
Crows Landing Industrial
Business Park Specific Plan

Final Environmental Impact Report
October 2018

Image: lostamerica.com

Image: Jonathan Westerling





Crows Landing Industrial
Business Park Specific Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report
October 2018

Prepared for:

Stanislaus County Planning & Community Development
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400
Modesto, CA 95354

Contact:

Rachel Wyse
Associate Planner
wyser@stancounty.com
(209) 525-6330

Prepared by:

AECOM
2020 L Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95811

J. Matthew Gerken, AICP
Project Manager

60308966





Crows Landing Final EIR  AECOM 
Stanislaus County i Table of Contents 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 

1 INTRODUCTION......................................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.1 Input on the Draft EIR .................................................................................................................. 1-1 
1.2 Organization of the Final EIR ...................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.3 Use of the Final EIR ..................................................................................................................... 1-2 

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ..................................................................................... 2.1-1 
2.1 List of Commenters ................................................................................................................... 2.1-1 
2.2 Master Responses ...................................................................................................................... 2.2-1 

2.2.1 Master Response 1, EIR Analysis ................................................................................ 2.2-1 
2.2.2 Master Response 2, Future Mitigation Requirements .................................................. 2.2-5 

2.3 Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR ............................................................................. 2.3-8 
2.3.1 Response to Comment Letter 1 – California Northern Railroad ............................... 2.3.1-1 
2.3.2 Response to Comment Letter 2 – Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 

Board #1 .................................................................................................................... 2.3.2-1 
2.3.3 Response to Comment Letter 3 – Covanta Stanislaus ............................................... 2.3.3-1 
2.3.4 Response to Comment Letter 4 – Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 

Board #2 .................................................................................................................... 2.3.4-1 
2.3.5 Response to Comment Letter 5 – City of Patterson #1 ............................................. 2.3.5-1 
2.3.6 Response to Comment Letter 6 – City of Patterson #2 ............................................. 2.3.6-1 
2.3.7 Response to Comment Letter 7 – Chevron................................................................ 2.3.7-1 
2.3.8 Response to Comment Letter 8 – San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control  

District ....................................................................................................................... 2.3.8-1 
2.3.9 Response to Comment Letter 9 – California Department of Transportation ............ 2.3.9-1 
2.3.10 Response to Comment Letter 10 – Sierra Academy of Aeronautics ....................... 2.3.10-1 
2.3.11 Response to Comment Letter 11 – Stanislaus County Environmental Review 

Committee ............................................................................................................... 2.3.11-1 
2.3.12 Response to Comment Letter 12 – City of Modesto ............................................... 2.3.12-1 
2.3.13 Response to Comment Letter 13 – Del Puerto Health Care District ....................... 2.3.13-1 
2.3.14 Response to Comment Letter 14 – City of Newman ............................................... 2.3.14-1 
2.3.15 Response to Comment Letter 15 – Northern Delta Mendota .................................. 2.3.15-1 
2.3.16 Response to Comment Letter 16 – Ken Mustoe ...................................................... 2.3.16-1 

3 ERRATA ..................................................................................................................................................... 3-1 
Executive Summary .................................................................................................................................. 3-1 
Chapter 2, Project Description .................................................................................................................. 3-1 
Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures ..................................................... 3-1 

Section 3.2, Air Quality ................................................................................................................ 3-1 
Section 3.6, Energy .................................................................................................................... 3-11 
Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions .................................................................................... 3-11 
Section 3.8, Geology, Soils, minerals, and Paleontological Resources ...................................... 3-13 
Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials .......................................................................... 3-13 



AECOM Crows Landing EIR
Table of Contents ii Stanislaus County

Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials ....................................................................................... 3-12
Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality ........................................................................................... 3-13
Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning and Population, Housing, and Employment ................................ 3-13
Section 3.13, Public Services .................................................................................................................. 3-14
Section 3.14, Traffic and Transportation................................................................................................. 3-14
Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems ............................................................................................ 3-15
Chapter 4, Alternatives............................................................................................................................ 3-18
Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations ................................................................................................. 3-19

4 REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................................ 4-1

APPENDICES

Appendix A Transportation Infrastructure Plan
Appendix B Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment
Appendix C Airport Layout Plan and Narrative Report, Proposed Compatibility Policies and Policy Maps to

Amend the ALUCP
Appendix D Project-Only AM and PM Traffic Volumes
Appendix E Stanislaus County Economic Development Strategy
Appendix F Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis
Appendix G Black Water Consulting Engineers Technical Memorandum
Appendix H Crows Landing Corridor Study



Crows Landing EIR AECOM
Stanislaus County iii Table of Contents

Tables

Table 2-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR ...................................................................................... 2.1-1

Table 4-5 Comparison of Infrastructure Improvements Needed .......................................................... 2.3.6-44

Table 5-5 Intersection Level of Service: 2035 No-Project and 2035 plus Project Conditions ............. 2.3.6-63

Table 3.2-7 Unmitigated Construction-Related Emissions ....................................................................... 2.3.8-2

Table 3.2-8 Mitigated Construction-Related Emissions............................................................................ 2.3.8-2

Table 3.2-9 Crows Landing Annual Operational Emissions (Full Buildout) ............................................ 2.3.8-3

Table 3.7-3 Construction-Related GHG Emissions................................................................................... 2.3.8-3

Table 3.7-4 Operational GHG Emissions .................................................................................................. 2.3.8-3

Table 3.2-6 Thresholds of Significance for Toxic Air Contaminants........................................................ 2.3.8-4

Table 3.2-6 Thresholds of Significance for Toxic Air Contaminants.............................................................. 3-2

Table 3.2-7 Unmitigated Construction-Related Emissions ............................................................................. 3-2

Table 3.2-8 Mitigated Construction-Related Emissions.................................................................................. 3-4

Table 3.2-9 Crows Landing Annual Operational Emissions (Full Buildout) .................................................. 3-5

Table 3.6-3 Estimated Electrical and Natural Gas Demand from Implementation of the Proposed Project ... 3-9

Table 3.7-3 Construction-Related GHG Emissions....................................................................................... 3-10

Table 3.7-4 Operational GHG Emissions ...................................................................................................... 3-11

Table 3.15-2 Estimated City of Patterson Water Quality Control Facility Average Dry-Weather Flow ........ 3-16

Table 4-5 Comparison of Infrastructure Improvements Needed ................................................................ 3-18

Table 5-5 Intersection Level of Service: 2035 No-Project and 2035 plus Project Conditions ................... 3-19



AECOM Crows Landing EIR
Table of Contents iv Stanislaus County

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
2014 RTP/SCS 2014 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
ACM asbestos-containing materials
ADT average daily traffic
ADWF average daily wastewater flows
AEP annual exceedance probability
AFY acre feet per year
AIA Air Impact Assessment
AIA Airport Influence Area
ALUC Airport Land Use Commission
ALUCP Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
ARARs Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
ARB California Air Resources Board
ARC Airport Reference Code
ATCT air traffic control tower
Bay Area San Francisco Bay Area
BMPs Best Management Practices
BRAC Base Closure and Realignment
C.F.R. Code of Federal Regulations
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model
Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CAPCOA California Air Pollution Officers Association
CASGEM California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring
CCR California Code of Regulations
CEC California Energy Commission
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
CFC California Fire Code
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CLIBP Crows Landing Industrial Business Park
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level
CO carbon monoxide
COM Standards City of Modesto Public Works Department Standard Specifications 2006
COM Wastewater Master Plan City of Modesto Wastewater Collection System Master Plan, March 2000
COP City of Patterson
County Stanislaus County
CRHR California Register of Historical Resources
CSAs County Service Areas
CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency
CVP Central Valley Project
CVPIA Central Valley Project Improvement Act
CVRWQCB Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
CWA Clean Water Act
dB decibels
DER Department of Environmental Resources



Crows Landing EIR AECOM
Stanislaus County v Table of Contents

DMGS Delta-Mendota Groundwater Subbasin
DOF California Department of Finance
Draft EIR Draft Environmental Impact Report
DSOD Division of Safety of Dams
DTSC California Department of Toxic Substances Control
DWR California Department of Water Resources
EDD Employment Development Department
EIR environmental impact report
ETL Engineering Technical Letter
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
Final EIR Final Environmental Impact Report
FSEIR Final Subsequent EIR
GHG greenhouse gas
GRIA Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment
GSA Groundwater Sustainability Agency
GSP Groundwater Sustainability Plan
HC hydrocarbon
HI hazard indices
HRA health risk screening assessment
I- Interstate
ILRP Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program
ISR Indirect Source Review
JJ&A Jacobson James & Associates, Inc.
kBtu thousand British thermal unit
kWh kilowatt-hours
KDSA Kenneth D. Schmidt and Associates
LAFCO Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission
LID Low Impact Development
LOS level-of-service
LTO landing and take-off
LUCs Land use controls
MCAG Merced County Association of Governments
mgd million gallons per day
MMBtu million British thermal units
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
MOU Memorandum of Understanding
MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
MSA Modesto Metropolitan Statistical Area
MT CO2e metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
MT CO2e/yr metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year
NOP notice of preparation
NOX oxides of nitrogen
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
OSHA federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration
OVP Old Valley Pipeline



AECOM Crows Landing EIR
Table of Contents vi Stanislaus County

PFF Public Facilities Fees
PG&E Pacific Gas & Electric Company
PM10 particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter
PM2.5 particular matter less than or equal 2.5 microns in diameter
proposed project Crows Landing Industrial Business Park Specific Plan
Recycled Water Policy Water Quality Control for Recycled Water
ROD Record of Decision
ROG reactive organic gases
RTIF Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program
RTP Regional Transportation Plan
RWDs reports of waste discharge
SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy
SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
SJCOG San Joaquin Council of Governments
SJVAPCD San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
SLDMWA San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority
SOX sulfur oxides
Specific Plan Crows Landing Industrial Business Park Specific Plan
SPTS South Patterson Trunk Sewer
SR State Route
STAA Surface Transportation Assistance Act
StanCOG Stanislaus Council of Governments
StaRT Stanislaus Regional Transit
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board
TAC Toxic Air Contaminants
TAOC Tidewater Associated Oil Company
TAZs traffic analysis zones
TDM Transportation Demand Management
TID Turlock Irrigation District
TIP Transportation Infrastructure Plan
TIS Traffic Impact Studies
TP Transportation Policy
ULDC Urban Levee Design Criteria
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
VERA Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement
VMT vehicle miles traveled
vpd vehicles per day
Wallace Kuhl Wallace Kuhl & Associates
WDRs Waste Discharge Requirements
WHWD Western Hills Water District
WQCF Water Quality Control Facility
WSA water supply assessment
WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant



Crows Landing Final EIR AECOM
Stanislaus County 1-1 Introduction

1 INTRODUCTION

Stanislaus County (County) directed the preparation of an environmental impact report (EIR) to evaluate the
potential environmental effects of the proposed Crows Landing Industrial Business Park Specific Plan (hereafter
“the proposed CLIBP,” the “proposed project,” or “the Specific Plan”), in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.).

1.1 INPUT ON THE DRAFT EIR

The County asked for input from federal, State, and local agencies; organizations; and members of the public
regarding the issues that should be evaluated in the EIR. Prior to notice of preparation (NOP) circulation, the
County held meetings with the Stanislaus County Alliance Worknet, local developers, regulatory agencies,
districts, and stakeholders to gain input and help inform the project description included in the NOP. Issues
explored during the meetings included an overall site vision, project-related challenges, and opportunities for
regional infrastructure planning and other synergies.

The County issued the NOP for the Specific Plan on October 13, 2014, and comments were accepted for a 30-day
period ending on November 13, 2014. The County held two public scoping meetings during the comment period.
One meeting was held at the Crows Landing Fire Station, 22012 G Street in Crows Landing on October 23, 2014.
An additional scoping meeting was held at the Patterson City Hall Council Chambers, 1 Plaza in Patterson, on
October 30, 2014.

The Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse Number 2014102035) was received by the State Clearinghouse and
circulated for a 45-day public review period from January 22 through March 12, 2018. After a request from the
City of Patterson, the County extended the public review period by another 45 days, which concluded on April 26,
2018.

In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the County, as the lead agency, has reviewed the
comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed project and has
prepared written responses to the comments received.

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR

The County prepared this Final EIR, which includes:

► A full list of agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the Draft EIR;
► Verbatim comments on the Draft EIR;
► Responses to comments on the Draft EIR; and
► Minor revisions to the Draft EIR detailed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.1

Chapter 2, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR” of this Final EIR includes Master
Responses to address common themes repeated in the comment letters received on the Draft EIR. Chapter 2 of
this Final EIR also includes the written and verbal comments received on the Draft EIR and responses to these

1 Chapter 3, “Errata,” includes only pages of the Draft EIR where revisions have been made, not the entire Draft EIR.
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comments (as required by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15132). The range of responses include providing
clarification on the Draft EIR, making factual corrections, explaining why certain comments may not warrant
further response, or simply acknowledging the comment for consideration by decision makers when the comment
does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing potential adverse physical environmental effects of the
project.

In some instances, responses to comments may warrant modification of the text of the Draft EIR. In those cases,
the text of the Draft EIR is revised and the changes compiled in Chapter 3, “Errata” of this Final EIR. The text
deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and additions are shown in underline (underline). The revisions
summarized in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR do not change the findings presented in the Draft EIR.

This document and the Draft EIR together constitute the Final EIR that the County Board of Supervisors will
consider.

1.3 USE OF THE FINAL EIR

The Final EIR allows the public and the County decision makers an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft
EIR and the Responses to Comments. The Final EIR serves as the environmental document to inform the Board
of Supervisor’s consideration of the proposed project, either in whole or in part, or one of the alternatives to the
project discussed in the Draft EIR.

As required by Section 15090(a)(1)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency, in certifying a Final EIR, must
make the following three determinations:

1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA.

2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and the decision-making
body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving the project.

3. The Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

As required by Section 15091of the CEQA Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for
which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless
the public agency makes one or more written findings (Findings of Fact) for each of those significant effects,
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding supported by substantial evidence in the
record. The possible findings are:

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into the project which avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR.

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not
the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should
be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project
alternatives identified in the Final EIR.
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This section of the Final EIR contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR.

The Final EIR contains comment letters received during the 90-day public review period for the Draft EIR, which
concluded on April 26, 2018. In conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), the County has prepared
written responses to all comments that address environmental issues related to the Draft EIR. The County’s
responses to comments focus on the disposition of significant environmental issues, as specified by Section
15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines.

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS

Table 2-1 identifies a number for each comment letter received, the author of the comment letter, and the date
received. Each comment letter is included in its entirety for decision maker consideration before each response.

Table 2-1 Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter # Commenter Date Received

1 California Northern Railroad February 23, 2018
2 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board #1 February 28, 2018
3 Covanta Stanislaus February 28, 2018
4 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board #2 March 5, 2018
5 City of Patterson #1 March 6, 2018
6 City of Patterson #2 April 26, 2018
7 Chevron March 6, 2018
8 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District March 6, 2018
9 California Department of Transportation March 7, 2018
10 Sierra Academy of Aeronautics March 9, 2018
11 Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee March 9, 2018
12 City of Modesto March 23, 2018
13 Del Puerto Health Care District April 17, 2018
14 City of Newman April 24, 2018
15 Northern Delta Mendota April 26, 2018
16 Ken Mustoe Date Not Provided

Each comment related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing potential adverse physical environmental
effects is addressed either in one of the master responses, provided below in Section 2.2, or in the individual
responses, provided below in Section 2.3, or both.
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2.2 MASTER RESPONSES

The County has identified some subjects that were raised in multiple comment letters or more than once in the
same comment letter. Rather than provide individual responses to each of these comments, and in addition to
cross-referencing between letters, the Final EIR provides “master responses” that address all aspects of frequently
mentioned topics. By responding in this manner, the County is better able to address all aspects of the topic by:

► Avoiding unnecessary repetition in individual responses, and
► Addressing issues in a broader context than might be provided in response to by individual comments.

By addressing comments in this broader context, the County is able to provide a more comprehensive response,
identify relationships among some of the topics raised, and offer greater clarification than would be possible by
addressing only individual comments. The following topics are addressed by the master responses:

► Master Response 1, EIR Analysis
► Master Response 2, Future Mitigation Requirements

2.2.1 MASTER RESPONSE 1, EIR ANALYSIS

Some commenters raised concerns that the project description of the Draft EIR inadequately described the
Specific Plan land uses and objectives. Some commenters expressed the belief that the Draft EIR did not use the
most recent and applicable data available, which caused the County to: underestimate impacts to wastewater
treatment, air quality, and traffic; inadequately analyze the impacts of increased groundwater use, wastewater
generation and treatment, water supply demand, air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, aircraft operations and
noise exposure, and local and regional traffic; and inadequately specify feasible mitigation for those impacts.

Some commenters stated that the Draft EIR did not evaluate a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to reduce
the severity of impacts due to implementation of the Specific Plan. Some commenters raised concerns that the
Draft EIR did not address the cumulative and growth-inducing impacts from the potential creation of 14,000 to
15,000 jobs.

The County sought input on the Draft EIR through issuance of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a DEIR, as
discussed on pages 1-4 through 1-7 of the Draft EIR. The NOP was circulated to solicit input on the scope of
analysis for the Draft EIR from responsible and trustee agencies, federal agencies and the public. The NOP
included a project description, and requested that affected agencies and the public provide input regarding the
overall scope and content of the Draft EIR. Prior to NOP circulation, the County held meetings with the
Stanislaus County Alliance Worknet, local developers, regulatory agencies, districts, and stakeholders to gain
input and help inform the project description included in the NOP. Issues explored during the meetings included
an overall site vision, project-related challenges, and opportunities for regional infrastructure planning and other
regional benefits.

The County also held two public scoping meetings during the NOP comment period – one in Crows Landing
(near the project site) and one at Patterson City Hall. In preparing the EIR, the County reviewed all of the
comments received as a part of this outreach and all of the comments received during the NOP comment period
are included in the Draft EIR as Appendix A and summarized on pages 1-5 through 1-7 of the Draft EIR. Each
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comment that relates to a potentially significant adverse physical environmental impact of the project is addressed
in the Draft EIR.

The project scope is presented and discussed throughout Draft EIR Chapter 2, “Project Description,” as required
by CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(a)–(d). The Draft EIR project description contains detailed text and exhibits
to illustrate the proposed project location (page 2-1, Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2); project background and history (pages
2-1 and 2-4); project objectives (pages 2-4 and 2-5); a summary of the project’s technical, economic, and
environmental characteristics including supporting infrastructure (pages 2-5 through 2-21, Exhibits 2-3 and 2-4);
and project phasing (pages 2-21 through 2-24, Exhibit 2-5).

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR project description should contain the location and boundaries of the
proposed project by way of a map; a description of the project's technical, economic, and environmental
characteristics; and a statement briefly describing the intended use of the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section
15124[a]-[d]). The project description “should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and
review of the environmental impact” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124). A general conceptual discussion of the
main features of the project is sufficient (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124[a], [c]).

Chapter 2, “Project Description” of the Draft EIR contains extensive detail in an accurate, stable, and finite
project description that presents the scope of the proposed project and includes all of the components identified in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. Chapter 2 includes maps to identify the location of the proposed project and a
description of the project components. The project description identifies the long background and history of the
proposed project, project objectives, the Specific Plan Area and surrounding land uses, proposed land uses, their
location and phasing, substantial detail on planned infrastructure improvements to serve buildout of the Specific
Plan Area, and the actions required to implement the Specific Plan. Appendices to the Draft EIR contain the
proposed airport facilities and airport-land use compatibility plan.

The Draft EIR evaluates the full range of environmental topics areas, including the checklist questions identified
in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (DEIR Sections 3.1 through 3.15). These consist of Aesthetics (Section
3.1), Air Quality (Section 3.2), Agricultural Resources (Section 3.3), Biological Resources (Section 3.4), Cultural
Resources (Section 3.5), Energy (Section 3.6), Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Section 3.7), Geology/Soils/Minerals/
Paleontological Resources (Section 3.8), Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 3.9), Hydrology and Water
Quality (Section 3.10), Land Use and Planning/Population/Housing/Employment (Section 3.11), Noise and
Vibration (Section 3.12), Public Services (including Recreation) (Section 3.13), Traffic and Transportation
(Section 3.14), and Utilities and Service Systems (Section 3.15).

Draft EIR Section 3.11, “Land Use and Planning and Population, Housing, and Employment,” contains an
extensive discussion of anticipated growth in the region, including temporary and permanent population growth
related to buildout of the proposed Specific Plan and other planned development in the region following the
creation of 14,000 to 15,000 jobs (see, in particular, pages 3.11-18 through 3.11-21). As described in Section
3.11, it is not possible to determine the specific locations or extent of possible future residential development
associated with project-related employment; however, the mitigation measures presented in Section 3.11 and
throughout the Draft EIR directly and thoroughly address the environmental issues associated Specific Plan
buildout and specifically identify how potential impacts can be avoided or minimized. However, the Draft EIR
concluded that no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the impacts associated with temporary and permanent
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population growth to a less-than-significant level without changing the purposes of the proposed Specific Plan;
therefore, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable (page 3.11-2 of the Draft EIR).

Draft EIR Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, as required by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, and Chapter 5, “Other CEQA Considerations” included a comprehensive
analysis of cumulative impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130), growth-inducing impacts (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.2[d]), significant irreversible environmental changes (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[c] and
15127), and significant and unavoidable effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15216.2[b]) that could be associated
with the proposed project.

Draft EIR Section 5.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” addresses the cumulative impacts associated with Specific Plan
implementation for each resource topic included in Chapter 3, considered on a geographic scale that extends
beyond the project site (see pages 5-1 through 5-42 of the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR used a “plan approach,” as
provided for in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(B), to evaluate the cumulative effect of environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project when combined with the environmental impacts associated with a
summary of projections identified in adopted local, regional or statewide plans, or planning documents.

The Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG) prepared an EIR to examine the impacts of land use change
assumed under the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2014 RTP/SCS; State
Clearinghouse Number 2013012012). The StanCOG EIR helped to establish the cumulative context for the
proposed project. The cumulative analysis in this EIR considers the 2014 RTP/SCS land use change assumptions
that were developed at the regional level, and includes land use changes in San Joaquin, Merced, and Stanislaus
counties (both incorporated and unincorporated areas) (see pages 5-2 and 5-3 of the Draft EIR).1 The Stanislaus
County General Plan, which identifies land use changes throughout the county, including areas around cities and
in the unincorporated communities, was also used to establish a context for the cumulative analysis (see page 5-3
of the Draft EIR). The cumulative impact analysis is presented on pages 5-5 through 5-42 of the Draft EIR.
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h), the Draft EIR:

► explains the context for the cumulative impact analysis,

► identifies whether there are significant cumulative impacts associated with implementing the referenced
regional plans,

► evaluates the project’s incremental contribution to significant cumulative impacts, and

► determines whether the project’s incremental contribution to any significant impact is cumulatively
considerable.

Draft EIR Section 5.2, “Growth Inducing Impacts,” considers growth inducement associated with Specific Plan
implementation (see pages 5-42 and 5-43). The Section 5.2 analysis considers the direct and indirect growth that
would result from project-related temporary and permanent employment opportunities; the need for additional
housing and services to support the new temporary employment demand; and whether the project would remove
obstacles to additional growth and development, such as expanding public utilities or other public services to an
area that was previously not served.

1 After publication of the Draft Crows Landing Specific Plan and Draft EIR, StanCOG developed and released for public review a 2018
update to the RTP/SCS and programmatic EIR. This plan has not been adopted as of the writing of this document.
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The Draft EIR contains an extensive discussion of the potential indirect growth inducement from the potential
creation of 14,000 to 15,000 jobs within the Specific Plan Area. The Draft EIR analysis considers land use change
in San Joaquin County and Merced County, as well as Stanislaus County, including unincorporated Stanislaus
County, as well as development in the cities of Ceres, Hughson, Modesto, Newman, Oakdale, Patterson,
Riverbank, Turlock, and Waterford (see page 5-3 of the Draft EIR). As described in Appendix J of the RTP/SCS,
between 2020 and 2040 the countywide population is projected to increase by 169,914, the city of Newman is
projected to increase by 5,318, the city of Patterson is projected to increase by 15,749, the city of Turlock is
projected to increase by 26,826, and the unincorporated County is projected to increase by 23,820 (StanCOG
2012).2 With regard to countywide employment, the increase between 2020 and 2040 is projected to be 51,499, of
which 17,757 would be in unincorporated areas. For the city of Newman, the increase is projected to be 515. For
the city of Patterson, the increase is projected to be 7,004. For the city of Turlock, the increase is projected to be
8,008.3 The increase in housing units, between 2020 and 2040 is projected to be 62,147 countywide, 1,801 in the
city of Newman, 5,125 in the city of Patterson, 9,693 in the city of Turlock, and 9,125 in the unincorporated areas
of the County.

Based on StanCOG’s forecast and the current labor force participation rate, adding 169,914 people between 2020
and 2040 would increase the labor force by approximately 74,372 (StanCOG 2012, EDD 2018).4,5 However, the
employment growth in the County during the same period is only forecast to be 51,499, which leaves a gap of
22,873 jobs needed to balance population growth with growth in the local labor force. Employment generating
projects such as the Specific Plan could help to better balance residential and employment growth in the county,
although, as explained in the Draft EIR, it is not possible to determine with certainty the specific location of new
residences for the future employees of the Specific Plan. Some future employees of the Specific Plan may live in
existing housing and some may live in housing to be constructed in the future. Some employees may choose to
live a short distance from the Specific Plan Area, while others may choose to live a greater distance from their
future workplace.

In June of 2018, the unemployment rate in Stanislaus County was estimated to be 7.2 percent, which is 60 percent
higher than the state as a whole, and more than 70 percent higher than the nation as a whole (EDD 2018).6 There
are approximately 17,500 unemployed people in the labor force in Stanislaus County. While the County cannot
control or predict where future employees of the new uses provided for in the Specific Plan will reside, the
addition of jobs in Stanislaus County could help address the continued relatively high local unemployment rate.
As of 2018, the city of Patterson has a housing vacancy rate of 9.6 percent, which is the highest housing vacancy
rate of any city in Stanislaus County, and the rate is higher than the unincorporated county and the county as a
whole (DOF 2018).7 To the extent that buildout of the Specific Plan would create the need for housing in the
region, the existing high vacancy rate in Patterson could be helpful in filling a portion of this need. The vacancy

2 Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG). 2012 (March 27). Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS). Appendix J, Regional Demographic Forecast.

3 Since the Draft EIR was published, StanCOG released a new demographics report for the ongoing draft SCS update, which shows
similar employment increases countywide between 2020 and 2045 as those reported for 2020-2040 previously: 47,760 new employees
between 2020 and 2045.

4 Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG). 2012 (March 27). Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS). Appendix J, Regional Demographic Forecast.

5 Employment Development Department (EDD). Modesto Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) (Stanislaus County). Available online:
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/file/lfmonth/mode$pds.pdf.

6 Employment Development Department (EDD). Modesto Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) (Stanislaus County). Available online:
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/file/lfmonth/mode$pds.pdf.

7 California Department of Finance (DOF). 2018 (May). E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2011-
2018 with 2010 Census Benchmark. Available online: http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/.

http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/file/lfmonth/mode$pds.pdf
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/file/lfmonth/mode$pds.pdf
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/E-5/
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rate for Turlock is 5.6 percent, for Newman is 8.6 percent, for the unincorporated county is 7.4 percent, and for
the county as a whole is 7.0 percent (DOF 2018).

Approximately 44 percent of the County’s total population is in the labor force. Assuming the current labor force
participation rate, 15,000 employees would generate a population of approximately 34,270. Assuming the
County’s current average household size, to house a total population of 34,270 would require approximately
11,220 housing units. Between 2020 and 2040, according to the RTP/SCS, Patterson, Newman, and the
unincorporated County are forecast to add approximately 16,000 housing units.8 When Turlock is added, the total
is 25,744 housing units added between 2020 and 2040. The Stanislaus County regional housing needs allocation
represents the amount of housing that the County and cities need to plan for, along with the affordability of
planned housing units. The 2014-2023 regional housing needs allocation for the StanCOG region is 21,330
housing units. The total need for Newman, Patterson, Turlock, and the unincorporated area is 9,128 during this
period, or 913 units per year (Stanislaus County 2016).9 Applying this annual rate of housing need to the years
from 2020 to 2040, during which the Specific Plan is anticipated to build out,10 yields a total of 18,256 housing
units. As the Specific Plan builds out, the County and these cities will be planning for housing in excess of what
would be necessary to house employees of the Specific Plan Area.

The analysis of growth-inducing impacts is distinct from the analysis in the individual impact chapters. This is
because creating demand for growth does not in and of itself cause a direct physical impact; only a proposed
project at a specific location would create physical impacts. As stated in Napa Citizens for Honest Government v.
Napa County Bd. of Supervisors, 91 Cal. App.4th at p. 20 (2001), the growth-inducing effects of proposed
projects should be acknowledged, but discussed in less detail than direct effects resulting from projects (also see
Defend the Bay, 119 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1261, 1266 [“If a project will create jobs and bring people into the area,
the EIR must discuss the resulting housing needs, but not in minute detail. It is enough to identify the housing
required and its probable location”]). The Draft EIR contains an extensive discussion related not only to potential
future housing needs, but also to the direct and indirect growth-inducing effects of the Specific Plan. When
considered together, Chapters 3, 4, and 5 provide detailed analyses related to the project’s environmental setting,
applicable regulatory context, and potential impacts on the environment, which are based on substantial evidence,
including facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15384). The Draft EIR for the Specific Plan provides an adequate, complete, and good-faith
effort at full disclosure of the physical environmental impacts, and the conclusions in the Draft EIR are based on
substantial evidence in light of the whole record (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). The Draft EIR provides a
thorough and accurate analysis of the potentially significant environmental impacts of the Specific Plan (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126).

2.2.2 MASTER RESPONSE 2, FUTURE MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

Some commenters raised concerns that some of the mitigation measures provided the Draft EIR are impermissibly
deferred. In particular, some commenters expressed that the some of the mitigation measures designed to reduce

8 The updated 2018 demographics report from StanCOG shows a similar estimate for housing unit growth between 2020 and 2045 – a
total of 14,541.

9 Stanislaus County. 2016 (April). 2015-2023 Housing Element Update. Available online: http://www.stancounty.com/planning/pl/gp/gp-
chapter6-housing-element.pdf.

10 The estimated buildout of the Specific Plan is 2046, but the actual pace of development will depend on market conditions. Examining
possible housing needs related to Specific Plan employment through 2040 is “conservative,” since the Specific Plan is not anticipated to
be built out by 2040.

http://www.stancounty.com/planning/pl/gp/gp-chapter6-housing-element.pdf
http://www.stancounty.com/planning/pl/gp/gp-chapter6-housing-element.pdf
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the proposed project’s impacts related to public services and utilities, geologic hazards, hazardous materials, and
flooding, among other topic areas, improperly deferred the formulation of precise mitigation and, therefore,
rendered the associated impact conclusions invalid.

As a general matter, mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time after project approval.
However, mitigation measures may specify performance measures that may be accomplished in more than one
specified way (CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15126.4 [a][1][B]). As
explained in CEQA Guidelines Section 15004(b), choosing the precise time for CEQA compliance involves a
balancing of competing factors. An EIR should be prepared as early as feasible in the planning process to enable
environmental considerations to influence project program and design and yet late enough to provide meaningful
information for environmental assessment. The environmental document preparation and review should be
coordinated with the existing planning, review, and project approval processes being used by each public agency.
These procedures, to the maximum extent feasible, are to run concurrently, not consecutively (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15004[c]).

Courts have developed legal principles regarding the extent to which an agency may rely on a mitigation measure
that defers some amount of environmental problem-solving until after project approval. In particular, deferral is
permissible when an adopted mitigation measure commits the agency to a performance standard that would
ensure that the mitigation of the significant effect or lists alternative means of mitigating an impact that must be
considered, analyzed, and possibly adopted in the future:

“…measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way” Endangered Habitats League v.
County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 793-794

“…deferral is permissible where the agency commits itself to mitigation and either (1) adopts a
performance standard and makes further approvals contingent on finding a way to meet the standard or
(2) lists alternative means of mitigating the impact which must be considered, analyzed, and possibly
adopted in the future” Riverwatch v. County of San Diego (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 1428, 1448–1450

“…a deferred approach may be appropriate where it is not reasonably practical or feasible to provide a
more complete analysis before approval and the EIR otherwise provides adequate information of the
project’s impacts” Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1029-1029;
Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261, 1275

The County has reviewed and incorporated this guidance into the Draft EIR, where appropriate. The use of
performance standards is particularly appropriate for proposed Specific Plan EIRs and other EIRs that govern
future projects, such as Crows Landing:

“[F]or kinds of impacts for which mitigation is known to be feasible, but where practical considerations
prohibit devising such measures early in the planning process (e.g., at the general plan amendment or
rezone stage), the agency can commit itself to eventually devising measures that will satisfy specific
performance criteria articulated at the time of project approval. Where future action to carry a project
forward is contingent on devising means to satisfy such criteria, the agency should be able to rely on its
commitment as evidence that significant impacts will in fact be mitigated” Sacramento Old City Assn. v.
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City Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1029-1029 at pp. 1028-1029; Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center
v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351

Consistent with the guidance summarized above, the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR contain
performance standards to ensure the efficacy and enforceability of the mitigation measures (Endangered Habitat
League, supra, 131 Cal.App.4th at pp. 793-794). The following are examples of mitigation measures from the
Draft EIR that include enforceable performance standards:

► Air Quality Mitigation Measures 3.2-3a and 3.3-2b are proposed to minimize potential exposure of
sensitive receptors to Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) associated with future operations in the Specific
Plan Area. Mitigation Measure 3.2-3b ensures that projects proposed within 1,000 feet of an existing
daycare or an off-site residence are required to analyze and report on potential health-risk impacts of
PM2.5 and TAC concentrations from long-term operations prior to the issuance of a building permit for
new construction, tenant improvement, or change of use. If health risk impacts are determined to exceed
quantified Air District thresholds of significance under any potential operational exposure scenario,
projects shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-3c, which requires identification and implementation of
strategies to reduce impacts below applicable quantified Air District thresholds of significance.

► Hydrology and Water Quality Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b is proposed to implement a groundwater level
monitoring program and curtail pumping of nearby Specific Plan Area wells if drawdown is observed in
excess of 5 feet near an existing off-site domestic well. More specifically, Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b
requires the County to coordinate with the Groundwater Sustainability Agency to conduct groundwater
monitoring as a part of implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the vicinity of the
Specific Plan Area. Groundwater level monitoring activities, findings, and a reporting schedule will also
be defined in the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, along with the Minimum Thresholds and Measurable
Objectives required in a Groundwater Sustainability Plan that govern when investigation and intervention
is required and what adjustments to well field operation or other actions are required to avoid effects to
existing off-site wells.

► Utility and Service System Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 requires the County to demonstrate adequate
wastewater treatment capacity prior to issuing any building permit for any project proposing to connect to
public sewer or construction of backbone sewer infrastructure connecting to the Western Hills Water
District sewer line. The mitigation requires written documentation to verify that existing treatment
capacity is, or will be, available to support the proposed development and that any physical improvements
required to treat wastewater associated with the proposed development will be in place prior to
occupancy. Projects developed under the Specific Plan will be required to pay fair-share fees to the City
of Patterson for wastewater treatment.

The fact that certain policies and programs do not include detailed site-specific information on how the policy or
program will be implemented is attributable to the nature of this project, which is a Specific Plan. The degree of
specificity in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity in the underlying action (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15146 and subdivision [b]). CEQA Guidelines Section 15152 also acknowledges that “not all effects can
be mitigated at each step of the process. There will be some effects for which mitigation will not be feasible at an
early step of approving a particular development project.”
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The extent to which some of the proposed mitigation measures are general in nature reflects the fact that the
proposed project is a Specific Plan Area for a 1,528-acre plan area with an estimated 30-year buildout. Pursuant to
CEQA statutes, guidelines, and case law, the specificity of the mitigation measures identified in a Draft EIR
should correspond to the specificity of the proposed project (Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center, supra, 5 Cal.App.4th
at p. 376). If the proposed Crows Landing Specific Plan is adopted, the mitigation measures will be adopted and
incorporated into the Specific Plan and the County would be committed to implementing the Specific Plan EIR
mitigation measures and performance standards within the context of future applications for tentative subdivision
maps, use permits, and other entitlement and permits.

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR

The written comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided in this
section. Similar comments are provided with a categorical response. Each comment letter is reproduced in its
entirety. Responses to comments follow the comment letters. Where a commenter has provided multiple
comments, each comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the comment
letter. The Final EIR considers comment letters shown in Table 2-1 and provides text changes, where appropriate,
shown in strikethrough for deleted text and underlined for corrected and/or clarified changed text.
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2.3.1 LETTER 1. CALIFORNIA NORTHERN RAILROAD, DATED FEBRUARY 23, 2018



AECOM Crows Landing Final EIR
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.3.1-2 Stanislaus County



AECOM Crows Landing Final EIR
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.3.1-3 Stanislaus County



AECOM Crows Landing Final EIR
Comments and Responses to Comments 2.3.1-4 Stanislaus County

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 1 – CALIFORNIA NORTHERN RAILROAD

Response to Comment 1-1

At the time of the traffic study, it is understood that there was approximately one train per day on the section of
railroad near the Specific Plan Area, or two crossings of the public roads. The comment does not raise specific
questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical
impacts associated with the project. However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document
for public disclosure and decision maker consideration.

Response to Comment 1-2

The three crossings identified in the comment all currently have automatic crossing protection devices. Marshall
Road and Fink Road (Crows Landing Road) are each protected by automatic railroad crossing gates and flashing
lights, while 5th Street is protected by post-mounted automatic flashing lights. Given the low train activity, the
existing protection facilities are considered adequate protection devices.

The comment does not raise specific questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. However, this comment is published in
this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and decision maker consideration.

Response to Comment 1-3

As requested, the County will work with California Northern Railroad staff to identify any necessary safety
features in the future when specific project improvements plans are brought forward for approval that would
affect the railroad.
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2.3.2 LETTER 2, CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
#1, DATED FEBRUARY 28, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 2 – CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD

Response to Comment 2-1

The comment is noted. See responses to specific comments contained in Response to Comments 4-2 through 4-5.

Response to Comment 2-2

Draft EIR subsection 3.10.2 “Regulatory Framework,” in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” (pages
3.10-15 through 3.10-27) discusses numerous federal, State, and local laws, ordinances, regulations, and policies
that pertain to the control of water quality, including the Basin Plan (pages 3.10-18 and 3.10-19), Clean Water Act
(pages 3.10-15 through 3.0-17), Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (page 3.10-18), and the State’s
Antidegradation Policy (page 3.10-19). The requirements of the Construction General Permit for development of
a SWPPP and associated Best Management Practices (BMPs) are discussed on pages 3.10-16, 3.10-20, and 3.10-
21 of the Draft EIR.

In addition, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b (pages 3.10-29 and 3.10-30) requires the County to prepare a
SWPPP and implement BMPs that would reduce the potential for runoff and the release, mobilization, and
exposure of pollutants from project-related construction activities.

Response to Comment 2-3

The MS4 permit requirements are described in Draft EIR subsection 3.10.2 “Regulatory Framework,” in Section
3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” (pages 3.10-21 and 3.10-22). Landowners are responsible for applying for
coverage under the permit and complying with permit requirements, but may delegate specific duties to
developers and contractors by mutual consent. Permit applicants are required to prepare and implement a SWPPP
that describes the site; erosion and sediment controls; means of waste disposal; implementation of local plans;
control of post-construction sediment and erosion control measures and maintenance responsibilities; and non-
stormwater management control.

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b (pages 3.10-29 and 3.10-30) requires the County to prepare a SWPPP and
implement BMPs that would reduce the potential for runoff and the release, mobilization, and exposure of
pollutants from project-related construction activities. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-3b (pages 3.10-38
through 3.10-40) requires the County to prepare and implement a long-term site-specific operational stormwater
quality management plan that includes LID design features; BMPs to reduce generation of on-site pollutants and
for stormwater pre-treatment; volumetric hydraulic sizing design criteria; and flow-based hydraulic sizing design
criteria. In addition, any future leaseholder within a project site that includes a land use with a high-risk pollutant
discharge source must provide additional site-specific treatment to address pollutants of concern prior to the flow
reaching the infiltration facility, and must prepare a site-specific operational stormwater quality management plan
for submittal to the County.

Response to Comment 2-4

The County agrees that leaseholders within the project site that are associated with industrial land uses are
required by law to obtain permits and comply with the regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water
General Permit Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ. Furthermore, Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-3b (page 3.10-40)
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requires that any future leaseholder within a project site that includes a land use with a high-risk pollutant
discharge source must provide additional site-specific treatment to address pollutants of concern prior to the flow
reaching the infiltration facility, and must prepare a site-specific operational stormwater quality management plan
for submittal to the County.

Response to Comment 2-5

The ILRP is discussed in Draft EIR subsection 3.10.2 “Regulatory Framework,” in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and
Water Quality,” (pages 3.10-19 and 3.10-20). As discussed in Draft EIR Chapter 2, “Project Description,” (pages
2-11 through 2-16) the project site would be developed with urban land uses and associated landscaping and
supporting infrastructure. As discussed in Draft EIR Impact 3.10-3 (pages 3.10-37 and 3.10-38), some existing
agricultural land uses may continue as the various project phases are developed over a 30-year build-out period,
but all agricultural land uses would eventually be phased out. The existing agricultural land uses already have
permits under the ILRP, and they would continue to operate under these permits in the future as long as the
existing on-site agricultural operations are carried out.
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2.3.3 LETTER 3, COVANTA STANISLAUS, DATED FEBRUARY 28, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 3 – COVANTA STANISLAUS

Response to Comment 3-1

The commenter’s support for the project is acknowledged.
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2.3.4 LETTER 4, CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
#2, DATED MARCH 5, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 4 – CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL
BOARD

Response to Comment 4-1

See Response to Comment 2-1.

Response to Comment 4-2

See Response to Comment 2-2.

Response to Comment 4-3

All wastewater discharges must comply with the Antidegradation Policy (State Water Board Resolution 68-16)
and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in the Basin Plan. The comment also states that the
antidegradation analysis is a mandatory element in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) and land discharge Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) permitting processes, and therefore the
DEIR should evaluate potential impacts to both surface and groundwater quality.

Detailed information pertaining to existing surface water and groundwater quality is presented in Draft EIR
Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on pages 3.10-8 through 3.10-15. The State’s Antidegradation
Policy is discussed on page 3.10-19. The NPDES permit program requirements are discussed on pages 3.10-16,
3.10-20, and 3.10-21. The project’s potential temporary, short-term construction-related drainage and water
quality effects are evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 3.10-1 (page 3.10-29). Implementation of Mitigation Measures
3.10-1a (Prepare and Implement a Grading and Erosion Control Plan) and 3.10-1b (Prepare and Implement a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and Associated Best Management Practices) would reduce the potentially
significant impact from short-term, temporary, construction-related drainage and water quality impacts to a less-
than-significant level because the SWPPP is required by law to specify and implement water quality control
measures pursuant to the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and
Land Disturbance Activities (Order 2009-0009-DWQ as amended by Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ); State Water
Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB‘s) Waste Discharge Requirements for Storm Water Discharges from Small
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ); the Storm Water Management Program
for Stanislaus County (Stanislaus County 2004) or more recent version if applicable; and the Stanislaus County
Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (Chapter 14.14 of the County Code) (Draft EIR pages
3.10-29 and 3.10-30).

