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Responses to Comments and Errata for the 
North Main Commons Subdivision Project  

Introduction and List of Commenters 

The Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the North Main Commons 
Subdivision Project was available for the statutory 30-day public review from March 2, 2018 to April 
2, 2018. No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the 
IS/MND for the North Main Commons Subdivision Project, were raised during the comment period.   

The following table lists the comments on the IS/MND that were submitted to the City of Manteca 
during the 30-day public review period for the IS/MND. The assigned comment letter, letter date, 
letter author, and affiliation, if presented in the comment letter or if representing a public agency, are 
also listed.  Letters received are coded with letters (A, B, C, etc.). 

LIST OF COMMENTERS ON IS/MND 
RESPONSE 
LETTER/ 
NUMBER 

INDIVIDUAL OR SIGNATORY AFFILIATION DATE 

A Linda Weber Resident 3-9-2018 

B Craig & Cindy Killough Resident 3-11-2018 

C Teresa Mannen Resident 3-15-2018 

D Benjamin Cantu BC Planning Land Use Planning & Design 3-21-2018 

E Benjamin Cantu BC Planning Land Use Planning & Design 3-21-2018 

F Erika E. Durrer Manteca Unified School District 3-22-2018 

G Stephanie Tadlock Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 3-26-2018 

H Residents Residents Petition 4-2-2018 

I Travis Yokoyama San Joaquin Council of Governments 4-2-2018 

J Scott Morgan State of California Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research 4-3-2018 

K Laurel Boyd San Joaquin Council of Governments 4-9-2018 

Errata 

This document also includes minor edits and changes to the IS/MND.  These modifications resulted 
from responses to comments received during the public review period for the IS/MND, as well as City 
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staff-initiated edits to clarify language and implementation of mitigation measures. These changes 
are provided in revision marks with underline for new text and strike out for deleted text.   

Responses to Comment Letters 

Written comments on the IS/MND are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to 
those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system is 
used (as necessary): 

• Those comments received are represented by a lettered response. 
• Each letter is lettered (i.e., Letter A) and each comment within each letter is numbered (i.e., 

comment A-1, comment A-2). 
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Response to Letter A:  Linda Weber 

Response A-1: The commenter notes that she and her husband purchased their house on 
Andrew Lane 18 years ago knowing that the property behind their house was 
undeveloped but planned for Commercial. She notes that her house is a custom 
one-story home in Springtime Estates. She notes that there are 11 one story 
homes in this neighborhood and that the proposed project would create 18 homes 
that will back up to their one-story homes.  

 This comment is an introductory statement and presentation of background 
information regarding the commenter’s history living in Springtime Estates. No 
further response is warranted. 

Response A-2: The commenter states “We did not purchase our house to only have 18 2‐story 
homes planted behind us. We have a pool and spa. I really do not want homes 
looking at me in the pool. We have had privacy for 18 years. Fences will have to be 
replaced for all Andrew Lane. Our fences are only 5ft 2 inches on our side. The fence 
should at least be 6 ft.”  

 This comment is noted. This City has zoning and building standards for building 
height, setbacks, and fencing height within a residential zone. The City will ensure 
that requirements are adhered to in the building plans. The zoning code allows a 
maximum building height of 30 feet in the R1 zone, which would allow a two-story 
residence. The building would be required to be setback 15 feet from the rear 
property line in accordance with the setback requirements in the zoning 
ordinance. Additionally, the zoning ordinance calls for a maximum fence height of 
six feet. The City will impose these standards on the residences just as they would 
for any residence in the R1 zone in other parts of the City. It is noted that the 
property owner could volunteer to restrict the 18 lots along the eastern side of 
the project to one-story residences, however, the City cannot impose standards 
that are stricter then the zoning ordinance allows. 

Response A-3: The commenter states “Our other concerns our Solar. Many of us have solar. Build 
a 2 story behind us and is the city going to pay for our solar panels having to Be 
moved or changed to get maximum sun coverage?” 

 This comment is noted. This City has zoning and building standards for building 
height and setbacks within a residential zone. The City will ensure that 
requirements are adhered to in the building plans. The zoning code allows a 
maximum building height of 30 feet in the R1 zone, which would allow a two-story 
residence. The building would be required to be setback 15 feet from the rear 
property line in accordance with the setback requirements in the zoning 
ordinance. The City will impose these standards on the residences just as they 
would for any residence in the R1 zone in other parts of the City. It is noted that 
the property owner could volunteer to restrict the 18 lots along the eastern side 

5 

 



S u b j e c t :  R e s p o n s e s  t o  C o m m e n t s  a n d  E r r a t a  f o r  t h e  N o r t h  M ai n  C o m m o n s  S u b d i v i s i o n  P r o j e c t  M N D 
D a t e :  M a y  2 1 ,  2 0 1 8  

of the project to one-story residences, however, the City cannot impose standards 
that are stricter then the zoning ordinance allows. 

Response A-4: The commenter states “Opening Askland Drive to Northgate will only cause more 
traffic concerns and robberies. Our little neighborhood is not protected by Manteca 
police. But a neighborhood watch. We do not want Askland Drive opened. Make a 
court there. The city must figure out another way. A thorough fare thru the 
neighborhood will increase the traffic that we do not need. Our whole street is up in 
arms on the city re‐zoning this property. If we all would of know this was to happen, 
we would not have purchased our homes here. Traffic already is ridicules on Louise, 
Main, Cottage. By adding 450 plus homes in this area, the city needs to come up with 
a much better plan than a roundabout on Louise.” 

It is noted that the City has always planned to connect Askland Drive to Northgate. 
This has been a planned extension in the General Plan Circulation Element, and is 
why the existing design of Askland Drive is not a cul-de-sac, rather it is a terminus 
with barriers. Regardless of this planned roadway extension, the City has engaged 
a traffic engineer to analyze Askland Drive for a thru-way and non thru-way road. 
The following presents the analysis by Fehr and Peers. 

A detailed AM peak hour, PM peak hour, and Daily trip generation and trip 
distribution analysis was completed for the following two roadway alternatives: 

1. Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at Andrew Lane to 
the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / Northgate 
Drive; and 

2. Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only between Aksland 
Drive and the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive. 

