 million cubic yards as of 2020. The landfill has enough projected 
capacity to serve residents and businesses until approximately 2036. Other landfills that serve the 
City include the Foothill Sanitary Landfill and the Fink Road Landfill, which have enough projected 
capacity to serve residents and businesses until approximately 2082 and 2050, respectively. 

Project implementation would increase solid waste disposal demands over existing conditions. As 
discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use, Population, and Housing, the Project’s 912 residential units 
would induce direct population growth in the City. Based on the 2024 Department of Finance 
estimated household size of 3.48 people per household in Lathrop,2 the Project’s forecast 
population growth is 3,174 persons. As described above, the City of Lathrop achieved a disposal 
rate of 4.1 pounds per person per day in 2022 (most recent year available). Assuming disposal 
rates remain constant throughout Project operation, the new growth associated with the Project 
would result in an increase of approximately 13,013.4 pounds per day of solid waste, which equals 
approximately 6.5 tons per day or 2,375 tons of solid waste per year. This is less than one-tenth of 
one percent (0.075 percent) of the Forward Landfill’s daily permitted maximum of 8,668 TPD; less 
than one percent (0.43 percent) of the Foothill Sanitary Landfill’s daily permitted maximum of 
1,500 TPD; and less than one percent (0.27 percent) of the Fink Road Landfill’s daily permitted 
maximum of 2,400 TPD. 

The proposed Project would be required to comply with applicable state and local requirements 
including those pertaining to solid waste, construction waste diversion, and recycling. In 
conclusion, implementation of the proposed Project, in combination with and past, present, and 
probable future projects, would have a less than significant cumulative impact relative to this 
environmental topic.  

 

2 California Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 
January 2021-2024, with 2020 Benchmark. May 2024. Available: 
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-
counties-and-the-state-2020-2024/. Accessed: May 20, 2024. 

https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2024/
https://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2024/
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4.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE EFFECTS 
LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 
EIRs for certain kinds of projects, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines section 15127, must discuss 
significant irreversible environmental changes. These projects include those involving (i) the 
adoption, amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public agency, (ii) the 
adoption by a Local Agency Formation Commission of a resolution making determinations, or (iii) 
the parallel preparation of an environmental impact statement under the federal National 
Environmental Policy Act.  

Here, the proposed Project falls into two of these categories, in that it requires the adoption or 
amendments of plans, policies, and ordinances, and will require actions and determinations by San 
Joaquin LAFCO. Irreversible environmental effects are described as: 

• The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 
• The primary and secondary impacts of a project would generally commit future 

generations to similar uses (e.g., a highway provides access to previously remote area); 
• The project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential 

environmental accidents associated with the project; or 
• The phasing of the proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project 

involves the wasteful use of energy).  

Determining whether the proposed Project would result in significant irreversible effects requires 
a determination of whether key resources would be degraded or destroyed such that there would 
be little possibility of restoring them. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated 
to assure that such current consumption is justified. 

Analysis 
Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the conversion of land currently used for 
agricultural and rural residential uses for the development of residential uses. Development of the 
proposed Project would constitute a long-term commitment to these uses. It is unlikely that 
circumstances would arise that would justify the return of the land to its original condition as 
agricultural or vacant rural land.  

A variety of resources, including land, energy, water, construction materials, and human resources, 
would be irretrievably committed for the initial construction, infrastructure installation and 
connection to existing utilities, and their continued maintenance. Construction of the proposed 
Project would require the commitment of a variety of other non-renewable or slowly renewable 
natural resources such as lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, 
petrochemicals, and metals. 

Additionally, a variety of resources would be committed to the ongoing operation and life of the 
proposed Project. The introduction of residential and public park uses to the Specific Plan Area will 
result in an increase in area traffic over existing conditions. Fossil fuels are the principal source of 
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energy and the proposed Project will increase consumption of available supplies, including 
gasoline and diesel. These energy resource demands relate to initial Project construction, Project 
operation and site maintenance and the transport of people and goods to and from the Specific 
Plan Area.  