The project’s potential long-term water quality and channel scouring effects from hydromodification are
evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 3.10-2 (pages 3.10-30 through 3.10-36). Implementation of Mitigation Measure
3.10-2 (Prepare and Implement a Drainage Plan Demonstrating Compliance with the County’s Drainage Plan)
would reduce the significant effect associated with increased risk of flooding and hydromodification from
increased stormwater runoff to a less-than-significant level, because each tenant/leasehold developer would
demonstrate to Stanislaus County that the future project phases would conform with applicable regulations
pertaining to surface water runoff, including the measures outlined in the applicable version of the 2015 Post
Construction Standards Plan (Stanislaus County 2015) and the Stanislaus County Standards and Specifications
(Stanislaus County 2014: Chapter 4), which are designed to meet applicable State and local regulations pertaining
to stormwater runoff.
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The project’s potential long-term water quality effects from continuing agricultural operations in the short-term
and from operating urban land uses in the long term are evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 3.10-3. Existing
agricultural land uses are already subject to existing ILRP permits, and will continue to be subject to those permits
as long as those agricultural land uses continue during the phased build-out of the project. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3.10-3a (Prepare and Implement Drainage Plan Demonstrating Compliance with the
County’s Drainage Plan), 3.10-3b (Prepare and Implement a Long-Term Site-Specific Operational Stormwater
Quality Management Plan), and 3.10-3c (Implement an Agreement between Project Leaseholders and Stanislaus
County to Provide Maintenance, Monitoring, and Funding for Long-Term Operational Stormwater Quality
Control) would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level because site-specific drainage plans would be
prepared that incorporate BMPs and include LID features to treat stormwater runoff, a site-specific stormwater
quality management plan for long-term operational treatment of stormwater prior to discharge would be prepared
and implemented, and because the developer(s) would enter into an agreement with the County to provide
maintenance, monitoring, and funding for long-term implementation of the stormwater quality management plan.

Groundwater quality impacts are also evaluated in Draft EIR Impact 3.9-2 in Section 3.9, “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials,” as related to the on-site contaminated groundwater plume (pages 3.9-19 through 3.9-22),
on-site agricultural chemicals (page 3.9-22), and off-site known hazardous materials sites (pages 3.9-22 and 3.9-
23). Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.9-2a (Prepare and Implement a Worker Health and Safety Plan,
and Implement Appropriate Measures to Minimize Potential Exposure to Hazardous Materials), 3.9-2c (Design
the Interstate (I-)5/Fink Road Interchange Improvements to Avoid Contact with Landfill Materials), and 3.9-2d
(Perform an Environmental Site Assessment of the AL Castle Site, and Implement Remediation if Necessary)
would reduce groundwater impacts to a less-than-significant level because work would halt if evidence of
contamination is encountered and appropriate remediation would be performed, and no development would occur
in the Restricted Area around the contaminated groundwater plume until the remediation goals have been met, as
determined by California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) (Draft EIR pages 3.9-23, 3.9-24, and
3.9-27). See also Response to Comment Patterson-50.

Response to Comment 4-4

See Responses to Comments 2-2 and 2-3.

Response to Comment 4-5

See Response to Comment 2-3.

Response to Comment 4-6

See Response to Comment 2-4.

Response to Comment 4-7

The Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 requirements are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.4, “Biological
Resources,” on page 3.4-19. The CWA Section 404 requirements have been incorporated into the project’s
thresholds of significance, as stated on Draft EIR page 3.4-23 (“…have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected waters of the United States, including wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the CWA through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means”). Draft EIR Impact 3.4-5 (pages 3.4-33 and 3.4-34)
evaluates the potential for loss of federally protected waters of the U.S. through removal (fill) or dredging and
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alteration. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 (Compensate for Loss of Wetlands and Other Waters)
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level because the County would obtain a USACE Section 404
Individual Permit and CVRWQCB Section 401 water quality certification before any groundbreaking activity
within 50 feet of waters or discharge of fill or dredge material into any water of the U.S. Furthermore, wetland
habitat would be restored or replaced at an acreage and location and by methods agreeable to USACE and
CVRWQCB, depending on agency jurisdiction, as determined during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting
processes (Draft EIR page 3.4-34).

Response to Comment 4-8

The CWA Section 401 requirements are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.4, “Biological Resources,” on pages
3.4-19 and 3.4-20. CWA Section 401 requirements have also been incorporated into Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure 3.4-5 (Compensate for Loss of Wetlands and Other Waters) (page 3.4-34). See also Response to
Comment 4-7.

Response to Comment 4-9

The requirements for WDRs are discussed throughout Draft EIR subsection 3.10.2, “Regulatory Framework,” in
Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” on pages 3.10-18 through 3.10-20. For example, on page 3.10-19,
“The RWQCB issues WDRs for projects that may discharge wastes to land or water uses to ensure conformance
with Basin Plan water quality objectives and implementation policies. WDRs specify terms and conditions that
must be followed during the implementation and operation of a project.” Draft EIR page 3.20-20 states, “…the
Central Valley RWQCB may also issue site-specific WDRs or waivers to WDRs for certain waste discharges to
land or waters of the state. In particular, Central Valley RWQCB Resolution R5-2003-0008 identifies activities
subject to waivers of reports of waste discharge (RWDs) and/or WDRs, including minor dredging activities and
construction dewatering activities that discharge to land.”

The County understands that WDRs may be required and would acquire all necessary permits, as required by
CVRWQCB.

Response to Comment 4-10

See Response to Comment 4-9.

Response to Comment 4-11

See Response to Comment 2-5.

Response to Comment 4-12

See Responses to Comments 2-2, 4-3, and 4-9.

Response to Comment 4-13

See Responses to Comments 2-2, 4-3, and 4-9.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 5 – CITY OF PATTERSON #1

Response to Comment 5-1

The County appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. The commenter does not provide specific
comments in this letter related to the Draft EIR’s assumptions regarding sewer and wastewater facilities and
traffic and transportation. Please see the Responses to Comments for letter #6 (subsection 2.3.6 of this Final EIR).

Response to Comment 5-2

The public review period, as stated in the Notice of Availability/Notice of Completion, was January 22 through
March 12, 2018, which is a period of 45 days as required by CEQA. The County then elected to extend the public
review period by another 45 days to provide additional opportunity for review and comment on the Draft EIR.
The public review period for the Draft EIR subsequently ended on April 26, 2018.
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2.3.6 LETTER 6, CITY OF PATTERSON #2, DATED APRIL 26, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6 – CITY OF PATTERSON #2

Response to Comment 6-1

Beginning in early 2014, County staff reached out to the City and initiated regular meetings with City staff to
discuss planning and anticipated projects in western Stanislaus County, as well as the Specific Plan. The County
and City discussed regional coordination on planning, infrastructure improvements, and related topics. The
County appreciates the amount of time invested in meeting and coordinating on these important topics. The
County incorporated City input on the scope of analysis into the Draft EIR.

The County commissioned technical memoranda from City consultants and incorporated the information from
this work into the Draft EIR, as well:

► Stantec. Tech Memo. Peer Review of the Transportation Infrastructure Plan for the Crows Landing Industrial
Business Park. From Christopher Thnay, PE, AICP to Ken Irwin, City Manager, City of Patterson. August 22,
2017.

► Black Water Consulting Engineers, Inc. Technical Memorandum. Potential Impacts to Patterson Wastewater
Facilities from Crows Landing Industrial Business Park. From Alison Furuya, P.E. and Jeff Black, P.E. to
Ken Irwin, City Manager and Michael H. Willett, Director of Public Works [City of Patterson].

At the end of the initial public review period for the Draft EIR, the County received a request from the City to
extend the comment period. The County extended the Draft EIR comment period at the City’s request. The
County was not aware of a future annexation to the City during these meetings or during the pre-project meetings
or scoping for the Specific Plan and Specific Plan EIR. However, during the extended Draft EIR public review
period, the City suggested that there could be an annexation proposal, and submitted a proposed Memorandum of
Understanding to the County requesting that the County enter into a pre-annexation agreement and mutual waiver
agreement.

The extensive City input into the Specific Plan and Specific Plan Draft EIR was helpful, and it is appropriate that
both the EIR and the proposed Specific Plan reflect detailed analysis and input from City staff and the City’s
consultants. As detailed in the Draft EIR and Specific Plan, if the Specific Plan uses wastewater treatment
capacity in the City’s wastewater treatment facility, the County will coordinate closely with the City on the scope,
cost, and timing of any required improvements. It is the County's desire to continue to work closely with the City
to ensure mutually beneficial outcomes.

Following receipt of City comments on the Draft EIR, the County received a proposed Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) from the City that addressed transportation and wastewater services and did not identify
any topics related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical effects of the proposed
Specific Plan. The County responded to the City’s proposed MOU with a revised MOU on April 9, 2018. The
County’s proposed MOU outlines the understanding of the County regarding circumstances and conditions
necessary for the City to provide wastewater treatment service to the Specific Plan Area, including fair-share
contributions from the County for upgrades to City’s WWTP necessary to serve the Specific Plan and wastewater
infrastructure required to accommodate anticipated development in the Specific Plan.
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See Responses to Comments 6-8 through 6-18 related to wastewater treatment. The Draft EIR includes Mitigation
Measure 3.15-4 on page 3.15-17, which requires the County to demonstrate adequate wastewater treatment
capacity prior to issuing any building permit for any project proposing to connect to public sewer or construct
backbone sewer infrastructure connecting to the Western Hills Water District sewer line. The mitigation measure
requires written documentation to verify that existing treatment capacity is, or will be, available to support the
proposed development and that any physical improvements required to treat wastewater associated with the
proposed development will be in place prior to occupancy. Projects developed under the Specific Plan will be
required to pay fair-share fees to the City of Patterson for wastewater treatment.

See Master Response 1 regarding the scope of analysis in the Draft EIR, including information related to
employment associated with buildout of the Specific Plan. The Transportation Infrastructure Plan and Draft EIR
Section 3.14 considered the impacts of both the Patterson General Plan buildout and the buildout of the Specific
Plan in the analysis, and includes Mitigation Measure 3.14-1, which requires fair-share contributions to
transportation improvements, including those in Patterson and serving traffic generated within, or attracted to uses
in Patterson (page 3.14-16 of the Draft EIR).

Response to Comment 6-2

Please see Master Response 1 regarding the detailed project description, comprehensive and detailed analysis
presented throughout the Draft EIR, and the analysis of possible growth inducing effects and cumulative effects
related to full buildout of the Specific Plan. Please see Responses to Comments 6-49 and Comment 6-50 related to
groundwater use, Responses to Comments 6-10 through 6-18 related to wastewater treatment and Comment 6-58
related to alternatives.

Response to Comment 6-3

Please see Responses to Comments 6-29 through 6-33, 6-34, and 6-43. Please also see Master Response 2.

Response to Comment 6-4

Responses to specific comments related to wastewater treatment, air quality, and traffic analysis are provided
below and in Master Response 1. See Responses to Comments 6-29 through 6-33, 6-34, and 6-43 for a discussion
of the detailed and comprehensive air quality analysis and mitigation included as a part of the Draft EIR. See
Responses to Comments 6-10 through 6-18 related to wastewater treatment.

The comment is not specific to why the Specific Plan is inconsistent with Stanislaus County’s agricultural
mitigation policy.

See Responses to Comments 6-36 and 6-37 regarding agricultural resources.

Response to Comment 6-5

Recirculation of an EIR is required when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is
given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification (CEQA
Guidelines Section15088.5). New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a
way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental
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effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative)
that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.

“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that:

1. (1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure
proposed to be implemented.

2. (2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures
are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

3. (3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline
to adopt it.

4. (4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful
public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214
Cal.App.3d 1043).

Recirculation is not required where new information added to the EIR clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modification in an adequate EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b)). Thus, recirculation is required only if
changes are more than clarification or amplifications and rise to the level of significant new information outlined
above. Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this Final EIR corrects grammatical errors in the project description, the air quality
section, and the utilities and service systems section; provides clarifications to the air quality and greenhouse gas
methodology; provides clarifications and expands mitigation measures in the air quality section and utilities and
service systems section; provides additional supportive information related to hazards associated with oil
pipelines and wastewater infrastructure improvements; and updates air quality and greenhouse gas emissions
modeling and electrical and natural gas demands. None of the revisions of the Draft EIR shown in Chapter 3 rise
to the level of significant new information. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. For the
reasons stated in the Responses to Comments 6-7, 6-8, 6-9, 6-10, 6-15, 6-16, 6-17, 6-18, 6-21, 6-22, 6-23, 6-24, 6-
26, 6-28, 6-29, 6-30, 6-31, 6-32, 6-33, 6-34, 6-35, 6-36, 6-37, 6.-38, 6-39, 6-40, 6-41, 6-42, 6-43, 6-44, 6-45, 6-
46, 6-47, 6-48, 6-49, 6-50, 6-51, 6-52, 6-53, 6-54, 6-55, 6-56, 6-57, 6-58, 6-59, 6-60, 6-61, 6-64, 6-65, 6-66, 6-68,
6-71, 6-75, 6-76, 6-77, 6-79, 6-86, 6-87, 6-88, 6-92, 6-93, 6-94, 6-100, 6-101, 6-102, 6-105, and 6-106 below, no
significant new information is required to be added to the EIR and recirculation is not required.

Response to Comment 6-6

This comment does not pertain to the analysis of impacts in the Draft EIR, but to the description of the project.
Specific comments provided by the City of Patterson related to wastewater treatment are addressed in Responses
to Comments 6-8 through 6-18, below.

Response to Comment 6-7

The type and placement of wastewater infrastructure, including wastewater treatment, are components of the
proposed project, as identified in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,”
and are analyzed in the resource sections of the Draft EIR that analyze the project’s significant environmental
effects. Impact 3.15-3 describes the wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure required to service the
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Specific Plan and the potential use of on-site septic systems. As stated in Impact 3.15-3, each on-site septic
system facility would need to be designed in accordance with Stanislaus County’s Guidelines for Septic System
Design, and the design would need to be approved by the County prior to the issuance of any building permits.
The environmental impacts of construction and use of on-site septic systems, which are a component of the
project, were analyzed in the Draft EIR as well. Where necessary, these sections identify mitigation measures to
reduce or avoid the impacts of infrastructure construction and operation on the physical environment. Impact
3.15-4 discusses wastewater treatment for the Specific Plan’s wastewater flows and acknowledges capacity
improvements to the City’s WQCF could involve environmental effects and provides a brief summary of those
potential effects.

Please see Response to Comments 6-8 and 6-15 and Chapter 3, Errata.” Please also see Master Response 1 for a
description of the detailed project description and comprehensive and detailed analysis presented throughout the
Draft EIR. Please also see Master Response 2 for a detailed discussion of mitigation.

Response to Comment 6-8

This comment does not raise questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for
addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. A comprehensive analysis of wastewater
treatment is provided in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR includes
Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 on page 3.15-17, which requires the County to demonstrate adequate wastewater
treatment capacity prior to issuing any building permit for any project proposing to connect to public sewer or
construction of backbone sewer infrastructure connecting to the Western Hills Water District sewer line. This
mitigation measure requires written documentation to verify that existing treatment capacity is, or will be,
available to support the proposed development and that any physical improvements required to treat wastewater
associated with the proposed development will be in place prior to occupancy. Projects developed under the
Specific Plan will be required to pay fair-share fees to the City of Patterson for wastewater treatment.

The following revision has been made to the discussion of Impact 3.15-5 and Mitigation Measure 3.15-5 in
Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR,
“Errata.” These clarifications do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Rather, these revisions
clarify that written documentation showing proof that the Water Quality Control Facility (WQCF) has sufficient
capacity will be provided to the satisfaction of the City. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5 is not required.

IMPACT
3.15-5

Increased demand at City of Patterson Water Quality Control Facility (WQCF).
Implementation of the proposed project would result in an increase in wastewater flows that
exceed the current City of Patterson WQCF design capacity. This impact is considered
significant.

Wastewater treatment for the proposed project is anticipated to be provided by the City of
Patterson WQCF, which has a current design capacity of 2.25 million gallons per day (mgd)
average dry-weather flow and a reliable treatment capacity of 1.85 mgd (Blackwater Black Water
Consulting Engineers 2017). As of 2016, the WQCF treats 1.44 mgd average dry-weather flow.
The City has prepared improvement plans and acquired land for WQCF expansion to achieve a
design capacity of 3.5 mgd, with a reliable capacity of 3.1 mgd.
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Phases 1, 2, and 3 of the project could generate an average dry-weather flow of 0.394 mgd, 0.223
mgd, and 0.274 mgd, respectively, for a total of 0.891 mgd average dry-weather flow at site
buildout (Blackwater Black Water Consulting Engineers 2017). This estimate is based on
accepted industry standard loading factors and input from the County of Stanislaus and the City
of Modesto. The estimate is conservative and does not consider California Green Building
Standards or the Specific Plan policies that reduce water use. Section 5.303 of the California
Green Building Standards covers indoor water use and includes policies to reduce the overall use
of potable water by 20 percent. Section 5.304 covers outdoor water use and requires irrigation
controllers and sensors to reduce water use. Compliance with the California Green Building
Standards would reduce water use and associated wastewater generation. The Specific Plan also
promotes water efficiency and conservation, by encouraging energy star appliances, water
sensitive design techniques, individual water metering, drought-tolerant and native plant
landscaping, and by making reclaimed water available for cooling and other industrial uses.

The City of Patterson did not account for the project’s wastewater flows in its planned design
expansion to 3.5 mgd. Wastewater treatment capacity is allocated on a “first come, first serve”
basis. Early phases of development would generate wastewater flows that could be
accommodated by on-site septic systems as described above in Impact 3.15-4, or by the WQCF,
if sufficient capacity is available. Because there are other approved and planned projects in the
Patterson area, it is possible that capacity may need to be added to the WQCF to serve one or
more phases of the proposed project, should these other projects break ground before the
proposed project. The City’s Wastewater Master Plan examines alternatives to expansion of the
WQCF to handle 7.0 mgd and serve 76,000 residents, 675 acres of commercial development, and
2,227 acres of industrial development. Subsequent projects and leasehold development would be
required to pay fair-share fees to the City of Patterson for wastewater treatment. Capacity
expansion for the WQCF could be required to provide for the proposed project’s long-term
wastewater treatment demands. This impact is considered significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.15-5: Demonstrate Adequate Wastewater Treatment Capacity.

Before the County will issue any building permit for a use proposing to connect to public
sewer or construction of backbone sewer infrastructure connecting to the WHWD sewer
line, the project applicant will shall be required to provide written documentation to
verify that existing treatment capacity is, or will be, available at the WQCF to support the
proposed development. If treatment capacity is provided at the City of Patterson WQCF,
projects within the Specific Plan Area shall contribute on a fair-share basis to the cost
associated with such treatment capacity. Written documentation may include proof of
executions of all financing agreements and/or other mechanisms, to the satisfaction of the
City of Patterson, to ensure and that any physical improvements required to treat
wastewater associated with the proposed development will be in place prior to
occupancy.
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Implementation: Leaseholders/developers/contractors.

Timing: Prior to issuance of any building permits.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

Response to Comment 6-9

Appendix H is not an appendix to the Draft EIR; rather, Appendix H is an appendix to the Specific Plan.

As explained in the Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure and Facilities Study (see page 2), the County’s Public Works
Specifications require sewer systems to be designed according to the requirements of the sewer district in which
the project is located. If the subject project is not in a sewer district, sewer systems must be designed using the
City of Modesto’s sanitary sewer standards, which serve as a proxy for design where there is no sewer district. As
also stated, in cases where design guidelines and criteria are not provided by the City of Modesto, assumptions are
made based on a comparative analysis of sewer generation rates for local cities and agencies, including the City of
Modesto, and typical values published in the Wastewater Engineering Treatment and Reuse guidance document.

The City of Patterson’s consultant, Black Water Consulting Engineers, provided a technical memorandum on
August 25, 2017 that evaluated the potential impacts of the Specific Plan to the City’s wastewater collection
system and WQCF. The evaluation included a review of the City’s Wastewater Master Plan dated April 2016 and
other recently completed documents related to the City’s wastewater facilities, and a review of the Wastewater
Flow and Load assumptions for the future Crows Landing Industrial Business Park (CLIBP Wastewater Memo
prepared by AECOM, July 2017). This Black Water Consulting Engineers technical memorandum does not
mention the City of Modesto standards or recommend any changes to the wastewater flow assumptions
underpinning the sewer analysis. Table 2 of the Black Water Consulting Engineers’ August 25, 2017 Technical
Memorandum provides an estimate of wastewater flow and load projections, with an average dry weather flow of
0.891 mgd, a peak dry weather flow of 2.673 mgd, and a peak wet weather flow of 2.799 mgd. These estimates
are essentially the same as the estimates used in the Specific Plan analysis, as shown in the November 30, 2017
Crows Landing Industrial Park Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure and Facilities Study, which anticipates an average
dry weather flow of 0.845 mgd, a peak dry weather flow of 2.537 mgd, and a peak wet weather flow of 2.663
mgd. The County believes the estimates used in the Specific Plan are more reasonable considering the range of
uses planned, but Black Water’s estimates are just 5 percent higher than the County’s, and this would have no
bearing on the infrastructure planned to serve the project at build out or any of the detailed environmental analysis
in the EIR related to environmental effects associated with on- and off-site infrastructure improvements. Because
the flow and load assumptions used by the County to identify infrastructure improvements were the nearly the
same as anticipated by Black Water, presumably this is why Black Water’s August 25, 2017 Technical
Memorandum, which specifically reviewed the flow and load assumptions used by the County, does not
recommend use of a different set of assumptions.

See Appendix G to this Final EIR, which is the Black Water Technical Memorandum reflecting the City of
Patterson’s consulting engineers’ detailed review of the County’s sewer analysis and master planning.

The analysis of wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment impacts in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service
Systems,” of the Draft EIR incorporates the findings of the Black Water memorandum. This comment does not
affect the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
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contains a comprehensive analysis of significant environmental effects associated with all infrastructure
improvements needed to serve the Specific Plan in the environmental analysis sections of Chapter 3. Specifically,
the Draft EIR comprehensively analyzes potential effects associated with wastewater conveyance, including both
on- and off-site components, as well as potential effects associated with improvements that may be needed at the
City’s wastewater treatment facility in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems.” See Master Response 1 and
pages 3.15-16 through 3.15-18 of the Draft EIR.

As stated in the Draft EIR, capacity improvements to the City’s WQCF could involve environmental effects.
Construction of new buildings or structures could change the aesthetic environment in the vicinity of the WQCF
because new construction could involve additional lighting. If additional property is required to expand treatment
capacity, this could convert farmland and conflict with Williamson Act contracts. It is possible that improvements
could adversely affect Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, western pond turtle habitat, raptor nests, riparian
woodland, or habitat for other rare plant and wildlife species. Construction and/or demolition activities could
disturb previously unknown subsurface cultural resources and generate criteria air pollutant emissions, precursors,
and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Routine maintenance activities, ongoing operations, and employees
commuting to the expanded facility would generate criteria air pollutant emissions, precursors, and GHG
emissions, as well. It is possible that a capacity expansion could increase odor-generating potential. Existing
regulations would likely prevent significant adverse effects to groundwater or surface water quality. It is possible
that capacity expansion could be located in a floodplain. It is possible that a capacity expansion would require
additional property. Depending on the design, location, phasing, and operations of the capacity expansion, there
could be one or more direct or cumulative impacts.