Trip Generation Analysis: The trip generation of the proposed project was 
estimated for Daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour conditions using trip rates 
published in the Trip Generation 9th Edition (ITE, 2012). Table 1 summarizes the 
estimated trip generation of the project. Based on the project’s land use plan, the 
proposed project would generate the following: 

• During the morning peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 AM) – A total of 117 vehicle 
trips, with 29 inbound and 88 outbound; 

• During the evening peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 PM) – A total of 157 vehicle 
trips, with 99 inbound and 58 outbound; and 

• On a Daily Basis (24 hours) – A total of 1,492 vehicle trips, with 746 
inbound and 746 outbound. 
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TABLE 1  

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
 
 
 

Land Use 

 
Quantity 

[1,000 
sf] 

 
ITE 

Land 
Use 
Code 

Peak Hour Trip 
Rate1 

 
Trips 

 

AM 

 

PM 

 

Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 
Single Family 
Detached 
Housing 

158 210 0.74 0.99 9.44 29 88 117 99 58 157 746 746 1,492 

Notes: 

1 .  Trip rates from Trip Generation (ITE, 10th Edition - 2017)  
  Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018 

 

Project Distribution and Assignment: The City of Manteca Travel Demand 
Forecasting Model was used to determine how project-generated traffic would 
enter and exit the North Main Commons Subdivision based on the following two 
roadway alternatives: 

1. Alternative A - Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at 
Andrew Lane to the four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive; and 

2. Alternative B - Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only 
between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection at 
Main Street / Northgate Drive. 

Results of Alternative A: The analysis shows that during all three time periods, 
a combination of the following parameters result in all project-generated traffic 
using the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection: 

• Proximity of the project site to Main Street; 
• Signalized full access intersection  
• Distribution of traffic to the following directions: 

o 60% NB Main Street towards Lathrop Road and the SR 99 / 
Lathrop Road Interchange 

o 35% SB Main Street towards downtown Manteca and the SR 120 
/ Main Street interchange 

o 5 % WB Northgate Drive towards Union Road and Airport Way 
o 0% EB Aksland Drive towards Springtime Avenue and Louise 

Avenue 
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North Main Commons Project Trip Distribution 

  

60% 

35% 
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It should be noted that the extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus 
at Andrew Lane to the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection 
would also result in the following traffic circulation changes: 

• A small percentage of the existing residences located in the neighborhood 
bounded by Louise Avenue to the south, Ward Avenue / April Avenue to 
the East and Springtime Avenue would use Aksland Drive to and from the 
Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection.  This would 
be approximately 10 vehicle trips during morning and evening peak 
hours; and 

• No cut through traffic from Louise Avenue or Main Street would use 
Aksland Drive to and from the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland 
Drive intersection. 

Results of Alternative B: If an Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gate access is 
only provided between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection 
at Main Street / Northgate Drive, response times would be increased as fire 
personnel would be required to stop, exit their emergency vehicle, and unlock the 
gate.  Under ideal conditions, this can add an additional 60 to 90 seconds to the 
total emergency response time.  During evening or weather conditions, this has 
the potential to add an additional 60 to 180 seconds to the total emergency 
response time. 

And because no (0%) of North Main Commons traffic is projected to use Aksland 
Drive east of the project site, the EVA gate access alternative would negatively 
impact emergency response times to and from the existing neighborhood and 
Springtime Park.  Therefore, Alternative B (EVA gate access only) is not 
recommended based on traffic circulation and potential adverse impacts to 
emergency response times. 

Response A-5: The commenter concludes by stating “Many people in Springtime, Askland, and 
Andrew Lane want a meeting with Manteca Community Development ASAP. When 
can this be schedule? I will not be the only person notifying the City about this 
situation.” 

 This comment is noted. There will be the opportunity for any members of the 
public to express any of their views during the upcoming Planning Commission 
and City Council meetings. This is an open and public process whereby citizens 
are free to provide their verbal input in the public meeting. All input provided will 
be considered by the Planning Commission and the City Council. 
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Response to Letter B:  Craig & Cindy Killough 

Response B-1: The commenters note that they have lived on Springtime Avenue for 34 years 
(since 1984), and that “the proposal of these 158 homes and doing an extension of 
Aksland/Springtime Estates will be a total nightmare, along with these homes they 
are building a gas station on North Main St., this will put more traffic onto 
Lancaster/Springtime Ave along with traffic with the proposal of these homes. As 
traffic from Northgate Ave will come straight down the Aksland Estates and onto 
Springtime Ave to avoid the electric signals on Louise/Main St.”  

It is noted that the City has always planned to connect Askland Drive to Northgate. 
This has been a planned extension in the General Plan Circulation Element, and is 
why the existing design of Askland Drive is not a cul-de-sac, rather it is a terminus 
with barriers. Regardless of this planned roadway extension, the City has engaged 
a traffic engineer to analyze Askland Drive for a thru-way and non thru-way road. 
The following presents the analysis by Fehr and Peers. 

A detailed AM peak hour, PM peak hour, and Daily trip generation and trip 
distribution analysis was completed for the following two roadway alternatives: 

1. Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at Andrew Lane to 
the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / Northgate 
Drive; and 

2. Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only between Aksland 
Drive and the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive. 

Trip Generation Analysis: The trip generation of the proposed project was 
estimated for Daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour conditions using trip rates 
published in the Trip Generation 9th Edition (ITE, 2012). Table 1 summarizes the 
estimated trip generation of the project. Based on the project’s land use plan, the 
proposed project would generate the following: 

• During the morning peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 AM) – A total of 117 vehicle 
trips, with 29 inbound and 88 outbound; 

• During the evening peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 PM) – A total of 157 vehicle 
trips, with 99 inbound and 58 outbound; and 

• On a Daily Basis (24 hours) – A total of 1,492 vehicle trips, with 746 
inbound and 746 outbound. 
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TABLE 1  

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
 
 
 

Land Use 

 
Quantity 

[1,000 
sf] 

 
ITE 

Land 
Use 
Code 

Peak Hour Trip 
Rate1 

 
Trips 

 

AM 

 

PM 

 

Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 
Single Family 
Detached 
Housing 

158 210 0.74 0.99 9.44 29 88 117 99 58 157 746 746 1,492 

Notes: 

2 .  Trip rates from Trip Generation (ITE, 10th Edition - 2017)  
  Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018 

 

Project Distribution and Assignment: The City of Manteca Travel Demand 
Forecasting Model was used to determine how project-generated traffic would 
enter and exit the North Main Commons Subdivision based on the following two 
roadway alternatives: 

1. Alternative A - Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at 
Andrew Lane to the four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive; and 

2. Alternative B - Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only 
between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection at 
Main Street / Northgate Drive. 