4.3 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires an EIR to discuss unavoidable significant 
environmental effects, including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of 
insignificance. The following significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed Project are 
discussed in Sections 3.1 through 3.14 and previously in this chapter (cumulative-level). Refer to 
those discussions for further details and analysis of the significant and unavoidable impact 
identified below: 

• Impact 3.2-1: The proposed Specific Plan would result in the conversion of Farmlands, 
including Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance, as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural uses 

• Impact 3.2-2: The proposed Project has the potential to conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or Williamson Act Contracts. 

• Impact 3.14-2: The proposed Project would not have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the Project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and 
multiple dry years. 

• Impact 4.4: Cumulative Impact on Agricultural Resources  

4.4 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to “discuss the ways in which the 
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, 
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which 
would remove obstacles to population growth...” In general terms, a project may result in a 
significant growth inducing impact if it individually or cumulatively with other projects results in 
any of the actions described in the following examples: 

• The project removes an obstacle to growth, such as: the establishment of an essential 
public service, the provision of new access to an area, or a change in zoning or general 
plan designation.  

• The project results in economic expansion, population growth or the construction of 
additional housing occurs in the surrounding environment in response to the project, 
either directly or indirectly.  

Existing storm drain, sewer, water, and gas lines/pipes are currently located within the roadways 
of the adjacent residential uses to the north and west.  The Project would be served by the existing 
service providers that have been established on the Project site and in the Project area. Site access 
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would be provided by Town Center Drive and River Islands Parkway. Overall, the proposed Project 
would not require an extension of public services that have the potential to result in or facilitate 
unplanned growth in the Project area.  

The proposed Project would provide housing opportunities for City and County residents on a site 
that has been planned for residential development by the City of Lathrop General Plan and 
associated EIR. Overall, the additional residential uses in the City would not have the long-term 
effect of inducing population growth.  

The Project would result in an increase in employment opportunities by creating short-term 
construction employment opportunities, but these opportunities would not result in substantial 
population growth in the project region. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in 
significant growth inducing impacts.  
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5.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) analyze a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project while reducing or avoiding one or more significant environmental 
effects of the project. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” 
that requires an EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). Where a potential alternative was examined but not chosen 
as one of the range of alternatives, the CEQA Guidelines require that the EIR briefly discuss the 
reasons the alternative was dismissed.  

Alternatives that are evaluated in the EIR must be potentially feasible alternatives.  However, not 
all possible alternatives need to be analyzed.  An EIR must “set forth only those alternatives 
necessary to permit a reasoned choice.”  (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(f).)  The CEQA 
Guidelines provide a definition for a “range of reasonable alternatives” and, thus limit the number 
and type of alternatives that need to be evaluated in an EIR. 

First and foremost, alternatives in an EIR must be potentially feasible.  In the context of CEQA, 
“feasible” is defined as: 

… capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social and 
technological factors. (CEQA Guidelines 15364) 

The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR is not evidence that it is feasible as a matter of law, but 
rather reflects the judgment of lead agency staff that the alternative is potentially feasible.  The 
final determination of actual feasibility will be made by the lead agency decision-making body 
through the adoption of CEQA Findings at the time of action on the Project.  (California Native 
Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 999-1001 (CNPS); Mira Mar Mobile 
Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 489; see also CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15091(a)) (3) [findings requirement, where alternatives can be rejected as infeasible]; 15126.6 
[([an EIR] must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision making and public participation”].) The following factors may be taken into 
consideration in the assessment of the feasibility of alternatives:  site suitability, economic 
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plan or regulatory 
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and the ability of the proponent to attain site control 
(Section 15126.6 (f) (1)).  