In Section 3.2, Air Quality, the Draft EIR contains an analysis not only having to do with construction and
operation of future land uses in the Specific Plan Area, but also construction of required transportation facilities,
drainage facilities, and sewer conveyance and treatment facilities required to serve the Specific Plan Area.

Response to Comment 6-10

The commenter does not indicate the current wastewater flows treated at the WQCF and the Black Water memo
also does not indicate the current wastewater flows treated at the WQCF; therefore, no revisions have been made
to the Draft EIR to show the existing capacity is lower than the wastewater flows identified in Section 3.16,
“Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 6-9.

The City of Patterson WQCF has a current design capacity of 2.25 mgd average dry-weather flow and a reliable
treatment capacity of 1.85 mgd (see page 3.15-16 of the Draft EIR). The WQCF treats 1.44 mgd average dry-
weather flow and the City has prepared improvement plans for WQCF expansion to achieve a design capacity of
3.5 mgd, with a reliable capacity of 3.1 mgd (see page 3.15-16 of the Draft EIR). Phases 1, 2, and 3 of the project
could generate an average dry-weather flow of 0.394 mgd, 0.223 mgd, and 0.274 mgd, respectively, for a total of
0.891 mgd average dry-weather flow at site buildout (Black Water Consulting Engineers 2017). Because there are
other approved and planned projects in the Patterson area, it is possible that capacity may need to be added to the
WQCF to serve one or more phases of the proposed project, should these other projects break ground before the
proposed project. The City’s Wastewater Master Plan examines alternatives to expansion of the WQCF to handle
7.0 mgd and serve 76,000 residents, 675 acres of commercial development, and 2,227 acres of industrial
development. Subsequent projects and leasehold development would be required to pay fair-share fees to the City
of Patterson for wastewater treatment. The WQCF may require additional capacity to provide for the proposed
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project’s long-term wastewater treatment demands. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.15-5 ensures that
adequate wastewater treatment capacity would be identified and documented for future projects under the Specific
Plan.

Response to Comment 6-11

Impact 3.15-5 in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR states that subsequent projects and
leasehold development would be required to pay fair-share fees to the City of Patterson for wastewater treatment,
and Mitigation Measure 3.15-5 incorporates this requirement to ensure the funding is provided for any physical
improvements to the WQCF. See Responses to Comments 6-8 through 6-18 related to wastewater treatment. See
Response to Comment 6-9 for a discussion of the City’s WQCF.

The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 on page 3.15-17, which requires the County to demonstrate
adequate wastewater treatment capacity prior to issuing any building permit for any project proposing to connect
to public sewer or construction of backbone sewer infrastructure connecting to the Western Hills Water District
sewer line. This mitigation measure requires written documentation to verify that existing treatment capacity is, or
will be, available to support the proposed development, and that any physical improvements required to treat
wastewater associated with the proposed development will be in place prior to occupancy. Projects developed
under the Specific Plan will be required to pay fair-share fees to the City of Patterson for wastewater treatment.

Response to Comment 6-12

Please see Response to Comment 6-15.

Response to Comment 6-13

Impact 3.15-4 in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR states that the County may allow
tenants to construct on-site septic systems to accommodate their wastewater needs until wastewater treatment is
available at the WQCF. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.15-5 would ensure treatment capacity is, or will be,
available at the WQCF to support the proposed development.

Please also see Response to Comment 6-8.

Response to Comment 6-14

Impact 3.15-5 in Section 3.15, Utilities and Service Systems,” states the City has prepared improvement plans for
WQCF expansion to achieve a design capacity of 3.5 mgd. Impact 3.15-5 further states that the City’s Wastewater
Master Plan examines alternatives to expansion of the WQCF to handle 7.0 mgd. There is no indication in Impact
3.15-5, or elsewhere in the Draft EIR, that the County is assuming the WQCF would be expanded beyond 3.5
mgd or that the City would implement the alternatives in the City’s Wastewater Master Plan to expand the WQCF
to 7.0 mgd to serve the Specific Plan Area. As stated on page 3.15-3 in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service
Systems,” of the Draft EIR, additional WQCF expansion to 6.29 mgd will be required to treat wastewater flows at
buildout of the city of Patterson and Diablo Grande.

Because there are other approved and planned projects in the Patterson area, it is possible that capacity may need
to be added to the WQCF to serve one or more phases of the proposed project, should these other projects break
ground before the proposed project (see p. 3.15-17 of the Draft EIR).
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Response to Comment 6-15

The following revision has been made to Impact 3.15-4 in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the
Draft EIR in response to the Black Water comments. Please also see Response to Comment 6-8 and Chapter 3 of
this Final EIR, “Errata.” These edits clarify that temporary wastewater conveyance infrastructure will be used to
serve the Specific Plan and do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment
6-9 for a discussion of the City’s WQCF.

IMPACT
3.15-4

Increased demand for wastewater collection and conveyance facilities.
Implementation of the proposed project would require the construction of on-site
wastewater collection and conveyance facilities. The Specific Plan identifies the
backbone infrastructure that will be provided by Stanislaus County. Subsequent
projects and leasehold development in the Specific Plan Area will be required to
demonstrate consistency with Specific Plan and County requirements as development
occurs. The impact is less than significant.

Implementation of the proposed project would require construction of on-site wastewater
collection and conveyance facilities. The Crows Landing Industrial Business Park Sanitary
Sewer Infrastructure and Facilities Study (Sanitary Sewer Study) was prepared for the proposed
project to identify wastewater collection and conveyance facilities design (VVH Consulting
Engineers and AECOM 2016b).

Backbone wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure facilities necessary to serve Phase
1 include gravity trunk mains, a 2.66-mgd sanitary sewer lift station southwest of the Marshall
Road and State Route 33 intersection, a 0.0650.32-mgd sanitary lift station south of the airfield
near the Delta Mendota Canal, and an 12-inch force main within Marshall Road to convey
effluent to the existing off-site WHWD 18-inch trunk main in Ward Avenue. This temporary
connection will be replaced with a permanent connection to the proposed South Patterson Trunk
Sewer at the intersection of Bartch Avenue and Ward Avenue, as part of Phase 2. The gravity
trunk mains, lift station, and force main would be sized to accommodate effluent from Phases 1,
2, and 3 (VVH Consulting Engineers and AECOM 2016b:9).

The proposed South Patterson Trunk Sewer would be designed to have sufficient capacity to
accommodate flows at buildout of the Specific Plan. The City of Patterson would correct the
pipeline deficiencies in the Ward Avenue trunk line at the intersection of Ward Avenue and M
Street and upsize existing 21-inch sewer pipes to 24 inches prior to serving the Specific Plan
(VVH Consulting Engineers and AECOM 2016b:19). New wastewater infrastructure would be
constructed per design criteria identified in the City’s Wastewater Master Plan.

During Phase 1A, the County may allow tenants to construct on-site septic systems to
accommodate their wastewater needs until the backbone infrastructure has been completed. Each
on-site septic system facility would need to be designed in accordance with Stanislaus County’s
Guidelines for Septic System Design, and the design would need to be approved by the County
prior to the issuance of any building permits (See Section 3.8, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and
Paleontological Resources,” for further discussion.) Backbone wastewater collection and
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conveyance infrastructure facilities required to serve Phases 2 and 3 include gravity trunk mains
that will connect to existing sanitary sewer infrastructure constructed during Phase 1 (VVH
Consulting Engineers and AECOM 2016b:9 and 10).

The Specific Plan identifies project buildout as it is envisioned to occur in three 10-year phases,
and it describes the on- and off-site wastewater collection and conveyance facilities that will be
required to support each phase. The County will construct backbone infrastructure to
accommodate each phase of site development described in the Specific Plan. The County will not
approve building permits for leaseholder development until infrastructure is available to support
the proposed development.

The construction of the backbone infrastructure to be provided by the County has been
considered as a component of the proposed project in the other sections of this EIR. Where
necessary, these sections include mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the impacts of
infrastructure construction and operation on the physical environment. No additional impacts will
occur beyond those comprehensively considered throughout the other sections of this EIR. The
impact is less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Response to Comment 6-16

Please see Response to Comments 6-9 and 6-15.

Response to Comment 6-17

The comment references Appendix H, as included in the Draft EIR; however, Appendix H is provided as part of
the Specific Plan. Wastewater flows shown in Tables 3-5 and 3-7 of Appendix H are consistent with the
wastewater flows shown Table 2 in the August 25, 2017 memo. No revisions are required to Tables 3-5 or 3-7 of
Appendix H.

See Response to Comment 6-9 for a discussion of the City’s WQCF.

Response to Comment 6-18

This comment does not affect the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not change the conclusions of the Draft
EIR. . However, this comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for
decision maker consideration. The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 on page 3.15-17, which requires
the County to demonstrate adequate wastewater treatment capacity prior to issuing any building permit for any
project proposing to connect to public sewer or construction of backbone sewer infrastructure connecting to the
Western Hills Water District sewer line. The mitigation requires written documentation to verify that existing
treatment capacity is, or will be, available to support the proposed development and that any physical
improvements required to treat wastewater associated with the proposed development will be in place prior to
occupancy.

See also the Response to Comments 6-9 and 6-76 and Master Response 1.
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Response to Comment 6-19

This comment does not affect the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not change the conclusions of the Draft
EIR. The Draft EIR includes comprehensive analysis of environmental effects associated with all infrastructure
improvements needed to serve the Specific Plan throughout the environmental topic-specific sections of Chapter
3. More specifically, the Draft EIR comprehensively analyzes the potential effects associated with improvements
that may be needed at the City’s wastewater treatment facility in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems.”

See Master Response 1 and pages 3.15-16 through 3.15-18 of the Draft EIR, in particular. Please also refer to
Responses to Comments 6-1 and 6-9 above.

Response to Comment 6-20

All comments in the peer review of the Transportation Infrastructure Plan were addressed in the version of the
Transportation Infrastructure Plan that was circulated at the same time as the Draft EIR, and any required
revisions resulting from the peer review were included in the Draft EIR. Please see also Response to Comment 6-
21, below.

Response to Comment 6-21

Although the report was prepared in 2014, the cumulative scenarios included the buildout of the most recent
Patterson General Plan, which was adopted in 2010 and updated in 2014. The Specific Plan will build out over
approximately 30 years, making the cumulative analysis central to understanding the project’s transportation
impacts and developing comprehensive mitigation. The use of cumulative analysis ensures that any projects
constructed since 2014 have been accounted for in the Draft EIR analysis.

Response to Comment 6-22

All five locations referenced in the comment are study intersections analyzed in Section 3.14, “Traffic and
Transportation,” and/or Section 5.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” in Chapter 5, “Other CEQA,” of the Draft EIR. As
discussed in those sections, some of those intersections have planned improvements or would be improved
through implementation of mitigation measures. Where no improvements are needed, the LOS or other data
supporting the recommendations are included in the Draft EIR (see Section 3.14, “Traffic and Transportation,” of
the Draft EIR) and the Transportation Infrastructure Plan, an updated version of which is Appendix A to this Final
EIR. The transportation analysis in the Draft EIR is comprehensive and detailed, and Appendix A of this Final
EIR provides additional detail on funding and implementation of necessary transportation improvements required
to serve the Specific Plan at full buildout.

With regard to the specific intersections, (1) I-5 and Sperry Road is being planned for signalization; the traffic
study identifies the Project fair share; (2) Ward Avenue and Sperry Avenue has no feasible mitigation due to the
presence of residential development in the southeast quadrant – the traffic study indicates that the future South
County Corridor (not accounted for in the analysis) will likely relieve Sperry Avenue congestion; (3) Ward
Avenue and Las Palmas Avenue was recently improved and has no level of service issues in cumulative
conditions; (4) Sperry Avenue and State Route 33 will require signalization, and the study identified the Specific
Plan’s fair share; and (5) Sperry Avenue and Rogers Road has no level of service issues.
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The County commissioned the supplemental study by Stantec, which was developed under the City’s direction,
and the County’s Specific Plan and Draft EIR incorporates each of the comments from this peer review. All
appropriate revisions resulting from the peer review were included in the Draft EIR. Please see also Response to
Comment 6-21.

Response to Comment 6-23

The Draft EIR includes analysis of the four intersections on Ward Avenue within the City of Patterson – at SR 33,
at M Street, at Las Palmas Avenue, and at Sperry Avenue. The Draft EIR considers roadway segment levels of
service at these intersections in Impact 3.14-1 in Section 3.14, “Traffic and Transportation,” of the Draft EIR. The
intersection levels of service and roadway segment levels of service without and with the project are shown in
Tables 3.14-4 and 3.14-5, respectively. The portion of Ward Avenue in the County will not require widening
beyond two lanes; within the City Limits the section between Las Palmas Avenue and Sperry Road can currently
accommodate four lanes. South of Las Palmas Avenue the existing curb to curb width can accommodate a three-
lane cross section. No additional widening should be required due to the project.

Please also see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 6-24

The Transportation Infrastructure Plan considered the impacts of both the Patterson General Plan buildout and the
buildout of the Specific Plan. As stated in Mitigation Measures 3.14-1 and 3.14-2 in Section 3.14, “Traffic and
Transportation,” of the Draft EIR, leaseholders/developers/contractors will contribute on a fair-share basis to fees
to reimburse for off-site improvements and implementation will be directed by Stanislaus County. Project traffic
impacts are accounted for on a fair-share basis; therefore project impacts would be fully mitigated. However, the
County cannot guarantee that any improvement within the City of Patterson would be implemented because this
decision would be within the jurisdiction of the City of Patterson. As a result the impacts are significant and
unavoidable.

Please also see Response to Comment 6-20 and Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 6-25

The following revision has been made to Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 in in Section 3.14, “Traffic and
Transportation,” of the Draft EIR. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” These edits do not change
the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Rather, these revisions clarify that the Sperry Avenue/SR 33
intersection is with the jurisdiction of Caltrans.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1: Off-site Traffic Signal or Roundabout Installations and Intersection Improvements.

The following intersections are expected to meet signal warrants during peak-hour periods when the
project is in place. The impact can be alleviated by installing traffic signals at the intersections where
LOS would be degraded in exceedance of relevant thresholds. The affected jurisdictions can consider
roundabouts as an alternative to traffic signals. The project shall contribute on a fair-share basis to the
following improvements.

Phase 1
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► Signalize Intersection 14. Sperry Avenue / SR 33 (City of Patterson Caltrans)
► Signalize Intersection 24. West Ike Crow Road / SR 33 (Stanislaus County)
► Signalize Intersection 26. Fink Road / Bell Road (Stanislaus County)
► Signalize Project Entrance / Fink Road (Stanislaus County)

Fink Road Interchange – Contribute on a fair-share basis to the improvement of the Fink Road
interchange. Improvements recommended for the Fink Road interchange include signalizing the
northbound ramps prior to completion of Phase 1 and widening the roadway beneath the freeway
to create a westbound left turn lane at the southbound ramps intersection.

Phase 2

► Signalize Intersection 22. Marshall Road / SR 33 (Caltrans)
► Signalize Intersection 25. Fink Road at SR 33 (Stanislaus County)

Implementation: Leaseholders/developers/contractors will contribute on a fair-share basis to fee to
reimburse for off-site improvements and implementation will be directed by
Stanislaus County.

Timing: Prior to completion of Phase 1 and Phase 2, as specified.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

Significance after Mitigation

With the signalization of Intersections 24, 26, Project Entrance, 22, and 25, the resultant LOS would be
LOS C or better. The impact at these intersections is considered less than significant with mitigation.

For Intersection 14, signalization would allow LOS of D or better. However, the County cannot guarantee
that this improvement would be implemented since this would be under the jurisdiction of the City of
Patterson Caltrans. This impact is significant and unavoidable.

The City mistakenly conflates the notation having to do with City versus Caltrans jurisdiction with substantial
evidence supporting the Draft EIR conclusion. When mitigation measures call for improvements outside the lead
agency’s jurisdiction, often, it is not possible for the lead agency to guarantee their implementation, or to
guarantee their implementation in a form that would address the impact at hand. This is true for this Draft EIR
whether that outside agency is Caltrans or whether that is the City of Patterson. Making this editorial revision is
irrelevant to the Draft EIR findings and the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing potential impacts associated
with buildout of the Specific Plan. Based on the County’s experience, it is likely that the improvements under
Caltrans’ jurisdiction can be successfully implemented, and therefore the EIR’s finding could be considered
conservative (i.e., would tend to overestimate the actual level of impact).

Response to Comment 6-26

The proposed Crows Landing Airport would be located outside of the city of Patterson, but a portion of the city
would be located within the Airport Influence Area, as defined in the proposed Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan (ALUCP) Amendment, which was presented as Appendix C to the Draft EIR. See Appendix C, which
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includes the Airport Layout Plan and Narrative Report and the Proposed Compatibility Policies and Policy Maps
to Amend the ALUCP.

The potential effect of adopting the proposed ALUCP on future development within the city of Patterson was
considered in a detailed displacement analysis performed in support of the Draft EIR. The displacement analysis
concluded that impacts would be less than significant. Refer in particular to pages 5-18 through 5-20 of the Draft
EIR.

The City comment states that “the City must amend its general Plan and zoning to allow airport land users and
comply with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan that was proposed.” In effect, the City would be required
only to amend its General Plan to be consistent with, not identical to, the ALUCP following adoption by the
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). Government Code Section 65302.3 establishes that each county and city
affected by an airport land use compatibility plan must make its general plan and any applicable specific plans
consistent with the ALUC’s compatibility plan. The City can make its General Plan consistent by adopting
applicable ALUCP policies in one of the following ways: incorporate the ALUCP policies into existing General
Plan elements; adopt relevant portions of the ALUCP as a stand-alone document, specifically the policies and
maps; or create a separate General Plan ALUCP element or overlay zone.

A portion of the City lies within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) associated with the proposed Crows Landing
Airport. The ALUC policies that apply to the AIA do not propose changes to the City’s General Plan or Zoning
code that would expose City residents to noise, light or other impacts from aviation uses. Rather, the goal of
ALUC policies as defined by the State Aeronautics Act is “...to protect public health, safety, and welfare by
ensuring the orderly expansion of airports and the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s
exposure to excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around public airports to the extent that these areas
are not already devoted to incompatible uses.”

ALUCP policies address four compatibility factors: Noise, Safety, Airspace, and Overflight. As discussed in Draft
EIR Section 3.12, “Noise and Vibration,” and illustrated on ALUCP Map CRO-2, Noise Policy Map, the City
does not include areas that would be exposed to aircraft noise above regulatory thresholds. See page 5-27 of the
Draft EIR.

As shown on ALUCP Map CRO-3, ALUCP policies associated with safety zones also only apply to areas outside
of the city of Patterson. Only policies associated with airspace protection and aircraft overflight would apply
within the city limits. The portion of the city, including its General Plan area that is within the AIA occurs in
Referral Area 2. Referral Area 2 includes locations where airspace and overflight may pose compatibility
concerns, but not noise and safety (ALUC policy 1.3.2(b)).

► Airspace. ALUCP airspace protection policies seek to prevent the creation of land use features that can pose
hazards to the airspace required by aircraft in flight and have the potential for causing an aircraft accident (see
ALUCP Map CRO 4, Airspace Protection Policy Areas), such as tall structures and land uses that produce
smoke, glare etc. (see ALUCP policy 3.4). The portion of the city’s planning area within the AIA would be
subject to airspace protection policies.

► Overflight. The overflight area encompasses locations over which approximately 80% or more of the aircraft
fly. Overflight areas are not associated with aircraft noise exposure above regulatory thresholds or safety
criteria. Overflight policies do not impose land use restrictions but require land owners to be notified about
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the presence of the airport or avigation easements may be required (see ALUC Policy 3.5 and ALUCP Map
CRO 5, Overflight Zones Policy Map).

Only certain projects proposed within Referral Area 2 must be reviewed by the ALUC, such as those with the
potential to could create obstructions to navigable airspace, create features that would increase wildlife hazards to
aircraft operations, or create impaired visibility or electronic interference. ALUCP Policy 1.5.4, Major Land Use
Actions, identifies proposed projects within Referral Area 2 that that will require ALUC review.

As noted, the Draft EIR considers potential displacement that would occur with the development of the ultimate
airport buildout. No restrictions on residential development or residential displacement would occur within the
City of Patterson.

Following adoption of the proposed ALUCP amendment to include the proposed airport, the City will be required
to make its General Plan consistent with the ALUCP within 180 days to prevent future land use conflicts.
Alternatively, the City may also overrule the ALUC policies based by a two-thirds vote of the City Council after
it prepares specific findings to show that the City’s plans are consistent with the intent of state airport land use
planning statutes in the Aeronautics Act. If the City chooses to overrule the ALUCP, it must provide both the
ALUC and the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, with a copy of the local
agency’s proposed decision and findings at least 45 days in advance of its decision to overrule and must hold a
public hearing on the proposed overruling (Public Utilities Code Section 21676(a) and (b)). The ALUC and the
Division of Aeronautics may provide comments to the local agency within 30 days of receiving the proposed
decision and findings. If comments are submitted, the local agency must include them in the public record of the
final decision to overrule the ALUC (Sections 21676, 21676.5 and 21677). To overrule an ALUC decision, the
local agency’s governing body to make specific findings that show the project is consistent with the purpose of
Article 3.5 of the State Aeronautics Act (SAA).

Response to Comment 6-27

As stated in Impact 3.11-3, in Section 3.11, “Land Use and Planning and Population, Housing, and Employment,”
of the Draft EIR, existing residents who are employed in the construction industry, as well as new residents that
move to the area for other reasons, may be available to construct projects proposed under the Specific Plan during
buildout (see p. 3.11-20 of the Draft EIR). According to labor data available from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
American Community Survey, 14,164 residents of Stanislaus County were employed in the construction industry
in 2014 (p. 3.11-18 of the Draft EIR). The number of residents in Stanislaus County were employed in the
construction industry has increased to 15,627 in 2016 (U.S. Census Bureau 2016.)