Results of Alternative A: The analysis shows that during all three time periods, 
a combination of the following parameters result in all project-generated traffic 
using the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection: 

• Proximity of the project site to Main Street; 
• Signalized full access intersection  
• Distribution of traffic to the following directions: 

o 60% NB Main Street towards Lathrop Road and the SR 99 / 
Lathrop Road Interchange 

o 35% SB Main Street towards downtown Manteca and the SR 120 
/ Main Street interchange 

o 5 % WB Northgate Drive towards Union Road and Airport Way 
o 0% EB Aksland Drive towards Springtime Avenue and Louise 

Avenue 
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North Main Commons Project Trip Distribution 
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It should be noted that the extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus 
at Andrew Lane to the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection 
would also result in the following traffic circulation changes: 

• A small percentage of the existing residences located in the neighborhood 
bounded by Louise Avenue to the south, Ward Avenue / April Avenue to 
the East and Springtime Avenue would use Aksland Drive to and from the 
Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection.  This would 
be approximately 10 vehicle trips during morning and evening peak 
hours; and 

• No cut through traffic from Louise Avenue or Main Street would use 
Aksland Drive to and from the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland 
Drive intersection. 

Results of Alternative B: If an Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gate access is 
only provided between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection 
at Main Street / Northgate Drive, response times would be increased as fire 
personnel would be required to stop, exit their emergency vehicle, and unlock the 
gate.  Under ideal conditions, this can add an additional 60 to 90 seconds to the 
total emergency response time.  During evening or weather conditions, this has 
the potential to add an additional 60 to 180 seconds to the total emergency 
response time. 

And because no (0%) of North Main Commons traffic is projected to use Aksland 
Drive east of the project site, the EVA gate access alternative would negatively 
impact emergency response times to and from the existing neighborhood and 
Springtime Park.  Therefore, Alternative B (EVA gate access only) is not 
recommended based on traffic circulation and potential adverse impacts to 
emergency response times. 

Response B-2: The commenters state that “Springtime Estates/Aksland Estates area is not 
designed to handle all of this added traffic it already has with short‐cuts that drivers 
are doing to avoid the signals on Louise/Main.  Then comes the problem we already 
have with Springtime Ave turning left onto Louise, take a drive starting around 4pm, 
you can't make the left hand turn with all the traffic on Louise Ave, putting an 
extention down in this area is going to create a back‐up into Springtime 
Ave./Askland Estates.” 

This comment is noted. As discussed in Response B-1 above, the trips eastbound 
on Aksland Drive towards Springtime Avenue and Louise Avenue will be 0% of 
the project trips. A small percentage of the existing residences located in the 
neighborhood bounded by Louise Avenue to the south, Ward Avenue / April 
Avenue to the East and Springtime Avenue would use Aksland Drive to and from 
the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection as an alternative 
to their existing path.  This would be approximately 10 vehicle trips during 

14 

 



S u b j e c t :  R e s p o n s e s  t o  C o m m e n t s  a n d  E r r a t a  f o r  t h e  N o r t h  M ai n  C o m m o n s  S u b d i v i s i o n  P r o j e c t  M N D 
D a t e :  M a y  2 1 ,  2 0 1 8  

morning and evening peak hours. There will be no cut through traffic from Louise 
Avenue or Main Street that would use Aksland Drive to and from the Main Street 
/ Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection. This would be a longer and more 
cumbersome travel path.  

Response B-3: The commenters state that “Maybe with a proposal this new development North 
Main Commons could be a gated community it will elevate the traffic issue, only the 
residents of NMC would have access to these streets.”  

This comment is noted. There will be the opportunity for any members of the 
public to express any of their views during the upcoming Planning Commission 
and City Council meetings. This is an open and public process whereby citizens 
are free to provide their verbal input in the public meeting. All input provided will 
be considered by the Planning Commission and the City Council. 
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Response to Letter C:  Teresa Mannen 

Response C-1: The commenter has concerns regarding the project. The commenter is a resident 
of Aksland Estates, and her property is located on Andrew Lane. She states that 
her home backs up to and borders the proposed project by DR Horton. She states 
that her first concern is the construction of two-story homes bordering Aksland 
Estates, which only includes single-story homes. She requests that the City and 
DR Horton not permit any two-story homes to be built along this border. She also 
states that she is not opposed to the construction project itself, which is 
preferable to a 100% commercial project, or the construction of two-story homes. 
She states that, rather, she would like the appropriate parties to respect the 
concerns and sentiments of long-time reisdents of Aksland Estates and 
Springtime Estates, and only permit single-story homes along this border.  

This comment is noted. This City has zoning and building standards for building 
height, setbacks, and fencing height within a residential zone. The City will ensure 
that requirements are adhered to in the building plans. The zoning code allows a 
maximum building height of 30 feet in the R1 zone, which would allow a two-story 
residence. The building would be required to be setback 15 feet from the rear 
property line in accordance with the setback requirements in the zoning 
ordinance. Additionally, the zoning ordinance calls for a maximum fence height of 
six feet. The City will impose these standards on the residences just as they would 
for any residence in the R1 zone in other parts of the City. It is noted that the 
property owner could volunteer to restrict the 18 lots along the eastern side of 
the project to one-story residences, however, the City cannot impose standards 
that are stricter then the zoning ordinance allows. 

Response C-2: The commenter notes that the extension of Aksland Drive to Northgate and Main 
Street could cause increased traffic and potential hazards to the residents in 
Aksland Estates and the surrounding area with the opening of this City. The 
commenter requests that the City not allow this extension, for the safety of 
existing residents. 

It is noted that the City has always planned to connect Askland Drive to Northgate. 
This has been a planned extension in the General Plan Circulation Element, and is 
why the existing design of Askland Drive is not a cul-de-sac, rather it is a terminus 
with barriers. Regardless of this planned roadway extension, the City has engaged 
a traffic engineer to analyze Askland Drive for a thru-way and non thru-way road. 
The following presents the analysis by Fehr and Peers. 

A detailed AM peak hour, PM peak hour, and Daily trip generation and trip 
distribution analysis was completed for the following two roadway alternatives: 

1. Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at Andrew Lane to 
the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / Northgate 
Drive; and 
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2. Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only between Aksland 
Drive and the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive. 

Trip Generation Analysis: The trip generation of the proposed project was 
estimated for Daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour conditions using trip rates 
published in the Trip Generation 9th Edition (ITE, 2012). Table 1 summarizes the 
estimated trip generation of the project. Based on the project’s land use plan, the 
proposed project would generate the following: 

• During the morning peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 AM) – A total of 117 vehicle 
trips, with 29 inbound and 88 outbound; 

• During the evening peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 PM) – A total of 157 vehicle 
trips, with 99 inbound and 58 outbound; and 

• On a Daily Basis (24 hours) – A total of 1,492 vehicle trips, with 746 
inbound and 746 outbound. 