In addition, agency decisionmakers, in assessing actual feasibility, may legitimately consider 
whether particular alternatives, compared with a proposed project, represent an undesirable 
balance of competing policy considerations or fail to attain project objectives to the same degree 
as a proposed project. (See City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417 
[“‘feasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a 
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors”]; 
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CNPS, supra, 177 Cal.App.4th at p. 1001[same]; San Diego Citizenry Group v. County of San Diego 
(2013) 219 Cal.App.4th 1, 17 [same]; Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 
1506-1509 [upholding CEQA findings rejecting alternatives in reliance on applicant’s project 
objectives]; Citizens for Open Government v. City of Lodi (2012) 296 Cal.App.4th 296, 314-315 
[court upholds agency action where alternative selected “entirely fulfill” a particular project 
objective and “would be ‘substantially less effective’ in meeting” the lead agency’s “goals”]; and In 
re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 
Cal.4th 1143, 1165, 1166 (Bay-Delta) [“feasibility is strongly linked to achievement of each of the 
primary program objectives”; “a lead agency may structure its EIR alternative analysis around a 
reasonable definition of underlying purpose and need not study alternatives that cannot achieve 
that basic goal”].) 

Special considerations come into play where a project proposes housing. Government Code 
section 65589.5, subdivision (j), provides that “[w]hen a proposed housing development project 
complies with applicable, objective general plan, zoning, and subdivision standards and criteria, 
including design review standards, in effect at the time that the application was deemed 
complete,” the local lead agency may not “disapprove the project or … impose a condition that the 
project be developed at a lower density” unless the agency can issue “written findings supported 
by a preponderance of the evidence on the record” both (a) that “[t]he housing development 
project would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health or safety unless the project is 
disapproved or approved upon the condition that the project be developed at a lower density” and 
(b) that “[t]here is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse impact” on 
public health and safety “other than the disapproval of the housing development project or the 
approval of the project upon the condition that it be developed at a lower density.” In this context, 
“a “specific, adverse impact” means a significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, 
based on objective, identified written public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as 
they existed on the date the application was deemed complete.” 

An earlier version of section 65589.5, subdivision (j), came into play in Sequoyah Hills Homeowners 
Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715-716. In that case, the court upheld a lead 
agency decisionmaking body’s rejection, in findings adopted at the time of project approval, of an 
EIR alternative that would have provided fewer housing units than the proposed project. The city 
council found the alternative to be infeasible because it “would defeat the project objective of 
providing the ‘the least expensive single-family housing for the vicinity.’” This conclusion was 
supported by market surveys indicating that the houses constructed under the alternative “would 
be necessarily more expensive than those of the proposed project.” The court also invoked 
Government Code section 65589.5, subdivision (j), noting that the city council found that there 
was no substantial evidence that the proposed project would cause any public health or safety 
impact, and that the agency’s record contained no evidence any such impact. The court agreed 
with the respondent agency that “this enactment is not a legislative will-o'-the-wisp” but rather “is 
based on a legislative finding that ‘The lack of affordable housing is a critical problem which 
threatens the economic, environmental, and social quality of life in California.’”  
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In considering the approval of a proposed housing project, local agency decisionmakers must also 
be cognizant of Government Code section 66300, created by Senate Bill 330 from 2019 (also 
known as the Housing Crisis Act of 2019). Subdivision (b)(1)(A) of section 66300 generally prevents 
a city from changing an existing residential general plan, specific plan, and zoning designation 
predating January 1, 2018, to “a less intensive use” or to reduce the intensity of the designation 
below what was allowed on January 1, 2018. An exception to this prohibition exists, however, 
where the city “concurrently changes the development standards, policies, and conditions 
applicable to other parcels within the jurisdiction to ensure that there is no net loss in residential 
capacity.” (Gov. Code, § 65300 (h)(2)(i)(1) [italics added].)  

Finally, a third statute that limits agencies’ discretion to reduce the densities of proposed housing 
projects is Public Resources Code section 21159.26, which states that, “[w]ith respect to a project 
that includes a housing development, a public agency may not reduce the proposed number of 
housing units as a mitigation measure or project alternative for a particular significant effect on 
the environment if it determines that there is another feasible specific mitigation measure or 
project alternative that would provide a comparable level of mitigation.”  