The duration of construction activities would vary over the 30-year Specific Plan buildout period. If construction
workers residing outside the region were employed in the Specific Plan Area, the temporary nature of the work
suggests that it would be unlikely that workers would change their residence to work at the proposed project site.
Many construction workers opt to stay in hotels, rent individual rooms, or enter into short-term leases during the
construction period. This is addressed in the Draft EIR and no additional information is necessary to address this
topic as a part of the Final EIR.

Please refer to Response to Comment 6-28 and Master Response 1 for further discussion of potential housing
impacts associated with implementation of the Specific Plan.
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Response to Comment 6-28

Refer to Master Response 1 for a description of the detailed analysis presented throughout the Draft EIR and the
analysis of possible growth inducing effects related to full buildout of the Specific Plan. While job growth in the
city of Patterson has outpaced the nation by approximately 14 percent between 2012 and 2017, population growth
itself was relatively low at approximately 3 percent over the same period of time (Emsi 2018). In 2015,
approximately 72 percent of all employees working in Patterson lived outside of Patterson, with approximately 28
percent of all employees (all job categories) both living and working in Patterson. Therefore, while jobs have been
created in the city, residents are not necessarily moving to Patterson to take those jobs.

The decision in Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors, 91 Cal.App.4th at p.
342 (2001), held that the potential physical impact of new housing related to a job-rich project, (i.e., a specific
plan for a 2,000-acre industrial/business park near Napa County Airport) is a topic for consideration in an EIR.
That court found that the business park’s Final Subsequent EIR (FSEIR) was “required to discuss such housing
needs as reasonably might be generated by the project, but not in great detail.” The court concluded that:

“… in order to fulfill its purpose as an informational document, the FSEIR should, at a minimum,
identify the number and type of housing units that persons working within the Project area can be
anticipated to require, and identify the probable location of those units. The FSEIR also should
consider whether the identified communities have sufficient housing units and sufficient services
to accommodate the anticipated increase in population. If it is concluded that the communities
lack sufficient units and/or services, the FSEIR should identify that fact and explain that action
will need to be taken to provide those units or services, or both. Because it cannot be known if the
Project will cause growth in any particular area, and because the Project most likely will not be
the sole contributor to growth in any particular area, it is not, however, reasonable to require the
FSEIR to undertake a detailed analysis of the results of such growth.”

The Draft EIR evaluates the impacts associated with projected employment growth under the proposed project,
but it is outside of the scope of the Draft EIR to attempt to predict certain details about future employees.
Approximately 17,000 workers from the manufacturing, transportation, and wholesale sectors live within a 30-
minute drive of the site. The proposed project would provide over 60,000 residents in the Stanislaus, San Joaquin,
and Merced Counties with an alternative to traveling to distant work centers in the Bay Area, Sacramento, or
elsewhere. It is not possible for the County to determine the location or extent of possible future residential
development associated with project-related employment and it would be speculative to determine such details.
Some future employees of the Specific Plan Area may live in existing housing and others may live in newly
constructed housing. Some may choose to live close to the Specific Plan Area and some at a greater distance.
Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded no additional feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a less-
than-significant level without changing the purposes of the proposed Specific Plan, and the impact is considered
significant and unavoidable (p. 3.11-2 of the Draft EIR).

In addition, please refer to Master Response 1, which provides additional updated detail on planned and forecast
housing and employment in the region. Please refer also to the County’s General Plan policies, which are
referenced throughout Chapters 3 and 5 of the Draft EIR, and include policies that would reduce potential
environmental effects associated with future development throughout the unincorporated County, including future
housing development.
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Response to Comment 6-29

To support economic development in Stanislaus County, the CLIBP Specific Plan promotes the development of
land uses that will support job creation in several of the industries that currently cause its residents to commute.
The Specific Plan promotes flexibility in the types of permitted land uses, as well as the size and location of those
land uses. The CLIBP is envisioned primarily as a mixed-use industrial business park designed to support a
variety of light industrial, logistics, warehouse, distribution, office, and aviation-related land uses. The Specific
Plan identifies land uses permitted within each broader land use category. Only the general aviation airport, which
will be constructed to reuse a former military runway (Runway 12-30), is fixed by size and location. Section 2.2
of the Specific Plan (pages 2-1 through 2-7) details allowable land use for the Specific Plan, and more specific
permitted uses can be reviewed in detail in Appendix B to the CLIBP Specific Plan (Tables B-1 and B-2).
Considering the array of allowable uses, as specified within Appendix B to the CLIBP Specific Plan, it is
reasonably conservative to assume that up to 20 percent of the trucks supporting General Light Industrial land
uses would be equipped with transport refrigeration units. In addition, because some of the potential future land
uses (e.g., distribution centers, light industrial) could involve vehicle fleets (i.e., heavy duty trucks for operations)
that differ from the Stanislaus County average vehicle fleet, the analysis summarized in the Draft EIR increased
the heavy-duty truck percentage of those land uses, to further ensure the analysis did not underestimate these
mobile source emissions.

Upon further consideration of the assumption of transport refrigeration unit use in trucks associated with the
Refrigerated Warehouse land uses, the assumption of 60 percent is still considered high. However, to be even
more conservative, the analysis was revised to assume that 100 percent of trucks associated with the Refrigerated
Warehouse land use would be equipped with transport refrigeration units. The assumptions, analysis, and
emissions estimates have been updated in the EIR to reflect the revision to this assumption. This updated
assumption has been revised on page 3.2-21 of the EIR (Section 3.2.3, “Methodology” of the Air Quality section
of the Draft EIR). In addition, the operational air pollutant emissions estimates have been revised in Table 3.2-9 to
reflect this revised assumption (see pages 3.2-29 to 3.2-30 of the Draft EIR). The revised assumption does not
change the impact findings or mitigation of the Draft EIR. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.”

Response to Comment 6-30

The unemployment rate in Stanislaus County has been higher than the statewide average for many years. Many
residents commute to distant job centers outside of the County, frequently traveling to Sacramento and the San
Francisco Bay Area (Bay Area). A 2014 analysis of commuting patterns in the northern San Joaquin Valley,
which includes San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced counties, indicated that approximately 23 percent of
Stanislaus County’s employed residents commute outside of the County, and 9 percent commute to San Francisco
Bay Area communities (University of the Pacific 2014). The five employment sectors with the highest proportion
of residents traveling outside of the County to work were construction; transportation, warehousing and utilities;
public administration; wholesale trade; and manufacturing. The County’s intent is to facilitate employment
development and Objective 2 of the Specific Plan is to “Create a regional employment center on the former
Crows Landing Air Facility property, conveyed to Stanislaus County through Public Law 106-82, that will
promote development, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by bringing jobs closer to County residents.” The
Specific Plan could accommodate employment options in three of the five industries where there is the most out-
commuting by residents: industrial uses, including manufacturing and assembly; transportation and warehousing
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(logistics); and public administration/facilities, including public administration offices, law enforcement, and
public safety services.

While it was estimated that the development of these specifically identified employment opportunities within the
Specific Plan area could help reduce commute distances by 50 percent for 50 percent of the future employees of
the project, this discussion of reduced commutes was provided for contextual narrative of an objective of
implementation of the Specific Plan, but was not used for quantitative analysis of air quality impacts. The analysis
of operational air pollutant emissions presented under Impact 3.2-1 (page 3.2-28 through 3.2-32) explains that,
while the project may provide air quality benefits by reducing the amount of commute-related vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) by Stanislaus County residents who would choose to work at the CLIBP instead of more distant
locations, it is not possible to quantify these benefits for the purposes of the transportation, energy, greenhouse
gas emissions, or air quality analysis presented in the Draft EIR, as neither the specific land uses nor the location
of future employees of the CLIBP are currently known. The VMT used to estimate emissions associated with the
Specific Plan was not discounted to reflect the potential jobs-housing balance benefits of the Specific Plan (refer
to Appendix F for details on the assumptions used for greenhouse gas and criteria air pollutant emissions
analysis). Therefore, the operational air pollutant emissions results presented within the Draft EIR might
overestimate the actual impact of the project. The Draft EIR analysis on this topic is conservative.

An objective of the Specific Plan and specific policies associated with implementation of the Specific Plan would
reduce regional VMT, but to maintain a more conservative analysis, a reduction in VMT was not considered for
the purposes of quantifying air pollutant emissions within the Draft EIR. It would not be appropriate to make any
revision to the EIR. As with the balance of the Draft EIR, the approach to VMT-related impacts was conservative
(tending to overstate potential effects). The actual VMT and VMT reduction benefits of the Specific Plan will be
influenced by congestion, commute times, the price of fuel, housing prices and availability, wages, and other
social and economic factors over which the County does not have control. VMT can be an indicator of potential
adverse physical environmental effects. Please refer also to Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, “Air Quality,” which
comprehensively analyzes and provides feasible mitigation for air pollutant emissions related to VMT; Section
3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” which comprehensively analyzes and provides feasible mitigation for
greenhouse gas (GHG) GHG emissions associated with VMT; and Section 3.12, “Noise and Vibration,” which
comprehensively analyzes and provides feasible mitigation for noise and vibration impacts associated with VMT.
Please also see the discussion of transportation energy use in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, “Energy.”

Response to Comment 6-31

The description of odor emissions and how they would “move around the project site” is in the context of the
discussion of construction-related odor emissions under Impact 3.2-4 (page 3.2-30 of the EIR). The assumption
only applies to construction activities, which are of finite duration and would occur in different locations
throughout the Specific Plan Area as development occurs over time. The Impact 3.2-4 discussion explains the
assumption and its applicability to the analysis and provides additional justification for the significance findings,
including the requirement that all projects would be required to comply with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District Rules and Regulations pertaining to odorous emissions. It would not be appropriate to make any
revision to the EIR.

Response to Comment 6-32

Please refer to Response to Comment 6-29, Response to Comment 6-30, and Response to Comment 6-31.
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Response to Comment 6-33

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b (page 3.2-30 of the Draft EIR, now labeled Mitigation Measure 3.2-1c) is to “Reduce
the Single Occupant Vehicle Commute,” and Mitigation Measure 3.2-2b is to “Implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-
1b.” Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b identifies specific actions, including participation in a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) or similar program by all employers operating within the Specific Plan Area. Consistent
with this mitigation measure, Section 4.2.4, Transportation Demand Management, of the Specific Plan describes
the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program that will be prepared for the operations within the
Specific Plan Area. As described in the Specific Plan, participation in the TDM program will be mandatory for all
employers operating within the Specific Plan, thereby resulting in greater use of alternative modes of
transportation (to use of single occupant vehicles) for commuting to work and promoting overall more sustainable
transportation modes within the Specific Plan Area and surrounding community. This program is specifically
identified as Transportation Policy TP 11 of the Specific Plan. This action would be enforceable by Stanislaus
County as a Specific Plan policy and Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b will be enforced through the Mitigation
Monitoring Program and the requirement to demonstrate compliance with this mitigation prior to issuance of a
business license to any employer within the Specific Plan Area (see the revised version of Mitigation Measure
3.2-1c in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR).

In addition, as part of this Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b, the County will provide transit service to the Specific Plan
Area. As the County oversees implementation of local transit services, this action is within the jurisdiction of
Stanislaus County to enforce.

As detailed in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a has been split into two separate mitigation
measures to clarify enforcement responsibilities for two distinct parts of the previous Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a.
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a from the Draft EIR is now Mitigation Measures 3.2-1a and 3.2-1b. Compliance with
requirements of the Air District’s Rule 9510 is under Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a, with the Air District responsible
for enforcement oversight. The newly labeled Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b addresses the types of construction
equipment used, and the County would be responsible for enforcement oversight. As a result, the Draft EIR’s
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b, “Reduce the Single Occupant Vehicle Commute,” is now labeled as Mitigation
Measure 3.2-1c and the mitigation language has been revised, as shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.

In addition, the County has added Mitigation Measure 3.2-1d, “Provide Transit to the Workplace.” This new
mitigation measure requires the County to provide transit service to the Specific Plan Area.

Although TDM programs have been shown to be effective in reducing VMT (Federal Highway Administration
2012), the County acknowledges that, while it can enforce implementation of the actions identified within
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b, such enforcement does not guarantee choices made by employees and residents to use
proposed programs and services. The impact discussions, and particularly discussions of significance after
mitigation for Impact 3.2-1 and Impact 3.2-2 (pages 3.2-28 through 3.2-34 of the Draft EIR), provide more
extensive detail on how this mitigation was applied to the analysis of air quality impacts. The analysis
qualitatively discusses potential emissions reduction with implementation of the referenced mitigation measures.
However, the analysis ultimately states that it is not possible to accurately quantify the potential emission
reductions, and impacts are found to be significant and unavoidable. The intent of these mitigation measures is for
the County to mitigate potential impacts, even if it cannot avoid or control them in all cases. It would not be
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appropriate to make any revision to the Draft EIR, other than the above described revisions to the mitigation
measures.

Response to Comment 6-34

Impact 3.2-3 in Section 3.2, “Air Quality,” of the Draft EIR provides detailed analysis of the potential operational
emissions of TACs, including stationary sources, manufacturing processes, diesel-fueled heavy-duty trucks
associated with goods distribution, and commuter trips involving diesel-fueled vehicles. See pages 3.2-34 through
3.2-39 of the Draft EIR. Potential sensitive receptors identified in the analysis include potential future daycare
centers for employees’ children and existing sensitive land uses, such as residences, near the project site. The
analysis of potential exposure of sensitive receptors to potential future sources of TACs included use of ARB’s
Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (ARB 2005), ARB regulatory and
incentive programs to reduce diesel PM emissions throughout the state, and San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District Rules and Regulations; these policies and regulations are further detailed in Section 3.2.2,
Regulatory Framework, of the Draft EIR.

Note that, contrary to the commenter’s statement, the Specific Plan does not provide connection to the rail and is
not anticipated to result in increased rail trips to serve the Specific Plan Area. Therefore, no such emissions
estimates were included in the Air Quality analysis. The proposed Specific Plan does not include a rail terminal,
spur, or other infrastructure/connection to the off-site rail line (east side of State Route 33). Although previous
project designs (prior to development of the Specific Plan) had considered a potential connection, that idea was
eliminated based on a desire to provide a project footprint that remained within the boundaries of the former
military site.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3a and Mitigation Measure 3.3-2b are included to minimize potential exposure of
sensitive receptors to TACs from future operational activities. Mitigation Measure 3.2-3b ensures that projects
proposed within 1,000 feet of an existing daycare or an off-site residence are required to analyze and report on
potential health risk impacts of PM2.5 and TAC concentrations from long-term operations prior to the issuance of a
building permit for new construction, tenant improvement, or change of use. If health risk impacts are determined
to exceed District thresholds of significance under any potential operational exposure scenario, projects shall
implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-3c, which requires identification and implementation of strategies to reduce
impacts below applicable District thresholds of significance.

Regarding future aircraft use of the existing runway, the analysis has been revised to more clearly identify this
emission source as a potential source of TACs and discuss associated impacts (see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR,
“Errata,” for specific clarifications). The County has clarified the analysis related to aircraft emissions and the
potential level of operations that could take place at the proposed airport. Analysis of potential health impacts
associated with these emissions has been added to the impact discussion. Impact 3.2-3 was considered potentially
significant in the Draft EIR and mitigation was provided to identify TAC impacts associated with operational
activities and specific performance criteria to ensure that impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation as proposed within the Draft EIR applies to the discussion of aircraft operations as well, and remains
applicable to the revised discussion. This edit does not change the impact findings or mitigation of the Draft EIR.

Please also refer to Master Response 2.
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Response to Comment 6-35

The emissions estimates for construction-related and operational activities associated with implementation of the
Specific Plan have been revised using the most recent CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. This revision does not
change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to Comment 7-2 and Chapter 3 of
this Final EIR, “Errata,” shows text revisions that indicate the most recent CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 was used
in the analysis)

Response to Comment 6-36

As discussed in Section 3.3, “Agricultural Resources,” of the Draft EIR, pursuant to Objective Number 2.4 of the
County’s Agricultural Element, under CEQA the County has “discretion in determining whether the conversion of
agricultural land will have a significant adverse effect on the environment” (page VII-23 of the County’s
Agricultural Element). The County’s policy approach in relation to agricultural conservation easements is
particularly focused on residential development that converts agricultural land. In establishing the agricultural
easements that would be used for residential projects, but not for non-residential projects, the County’s General
Plan policies indicate that this particular tool is not appropriate for use in projects that would result in
employment.

While the County supports the establishment of agricultural conservation easements as a complement to its suite
of policies that promote the agricultural economy and agricultural conservation, the County is also obligated to
balance agricultural conservation strategies with other objectives, such as economic development (in non-
agricultural sectors) and local job growth. The additional cost associated with agricultural conservation easements
would represent a constraint to employment development, which is another policy priority of Stanislaus County,
and is therefore infeasible. Therefore, the County has not proposed mitigation for the conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses.

Please also see Response to Comment 6-62.

Response to Comment 6-37

Please see Response to Comment 6-28, Comment 6-61, and Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 6-38

The Specific Plan would not “cause changes in migration and the flight path of avian species in the area” as stated
by the commenter. The Specific Plan does not include elements that would attract wildlife, as explained in Section
3.9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” As discussed in Impact 3.4-3, the 2016 ALUCP provides countywide
policies for Airspace Protection, including Policy 3.4.3, “Other Flight Hazards (glare, distracting lights, dust,
steam, electrical interference, wildlife hazards),” which further ensures against impacts raised by the commenter.

The ALUCP also includes procedural policy 1.5.4, which would require the ALUCs to review major land use
actions that would create habitat or other attractants to birds and other wildlife.

Policy 1.5.4. Major Land Use Actions
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The scope or character of certain Major Land Use Actions, as listed below in Paragraphs (a) through (e),
is such that their compatibility with Airport activity is a potential concern.  Even though these actions
may be basically consistent with the local general plan or specific plan, sufficient detail may not be
known to enable a full airport compatibility evaluation at the time that the general plan or specific plan is
reviewed.  To enable better assessment of compliance with the compatibility criteria set forth herein,
ALUC review of these actions may be warranted.  The circumstances under which the ALUC review of
these actions is to be conducted are in Policies 1.5.2 and 1.5.3 above.

a. Actions Affecting Land Uses within Referral Area 1:  (Thirteen land use actions are listed, no. 11
applies)

(11) Any project or plan (e.g., Habitat Conservation Plan) proposing open water areas or landscaping
features having the potential to cause an increase in the attraction of birds or other wildlife that can be
hazardous to aircraft operations in the vicinity of the airport.

b. Actions Affecting Land Uses within Referral Area 2:  Only the actions listed in Paragraphs (a) (10)
through (a) (13) apply.

The ALUCP also includes procedural policy 2.3.1, which would require project applicants to identify project
features that have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife.

2.3 Review Process for Major Land Use Actions

Policy 2.3.1 Required Submittal Information:  A proposed Major Land Use Action referred to for ALUC
(or ALUC Secretary) shall review the following information to the extent applicable…

(e) Identification of any features, during or following construction, that would increase the attraction of
birds or cause other wildlife hazards to aircraft operations at the Airport or intis environs (see Policy
3.4.3) Such features include, but are not limited to the following:

(1) Open water areas

(2) Sediment ponds, retention basins

(3) Detention basins that hold water for more than 48 hours

(4) Artificial wetlands

The application of ALUCP policies would prevent conflicts with proposed land uses with regard new hazards to
flight associated with airspace/obstructions, wildlife, and other flight hazards.

As discussed on page 3.4-26 in Section 3.4,” Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR, no established migratory
routes have been identified on the project site Biologists surveyed the site on November 26 and December 26,
2013, and on October 18, 2016, and determined that the project site and off-site improvement areas provide only
low value habitat for most wildlife species because of an overall lack of native vegetation and natural
communities, and a high level of disturbance. The bird species most likely to use the project site and off-site
improvement areas are primarily common species that are adapted to highly disturbed, ruderal, or agricultural
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environments. Agricultural fields on the project site provide foraging opportunities for a number of raptor species,
and scattered trees remaining on site also offer nesting opportunities for raptors and other birds. However, the site
does not provide connections between areas of natural habitat that would affect avian flight paths, nor is the site
within any avian migratory routes.. Studies of raptor responses to airport noise and disturbance do not support the
conclusion that regular use of the airport at the project site would adversely affect resident and wintering hawks,
owls, and vultures. Manci et al. 1998 and Ellis et al. 1991 found that most raptors did not show a negative
response to overflights, and did not find detrimental effects of aircraft use on raptor distribution, breeding success,
or behavior.

Response to Comment 6-39

The Control Tower was evaluated in 1998 as part of the Inventory and Evaluation of Cold War Era Historical
Resources, NASA Crows Landing (SAIC 1999). At the time, it did not meet any National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) criteria (A-D) in specific relation to the Cold War-era military development and operations
context. The previous study also did not indicate any potential for future significance of the resource after it
turned 50 (i.e., it did not indicate any significance, including any significance that would qualify it for additional
evaluation under Criteria Consideration G as a resource less than 50 years old). Based on updated research (2015),
the recent survey and evaluation of historical resources for this Draft EIR did not identify any additional contexts
that could apply to this resource. Therefore, there are no new criteria that may apply. The reporting states:
“Similar to the previous NRHP evaluation, the control tower presently does not meet the criteria for the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or as a historical resource for purposes of CEQA because it lacks
integrity.” An architectural historian who meets the qualifications of the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualifications Standards (36 C.F.R. Part 61) conducted the 2015 survey. Based on the condition of the resource
and the substantial alteration of the resource’s setting, the architectural historian determined that the Control
Tower lacked integrity, which is a requirement to be eligible for the CRHR. The architectural historian identified
five aspects of diminished integrity: design, setting, materials, feeling and association. The 2015 criteria
evaluation and integrity assessment are sufficient for the purposes of this project, as there was no indication
through research and survey that the Control Tower had accumulated additional historical significance since it
was recorded in 1998 that would make the diminished level of integrity sufficient for eligibility or warrant a
comprehensive evaluation effort under each CRHR criterion. Hence, the Control Tower is not eligible for the
CRHR because it exhibits no new significance in relation to the established Cold War context or to any newly
identified contexts to be eligible under any of the NRHP/CRHR criteria, and because it does not retain sufficient
integrity to be eligible.