TABLE 1  

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
 
 
 

Land Use 

 
Quantity 

[1,000 
sf] 

 
ITE 

Land 
Use 
Code 

Peak Hour Trip 
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Trips 

 

AM 

 

PM 

 

Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 
Single Family 
Detached 
Housing 

158 210 0.74 0.99 9.44 29 88 117 99 58 157 746 746 1,492 

Notes: 

3 .  Trip rates from Trip Generation (ITE, 10th Edition - 2017)  
  Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018 

 

Project Distribution and Assignment: The City of Manteca Travel Demand 
Forecasting Model was used to determine how project-generated traffic would 
enter and exit the North Main Commons Subdivision based on the following two 
roadway alternatives: 

1. Alternative A - Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at 
Andrew Lane to the four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive; and 

2. Alternative B - Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only 
between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection at 
Main Street / Northgate Drive. 
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North Main Commons Project Trip Distribution 
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Results of Alternative A: The analysis shows that during all three time periods, 
a combination of the following parameters result in all project-generated traffic 
using the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection: 

• Proximity of the project site to Main Street; 
• Signalized full access intersection  
• Distribution of traffic to the following directions: 

o 60% NB Main Street towards Lathrop Road and the SR 99 / 
Lathrop Road Interchange 

o 35% SB Main Street towards downtown Manteca and the SR 120 
/ Main Street interchange 

o 5 % WB Northgate Drive towards Union Road and Airport Way 
o 0% EB Aksland Drive towards Springtime Avenue and Louise 

Avenue 

It should be noted that the extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus 
at Andrew Lane to the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection 
would also result in the following traffic circulation changes: 

• A small percentage of the existing residences located in the neighborhood 
bounded by Louise Avenue to the south, Ward Avenue / April Avenue to 
the East and Springtime Avenue would use Aksland Drive to and from the 
Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection.  This would 
be approximately 10 vehicle trips during morning and evening peak 
hours; and 

• No cut through traffic from Louise Avenue or Main Street would use 
Aksland Drive to and from the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland 
Drive intersection. 

Results of Alternative B: If an Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gate access is 
only provided between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection 
at Main Street / Northgate Drive, response times would be increased as fire 
personnel would be required to stop, exit their emergency vehicle, and unlock the 
gate.  Under ideal conditions, this can add an additional 60 to 90 seconds to the 
total emergency response time.  During evening or weather conditions, this has 
the potential to add an additional 60 to 180 seconds to the total emergency 
response time. 

And because no (0%) of North Main Commons traffic is projected to use Aksland 
Drive east of the project site, the EVA gate access alternative would negatively 
impact emergency response times to and from the existing neighborhood and 
Springtime Park.  Therefore, Alternative B (EVA gate access only) is not 
recommended based on traffic circulation and potential adverse impacts to 
emergency response times. 
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Response C-3: The commenter provides a concluding statement, expressing that she is not 
opposed to the project, but asks that serious considerations are given to the long-
time residents of the surrounding area.  

This comment is noted. There will be the opportunity for any members of the 
public to express any of their views during the upcoming Planning Commission 
and City Council meetings. This is an open and public process whereby citizens 
are free to provide their verbal input in the public meeting. All input provided will 
be considered by the Planning Commission and the City Council. 
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Response to Letter D:  BC Planning Land Use Planning & Design 

Response D-1: The commenter provides an introductory statement describing that he has been 
contacted by residents of the Springtime Estates development that is located 
adjacent to the proposed North Main Commons proposed project, and that they 
are concerned with the additional traffic that the project will create through its 
development, and how the City will be managing the problem.  

 This comment serves as an opening statement, and lead-in remarks to support 
requests/recommendations for additional traffic analysis. The City has engaged a 
traffic engineer to analyze traffic impacts. The details of the analysis are provided 
in response to later comments provided by the commenter (Response D-3). 

Response D-2: The commenter states that “I have reviewed the MND, it simply focuses its study 
and mitigation to Main Street and Northgate; it does not review any aspect or 
potential adverse impacts to the adjacent Springtime development. Nor does it 
review any potential adverse impacts to traffic and circulation potentially affected 
in the general area; such as potential cumulative impact to the Louise 
Avenue/Highway 99 overcrossing, particularly with the new subdivision underway 
on the east side of Highway 99 at Louise Avenue. Or, the potential cumulative impact 
to the restricted right‐of‐way width (lanes) on East Louise Avenue at Frank Avenue, 
also particularly with the new subdivision underway on the east side of Highway 99 
at Louise Avenue. Nor does the MND review any potential adverse impacts to traffic 
and circulation potentially affected west of Main Street along Northgate Drive.” 

 This comment serves as additional lead-in remarks to support 
requests/recommendations for additional traffic analysis. The City has engaged a 
traffic engineer to analyze traffic impacts. The details of the analysis are provided 
in response to later comments provided by the commenter (Response D-3). 

Response D-3: The commenter states that “I hereby formally submit the following items that need 
to be addressed: 

 1. The MND needs to review any potential traffic and circulation impacts to the 
adjacent Springtime Estates development and appropriate mitigation measures 
determined and implemented.  

 2. The MND needs to review any potential contribution (cumulative impact) to the 
ultimate capacity of the Louise Avenue overcrossing of Highway 99 in light of new 
residential development taking place on the east side of the highway and 
appropriate mitigation measures determined and implemented. 

 3. The MND needs to review any potential contribution (cumulative impact) to the 
ultimate capacity of the restricted roadway along Louise Avenue at Frank Avenue 
and appropriate mitigation measures determined and implemented. 
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 4. The MND needs to review the potential need for a secondary unrestricted access 
point from Main Street. Three access points within 200 feet of each other at the 
north end of the development is a potentially hazardous condition.” 

It is noted that the City has always planned to connect Askland Drive to Northgate. 
This has been a planned extension in the General Plan Circulation Element, and is 
why the existing design of Askland Drive is not a cul-de-sac, rather it is a terminus 
with barriers. Regardless of this planned roadway extension, the City has engaged 
a traffic engineer to analyze Askland Drive for a thru-way and non thru-way road. 
The following presents the analysis by Fehr and Peers. 

A detailed AM peak hour, PM peak hour, and Daily trip generation and trip 
distribution analysis was completed for the following two roadway alternatives: 

1. Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at Andrew Lane to 
the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / Northgate 
Drive; and 

2. Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only between Aksland 
Drive and the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive. 

Trip Generation Analysis: The trip generation of the proposed project was 
estimated for Daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour conditions using trip rates 
published in the Trip Generation 9th Edition (ITE, 2012). Table 1 summarizes the 
estimated trip generation of the project. Based on the project’s land use plan, the 
proposed project would generate the following: 

• During the morning peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 AM) – A total of 117 vehicle 
trips, with 29 inbound and 88 outbound; 

• During the evening peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 PM) – A total of 157 vehicle 
trips, with 99 inbound and 58 outbound; and 

• On a Daily Basis (24 hours) – A total of 1,492 vehicle trips, with 746 
inbound and 746 outbound. 