Equally important to the formulation of a reasonable range of alternatives in an EIR is the need for 
alternatives to substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of a proposed project. 
Although the law does not require agencies to exclusively focus in this context on the significant 
unavoidable effects of a proposed project, doing so is certainly an effective way to meet this 
requirement. Here, the following significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed Specific Plan 
are discussed in Sections 3.1 through 3.14 (project-level) and Chapter 4.0 (cumulative-level): 

• Impact 3.2-1: The proposed Specific Plan would result in the conversion of Farmlands, 
including Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance, as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural uses; 

• Impact 3.2-2: The proposed Project has the potential to conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or Williamson Act Contracts. 

• Impact 4.4: Cumulative Impact on Agricultural Resources  
• Impact 3.14-2: The proposed Project would not have sufficient water supplies available to 

serve the Project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and 
multiple dry years. 
 

The following analysis of alternatives focuses on significant impacts of the proposed Project, 
including both those that can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level and those that would 
remain significant even if mitigation is applied or for which no feasible mitigation is available.  

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated to the public to solicit recommendations for a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. Additionally, a public scoping meeting 
was held during the public review period to solicit recommendations for a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the proposed project. No specific alternatives were recommended by commenting 
agencies or the general public during the NOP public review process. 
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The underlying purpose of the proposed Project is the approval and subsequent implementation of 
the Specific Plan as a means of increasing the housing supply in San Joaquin County and the State 
of California.  

The proposed Project identifies the following objectives: 

• Complete neighborhoods which foster a mixture of compatibly scaled housing types on 
urban lots.  

• A residential development that will incorporate traditional elements found throughout 
Central Valley communities including a hierarchy of interconnected streets, the 
incorporation of assorted architectural styles, tree lined thoroughfares, an emphasis upon 
pedestrian scale and access with a nod to the agricultural traditions of the Valley.  

• Street patterns which are carefully configured to allow for multiple outlets from 
neighborhoods, and to provide for connections between neighborhoods, without 
encouraging through traffic to create convenience and access without a private 
automobile.  

• A network of planned walkways and bikeways which make getting outside convenient, 
easy and enjoyable.  

• Durable construction materials and designs suited to local conditions to contribute to the 
ongoing costs of the housing will be encouraged.  

• Provide a range of housing opportunities to support a diverse population, lifestyles, and 
family groups. 

• Establish a planning/zoning concept that is responsive to the market. 
• Implement the Phasing Plan for logical development in line with the West Lathrop Specific 

Plan. 
• Implement City’s Infrastructure Master Plans. 

5.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THIS EIR 
Three alternatives to the proposed Project were developed based on input from City staff, and the 
technical analysis performed to identify the environmental effects of the proposed Project. The 
alternatives analyzed in this EIR include the following three alternatives in addition to the 
proposed Project: 

• No Project (No Build) Alternative: Under this alternative, development of the Plan Area 
would not occur, and the Plan Area would remain in its current existing condition.  

• Increased Density Alternative: Under this alternative, the proposed Project would be 
developed with the same amenities as described in the Project Description, but the density 
of the residential uses would be increased, and the total development footprint would be 
equal to the proposed Specific Plan.  
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• Lower Density Alternative: Under this alternative, the proposed Project would be 
developed in such a way to promote larger lot sizes and to reduce the overall number of 
residential units.  

NO PROJECT (NO BUILD) ALTERNATIVE  
Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative development of the Plan Area would not occur, and 
the Plan Area would remain in its current existing condition. The majority of the Plan Area is 
currently undeveloped (Figure 2.0-4 in Chapter 2.0, Project Description). There is a two-story 
single-family residential structure east of River Islands Parkway near the San Joaquin River. There 
are approximately six other structures associated with the residence, such as a barn structure and 
shed structures.  Under this alternative, the Plan Area would not be rezoned and a General Plan 
Amendment would not occur. The Plan Area would remain subject to existing City planning 
indefinitely. It is noted that the No Project (No Build) Alternative would fail to meet the Project 
objectives.  