Response to Comment 6-40

The Draft EIR both evaluates energy demand of the Specific Plan at buildout to existing conditions and evaluates
the relative energy efficiency of the Specific Plan at buildout, as clearly summarized throughout Section 3.6 of the
Draft EIR. See in particular pages 3.6-7 through 3.6-10 of the Draft EIR.

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, provides guidance for assessing impacts related to energy supplies, focusing on
the goal of conserving energy by ensuring that projects use energy wisely and efficiently. Appendix F requires the
potentially significant energy implications of the project to be considered in an EIR to the extent feasible, and
provides a list of energy impact possibilities and potential conservation mitigation measures. As noted in
Appendix F, the discussion in the EIR should have a particular emphasis on inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary
consumption of energy.
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In accordance with this guidance, energy impacts in the Draft EIR are considered significant if the proposed
project would “develop land uses and patterns that cause wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of
energy” or “encroach on the Fink Road landfill and waste-to-energy plant in a way that would adversely affect
operations or ability to expand.” Impact 3.6-1 includes detailed analysis of building energy consumption (pages
3.6-7 through 3.6-9). In addition, appropriate to the guidance outlined in Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, the
impact analysis identifies characteristics of the proposed future development that relate to energy efficiency,
including identification of design goals of the Specific Plan (D20 and D21) that are additional energy efficiency
measures beyond those quantified by the land use modeling done for the DEIR. The discussion also identified
State regulations focused on development within California that would increase energy efficiency of future
buildings as compared to existing buildings by increasing the percentage of energy generated by renewable
sources.

The physical impacts associated with the generation and use of energy are documented in detail throughout the
Draft EIR. For example, generation of non-renewable electricity is an indirect source of criteria air pollutant and
greenhouse gas emissions, and these impacts are analyzed, reported, and mitigated as a part of the County’s
development of Sections 3.2 (Air Quality) and 3.7 (Greenhouse Gas Emissions).

The analysis of energy use is consistent with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; therefore, it is not necessary and
would not be appropriate to make any change to the EIR.

Response to Comment 6-41

As stated in Section 3.6.3, Impacts and Mitigation – Methods of Analysis, future energy demand was calculated
based on proposed land uses within the Specific Plan and modeling conducted using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod). CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed to provide
a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify
potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both construction and operations
from a variety of land use projects. The model quantifies direct emissions from construction and operation
activities (including vehicle use), as well as indirect emissions, such as GHG emissions from energy use. The
model was developed for the California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with the
California Air Districts. Default data (e.g., emission factors, trip lengths, meteorology, source inventory, etc.)
have been provided by the various California Air Districts to account for local requirements and conditions.
CalEEMod is recommended for use by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.

Impacts related to energy demand that would result from implementation of the proposed project were identified
by evaluating the proposed project’s total demand at full buildout. As further described in Section 3.7.3, which is
referenced in the methodology section of the energy analysis, the average warehouse size in California, which was
based on the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) Benchmarking Study of the Refrigerated Warehouse
Industry Sector in California study, was used to estimate the number of warehouse facilities that could be
developed within the Specific Plan Area. Please see Section 3.6.3 of the Draft EIR for the complete description of
analysis methodology. It would not be appropriate to make any change to the EIR.

Response to Comment 6-42

Refer to Response to Comment 6-33 and Master Response 1. While the discussion of potential reduced VMT is
important for the Specific Plan, as clearly stated in the Draft EIR, the analysis makes the conservative assumption
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that no benefit to emissions or energy use occurs from the Specific Plan. Rather, the analysis conservatively
assumes no reduced transportation demands from the Specific Plan. See pages 3.2-29 and 3.2-30.

As stated in the Draft EIR, the unemployment rate in Stanislaus County has been higher than the statewide
average for many years. The five employment sectors with the highest proportion of residents traveling outside of
the County to work are construction; transportation, warehousing and utilities; public administration; wholesale
trade; and manufacturing. The Specific Plan is designed to accommodate employment options in three of the five
industries where there is the most out-commuting by residents: industrial uses, including manufacturing and
assembly; transportation and warehousing (logistics); and public administration/facilities, including public
administration offices, law enforcement, and public safety services. However, the transportation analysis that
supports the Specific Plan and the Draft EIR does not assume a reduction in commute distances as a part of the
impact analysis. While the Specific Plan is designed to provide air quality benefits by reducing the amount of
commute-related VMT by Stanislaus County residents who would choose to work in the Specific Plan Area
instead of more distant locations, it is not possible to quantify these benefits for the purposes of the transportation,
energy, greenhouse gas emissions, or air quality analysis. Therefore, the analysis may overestimate the actual
impact of the Specific Plan. However, the County has elected to keep the conservative analysis in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-43

Refer to Master Response 1, Response to Comment 6-33, and Response to Comment 6-42.

The Draft EIR assumes that no benefit to emissions or energy use would occur from the Specific Plan. For
example, the analysis conservatively assumes that there would be no reduced transportation demands from the
Specific Plan. Greenhouse gas emissions estimates are based upon modeled outputs from the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod). CalEEMod estimates use the inputs provided of proposed land use types and
amounts contained in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description,” and the model contains data regarding
average trip distance and trip type based upon the geographical area and land use types. The vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) estimated by CalEEMod was used to calculate mobile-source related air pollutant emissions
using the ARB on-road mobile source emission inventory model, EMFAC. Because some of the potential future
land uses (e.g., distribution centers, light industrial) could involve vehicle fleets (i.e., heavy duty trucks for
operations) that differ from the Stanislaus County average vehicle fleet, the analysis summarized in the Draft EIR
adjusted the heavy-duty truck percentage of those land uses. CalEEMod suggests that for these types of uses, a
higher percentage of heavy-duty trucks should be used for the vehicle fleet. Please refer to Section 3.7.3 (page
3.7-11 of the EIR) and Impact 3.7-1 (pages 3.7-16 through 3.7-22 of the EIR) of the EIR for the complete
discussion of methodology and analysis used to quantify greenhouse gases.

While the Specific Plan is designed and located to create a regional employment center that will promote
development and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by bringing jobs closer to the County residents (see Objective
2 of the Specific Plan), this is not used as the bases for the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. However, the
County has elected to keep the conservative analysis in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-44

Refer to Master Response 1, Response to Comment 6-33, Response to Comment 6-42, and Response to Comment
6-43.
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Construction-related and operational emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) were assessed in accordance with
methodologies recommended by ARB and SJVAPCD. Emissions were modeled for construction and operations
of proposed land uses contained in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” and vehicle trip generation data from the
traffic study prepared to support the Draft EIR (TJKM 2018), as well as for all infrastructure needed to serve the
Specific Plan at full buildout. The Draft EIR analysis considers different sources of operational emissions
including area, energy, mobile, waste, water, transportation refrigeration units, high-global warming potential
refrigerants, and aircraft activity emissions. Please see Section 3.7.3, Methodology, (pages 3.7-10 to 3.7-11) of the
Greenhouse Gas Emissions chapter of the Draft EIR for more detailed information regarding modeling programs
used and data sources that served as inputs to the modeling process. As explained in this section, the emissions
estimating methodology is consistent with that described in Section 3.2, “Air Quality.”

The thresholds of significance used to determine if the project’s GHG emissions would have a significant impact
on the environment are based upon SJVAPD guidance for assessing the impact of GHG emissions (SJVAPCD
2015, page 112). Ultimately, California’s statewide GHG reduction targets are used by the County to establish the
framework for GHG analysis in the Draft EIR, including what level of GHG emissions would be cumulatively
considerable. A detailed discussion of the SJVAPCD GHG analysis requirements and the significance threshold
used for impact determination are provided in Section 3.7.3, Thresholds of Significance, (pages 3.7-11 through
3.1-16) of the Draft EIR.

To maintain a more “conservative” analysis, the emissions estimates do not include existing emissions associated
with on-site agricultural uses or the existing use of the site by the County Sheriff. The analysis presents emissions
for the Specific Plan at buildout without subtracting out the existing emissions on-site that would discontinue with
development of the Specific Plan Area. The results are “conservative,” meaning the results would tend to
overestimate the actual net change in emissions compared to existing conditions. However, the County has elected
to keep the conservative analysis in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-45

Refer to Response to Comment 7-2.

Response to Comment 6-46

As stated on Draft EIR page 3.8-15 (Section 3.8, “Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources”), the
analysis related to geology and soils relied in part on information contained in the following report: “Preliminary
Geotechnical Engineering Report and Geologic Investigation Hazard Report, West Park Project, Stanislaus
County, California,” which was prepared by the geotechnical engineering firm of Wallace Kuhl & Associates
(Wallace Kuhl) in 2007. The results of this geotechnical study related to soils, seismicity, and other geologic
hazards, such as unstable soils, are presented throughout Draft EIR Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR, “Geology, Soils,
Minerals, and Paleontological Resources.” Based on the results of the investigation, Wallace Kuhl & Associates
reached the following conclusion: “It is our opinion, based on the review of available geological, soil, and
geotechnical data, that the project site is suitable for the proposed construction from a geotechnical and
engineering geological standpoint” (Wallace Kuhl 2007:12).

The Wallace Kuhl geotechnical report goes on to suggest site-specific measures that could be incorporated into
future project designs to reduce the potential impacts from geologic hazards. For example, page 14 of the Wallace
Kuhl (2007) report suggests alternatives that can be used to “…mitigate effects on highly compressible soils on
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the proposed foundations, including but not limited to: (1) ground modification such as over-excavation of the
compressible soils and replacement with properly compacted engineered fill; (2) support the proposed structures
on a deep foundation system, extending below zones with compressible soils; and, (3) reinforced shallow
foundations capable to withstand significant total and differential settlements (grade beams, reinforced or post-
tensioned slab or mat, rigid raft foundation).”

Page 15 of the Wallace Kuhl (2007) report addresses soil expansion potential, and states that:

“Depending on the actual expansion potential of the on-site clays soils, several alternatives can be
employed to mitigate the effects of expansive soils on concrete slab-on-grade and exterior flat work,
including: (1) moisture-conditioning of the clay soils to above optimum moisture content; (2) removal
and replacement of the clay soils beneath the slabs and exterior flatwork with nonexpansive engineered
fill; and, (3) chemical amendment (lime-treatment) of the clay soils to amend the soils to low expansion
potential materials.”

See also additional site-specific geotechnical and engineering design specifications that would reduce effects from
geologic hazards on page 15 (pavement subgrade and soil permeability), and page 16 (soil corrosion potential) of
the Wallace Kuhl (2007) report.

Because Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 3.8-2a, 3.8-2b, and 3.8-2c contain specific, enforceable performance
standards in compliance with the California Building Standards Code that would mitigate the significant effects of
the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4[a][1][B]), and because the Wallace Kuhl 2007 geotechnical report
determined that the Specific Plan Area is suitable for the proposed construction from a geotechnical and
engineering geological standpoint, no changes to the impact analysis are warranted and no further studies are
required.

Please also see Master Response 2.

For information regarding subsidence that could result from groundwater withdrawal, the commenter is directed
to Pages 3-7, 5-2, and 5-3 of the Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment (GRIA) prepared to support the
Draft EIR (included in Appendix B to the Final EIR), and to pages 3.8-19 and 3.8-20 of the Draft EIR. As
discussed, the Delta-Mendota Groundwater Subbasin (DMGS), in which the Specific Plan Area is located, has
been designated as being in a state of critical overdraft primarily due to subsidence south of Stanislaus County,
and has been designated as a whole to have a high potential for future subsidence. However, very little subsidence
has occurred within the County. The maximum amount of subsidence near the Specific Plan Area (1 to 2.5
inches) is reported by the Department of Water Resources to be recorded at Continuous Survey Station P259,
located near the northeast corner of the Specific Plan area, at the intersection of Marshall Road and State Highway
33. The maximum predicted drawdown as a result of Specific Plan groundwater pumping is 3 to 13 feet southwest
of the Specific Plan Area, near the Delta-Mendota Canal. Given the limited amount of drawdown that is predicted
and that only 1 to 2.5 inches of subsidence has been reported near the Specific Plan Area as a result of historical
drawdown to date, the likelihood that groundwater withdrawal for the Specific Plan will result in subsidence that
substantially interferes with surface land uses and infrastructure is very small. Nevertheless, the Draft EIR
identified Mitigation Measure 3.8-2c (page 3.8-20 of the Draft EIR), which requires subsidence monitoring in the
vicinity of the Specific Plan area in coordination with the local Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), and
appropriate actions to prevent significant subsidence associated with the project based on the monitoring results.
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Independent of the Specific Plan, Stanislaus County has a Groundwater Ordinance (Chapter 9.37 of the Stanislaus
County Code) and associated well permitting program. Under the Groundwater Ordinance, permits to extract
groundwater for the Specific Plan Area will be issued for terms that coincide with the adoption of a Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the area, and every five years thereafter, coinciding with required updates to the
GSP. Under the Groundwater Ordinance and the GSP, prevention of subsidence will be a precondition to renewal
of the groundwater extraction permits for the project. In addition, Government Code Section 65352.5 requires
consultation with the GSA as part of the environmental review process for site-specific approvals, and for the
GSA to report on the anticipated effects of those approvals on implementation of the GSP.

Response to Comment 6-47

The Specific Plan Area is located approximately 1 mile east of Interstate 5 (I-5), and is south of the Patterson City
limits. The proposed project includes improvements to the existing Fink Road/I-5 interchange, which will serve as
the primary point of entry into the Specific Plan (Draft EIR Chapter 2, “Project Description,” page 2-19). Material
deliveries to and from the Specific Plan will use I-5 via Fink Road. Heavy-duty truck drivers carrying hazardous
materials would exit I-5 six miles north of the Specific Plan Area, travel on surface streets through the city of
Patterson at slow speeds through numerous traffic lights, then travel south through the city for approximately 6
miles on additional surface streets at very slow speeds and through numerous traffic lights, and finally access the
Specific Plan Area from the north via West Marshall Road. While it is likely that future Specific Plan Area
employees who reside in the city would travel on surface streets through the city from their homes during their
daily commute, commercial truck drivers (including those hauling hazardous materials) would use the I-5/Fink
Road interchange, which provides the fastest and most direct mode of access.

Furthermore, as discussed in Draft EIR Impact 3.9-1 in Section 3.9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” (pages
3.9-17 an 3.9-18), the transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials is heavily regulated at the federal, State,
and local level. Some of the numerous regulatory controls over hazardous materials are presented in detail on
Draft EIR pages 3.9-10 through 3.9-15.

The Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources (DER) is the lead local regulatory agency (i.e.,
Certified Unified Program Agency [CUPA]) and is responsible for a variety of tasks related to the storage,
handling, and management of hazardous materials. The County DER performs the following functions (among
others):

► prepares and implements the County’s Hazardous Waste Management Plan;

► implements hazardous materials disclosure laws (business plan programs) to ensure public access to
information about chemicals handled by businesses;

► reviews procedures for storage, treatment, and disposal of hazardous wastes;

► implements risk management and prevention laws to minimize chemical releases in the community;

► maintains a hazardous materials response team to assist police and fire agencies during transportation and
industrial accidents involving chemical spills; and
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► prepares and implements the county’s Area Plan for emergency response to chemical spills in the community.
[Stanislaus County DER 2018.]

Project-related heavy-duty truck traffic is unlikely to travel through the city; therefore, it is unlikely to result in
ongoing changes to traffic patterns and other complications that could result in an accidental spill or exposure of
hazardous materials in the city. Furthermore, the County DER is already responsible for preparing and
implementing an Area Plan for emergency response to chemical spills (as requested by the commenter). Although
the impact is less than significant, the County has identified the following mitigation measure to formalize the
official route for trucking access to the Specific Plan Area.

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Designate Official Trucking Route.

The County shall designate the official trucking terminal access route for the Specific Plan from
the Fink Road/Interstate 5 interchange directly to the Specific Plan Area. This trucking route shall
apply to large trucks regulated by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act, referred to as STAA
trucks.

Implementation: Leaseholders/developers/contractors.

Timing: Establish prior to construction and enforce during construction and
operation of projects implemented within the Specific Plan Area.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

Please refer also to Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, which summarizes revisions to the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-48

The Draft EIR analyzes each of the topics raised in this comment. The Draft EIR Section 3.9, “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials,” states that since 1987, numerous subsurface investigations were conducted to evaluate the
extent of soil and groundwater contamination from previous activities at the former Crows Landing Flight
Facility. These investigations determined that various areas of the project site contained contaminated soils.
However, these sites have been fully remediated, and no further action is required. The only remaining area is the
“Site 17 Administration Area Groundwater Plume (Parcel C).” Detailed information related to the Site 17
Administration Area contaminated groundwater plume is presented in Draft EIR Section 3.9, “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials,” on pages 3.9-5 and 3.9-6. Draft EIR Table 3.9-2 (page 3.9-5) lists the groundwater zones,
depths below the ground surface, and the associated chemical constituents of concern in the groundwater plume.
The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Board (CVRWQCB) have the statutory and regulatory oversight for both cleanup activities and future
land uses at the project site. As stated on Draft EIR page 3.9-5, in 2012, the Navy executed and published its
Final Record of Decision Site 17 Administration Area Groundwater Plume (ROD), which evaluated and
summarized several alternatives to remediate the contaminated groundwater. DTSC and CVRWQCB concurred
with the selected alternative for remediation of groundwater, as described in the ROD. As further stated on Draft
EIR page 3.9-6, land use controls (LUCs) have been, and will continue to be used to restrict on-site groundwater
use. The LUCs were then recorded by DTSC and CVRWQCB in compliance with the ROD. The LUCs will
remain in effect until the remedial goals for groundwater are achieved. The LUCs are enforced through the fully
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executed ROD (Navy 2012) and by the Central Valley RWQCB through the legally binding Covenant to Restrict
Use of Property-Water Use Restriction dated October 26, 2004, by and between the County and Central Valley
RWQCB (“Covenant”). As stated in the Covenant, the uses and activities described below are prohibited within
the Restricted Area (i.e., a 2,000-foot pumping exclusion buffer zone around the contaminated groundwater
plume, as shown on Exhibit A of the Covenant to Restrict Use of Property-Water Use Restriction and shown in
Draft EIR Exhibit 3.9-1 [page 3.9-20]) without the express written permission of the Central Valley RWQCB1:

► Use of existing supply wells or the drilling of any new wells within the Restricted Area, except as expressly
stated in the LUC;

► Construction of groundwater wells for injection or extraction and utilization or consumption of any
groundwater within the boundary of the Restricted Area, except as expressly stated in the LUC;

► Any other activity on the Restricted Area that would interfere with or adversely affect any groundwater
remediation system or cause the contaminated groundwater to migrate or spread from the Restricted Area or
result in the creation of a groundwater recharge area (e.g., unlined surface impoundments or disposal
trenches). Normal landscaping and irrigation activities within the Restricted Area, including routine irrigation
practices, are not prohibited activities.

► The use of groundwater within the Restricted Area is prohibited for 8 years following the execution of the
ROD [Record of Decision], i.e., until approximately 2024 (which is the length of time anticipated to achieve
the remediation goals) (Draft EIR, page 3.9-6).

The ROD also states that after the remediation system is operating as intended, 5-year reviews (Interim Remedial
Action Completion Reports) will be prepared and submitted to stakeholders. These reports will document the
groundwater remediation activities, including waste characterization and laboratory analyses (Draft EIR page 3.9-
6). Therefore, DTSC and CVRWQCB have determined that the 2,000-foot buffer zone around the groundwater
plume is sufficient to protect adjacent groundwater resources.

Draft EIR Impact 3.9-2 (pages 3.9-18 through 3.9-2) evaluates the project’s potential effects on the contaminated
groundwater plume. In addition to the LUCs that prohibit on-site pumping of groundwater within the 2,000-foot
Restricted Area as discussed above, Impact 3.9-2 (page 3.9-21) also states that, as discussed in the ROD (Navy
2012), which was prepared in accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (40 CFR Part 300, et seq.), the actions being taken at the project site to remediate contaminated groundwater
meet the statutory requirements of Section 121 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA) and, therefore, as determined by DTSC and CVRWQCB, will achieve adequate
protection of human health and the environment, comply with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs) of both federal and state laws and regulations, be cost effective, and use, to the maximum
extent practicable, permanent solutions and alternative treatment or resource recovery technologies.

Therefore, as stated on Draft EIR page 3.9-22, because the legally binding LUCs will continue to be used to
restrict on-site groundwater use, including a 2,000-foot pumping exclusion buffer zone around the contaminated
groundwater plume, and with implementation of the required Interim Remedial Action Completion Reports that

1 The following activities are not prohibited, however: (i) the use of on-site water supply well #6/8-17R(NASA) when used for
emergency or fire suppression purposes only, (ii) uses of groundwater to which the CVRWQCB concurs, and (iii) uses of groundwater
after the LUCs are terminated.
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will document groundwater remediation (including any potential interaction between proposed groundwater
pumping outside the 2,000-foot buffer zone and plume remediation) and will be prepared and submitted to DTSC
and CVRWQCB for review every 5 years, the impact is considered less than significant. The Draft EIR contains
an appropriate analysis of this potential impact and is based on substantial evidence including facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts (CEQA Guidelines Section 15384). No
change to the Draft EIR is required.

Response to Comment 6-49

The comment states the proposed increase in groundwater demand by the project “absorbs all of the total
available water supply in the aquifer;” however, in fact, the “total available supply in the aquifer” has not been
established for the Delta-Mendota Groundwater Subbasin (DMGS) or the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area.
Moreover, CEQA does not require an analysis of the total available supply, only a determination that a sufficient
supply exists, and an evaluation of the potential environmental impacts that are associated with using that water
supply.

Based on the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, the Specific Plan would result in a significant impact related to
groundwater if it would

► “[S]ubstantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a substantial lowering of the level of the local groundwater
table.”

SGMA is much more specific in its terminology, and defines the sustainable yield of the aquifer as “[t]he
maximum quantity of water, calculated over a base period representative of long-term conditions in the basin and
including any temporary surplus, that can be withdrawn annually from a groundwater supply without causing an
undesirable result.”