TABLE 1 PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
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Quantity 
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Use 
Code 

Peak Hour Trip 
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Trips 

 

AM 
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Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 
Single Family 
Detached 
Housing 

158 210 0.74 0.99 9.44 29 88 117 99 58 157 746 746 1,492 

Notes: 

4 .  Trip rates from Trip Generation (ITE, 10th Edition - 2017)  
  Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018 
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Project Distribution and Assignment: The City of Manteca Travel Demand 
Forecasting Model was used to determine how project-generated traffic would 
enter and exit the North Main Commons Subdivision based on the following two 
roadway alternatives: 

1. Alternative A - Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at 
Andrew Lane to the four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive; and 

2. Alternative B - Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only 
between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection at 
Main Street / Northgate Drive. 

Results of Alternative A: The analysis shows that during all three time periods, 
a combination of the following parameters result in all project-generated traffic 
using the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection: 

• Proximity of the project site to Main Street; 
• Signalized full access intersection  
• Distribution of traffic to the following directions: 

o 60% NB Main Street towards Lathrop Road and the SR 99 / 
Lathrop Road Interchange 

o 35% SB Main Street towards downtown Manteca and the SR 120 
/ Main Street interchange 

o 5 % WB Northgate Drive towards Union Road and Airport Way 
o 0% EB Aksland Drive towards Springtime Avenue and Louise 

Avenue 

It should be noted that the extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus 
at Andrew Lane to the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection 
would also result in the following traffic circulation changes: 

• A small percentage of the existing residences located in the neighborhood 
bounded by Louise Avenue to the south, Ward Avenue / April Avenue to 
the East and Springtime Avenue would use Aksland Drive to and from the 
Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection.  This would 
be approximately 10 vehicle trips during morning and evening peak 
hours; and 

• No cut through traffic from Louise Avenue or Main Street would use 
Aksland Drive to and from the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland 
Drive intersection. 

Results of Alternative B: If an Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gate access is 
only provided between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection 
at Main Street / Northgate Drive, response times would be increased as fire 
personnel would be required to stop, exit their emergency vehicle, and unlock the 
gate.  Under ideal conditions, this can add an additional 60 to 90 seconds to the 
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total emergency response time.  During evening or weather conditions, this has 
the potential to add an additional 60 to 180 seconds to the total emergency 
response time. 

And because no (0%) of North Main Commons traffic is projected to use Aksland 
Drive east of the project site, the EVA gate access alternative would negatively 
impact emergency response times to and from the existing neighborhood and 
Springtime Park.  Therefore, Alternative B (EVA gate access only) is not 
recommended based on traffic circulation and potential adverse impacts to 
emergency response times. 

Other: It is also noted that Fehr & Peers recently analyzed the segment of North 
Main Street located north of Northgate Drive (adjacent to the project site) as part 
of the General Plan Update (City of Manteca, 2017). This road segment currently 
maintains a LOS C and has approximately 11,200 average daily trips. The 
additional trips generated by the proposed project is anticipated to increase the 
average daily trips on this roadway to 12,685. The additional traffic is below the 
17,100 daily trip capacity for this roadway design (4 lanes with 40+ speed limit).   

Since the proposed project would not generate a substantial increase in traffic or 
exceed the applicable LOS standards of the nearby roadway segment, and since 
the proposed project would be required to contribute any applicable fees to cover 
the proportionate cost of traffic improvements in order to satisfy their fair share 
obligations, the proposed project have a less than significant project-level and 
cumulative impact. 

Response D-4: The commenter provides a copy of the site plan map with his suggested revisions. 
It includes suggestions for a 1) three-way stop at Lancaster Drive and Springtime 
Avenue, 2) a traffic relief point & fire response access point on North Main Street, 
and 3) the elimination of one access point along Aksland Drive, and the 4) addition 
of a new roadway connection between Street C and Street D of the project’s 
internal circulation network. 

 These recommendations are noted. The original site plan included an additional 
access to traffic relief point for fire response access on North Main Street, 
however, in the preliminary review the Fire Department determined that it was 
not needed nor was it recommended by the Fire Department. As such, the 
proposed project site plan does not include this access point. City staff has 
reviewed the commenter’s additional recommendations for the site design and 
does not recommend these changes. The commenter, and all other members of 
the public, will have the opportunity to provide feedback at both the Planning 
Commission Meeting and City Council Meeting for approval of the proposed 
project. 
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Response to Letter E:  BC Planning Land Use Planning & Design 

Response E-1: This commenter states “Thank you Adam for the correction. One other item. As per 
the MND NOI, I entered the website address provided for online review of the 
IS/MND. The address does not provide a direct path to the IS/MND for review as 
indicated. In fact, I reviewed the entire website and did not find the documents at 
all. Given we are in a tech world where the citizenry is "connected" and relies on the 
web a great deal more, especially when specifically directed to do so in the notice, 
proper public notice in this case is questionable.”  

This comment is noted. The link provided in the MND NOI provides a direct link 
to the City of Manteca Planning Department website. At this website location the 
City maintains all environmental planning documents. It is in this location that 
the North Main Commons IS/MND was posted for public review. In addition to 
the document being available electronically via the City website, hard copies are 
available for review at City Hall. The City has complied with all state noticing 
requirements.  No further response is necessary. 

Response E-2: The commenter states that “In light of concerns expressed by residents from the 
adjacent Springtime development, I would suggest that the NOI be republished 
(after the website connection is corrected).” The commenter notes that the NOI be 
republished.  

This comment is noted; however, the City has complied with all state noticing 
requirements and the warrants for recirculation have not been met. The link 
provided in the MND NOI provides a direct link to the City of Manteca Planning 
Department website, which is the location that the City maintains all 
environmental planning documents. It is in this location that the that the North 
Main Commons IS/MND was posted for public review. In addition to the 
document being available electronically via the City website, hard copies are 
available for review at City Hall. The City has complied with all state noticing 
requirements. 
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Response to Letter F:  Manteca Unified School District 

Response F-1: This comment serves as an introduction to the letter and specifically states that 
“the public has entrusted the District with providing its students with high‐quality 
education, which includes insuring that its students have adequate facilities, are 
safe, and not significantly or cumulatively impacted by development”. This 
comment also lists the two schools that would serve the proposed project (New 
Haven Elementary School and East Union High School). The comment further 
states that “the Project’s addition of students to these schools raises concerns that 
operation of the Project will adversely affect the traffic and parking at these schools, 
which was not addressed in the environmental document. These impacts need to be 
adequately evaluated and mitigation prior to forwarding the project to the 
Planning Commission for consideration”. 