INCREASED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 
Under the Increased Density Alternative, the proposed Project would be developed with the same 
amenities as described in the Project Description, but the density of the residential uses would be 
increased, and the total development footprint would be equal to the proposed Specific Plan. This 
alternative would include development of single-family homes, apartments, and auto court multi-
family units. Under the Increased Density Alternative, the same number of residential units as the 
proposed Project (up to 912 units) would be constructed. However, this alternative would include 
development of 50 percent low density units (up to 456 units), 30 percent medium density units 
(up to 274 units) and high density units (up to 182 units). Additionally, the park areas would 
increase compared to the Project. The Increased Density Alternative provides the approximate 
acreages of the following land uses: 

• approximately 70.0 acres of low-density residential uses; 
• approximately 20.0 acres of medium-density residential uses; 
• approximately 10.0 acres of high-density residential uses; 
• approximately 63.2 acres of public designated uses that are made up of:  

o approximately 8.0 acres of linear parks; 
o approximately 10.0 acres of neighborhood park (centrally located); 
o approximately 39.7 acres of community park (along the San Joaquin River); 
o approximately 2.0 acres of parkland dedication south of River Islands Parkway; 
o approximately 2.1 acres of other open space (including landscaped entries); and  
o approximately 1.4 acres of levee slope easement.  

The residential areas would be clustered in the central and eastern portions of the Project site at 
increased densities to allow for an increase in park areas along the San Joaquin River. This 
alternative would also plan for parks, trails, circulation improvements, and utility improvements in 
a similar way as the proposed Project.  
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LOWER DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 
Under the Lower Density Alternative, the proposed Project would be developed in such a way to 
promote larger lot sizes and to reduce the overall footprint of the developed areas. This 
alternative would include development of custom homes on approximately 8,000 square foot (sf) 
lots, as compared to the 3,360 sf to 5,000 sf lot sizes for the low density residential units proposed 
by the Project. Under the Lower Density Alternative, the number of residential units constructed in 
the Plan Area would be reduced by 25 percent compared to the proposed Project. Under the 
proposed Project, up to 912 residential units would be constructed; this alternative would result in 
construction of up to 684 units.  

The Lower Density Alternative provides the approximate acreages of the following land uses: 

• approximately 146.7 acres of low-density residential uses; 
• approximately 16.5 acres of Public designated uses that are made up of:  

o approximately 4.8 acres of linear park; 
o approximately 6.2 acres of neighborhood park; 
o approximately 2.0 acres of parkland dedication south of River Islands Parkway; 
o approximately 2.1 acres of other open space (including landscaped entries); and  
o approximately 1.4 acres of levee slope easement.  

This alternative would also plan for parks, trails, circulation improvements, and utility 
improvements.  

5.3  ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
The alternatives analysis provides a summary of the relative impact level of significance associated 
with each alternative for each of the environmental issue areas analyzed in this EIR. Following the 
analysis of each alternative, Table 5.0-1 summarizes the comparative effects of each alternative. 

NO PROJECT (NO BUILD) ALTERNATIVE 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would leave the Project site in its existing largely 
undeveloped state and would not result in increases in daytime glare or nighttime lighting. The 
visual character of the Project site would not change under this alternative compared to existing 
conditions.  

As described in Section 3.1, the visual character of the Project site would be significantly altered as 
a result of Project implementation. Implementation of the proposed Design Guidelines and 
landscaping requirements, and consistency with the General Plan and the Lathrop Zoning 
Ordinance, would ensure that impacts are reduced to the greatest extent possible. 

The proposed Project lighting would be required to incorporate design features, consistent with 
Lathrop General Plan, to minimize the effects of light and glare, and material selections aimed to 
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limit light and glare. Implementation of the Specific Plan requirements and standards in 
conjunction with the Lathrop General Plan and municipal code standards for lighting would reduce 
potential impacts associated with nighttime lighting, light spillage onto adjacent properties, and 
glare to a less than significant level.  

The proposed Project would result in potentially significant new sources of light and glare. The 
proposed Project would also result in impacts to the existing visual character or quality of the 
Project site and its surroundings. However, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid these 
impacts altogether. As such, this impact would be reduced when compared to the proposed 
Project. 