The sustainable yield defined by SGMA would be equivalent to the “total available water supply in the aquifer”
cited by the commenter. To that end, both the SGMA and the Stanislaus County Groundwater Ordinance define
undesirable results, as the following:

Chronic lowering of groundwater levels indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion of supply ifa.
continued over the planning and implementation horizon. Overdraft during a period of drought is not
sufficient to establish a chronic lowering of groundwater levels if extractions and recharge are managed as
necessary to ensure that reductions in groundwater levels or storage during a period of drought are offset by
increases in groundwater levels or storage during other periods.

Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage.b.

Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality, including the migration of contaminant plumes thatc.
impair water supplies.

Significant and unreasonable land subsidence that substantially interferes with surface land uses.d.

Surface water depletions that have significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of thee.
surface water.
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These undesirable results are aligned with several checklist questions contained in Appendix G to the CEQA
Guidelines, including the question quoted above. An evaluation of the potential impacts of developing the water
supply for the Specific Plan compared to these checklist questions and undesirable results as defined in SGMA
was presented on Pages 5-1 to 5-7 of the Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment that was prepared to support
the Draft EIR. This assessment concluded that no undesirable results as defined by SGMA or significant impacts
under the Appendix G checklist questions would occur. A sufficient water supply exists for the Specific Plan,
even if the sustainable yield for the basin or aquifer as a whole or in the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area have
not yet been established.

As stated in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of Draft EIR (page 3.10-43) and the Groundwater
Resources Impact Assessment (page 5-3; JJ&A, 2016):

“The worst case predicted Project-induced drawdown in the confined aquifer at full build-out is
approximately 13 feet. This is less than 10 percent of the available drawdown above the top of the
confined aquifer and is unlikely to result in a significant depletion in regional supplies.”

See Appendix B to this Final EIR, which is the Groundwater Impact Assessment.

In addition:

“[a] drawdown of less than 20 feet would not be expected to result in a significant diminution in
the yield in a production well, as it typically represents less than 10 percent of the available
drawdown. Drawdown in the shallow aquifer from pumping in the confined aquifer is expected to
be negligible. The Project will not result in any net increase in groundwater demand from the
shallow aquifer; however, if shallow Project wells located near the Site boundary are pumped
excessively, nearby existing off-site domestic wells could experience drawdown in excess of 5
feet, which could potentially result in a significant diminution in yield in a very shallow well.”

The Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a to place new shallow wells at least 250 feet from the nearest
Specific Plan Area boundary. In addition, to prevent potential adverse effects to domestic wells, Mitigation
Measure 3.10-4b is proposed to implement a groundwater level monitoring program and curtail pumping of
nearby Specific Plan Area wells if drawdown in excess of 5 feet is observed near an existing off-site domestic
well. Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b also requires the County to coordinate with the Groundwater Sustainability
Agency to prepare on groundwater monitoring conducted as a part of implementation of the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan for the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area. Groundwater level monitoring activities, findings,
and reporting schedule will also be defined in the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, along with the Minimum
Thresholds and Measurable Objectives required in a Groundwater Sustainability Plan that govern when
investigation and intervention is required and what adjustments to well field operation or other actions are
required to avoid effects to existing off-site wells. With these measures in place, impacts will be less than
significant and undesirable results as defined in SGMA will not occur as a result of pumping.

The Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment and the Draft EIR indicate that an operational yield study by the
City of Patterson estimated that the City could pump up to 12,000 AFY without significantly impacting the use of
groundwater resources in the area surrounding Patterson’s sphere of influence (RMC 2016), and that the City of
Newman pumped approximately 4,200 acre-feet of water in 2012 (KDSA 2013). As stated in the Groundwater
Resources Impact Assessment, a study of groundwater level trends from 1993 to 2008 found that groundwater
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levels in northern portions of the Delta-Mendota Groundwater Subbasin were generally hydrologically balanced
(AECOM 2016). The study found minimal net change in groundwater elevations, which indicates that there is an
overall equilibrium between groundwater discharge (including pumping) and recharge in this region.

Water levels near the Specific Plan Area have overall been stable over the period of record (since 2011), which
indicates recent pumping rates near the Specific Plan Area have been sustainable on an annual basis, even during
the drought (JJ&A 2016: 3-4). A review of several hydrographs in the DWR’s California Statewide Groundwater
Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) for wells located near the Specific Plan Area indicates that groundwater levels,
while still variable, have shown an overall increasing trend after the recent drought through the present. Based on
the above information, undesirable results as defined in SGMA are not occurring or anticipated in this area.
(Draft EIR pages 5-16 and 5-17). Based on the information discussed above, there is not a deficiency in the water
supply of the aquifer, and mitigation measures were identified in the Draft EIR to protect shallow domestic wells
from the worst case predicted in the drawdown analysis. Significant impacts as defined in CEQA and undesirable
results as defined in SGMA are not reasonably anticipated.

See also the Response to Comment 6-65.

Response to Comment 6-50

As stated on page 3.10-45 in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR and discussed in
Response to Comment 6-49, there are adequate groundwater supplies in both the shallow and confined aquifers
available beneath the Specific Plan Area to serve the Specific Plan without contributing to undesirable results as
defined by SGMA, the Stanislaus County Groundwater Ordinance, or the California Water Code.

SGMA requires that local Groundwater Sustainability Agencies be formed and develop a Groundwater
Sustainability Plan to regulate sustainable groundwater management. Groundwater Sustainability Agencies will
have 20 years to fully implement Groundwater Sustainability Plans after the plans have been adopted. The “DM-
II” Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) includes the Specific Plan Area and will implement a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan that is currently being developed for the area collaboratively with several other
GSAs by the Northern Delta-Mendota Management Committee and the Central Delta-Mendota Management
Committee. 2 The Groundwater Sustainability Plan is required to be completed by 2020 and to be fully
implemented by 2042, before full buildout of the Specific Plan. This Groundwater Sustainability Plan will be used
to manage groundwater in the Delta-Mendota Groundwater Subbasin. There is no need to develop another plan to
manage groundwater for the Specific Plan Area.

As stated in Response to Comment 6-49, the Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment prepared as part of the
analysis in the Draft EIR (included as Appendix B to the Final EIR) considered implementation of the Specific
Plan and evaluated whether it will lead to undesirable results as defined by SGMA (which will be addressed in the
future Groundwater Sustainability Plan), or to potentially significant impacts related to the applicable checklist
questions in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. As explained on page 3.10-43 in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and
Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR, Specific Plan-related groundwater pumping will not result in significant impacts
or cause undesirable results; therefore, the water supply to serve the Specific Plan Area is considered adequate
and there are no current or reasonably foreseeable future requirements that would restrict its use of groundwater.

2 “DM-II” is the name of the Delta-Mendota Subbasin Groundwater Sustainability Agency that includes the Specific Plan
Area, and includes Del Puerto Water District and Oak Flat Water District.
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As stated on page 3.10-46 of the Draft EIR, under the Stanislaus County Groundwater Ordinance, prior to issuing
a permit to construct a new groundwater supply well, the County must review information and make a
determination whether it constitutes substantial evidence that the proposed groundwater extraction will not cause
or contribute to one or more of the above undesirable results. The Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment is
substantial evidence demonstrating that the Specific Plan will comply with the sustainable groundwater
management requirements in the Stanislaus County Groundwater Ordinance. The Assessment is Appendix B to
this Final EIR.

Nevertheless, because specific future requirements imposed through implementation of SGMA and the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan cannot be completely guaranteed at this time, the Stanislaus County
Groundwater Ordinance requires that groundwater extraction permits must be renewed when a Groundwater
Sustainability Plan is adopted, and every five years thereafter, when the GSP is required under SGMA to be
updated. Under the Groundwater Ordinance and the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, prevention of undesirable
results will be a precondition to renewal of the groundwater extraction permits for the Specific Plan Area. In
addition, Government Code Section 65352.5 requires consultation with the Groundwater Sustainability Agency as
part of the environmental review process for site-specific approvals, and for the Groundwater Sustainability
Agency to report on the anticipated effects of those approvals on implementation of the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan.

Based on the above information, there is no reasonable expectation that the groundwater supply for the Specific
Plan area will become unavailable, and existing plans, policies, and procedures exist to ensure compliance with
SGMA.

Please also refer to Responses to Comments 14-5, 6-49, and 6-61.

Response to Comment 6-51

The exact height of the levee along Davis Road must be determined in the future at the time when site-specific
development proposals are brought forward, and following a review by the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD). As discussed in Draft EIR Impact 3.10-6 (pages 3.10-53
and 3.10-54), DSOD must make a determination as to whether or not the Davis Road levee will fall within its
jurisdiction. If so, then the levee design will be subject to DSOD criteria. If not, then the levee design will fall
under the jurisdiction of DWR’s Urban Levee Design Criteria (ULDC). It is not possible at this time for the EIR
to specify the exact site-specific design details, such as the height of the levee road, crown width, or side slopes.
Mitigation Measure 3.10-6 (DEIR pages 3.10-53 and 3.10-54) requires preparation of a site-specific levee design
report and incorporation of “appropriate design and engineering recommendations” such as “those contained in
USACE Engineering Manual 1110-2-1913 Design and Construction of Levees (USACE 2000), Engineering
Technical Letter (ETL) 1110-2-569, Design Guidance for Levee Underseepage (USACE 2005), and ETL 1110-2-
555, Design Guidance on Levees (USACE 1997).” These manuals and ETLs are industry-standard publications
that guide the design and construction of levees in California.

DSOD and ULDC levee criteria have been designed to provide protection from the 100-year (0.01 annual
exceedance probability [AEP]) storm event. Mitigation Measure 3.10-6 (Draft EIR pages 3.10-53 and 3.10-54)
requires preparation of a site-specific levee design report and incorporation of design and engineering
recommendations that are appropriate depending on the type of levee, the division of DWR that will have
regulatory oversight of the levee, and the design and construction parameters needed to comply with DSOD and
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ULDC criteria. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.10-6 contains specific, enforceable performance standards that
would mitigate the significant effects of the project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4[a][1][B]); thus, the less-
than-significant impact conclusion after implementation of mitigation (for Draft EIR Impact 3.10-6) is
appropriate.

See also Master Response Master Response 2.

Response to Comment 6-52

Mitigation Measure 3.12-4 requires additional actions that would further reduce impacts beyond what is required
by the County’s Noise Ordinance. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.12-4, construction activities
would be limited to daytime hours (would not take place between 7 p.m. and 7 a.m.) and would not be allowed on
weekends and holidays. Construction equipment would be properly maintained and equipped with noise control
components, such as mufflers, in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. As concluded on page 3.12-37 of
the Draft EIR, there is no additional feasible mitigation to avoid, or reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. As a result, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 6-53

Section 3.12, “Noise and Vibration,” of the Draft EIR included an analysis of aircraft noise exposure, which
identified the geographic area that would be subject to aircraft noise at levels exceeding regulatory thresholds at
airport opening and during its first 30 years of operation. The Draft EIR assumed all aircraft operations ceased at
the Naval Auxiliary Airfield with site closure and there is no existing aircraft noise (page 3.12-11 of the Draft
EIR). Existing baseline conditions assume no airport, as explained on pages 3.12-7 through 3.12-12 of the Draft
EIR.

As discussed on page 3.12-26 in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR, the operational forecasts and likely fleet mix were
considered to identify aircraft noise exposure. Other factors considered in the analysis of aircraft noise exposure
included:

► Distribution of aircraft operations by time of day for each aircraft type
► Amount of noise transmitted by operations by time of day for each aircraft type
► Average takeoff profile, and standard slope used by each aircraft type
► Amount of noise transmitted by each aircraft type measured at various distances from the aircraft.
► Runway configuration and length
► Runway utilization distribution by aircraft type and time of day
► Geometry of common aircraft flight tracks
► Distribution of operations for each flight track.

Using this data and FAA’s Integrated Noise Model, noise contours were generated to identify areas that would be
affected by aircraft noise. Operational forecasts were developed as part of the ALP to identify potential aircraft
noise exposure, as measured using the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). The results of the CNEL
calculations were depicted by a series of points representing points of equal noise exposure in 5dB increments
from 50dB to 65dB CNEL (see Exhibit 3.12-6 of the Draft EIR).
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The proposed project would include an ALUCP amendment to address airport-specific policies for the new Crows
Landing Airport and planned airport development, as identified in the ALP. The ALUCP amendment would
provide a new airport noise policy map that reflects the anticipated aircraft noise contours shown in Exhibit 3.12-
7 in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR and a revised Airport Influence Area to which all county-wide ALUCP policies
will apply.

As stated in Impact 3.12-5, the Specific Plan can accommodate a variety of land uses that would occur outside of
the 55 CNEL noise exposure contour. None of CLIBP site or off-site areas within the current ALUCP planning
boundaries would be exposed to aircraft noise at unacceptable levels, and all proposed uses would be normally
compatible with applicable noise policies. At full buildout, the 55 CNEL contour would extend off-site to
adjacent agricultural land. Agricultural land, with the exception of new residences and grazing land, would be
consistent with the county-wide ALUCP noise policies. The city of Patterson is located outside of the 55 CNEL
noise contour, as shown in Exhibits 3.12-6 and 3.12-7 of Section 3.12.

Response to Comment 6-54

The Specific Plan does not propose a rail terminal, spur or other infrastructure/connection to the off-site rail line
on the east side of State Route 33. Although previous project designs, prior to development of the Specific Plan,
had considered a potential connection, that idea was eliminated based on a desire to provide a project footprint
that remained within the boundaries of the former military site and the extent of additional infrastructure that
would be required to extend the track from the east side of State Route 33 to the project site, provide loading and
roll-off facilities, etc. The proposed Specific Plan does not include facilities to provide a connection to the
adjacent rail line. Truck/rail intermodal facilities are available along Interstate 5 (Lathrop).

Response to Comment 6-55

Baseline conditions as documented to support the Draft EIR are representative of the existing environment that
would be affected by the implementation of the Specific Plan. The Notice of Preparation for the EIR was released
in October of 2014. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) (the environmental setting at the time the NOP is
published will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which the lead agency determines whether
an impact is significant). No updates to noise modeling or noise impacts in the Draft EIR are required.

Please also see Response to Comment 6-54.

Response to Comment 6-56

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, an impact related to public services is considered significant if a
proposed project would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, or result in 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. Changes in service ratios, response time, and
performance objectives or costs to provide services are not physical environmental impacts on the environment.
Nonetheless, as discussed in Section 3.13, “Public Services,” of the Draft EIR, a detailed discussion of impacts on
fire and police protection is provided. Implementation of State and local regulations, including General Plan
policies and implementation measures, ensure adequate levels of service are provided to residents and businesses
throughout the County, including the Specific Plan Area.
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Impact 3.13-1 concludes that incorporation of all California Fire Code, County Fire Protection District, and West
Stanislaus Fire District requirements into the designs of project buildings would reduce the dependence on fire
department equipment and personnel by reducing fire hazards. In addition, Impact 3.13-1 states that the project
would be required to pay its fair share of the costs of fire protection services and facilities through payment of the
County’s development impact fees; therefore, services and personnel would be available to serve the proposed
project. Because the project would be required to pay its fair share of the costs of fire protection services and
facilities through payment of the County’s development impact fees, the analysis of Impact 3.13-2 concludes that
sufficient police protection services and personnel would be available to serve the proposed project. As discussed
in further detail in Section 3.13, the Specific Plan would not affect fire protection or police protection service
ratios, response times, and other performance objectives. While fire and police assistance from the City may
occasionally be required, this assistance would not substantially affect the level of service for the City’s fire and
police providers.

Approximately 15 acres in the southernmost portion of the Public Facilities area located west of the intersection
of Ike Crow Road and Bell Road have been designated as an appropriate location for the development of on-site
fire and law enforcement facilities (Phase 1). Physical impacts associated with construction and operation of fire
and law enforcement facilities are evaluated in the other sections of the Draft EIR. There are no additional
significant impacts associated with construction of on-site facilities beyond those comprehensively considered
throughout the other sections of the Draft EIR.

Please see Response to 12-5 for further discussion of traffic accidents and public safety. Please also see Master
Response 1.

Response to Comment 6-57

Please see Master Response 1 and Responses to Comments 6-61, 6-64, 13-5, and 13-6.

Response to Comment 6-58

Each alternative was evaluated according to the “rule of reason” and general feasibility criteria suggested by the
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, as follows:

The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the
EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives
shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead
agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of
feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public
participation and informed decision making.

The County has considered a range of alternatives that could feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives
and avoid or substantially lessen one or more significant effects. Alternatives were selected for evaluation in the
Draft EIR based on criteria in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, which are summarized above. These criteria
are:

► Ability of the alternative to attain most of the basic project objectives;
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► Feasibility of the alternative; and

► Ability of the alternative to avoid or substantially reduce one or more significant environmental effects of the
proposed project.

The County’s primary goal in proposing the Crows Landing Industrial Business Park (CLIBP) is to reuse the
former military property to create a regional employment center that would provide its residents and those living
in nearby Central Valley communities with opportunities to obtain sustainable-wage jobs that do not require long
commute distances (as also reflected in the Project Objectives listed starting on page 2-3, subsection 2.3 of the
Draft EIR). Development of the project site with employment-generating uses is supportive of the County’s
General Plan and the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy, the focus of which is to begin to
overcome the dramatic disparity between employment rates in Stanislaus County and state and national rates
(Stanislaus County Economic Development Action Committee 2017). 3 As explained in this Economic
Development Strategy:4

Stanislaus County suffers from continuously high unemployment. Between 2010 and 2016, local
job growth remained challenged with a slight 5.4% population increase. Payroll job creation has
languished even as the population expanded. American Community Survey data averaged for the
two years of 2015 and 2016 puts the Stanislaus unemployment rate at 8.7% of the labor force,
compared to 4.65% for the nation as a whole. Current preliminary unemployment for December
2016 remains at 8.3% while California and total U.S. are at 5.0% and 4.5% respectively.
Rankings produced by the State of California’s Employment Development Department show
Stanislaus County’s unemployment rate as recently ranking 37th out of 46 regions in California.
(Stanislaus County Stanislaus County Economic Development Action Committee 2017, page 4).

The Economic Development Strategy is Appendix E to this Final EIR.

This focus on employment development is important for the location and design of the proposed project, as is the
County’s flexible approach to land use that is intended to facilitate a range of development and end users. Specific
objectives of the Specific Plan are provided on page 4-2 in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR.

The proposed Specific Plan would provide for a mix of allowable uses that, while consistent with general
aviation, would also provide flexibility for variety of uses to promote economic development and local job
creation. While the County acknowledges the NOP comment that site be designated as a multi-activity
entertainment center including vehicle racing, it did not consider this as feasible alternative because such a use
would require a large portion of, or the entire 1,528-acre site and therefore would not meet the basic project
objectives. While an entertainment complex could provide additional jobs to County residents, it could not do so
to the extent that it would fulfill the County’s goal of creating a regional job center and this alternative would not
substantially avoid or reduce any environmental impacts compared to the proposed project.

Please also see Response to Comment 6-62.

3 For more detail, please see the County’s Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy, available online at:
http://www.stancounty.com/ceo/econ-dev/pdf/ceds.pdf.

4 For more detail, please see the County’s Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy, available online at:
http://www.stancounty.com/ceo/econ-dev/pdf/ceds.pdf.

http://www.stancounty.com/ceo/econ-dev/pdf/ceds.pdf
http://www.stancounty.com/ceo/econ-dev/pdf/ceds.pdf
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Response to Comment 6-59

Alternative 2 would reduce the scale of the Specific Plan and, consequently, wastewater demand requiring
treatment at the City’s WQCF. Table 4-5 in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR has been revised
accordingly (see revisions provided below). The commenter does not provide facts or evidence to support the
statement that reducing the project size would subsequently reduce the need for some expansion of the City’s
WQCF. As stated in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR, the City has prepared
improvement plans for WQCF expansion to achieve a design capacity of 3.5 mgd. The City’s Wastewater Master
Plan examines alternatives to expansion of the WQCF to handle 7.0 mgd to service future, planned development.
As stated on page 3.15-3 in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR, additional WQCF
expansion to 7.0 mgd will be required to treat wastewater flows at buildout of the city of Patterson and Diablo
Grande. Therefore, a reduced Specific Plan scale would not reduce the amount of wastewater flow such that an
expansion of the WQCF would not be required. Therefore, no additional analysis is required.

Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” This edit does not change the analysis or conclusions of the
Draft EIR.

Table 4-5
Comparison of Infrastructure Improvements Needed

Type Alternative 2 Proposed Project
Dry Utilities
(Electricity,
Natural Gas,
Communications)

Utility service would be provided by Pacific Gas & Electric
Company (PG&E) (natural gas), Turlock Irrigation District (TID,
electric) and AT&T (communications). Utilities would be located
in joint trenches along the western or southern sides of on-site
roadways.

Same as Alternative 2.

Sewer Alternative 2 would require the construction of gravity trunk
mains, a 2.66-Million Gallons per Day (MGD) sanitary sewer lift
station southwest of the Marshall Road and State Route 33
intersection, a 0.0650.32-MGD sanitary lift station south of the
airfield near the Delta Mendota Canal, and a force main within
Marshall Road to convey effluent to the existing Western Hills
Water District (WHWD) trunk main in Ward Avenue. Less
development under Alternative 2 would generate less wastewater
as compared to the proposed project.

Same as Alternative 2,
plus the construction of
a force main to convey
sewage from the site to
the City of Patterson
wastewater treatment
facility.

Storm Drainage To accommodate flows on Little Salado Creek, an existing channel
south of the airport would be improved. The existing box culverts
would be replaced by three 4-by-8-foot box culverts to convey
flows beneath the runway.

Same as Alternative 2,
plus the creation of a
detention basin in the
northeast corner of the
project site to detain
flows.

Water On-site groundwater wells and wellhead treatment would fulfill
site demand. Under Alternative 2, existing on-site groundwater
wells would be developed with a wellhead treatment system to
provide water to the Fink Road Corridor, Bell Road Corridor,
airport, and 15 acres of the Public Facilities area. Infrastructure
development would include distribution pipes and valves, the
construction of a water storage tank east of the intersection of
Davis and Fink roads, and a well booster pump station. As with the
proposed project, Alternative 2 could potentially connect with the
City of Patterson water system or the Crows Landing Community
Services District for blending or redundancy, but not for water
supply.

Same as Alternative 2,
plus additional
infrastructure (pipes,
valves, a water tank, and
pump station). The
project could potentially
connect with the City of
Patterson water system
or the Crows Landing
Community Services
District for blending or
redundancy, but not for
water supply.