This comment itself is an introduction to the letter. It provides a broad statement 
that there is a need for further analysis and/or mitigation for certain 
environmental topics, this comment itself does not provide any specific evidence 
or suggestions. The IS/MND specifically does provide an analysis and discussion 
that is dedicated to addressing the environmental topics that are identified by the 
commenter. When there is a potential impact identified in the IS/MND analysis 
for each of these topics, the IS/MND also includes a mitigation measure(s) that is 
intended to reduce the impact to the extent practicable. The IS/MND 
appropriately includes an analysis and mitigation measures for each of these 
topics. Given the general and broad statements provided in this introduction, and 
absent any level of specificity in this introductory comment, this response does 
not require any additional analysis, mitigation measures, revisions, or 
recirculation. 

Response F-2: This comment is an additional introductory statement that states that the MUSD 
wishes to emphasize that its comments are meant to help the City fully evaluate 
and mitigation the potential impacts to schools – not to be critical or 
confrontational. This comment reiterates that the MUSD would like to emphasize 
the importance of collaboration between the MUSD and the City throughout the 
entire entitlement process, “…in order for growth to be orderly and well planned…”, 
and that “…all affected agencies need to be given the opportunity to participate in 
this process”.  

Given the general and broad statements provided in this introduction, and absent 
any level of specificity in this introductory comment, this response does not 
require any additional analysis, mitigation measures, revisions, or recirculation. 

Response F-3: The commentor states that “As discussed in the Adequate School Facilities section 
below, the Project is inconsistent with the General Plan 2023. The project needs to 
contribute its fair share of funding for adequate school facilities as required by the 
General Plan 2035 and its Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. An 
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additional mitigation measure for the Project’s developer to enter into a Mello‐Roos 
District or a mitigation agreement with the District is required to be considered with 
the General Plan 2023 and its EIR”.  

It is the City’s policy to require all development projects to adhere to the State’s 
laws regarding the payment of school impact fees that are established by the 
MUSD through their nexus study/fee justification efforts. The City will fully 
cooperate with the MUSD, as they have in the past, in the collection of the school 
impact fees that have been established by MUSD. This is consistent with the 
General Plan. However, the commentor has suggested a mitigation measure that 
is not consistent with the State Law or with their own School Justification Fee 
Justification Study (March 2017). It is not clear how the commentor has any legal 
basis for which to suggest that a “Mello-Roos District or mitigation agreement” is 
required as mitigation, nor does the commentor clearly identify what such a 
mitigation measure would be mitigating (i.e. the warrant for mitigation), or how 
the District would utilize funding to mitigate an impact. The commentor alludes 
to a “fair share of funding for adequate facilities”, however, the Education Code 
(EC) 17620 grants the District the authority to impose school impact fees, and the 
MUSD had established impact fees as of March 2017. In Chawanakee Unified 
School Dist. v. County of Madera (June 21, 2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1016, the court 
determined that Government Code section 65996(a) obviated the need to analyze 
and mitigate a development’s direct impacts on existing school facilities in an EIR 
because Education Code sets forth “exclusive methods” for consideration and 
mitigation of such impacts. The MUSD’s School Justification Fee Justification 
Study (March 2017) established the appropriate fee for all development in the 
City of Manteca. This fee established by the District is the fair share funding that 
the City will require of this development. By statute, the City and District cannot 
require fees beyond that allowed by the state law, and affirmed by the District 
through the recently approved nexus study. A suggestion to mandate fees beyond 
the maximum allowed by law within the CEQA document would require the City 
to violate state law. The City will continue to operate within the state law, and 
does not intend to mandate additional fees as mitigation. 

Response F-4: The commentor states the following: 

“The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) notes that the Project would include the 
development of 158 dwelling units, which will accommodate single‐family homes. These 
dwelling units will generate 77 K‐8 students and 37 9‐12 students, for a total of 114 new 
students. The District’s School Mitigation Fee Justification Study, dated March 2017, 
determined that upon development project build out, there will be a shortage of 
classroom facilities for 7,258 students (Fee Study, Table 7, p. 13). As new development 
identified in the Fee Study (Id. Appendix B, Table B‐1), the Project contributes to the 
school facilities’ shortfall. The cost of providing school facilities is $8.18 per square foot 
of single‐family and multifamily residential units (Id. Table 14, pg. 19). However, the 
District levies Level 1 Developer Fees in the amount of $3.48 per square foot – which 
only accounts for 42% of the costs for adequate school facilities, respectively. 
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 The Mitigated Negative Declaration claims that payment of developer fees and ongoing 
revenues from property taxes, sales taxes, and other revenues generated by the Project 
would fund improvements associated with school services and the impact less than 
significant (MND, p. 55). That is not that case. Aside from developer fees, the other 
“ongoing revenues” do not pay for new school facilities, but instead pay for operations. 
Developer fees alone are not adequate mitigation. The MND claims that the Project is 
consistent with the City’s General Plan and attendant EIR, but in actuality, its not. The 
City’s General Plan EIR acknowledged that implementation of the General Plan 2023 
would require additional school facilities and the impact was potentially significant and 
identified three important mitigation measures. (Draft General Plan EIR, pp. 1‐57, 1‐58, 
and 14‐19). Goal PF‐13 states, “Provide for the educational needs of Manteca residents.” 
(Id. Pp. 1‐58 and 14‐21.) PF‐P‐33 states in part, “Adequate facilities shall be planned to 
accommodate new residential development.” (Ibid.) PF‐P‐35 states, “Financing of new 
school facilities will be planned concurrent with new development.” (Ibid., emph. Added. 
Note that PF‐P‐35 is labeled PF‐P‐34 on p. 14‐21.).  

These General Plan 2023 mitigation measures require funding beyond collected 
developer fees to ensure adequate school facilities, potentially significant impact, as 
acknowledged in the General Plan 2023 EIR. In such a circumstance, the MND cannot 
legally claim that the Project’s impact to school facilities would be less than significant 
by simply relying on collected Level 1 Developer Fees, property taxes, sales taxes, and 
other revenue generated by the Project. To honor and comply with the General Plan 
2023, its EIR, and the City’s adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Report Program, the 
City must require the Project’s developer to provide its fair‐share funding for adequate 
school facilities for the new students. This can be accomplished by the Project’s 
developer’s entry into a Mello‐Roos District or a mitigation agreement with the District”. 