Agricultural Resources 
Currently, the majority of the Project site is used for agricultural purposes. The No Project (No 
Build) Alternative would not result in development of the Project site and agricultural uses would 
continue. As such, this alternative would have no impact on agricultural land, no potential for 
conflicts with existing agricultural resources, and no potential for conflict with regulations and 
plans intended to protect those resources. As such, this impact would be reduced when compared 
to the proposed Project. 

Air Quality 
As described in Section 3.3, San Joaquin County has a State designation Attainment or Unclassified 
for all criteria pollutants except for ozone, PM10 and PM2.5. San Joaquin County has a national 
designation of either Unclassified or Attainment for all criteria pollutants except for Ozone and 
PM2.5.  Table 3.3-2 in Section 3.3 presents the state and federal attainment status for San Joaquin 
County.  

As discussed in Section 3.3, as shown in Table 3.3-8, the proposed Project’s operational criteria 
pollutant would not exceed the applicable SJVAPCD thresholds of significance for all criteria air 
pollutants. 

The proposed Project is subject to the SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Rule [ISR]), which could 
result in substantial mitigation of NOX and associated ROG emissions. The reductions are 
accomplished by the incorporation of mitigation measures into projects and/or by the payment of 
an Indirect Source Rule fee for any required reductions that have not been accomplished through 
Project mitigation commitments.  

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, the Project site would not be developed, and the 
existing agricultural operations within the Plan Area would continue. Criteria air pollutant 
emissions are currently generated by the use of vehicles, agricultural equipment, land surface 
disturbance, and building energy use as a result of existing site operations. 

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, there would be no net change in current levels of 
emissions and no potential for a conflict with any adopted plans or policies related to air quality. 
As such, this impact would be reduced when compared to the proposed Project. 



5.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

5.0-8 Draft Environmental Impact Report – Mossdale Landing West Specific Plan 
 

Biological Resources 
As described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, construction on the Project site has the potential 
to result in impacts to special-status species in the region. The Project site provides potential 
habitat for several species, including those discussed in Section 3.4.  

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 requires the Project applicant to conduct a survey for special-status 
bumble bee habitat, and avoid or minimize impacts to special-status bumble bee habitat by 
developing a mitigation plan in accordance with the most current guidelines. Mitigation Measure 
3.4-2 requires coverage under the SJMSCP to mitigate for habitat impacts to covered special-status 
species. Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 requires the Project applicant to conduct a survey of the area to 
be graded for bat roosts, and if present, implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts on 
special-status bats. See Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4 for more information regarding 
the biological resources measures.  

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, the proposed Project would not be constructed and 
no habitat would be removed. Zero acres of habitat would be converted under this alternative. 
However, ground disturbing activities associated with the on-site agricultural uses would occur. 
Periodic ground disturbance of the agricultural fields and row crops could impact ground nesting 
birds. Overall, this impact would be reduced when compared to the proposed Project. 

Cultural and Tribal Resources 
As discussed in Section 3.5, Cultural and Tribal Resources, there are no historic or cultural 
resources are known to occur within the Project site. However, there is potential of discovery of 
previously unknown historic or cultural resources during ground-disturbing activities. Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-1 and measure 3.5-2 addresses the potential impacts to historic or cultural resources 
by requiring and implementing an Archaeological Monitoring Program, whereby the Project 
proponents shall retain the services of an experienced archaeologist who will be present on-site to 
observe ground-disturbing activities requiring grubbing, grading, trenching, or excavation; and by 
conducting pre-construction worker cultural resources sensitivity training. Any previously 
unknown cultural and/or tribal resources which may be discovered during development of the 
proposed Project would be required to be preserved, either through preservation in place, 
excavation, documentation, curation, data recovery, or other appropriate measures. Impacts 
related to substantial adverse changes to an historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.5, a unique archaeological resource as defined in Public Resources Code section 21083.2, 
or a tribal cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources Code §21074, would be significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation. Impacts related to disturbance of human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries, would be less than significant with mitigation. 

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would result in no additional ground disturbing activities 
beyond those associated with ongoing agriculture. While the ground disturbance associated with 
agricultural uses would have the potential to disturb or destroy cultural, tribal, historic, and 
archaeological resources, as well as paleontological resources, the depth of disturbance under the 
No Project (No Build) Alternative would be significantly less compared to the depths required for 
utility placement, grading, and overall construction activities associated with the proposed Specific 
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Plan. While the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to cultural or 
tribal resources with mitigation, the No Project (No Build) Alternative would result in less potential 
for impacts to cultural and tribal resources as the entire Project site would continue to be used for 
agriculture production. As such, this impact would be reduced when compared to the proposed 
Project. 

Geology and Soils 
As described in Section 3.6, implementation of the proposed Project would result in the 
construction of new structures on the Project site. The new structures would be subject to seismic, 
geologic, and soils hazards for the life of the Project. Mostly notably, the proposed Project would 
be subject to liquefaction, liquefaction induced settlement, and lateral spreading. The Project 
would be required to comply with the provisions of the CBSC, which includes design requirements 
to mitigate the effects of potential hazards associated with seismic ground shaking. Further, the 
Project would be reviewed by the City for conformance with the General Plan, Municipal Code, 
and other regulations that address seismic safety issues and would be required to comply with 
standard engineering and seismic safety design considerations to minimize potential impacts. 
Conformance with the CBSC, General Plan, Municipal Code, and other regulations address 
construction activities and soil erosion. Each phase of Project construction disturbing one acre or 
more of soil would be required to obtain coverage under the Construction General Permit prior to 
issuance of a grading permit. The Construction General Permit requires development and 
implementation of a SWPPP and monitoring plan, which must include erosion-control and 
sediment-control BMPs that would meet or exceed measures required by the Construction 
General Permit to control stormwater quality degradation due to potential construction-related 
pollutant. 

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would result in the Project site remaining in its existing 
condition and therefore would not involve new construction that could be subject to seismic, 
geologic or soils hazards, thus this alternative would have no potential for impact. As such, this 
impact would be reduced when compared to the proposed Project. 

Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and Energy 
Greenhouse gas emissions from a single Project will not cause global climate change; however, 
greenhouse gas emission from multiple projects throughout a region or state could result in a 
cumulative impact with respect to global climate change.  

Implementation of the proposed Project would generate GHG emissions that would not otherwise 
exist without the proposed Project, although, as the California Supreme Court has said, “the future 
residents and occupants of development enabled by Project approval would exist and live 
somewhere else if this Project is not approved. Whether ‘here or there,’ GHG emissions associated 
with such population growth will occur.”  (Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 219.) Short-term construction emissions of GHGs are 
estimated at a maximum of approximately 1,661 MT CO2e per year.  The annual unmitigated GHG 
emissions associated with the proposed Project would be approximately 12,187 MT CO2e. The 
proposed Project would not conflict with any of the GHG reduction measures contained with the 
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CARB's 2022 Scoping Plan Update and the SJCOG’s 2022 RTP/SCS, as provided above. Therefore, 
the proposed Project would be consistent with the State GHG reduction targets, and would not 
generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment or to conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.  The proposed Project’s criteria pollutant 
emissions would be considered to have a less than significant impact. 

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, the Project site would not be developed. Emissions 
are currently generated by the use of vehicles, agricultural equipment, and building energy use as 
a result of existing site operations. Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, there would be no 
net change in emissions and no potential for a conflict with any adopted plans or policies related 
to air quality. As such, this impact would be reduced when compared to the proposed Project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The proposed Project includes components which will likely use a variety of common household 
hazardous materials including: paints, cleaners, and cleaning solvents. There will be a risk of 
release of these materials into the environment if they are not stored and handled in accordance 
with best management practices approved by the San Joaquin County Environmental Health 
Department and the Lathrop Manteca Fire Protection District. 

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, no new land uses would be introduced to the Project 
site. As shown in Table 3.8-1 and Table 3.8-2 in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
There are no hazardous substance site locations database within the Project site. 