Impacts associated with schools are analyzed in impact a, iii) on page 55. It is the 
City’s policy to require all development projects to adhere to the State’s laws 
regarding the payment of school impact fees that are established by the MUSD 
through their nexus study/fee justification efforts. The City will fully cooperate 
with the MUSD, as they have in the past, in the collection of the school impact fees 
that have been established by MUSD. This is consistent with the General Plan. 
However, the commentor has suggested a mitigation measure that is not 
consistent with the State Law or with their own School Justification Fee 
Justification Study (March 2017). It is not clear how the commentor has any legal 
basis for which to suggest that a “Mello-Roos District or mitigation agreement” is 
required as mitigation, nor does the commentor clearly identify what such a 
mitigation measure would be mitigating (i.e. the warrant for mitigation), or how 
the District would utilize funding to mitigate an impact. The commentor alludes 
to a “fair share of funding for adequate facilities”, however, the Education Code 
(EC) 17620 grants the District the authority to impose school impact fees, and the 
MUSD had established impact fees as of March 2017. In Chawanakee Unified 
School Dist. v. County of Madera (June 21, 2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1016, the court 
determined that Government Code section 65996(a) obviated the need to analyze 
and mitigate a development’s direct impacts on existing school facilities in an EIR 
because Education Code sets forth “exclusive methods” for consideration and 
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mitigation of such impacts. The MUSD’s School Justification Fee Justification 
Study (March 2017) established the appropriate fee for all development in the 
City of Manteca. This fee established by the District is the fair share funding that 
the City will require of this development. By statute, the City and District cannot 
require fees beyond that allowed by the state law, and affirmed by the District 
through the recently approved nexus study. A suggestion to mandate fees beyond 
the maximum allowed by law within the Draft EIR would require the City to 
violate state law. The City will continue to operate within the state law, and does 
not intend to mandate additional fees as mitigation.  

Response F-5: The commentor provides a concluding statement, reiterating what was provided 
by the introductory remarks (see Response F1 and Response F2). The commentor 
thanks the City for the opportunity to participate in the review process and for 
the City’s consideration of their previous comments. 

This comment itself it a general conclusion statement. Given the general and 
broad statements provided in this conclusion, and absent any level of specificity 
in this comment, this response does not require any additional analysis, 
mitigation measures, revisions, or recirculation. In addition, considering all other 
comments provided by commentor and the responses and clarifications provided 
herein, there is no warrant for any additional analysis, mitigation measures, 
revisions, or recirculation. 
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Response to Letter G:  Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Response G-1: This comment is noted. The comment describes the regulatory setting, including 
the Basin Plan and the mandatory antidegradation policy contained in the Basin 
Plan.  The comment proceeds to describe the specific permitting requirements for 
construction, industrial, and municipal discharges as well as permitting 
requirements associated with the Clean Water Act and dewatering of and/or 
discharge to waters of the United States. 

The project would be required to comply with construction-related National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements (see IS/MND, 
Geology and Soils, and Hydrology and Water Quality), operational NPDES 
requirements (see IS/MND, Hydrology and Water Quality), and Clean Water Act 
requirements (see IS/MND, Geology and Soils, and Hydrology and Water Quality). 
No further response is required. 
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Response to Letter H:  Residents of the neighborhood south of the project 

Response H-1: This comment represents two petitions from residents within the neighborhoods 
surrounding the proposed project. The first petition (Traffic) requests that the 
City not allow the connection of Aksland Drive to North Main Street. The second 
petition (Privacy) requests that two story homes not be allowed to backup to the 
existing residences located along the eastern boundary of the project site. This 
was received by the City of Manteca Community Development Department on 
April 2, 2018.  

 Traffic Petition Response 

These petitions are noted. The City has engaged a traffic engineer to analyze 
Askland Drive for a thru-way and non thru-way road. It is noted that the City has 
always planned to connect Askland Drive to Northgate. This has been a planned 
extension in the General Plan Circulation Element, and is why the existing design 
of Askland Drive is not a cul-de-sac, rather it is a terminus with barriers. The 
following presents the analysis by Fehr and Peers. 

A detailed AM peak hour, PM peak hour, and Daily trip generation and trip 
distribution analysis was completed for the following two roadway alternatives: 

3. Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at Andrew Lane to 
the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / Northgate 
Drive; and 

4. Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only between Aksland 
Drive and the future four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive. 

Trip Generation Analysis: The trip generation of the proposed project was 
estimated for Daily, AM peak hour, and PM peak hour conditions using trip rates 
published in the Trip Generation 9th Edition (ITE, 2012). Table 1 summarizes the 
estimated trip generation of the project. Based on the project’s land use plan, the 
proposed project would generate the following: 

• During the morning peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 AM) – A total of 117 vehicle 
trips, with 29 inbound and 88 outbound; 

• During the evening peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 PM) – A total of 157 vehicle 
trips, with 99 inbound and 58 outbound; and 

• On a Daily Basis (24 hours) – A total of 1,492 vehicle trips, with 746 
inbound and 746 outbound. 
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TABLE 1  

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 
 
 
 

Land Use 

 
Quantity 

[1,000 
sf] 

 
ITE 

Land 
Use 
Code 

Peak Hour Trip 
Rate1 

 
Trips 

 

AM 

 

PM 

 

Daily 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 
Single Family 
Detached 
Housing 

158 210 0.74 0.99 9.44 29 88 117 99 58 157 746 746 1,492 

Notes: 

5 .  Trip rates from Trip Generation (ITE, 10th Edition - 2017)  
  Source: Fehr & Peers, 2018 

 

Project Distribution and Assignment: The City of Manteca Travel Demand 
Forecasting Model was used to determine how project-generated traffic would 
enter and exit the North Main Commons Subdivision based on the following two 
roadway alternatives: 

3. Alternative A - Extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus at 
Andrew Lane to the four legged signalized intersection at Main Street / 
Northgate Drive; and 

4. Alternative B - Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gated access only 
between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection at 
Main Street / Northgate Drive. 

Results of Alternative A: The analysis shows that during all three time periods, 
a combination of the following parameters result in all project-generated traffic 
using the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection: 

• Proximity of the project site to Main Street; 
• Signalized full access intersection  
• Distribution of traffic to the following directions: 

o 60% NB Main Street towards Lathrop Road and the SR 99 / 
Lathrop Road Interchange 

o 35% SB Main Street towards downtown Manteca and the SR 120 
/ Main Street interchange 

o 5 % WB Northgate Drive towards Union Road and Airport Way 
o 0% EB Aksland Drive towards Springtime Avenue and Louise 

Avenue 
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North Main Commons Project Trip Distribution 

  

60% 

35% 

5% 

0% 
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It should be noted that the extension of Aksland Drive from its current terminus 
at Andrew Lane to the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection 
would also result in the following traffic circulation changes: 

• A small percentage of the existing residences located in the neighborhood 
bounded by Louise Avenue to the south, Ward Avenue / April Avenue to 
the East and Springtime Avenue would use Aksland Drive to and from the 
Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland Drive intersection.  This would 
be approximately 10 vehicle trips during morning and evening peak 
hours; and 

• No cut through traffic from Louise Avenue or Main Street would use 
Aksland Drive to and from the Main Street / Northgate Drive / Aksland 
Drive intersection. 