As part of the Phase I ESA, there are three Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Cleanup Sites 
and one Cleanup Program Site within 1.5 miles of the Project site. These sites all have a status of 
“Completed – Case Closed” indicating that a closure letter or other formal closure decision 
document has been issued for the site. There are also two permitted underground storage tank 
(UST) sites within 1.5 miles of the Project site. No evidence of current or former USTs was 
observed during the site reconnaissance. 

Like most agricultural and farming operations in the Central Valley, agricultural practices in the 
area have used agricultural chemicals including pesticides and herbicides as a standard practice. 
Although no contaminated soils have been identified in the Project area or the vicinity above 
applicable levels, residual concentrations of pesticides may be present in soil as a result of historic 
agricultural application and storage. Continuous spraying of crops over many years can potentially 
result in a residual buildup of pesticides in farm soils. Project construction activities would involve 
demolition, land clearing, mass grading, and other ground-disturbing activities that could expose 
contaminated soils. 

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, the use of pesticides, herbicides, and insecticides 
would continue in the on-site agricultural areas. Because new land uses or significant ground 
disturbance (outside of the normal agricultural operations) would occur under this alternative, the 
potential for hazardous material release on the Project site would be eliminated. For all of these 
reasons, this impact would be reduced when compared to the proposed Project. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 
As described in Section 3.9, with the design and construction of improvements included in the 
proposed storm drainage system, the proposed Project would not increase peak stormwater 
runoff. The proposed Project, along with several of the related projects within the City of Lathrop, 
would ultimately discharge stormwater runoff to on-site detention basins, the City’s system 
laterals, the San Joaquin River, or the groundwater basin. This would potentially degrade the water 
quality of the system. The proposed Project would not cause the substantial depletion of 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, or result in significant 
impacts related to flooding. 

Construction of the proposed Project would contribute to a cumulative increase in urban pollutant 
loading, which could adversely affect water quality. Cumulative development in the Lathrop area, 
including the proposed Project, would also result in increased impervious surfaces that could 
increase the rate and amount of runoff, thereby potentially adversely affecting existing surface 
water quality through increased erosion and sedimentation. The primary sources of water 
pollution include: runoff from roadways and parking lots; runoff from landscaping areas; non-
stormwater connections to the drainage system; accidental spills; and illegal dumping. Runoff from 
roadway and parking lots could contain oil, grease, and heavy metals; additionally, runoff from 
landscaped areas could contain elevated concentrations of nutrients, fertilizers, and pesticides. In 
accordance with the NPDES Stormwater Program, the Project would be subject to the existing 
regulatory requirements to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) designed to 
control erosion and the loss of topsoil to the extent practicable using BMPs that the RWQCB has 
deemed effective in controlling erosion, sedimentation, runoff during construction activities. 

The proposed Project would replace agricultural water uses with urban water uses. The net change 
in water demand derived from this conversion is the difference between the existing agricultural 
baseline demand (i.e., the water demand resulting from the No Project [No Build] Alternative) and 
water demand from development within the Plan Area.  

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, potential water quality impacts from construction and 
operation of the proposed Project would be eliminated. While groundwater recharge is not 
considered a significant impact under the proposed Project, under this alternative, the land will be 
kept in its present state with the majority of the Project site being used for agricultural purposes. 
The Project Area has soils with hydrologic rating of “C”.  Group “C” soils have moderately high 
runoff potential when thoroughly wet.  

Surface water pollution is also caused by erosion resulting from agricultural operations. Excessive 
and improperly managed grading, vegetation removal, quarrying, logging, and agricultural 
practices all lead to increased erosion of exposed earth and sedimentation of watercourses during 
rainy periods. In slower moving water bodies these same factors often cause a buildup of siltation, 
which ultimately reduces the capacity of the water system to percolate and recharge groundwater 
basins, as well as adversely affecting both aquatic resources and flood control efforts. 

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would have a greater chance of groundwater recharge 
because it would not introduce large areas of impervious surfaces as would the proposed Project. 
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