Results of Alternative B: If an Emergency Vehicle Access (EVA) gate access is 
only provided between Aksland Drive and the four legged signalized intersection 
at Main Street / Northgate Drive, response times would be increased as fire 
personnel would be required to stop, exit their emergency vehicle, and unlock the 
gate.  Under ideal conditions, this can add an additional 60 to 90 seconds to the 
total emergency response time.  During evening or weather conditions, this has 
the potential to add an additional 60 to 180 seconds to the total emergency 
response time. 

And because no (0%) of North Main Commons traffic is projected to use Aksland 
Drive east of the project site, the EVA gate access alternative would negatively 
impact emergency response times to and from the existing neighborhood and 
Springtime Park.  Therefore, Alternative B (EVA gate access only) is not 
recommended based on traffic circulation and potential adverse impacts to 
emergency response times. 

Privacy Petition Response 

The City has zoning and building standards for building height and setbacks 
within a residential zone. The City will ensure that requirements are adhered to 
in the building plans. The zoning code allows a maximum building height of 30 
feet in the R1 zone, which would allow a two-story residence. The building would 
be required to be setback 15 feet from the rear property line in accordance with 
the setback requirements in the zoning ordinance. The City will impose these 
standards on the residences just as they would for any residence in the R1 zone 
in other parts of the City. It is noted that the property owner could volunteer to 
restrict the 18 lots along the eastern side of the project to one-story residences, 
however, the City cannot impose standards that are stricter then the zoning 
ordinance allows. 
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Response to Letter I:  San Joaquin Council of Governments 

Response I-1: The commentor provides an introductory statement that the San Joaquin Council 
of Governments (SJCOG), acting as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and 
Congestion Management Agency (CMA), has reviewed the IS/MND.  

This comment is noted. No response is required. 

Response I-2: The commentor states that SJCOG adopted the 2016 Update to the Regional 
Congestion Management Program (RCMP) on March 24, 2016. The commentor 
also states that Chapter 6 of the RCMP described the updated Land Use Analysis 
Program, including Tier 1 and Tier 2 review/analysis requirements, analysis 
methods, impact significance criteria, and mitigation. 

This comment is noted. No response is required. 

Response I-3: The commentor notes an inconsistency between the chart and responses on page 
58 and 59 of the IS/MND. Specifically, the commentor states that the chart lists 
questions a) and b) as “less than significant impact”; however, a different 
determination was identified in the Responses to Checklist questions.  

This comment warrants a revision to the Initial Study identified below with revision 
marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted text). None of the revisions 
identify new significant environmental impacts, nor do any of the revisions result 
in substantive changes to the Initial Study. The new information to the Initial 
Study is intended to merely correct and clarify the information. Page 58 of the 
IS/MND has been revised as follows: 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase 
in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 X X  

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

 X X  

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

   X 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

 X   
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intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?  X   

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

  X  

   

Response I-4: The commentor states that the responses to checklist items d) and e) indicate a 
“less than significant with Mitigation” impact; however, no mitigation measure is 
listed.  

This comment is noted. Revisions to the Initial Study are identified below with 
revision marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted text). None of the 
revisions identify new significant environmental impacts, nor do any of the 
revisions result in substantive changes to the Initial Study. The new information 
to the Initial Study is intended to merely clarify the information. Page 58 of the 
IS/MND has been revised as follows: 

Responses d-e): Less than Significant with Mitigation. No site circulation or access issues 
have been identified that would cause a traffic safety problem/hazard or any unusual 
traffic congestion or delay within the proposed project. The volumes on the internal 
residential roadways (with residences fronting on them) would be relatively low such that 
no significant conflicts would be expected with through traffic and vehicles backing out 
of the driveways and/or garages within the project. 

Most emergency vehicles arriving to and from the proposed project would need to pass 
through Aksland Drive, either from the west or the east. The internal circulation network 
of the project site includes and multiple access points, and a cul-de-sac is located within 
the southern portion of the project site (Court A) to provide turn-around ability for large 
vehicles. All project site access points would be designed to City standards that 
accommodate turning requirements for fire trucks. The multiple entry/exit points provide 
flexibility for emergency vehicles to access or evacuate from multiple directions during an 
emergency. 

At the proposed project entrances from the existing Aksland Road and from North Main 
Street/Northgate Drive, there have been no safety, capacity, or sight distance issues 
identified. With implementation of Mitigation Measure TT-1, which requires the project 
applicant to contribute all applicable fees, implementation of the proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact relative to this topic. 

Response I-5: The commentor states that the project is not located within an airport 
influence area; therefore, no further review is required at this time. 
Additionally, the commentor provides standards and project design 
conditions that comply with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, as a 
reference guide.  
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This comment is noted. No further response is necessary. 

Response I-6: The commentor provides a closing thank you note, and contact information.  

No further response is required. 
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Response to Letter J:  State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research 

Response J-1: This commentor (OPR) provides a comment letter from the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

This comment letter from the RWQCB is included in this Response to 
Comments as Letter G. All comments included in Letter G have a response. 
Therefore, no further response is necessary. 
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Response to Letter K:  San Joaquin Council of Governments 

Response K-1: This commentor provides an introductory statement. The comment states 
that SJCOG has reviewed the IS/MND and restates details of the proposed 
project. 

 This comment is noted, no response is warranted. 

Response K-2: This commentor describes that the City of Manteca is a signatory to the San 
Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan 
(SJMSCP). The commentor also provides details regarding requirements for 
compliance with the SJMSCP. 

 This comment is noted, no response is warranted. 

Response K-3: This commentor states that the project is subject to the SJMSCP. The 
commentor also states that the project should applicant contact the SJMSCP 
as early in the process as possible, and provide the requisite steps to satisfy 
SJMSCP requirements. The commentor also notes that if the project has any 
potential impacts to waters of the United States, it would require the project 
to seek voluntary coverage through the umapped process under the SJMSCP. 

This comment is noted. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 provided on page 27 of the 
IS/MND requires the project applicant to submit an application to SJCOG to 
request coverage of the project site under the SJMSCP, which is the HCP/NCCP 
administered by SJCOG. Coverage of a project under the SJMSCP is intended 
to reduce impacts to biological resources, including Swainson’s hawk, 
resulting from a project. Once the project site has successfully received 
coverage under the SJMSCP, the applicant is required to incorporate all 
Incidental Take Minimization Measures identified by SJCOG into the project 
design. SJCOG will use the mitigation fee to purchase habitat for Swainson’s 
hawk to be protected in perpetuity. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 
requires preconstruction surveys for Swainson’s hawk if construction 
activities are to take place during nesting season, and Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3 establishes non-disturbance or monitoring buffers if nests are found. 
No further response is necessary. 
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