Roadways See above under the heading “Traffic and Transportation.” See above under the
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Table 4-5
Comparison of Infrastructure Improvements Needed

Type Alternative 2 Proposed Project
heading “Traffic and
Transportation.”

Response to Comment 6-60

Please see Responses to Comments 6-58 and 6-62.

Response to Comment 6-61

See Response to Comment 6-28 and Master Responses 1 and 2.

Draft EIR Table 2-1 (page 2-12) lists each type of projected land use at the project site, along with a brief
description of what that land use would entail, and then specifies the acreage at the project site that would be
devoted to each land use. The land uses are described on Draft EIR pages 2-12, 2-15, and 2-15, and are shown
graphically in Exhibit 2-5 (page 2-13). As stated on Draft EIR page 2-11, “[T]hese land uses would be developed
in three 10-year phases to provide the opportunity for approximately 14,000 to 15,000 jobs at full buildout.”
Therefore, the Draft EIR has clearly identified and described the types of land uses that would occur, the locations
where such land uses would occur, and has stated the number of expected new jobs.

For a more comprehensive explanation of the potential effects associated with long-term groundwater pumping
the commenter is referred to Responses to Comments 6-49 and 6-50. The specific evaluations required to issue
permits for construction and operation of groundwater supply wells are detailed in the Draft EIR and in the
Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment (JJ&A 2016:2-4). Nevertheless, under the Groundwater Ordinance,
permits to extract groundwater for the project will be issued for terms that coincide with the adoption of a
Groundwater Sustainability Plan, and every five years thereafter, coinciding with required updates to the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. Under the Groundwater Ordinance and the Groundwater Sustainability Plan,
prevention of undesirable results will be a precondition to renewal of the groundwater extraction permits for the
Specific Plan Area.

As detailed on pages 1-2 and 1-3, the Specific Plan and EIR anticipate the effects of subsequent projects proposed
within the Specific Plan Area, as well as infrastructure improvements needed to support future development with
the Specific Plan Area. Future projects that are consistent with the Specific Plan would either require no further
environmental analysis or focused environmental analysis. The County will evaluate proposed projects to
determine whether additional CEQA analysis will be necessary. This EIR will be used for the tiering of later
project-specific reviews. In examining the appropriate approach to providing CEQA analysis for subsequent
project approvals, the County will assess, among other things, whether the significant environmental impacts
identified in this EIR have been adequately addressed. Therefore, new or additional analyses performed for
subsequent site-specific actions would focus on impacts that cannot be “avoided or mitigated” through policies,
design guidelines, and development standards adopted as a part of the Specific Plan or mitigation measures
identified in this EIR.

Future environmental review can also be streamlined pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and the
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15183. The provisions of the Public Resources Code are similar, but not identical to
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the previously described tiering provisions. Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 limits the scope of
environmental review for site-specific approvals following the preparation of an EIR for a zoning action,
community plan, or General Plan (including the Specific Plan). For later site-specific approvals, CEQA review is
only required for impacts that are “peculiar to the parcel or to the project” and have not been previously disclosed,
except where “substantial new information” shows that previously identified impacts would be more significant
than previously assumed.

Response to Comment 6-62

Stanislaus County has pursued development at the former Crows Landing Air Facility since the late 1990s, when
it convened a task force to investigate site reuse and the development of a general aviation airport. The County
acceptance of the property in 2004 for the sole purpose of economic development and job creation through the
development of a general aviation airport and other appropriate, aviation-compatible land uses. The City’s
allegation that the project description is overly narrow and limited does not take into account the County’s long-
term efforts to identify the highest and best use of the former military property since conveyance, the types of
land uses most appropriate for the site based on its location, the historically high employment rates in Stanislaus
County, and identified economic development trends.

The County’s project description was based on several important considerations and milestones summarized
below:

► 2000: The County convened a Crows Landing Steering Committee to identify potential reuse opportunities
for the former Crows Landing Naval Facility, which had been decommissioned by the Base Closure and
Realignment (BRAC) Commission.

► 2001: The Board of Supervisors adopted a reuse plan prepared by the Crows Landing Steering committee that
recommended the development of a general aviation facility to help offset the County’s persistent jobs-to-
housing imbalance.

► 2004: The Board of Supervisors accepted conveyance of 1,352 acres of the 1,528-acre former of the military
pursuant to Public Law 106-82 for the purpose of economic development.

► 2005: The County identified a vision for site development that would “Create a regional job center that
provides good-paying job opportunities for Stanislaus County residents and for the region” (Stanislaus
County Board of Supervisors 2005).5 Since that time, one of the County’s chief priorities has been to create
employment for the local work force through local economic growth and the attraction of new industries to
the community (Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors 2006).6

► 2006: The County hired an aviation consultant to conduct outreach and consider three potential reuse
scenarios for the former Crows Landing site. The consultant recommended that the county retain only the
crosswind runway for potential GA development. Retaining the primary runway or both runways would not
provide sufficient land for the development of aviation-compatible uses in accordance with the County’s

5 Stanislaus County, 2005. Crows Landing Air Facility: A Redevelopment Option. Modesto CA.
6 Stanislaus County, 2006a. Crows Landing Air Facility and Industrial Business Park: Master Development Plan Concept

Review. August 2006. Modesto, California. Stanislaus County, 2006b. The Board of Supervisors of the County of
Stanislaus Action Agenda Summary, Board Agenda No. B-8, September 26, 2006. Modesto CA.
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vision for site reuse and the guiding principles established by its steering committee, among them to protect
the airfield from encroachment while capitalizing on the site’s proximity to Interstate-5.

Following the economic downturn of 2008, the County re-invigorated its site development efforts by serving as a
Master Developer: it began to identify infrastructure needs and initiated environmental studies to support CEQA
compliance and entitlement. In doing so, the County considered the lessons learned while working with a private
developer from 2006 through 2012, who had proposed the acquisition of additional agricultural property to the
west and the development of an inland port with an on-site rail spur. When proposing the Crows Landing
Industrial Business Park, the County reconfigured site development to reflect recent economic trends and public
comments, which supported reuse of the former Crows Landing site but did not support the acquisition of
additional off-site property or the development of an inland port. The project description for subsequent CEQA
efforts was revised to exclude the use of rail and focus on the types of development that were most likely to be
successful, compatible with a general aviation airport, and benefit from proximity to I-5.

The proposed Specific Plan for the Crows Landing industrial business park does not represent a narrow use, but a
reasonable alternative that would provide for a suite of allowable uses that, while consistent with general aviation,
provides flexibility for variety of uses to promote economic development and local job creation.

Response to Comment 6-63

Please see Responses to Comment 6-58 and Comment 6-62.

Response to Comment 6-64

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1), identifies two approaches to analyzing cumulative impacts: the first
approach is the “list approach,” in which a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts is considered for analysis and the second approach is the “summary of projections “approach
(also known as the “plan” approach), whereby projections contained in adopted local, regional or statewide plans,
or planning documents that evaluate conditions which could contribute to cumulative effects are summarized. As
stated in Chapter 5, Other CEQA,” the Draft EIR, the plan approach is used to assess the changes due to the
proposed project, in combination with past, present and probable future projects, in this EIR that could contribute
to potential cumulative effects.

The cumulative impact analysis presented in Section 5.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” in Chapter 5, “Other CEQA,” of
the Draft EIR incorporates the Stanislaus County 2014 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (2014 RTP/SCS), which includes the City of Patterson’s projected growth, by reference. StanCOG
prepared an EIR to analyze the impacts of regional land use change assumed under the RTP/SCS (State
Clearinghouse Number 2013012012) (StanCOG 2014). The 2014 RTP/SCS assumes land use changes and
increases in population, housing and employment for unincorporated Stanislaus County, as well as development
in the cities of Ceres, Hughson, Modesto, Newman, Oakdale, Patterson, Riverbank, Turlock, and Waterford
through 2040.

Section 5.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” in Chapter 5, “Other CEQA,” of the Draft EIR describes the traffic and
transportation Cumulative plus Project Conditions scenario. The City of Patterson requested that additional
roadway segments in or near the City be evaluated under 2035 conditions. These are described on page 5-36 of
the Draft EIR.
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The Tri-County Traffic Model for travel demand forecasts was used in the analysis. The model geographically
covers the counties of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced. It was developed by the San Joaquin Council of
Governments (SJCOG) and recalibrated so that it closely replicated the existing conditions. In addition, three new
traffic analysis zones (TAZs) were developed for the project area, and loaded with the ITE trip generation into the
model for trip distribution and assignment. The model integrates the network and land use information from the
StanCOG model, the SJCOG travel demand forecasting model, and the Merced County Association of
Governments (MCAG) travel demand forecasting model. The combined model provides good coverage of the
study area, extending from Tracy-Stockton to the north to Los Banos to the south including the Patterson area.
The model was used to forecast A.M. and P.M. peak-hour and daily trips. Therefore, this methodology provides a
comprehensive forecast for the analysis of Cumulative plus Project Conditions.

Future development in the Stanislaus County would increase demand for public services and recreation. In terms
of cumulative impacts, appropriate service providers are responsible for ensuring adequate provision of public
services within their service boundaries. Please also see Response to Comment 6-56.

The commenter is referred to the water demand information presented on Page 3-6 of the Groundwater Resources
Impact Assessment, the impact analysis on Pages 5-1 to 5-5 of the Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment
and the Responses to Comments 6-49 and 6-50 above, as these responses discuss the current and reasonably
foreseeable water demand in the Specific Plan Area, the adequacy of the groundwater supply for the Specific Plan
Area, and related impacts. The impact analysis considered future groundwater extractions by the cities of
Patterson, Newman, and community of Crows Landing in combination with groundwater demand of 2,819 AFY
associated with the implementation of the Specific Plan at buildout. The potential offsetting effect of agricultural
land conversion to urban use was also considered. As discussed previously, the worst-case predicted Specific
Plan-induced drawdown in the confined aquifer at full build-out in 2046 is approximately 13 feet. This is less than
10 percent of the available drawdown above the top of the confined aquifer and is unlikely to result in a
significant depletion in regional supplies or other undesirable results. The Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure
3.10-4a to place new shallow wells at least 250 feet from the nearest Specific Plan Area boundary. In addition, to
prevent potential adverse effects to domestic wells, Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b is proposed to implement a
groundwater level monitoring program and curtail pumping of nearby Specific Plan Area wells if drawdown in
excess of 5 feet is observed near an existing off-site domestic well. Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b also requires the
County to coordinate with the Groundwater Sustainability Agency on groundwater monitoring conducted as a part
of implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area. The Specific
Plan also includes Water Policy WP 4 “Groundwater for potable and non-potable use shall result in a sustainable
yield through both water conservation and groundwater recharge measures.” The Draft EIR has considered
reasonably foreseeable developments overlying the Delta-Mendota Groundwater Subbasin at and near the
Specific Plan Area, and properly evaluated potential cumulative impacts associated with planned future land use
changes and growth.

Please see Responses to Comments 6-28, 6-65, and 6-66, as well as Master Responses 1 and 2.

Response to Comment 6-65

The comment discusses two separate but related topics: groundwater levels and water supply. These topics are
analyzed in detail throughout the Draft EIR, including in Section 3.10 (Hydrology and Water Quality) and Section
3.15 (Utilities and Service Systems) of Chapter 3, and in the cumulative impact analysis presented in Chapter 5.
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As discussed below, Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR has been revised to further clarify the distinction between these
two topics and the nature of the cumulative impact findings in Chapter 5. These edits are presented in Chapter 3
of the Final EIR, “Errata.”

The two topics of groundwater levels and water supplies are embodied in the following threshold questions:

1. Will the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

2. Will the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Question 1 concerns potential groundwater resource-related effects from groundwater extraction, including
groundwater level decline and storage depletion. Potential impacts addressed under this question include adverse
effects on existing wells, economic effects related to the need for deeper pumping levels and wells, and depletion
of groundwater storage, which can affect the availability of groundwater supplies. The availability of groundwater
supplies is also relevant to Question 2. Question 2 concerns Utilities and Service systems, and includes effects
related to decreases or changes in the available supply, the need for additional water entitlements, or the need for
new or upgraded water treatment, storage, or conveyance facilities. Groundwater supplies are only one
consideration under Question 2, which also considers surface water supplies and all other aspects of water utility
service systems.

For the project-level analysis detailed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, the County has presented substantial
evidence that the Specific Plan would have a less-than-significant impact for both Questions 1 and 2, as they
relate to Hydrology and Water Quality (Section 3.10) and to Utilities and Service Systems (Section 3.15). The
commenter is referred to pages 3.10-40 through 3.10-46 of the Draft EIR for Question 1, and pages 3.15-11
through 3.15-13 of the Draft EIR for Question 2. The commenter is also referred to the Responses to Comments
6-49 and 6-50 for additional information regarding the potential effect of the Specific Plan on groundwater levels,
the analysis of potential environmental impacts that could result from groundwater drawdown, and the adequacy
of the water supply for the Specific Plan, which is reliant entirely on groundwater.

The Draft EIR also presents a cumulative assessment for Questions 1 and 2 and associated environmental
resource areas in Chapter 5. In this assessment, the Draft EIR takes into account not just the impacts of the
Specific Plan, but impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future plans, projects, actions, and related
trends that may combine with the Specific Plan to create cumulative impacts. The County has conservatively
developed a broad and long-range cumulative context to ensure comprehensive treatment of any cumulative
impact that could foreseeably be related to the Specific Plan. The Draft EIR considers the Stanislaus Council of
Governments Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, which was developed at the
regional level and considers proposed land use changes in San Joaquin County and Merced County, as well as
Stanislaus County (both incorporated and unincorporated areas), as well as the County’s General Plan to establish
the overall cumulative context. For the resource areas of Hydrology and Water Quality and Utilities and Service
Systems, the Draft EIR and the Groundwater Resource Impact Assessment prepared to support it (which is
included as Appendix B of the Final EIR) also considered historical groundwater level trends and water demand
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forecasts in Urban Water Management Plans and planning studies in the area that could be affected by drawdown
from the Specific Plan wells. In addition, implementation of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA) and potential future changes in agricultural water demand and surface water deliveries were considered.

Since the circulation of the Draft EIR (on June 26, 2018), the County certified the “Final Program Environmental
Impact Report for the Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program” (JJ&A 2018),
hereby incorporated by reference, which is the program under which the Specific Plan wells will be permitted.
The Well Permitting Program EIR includes a County-wide cumulative impact assessment based on the results of
an extensive regional groundwater modeling study. A numerical groundwater flow model was constructed to
simulate a range of future groundwater pumping changes that could result from growth and development, and the
resulting urban water demand growth, rural domestic demand growth, and agricultural groundwater demand
changes. As discussed below, the findings of this study further corroborate the impact findings contained in the
Draft EIR related to groundwater levels.

With respect to Question 1 and the groundwater supply aspects of Question 2, both the Draft EIR and the Well
Permitting Program EIR evaluate whether increases in groundwater demand in the region would have the
potential to lower groundwater levels or decrease the amount of usable groundwater supplies in storage. The
Delta-Mendota Subbasin has been designated as critically overdrafted by the Department of Water Resources,
largely due to pumping-induced land subsidence south of Stanislaus County. The impact analyses in both the
Draft EIR and Well Permitting Program EIR evaluate the concern that increased reliance on groundwater could
occur due to population changes, changes in agricultural land use and irrigation practices, and decreased surface
water deliveries due to persistent drought conditions and changing surface water allocations. Both this EIR and
the Well Permitting Program EIR conclude that these impacts will be less than cumulatively considerable, as
discussed further below.

Current and historical groundwater level trends provide an important context when evaluating cumulative impacts
related to groundwater levels. The Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment prepared to support the Draft EIR
states that groundwater levels in northern portions of the Delta-Mendota Groundwater Subbasin were generally
hydrologically balanced from 1993 to 2008. A study found minimal apparent net change in groundwater
elevations, which indicates that there is an overall equilibrium between groundwater discharge (including
pumping) and recharge in this region. Furthermore, water levels near the Specific Plan Area were found to be
stable over the period of record (since 2011), which indicates recent pumping rates near the Specific Plan Area
have been sustainable on an annual basis, even during the recent drought. A review of several hydrographs in the
DWR’s California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) for wells located near the Specific
Plan Area indicates groundwater levels, while still variable, have shown an overall increasing trend after the
recent drought through the present. This is consistent with observations for a study conducted further to the north
in the Delta-Mendota Subbasin (JJ&A 2015). Based on this information, the Specific Plan Area is not
experiencing overdraft, and the proposed pumping will not contribute to any ongoing adverse groundwater effects
or cumulatively considerable impacts in the Specific Plan Area that are resulting from current groundwater
management conditions.

When assessing future cumulative impacts under Question 1 and the groundwater supply aspects of Question 2, it
is important to note that long-term groundwater demand conditions are currently uncertain because the
Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) required to comply with the SGMA are still being developed, and the
outcome of other regulatory requirements that could profoundly affect the nature of water supply availability in
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the area (i.e., the Bay-Delta Water Quality Control Plan amendments proposed by the State Water Resources
Control Board) are currently uncertain. Simulation of a range of long-term groundwater demand trends for the
Well Permitting Program EIR indicates that, in the absence of GSP implementation, there is a theoretical potential
for groundwater levels to decline by tens of feet in some areas, depending on the amount and distribution of future
groundwater extraction increases. Under such a scenario, the use of some existing wells could be adversely
affected, groundwater supplies could become less economical and less available, and other adverse
environmental, economic and societal effects could occur. However, development and implementation of GSPs
under SGMA is required to mitigate such adverse effects, and to prevent “Undesirable Results,” as defined in
SGMA and in the County Groundwater Ordinance. As discussed in the Response to Comment 6-49, these
“Undesirable Results” relate directly to Questions 1 and 2, above, as well as several other groundwater-related
impact threshold questions examined in the Draft EIR. GSPs will define the sustainable yield of the subbasin,
identify any special management areas, define management objectives, criteria and thresholds, and establish
monitoring networks. After GSPs are adopted, GSAs will be responsible for their implementation and
enforcement, with specific requirements for future Undesirable Results to be avoided, and any existing
Undesirable Results to be ameliorated by 2042 in accordance with defined milestones. If GSAs fail to adopt
adequate GSPs or fail to adequately implement them, the SGMA requires the State to intervene to ensure that the
required sustainability goals are met.

The County Groundwater Ordinance also allows the County to intervene and regulate unsustainable groundwater
extraction prior to State intervention, providing an additional safeguard against unsustainable groundwater
extraction.

For these reasons, although the precise nature of the measures contained in local GSPs cannot yet be known, their
effect on cumulative environmental impacts related to groundwater level decline and storage depletion are a
regulatory certainty that will be enforced by both the State and the County. The actions required to be
implemented by GSAs to comply with SGMA are reasonably expected to decrease any cumulative effects
resulting from groundwater extraction, so that there would be no significant cumulative impact.

However, as stated above, Question 2 is related to water supply in a broader context than groundwater alone, and
the County conservatively treated the cumulative impact assessment to Utilities and Service Systems at a broader
scale, presenting details on water supply and demand related to the city of Patterson, city of Newman, Del Puerto
Water District, Westley Community Services District, Patterson Irrigation District, Oak Flat Water District,
Western Hills Water District, Crows Landing Community Services District, West Stanislaus Irrigation District,
Eastin Water District, Central California Irrigation District, and El Solyo Water District. As a whole, these service
systems depend not only on the availability of groundwater, but on surface water deliveries from the State and
federal water projects, diversions from the San Joaquin River, and reclaimed water. In addition, water deliveries
may be affected by water exchange agreements between districts or their customers that include surface, as well
as groundwater, and by water transfers under the Warren Act.7 This regional interdependence of supply and
demand is made more complicated by the fact that the proposed amendments to the Bay Delta Water Quality
Control Plan are not yet finalized, and their potential effects on regional supply and demand relationships are not

7 The Warren Act of February 21, 1911, authorizes the Bureau of Reclamation to execute contracts for the conveyance and
storage of non-Central Valley Project (CVP) water in Federal facilities when excess capacity exists. In addition to the
Warren Act, Reclamation also uses the authority of §14 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 and §3408(c) of Central
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) to facilitate the conveyance of non-CVP water and “water rights water” from
willing sellers to willing buyers. Reclamation routinely facilitates such water transfers.
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yet known. As such, the County conservatively determined that the Specific Plan’s water demand could result in a
significant cumulative impact to water service systems in the region, by indirectly adding to future effects on the
water demand those systems must serve, or the amount of and sources of water supplies available to them. While
the project-level impact related to groundwater demand is demonstrated to be less than significant in Chapter 3.15
of the Draft EIR based on a detailed water supply assessment (see Draft EIR, pages 3.15-11 through 3.15-13), the
potential interplay between a water demand of the scale of the Specific Plan with future demand and supply
changes in the area cannot be reliably predicted at this time, and could incrementally contribute to adverse water
supply and demand changes affecting the cities, community service districts, water districts, and irrigation
districts in the area. This is conservatively assumed to be a cumulatively considerable impact.

The Specific Plan includes goals, policies, and design guidelines, including goals to incorporate water-sensitive
site design principles in the landscape, infrastructure, and building design, including on-site stormwater
management. As stated in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, there is no additional feasible mitigation that can be
identified at this time to allow the County to achieve the basic project objectives and further reduce water
demand. It is not possible to predict if an increase in groundwater demand for a Specific Plan of this size would
be less than cumulatively considerable within the cumulative context described above; therefore, the impact is
conservatively assumed to be significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 6-66

See Master Response 1, which provides an overview of the extensive analysis provided in the Draft EIR related to
growth inducement.

As Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors, 91 Cal. App.4th at p. 20 (2001)
explains, the level of detail required for growth-inducing impacts is less than what is required for a project’s direct
impacts on the environment:

“Nothing in the Guidelines, or in the cases, requires more than a general analysis of projected
growth. The detail required in any particular case necessarily depends on a multitude of factors,
including, but not limited to, the nature of the project, the directness or indirectness of the
contemplated impact and the ability to forecast the actual effects the project will have on the
physical environment.”

As a result, the court in Napa Citizens concluded that it would not be reasonable to require the EIR to “undertake
a detailed analysis of the results of such growth” [91 Cal. App.4th at p. 369]. A generalized analysis of growth-
inducing impacts was also upheld in Clover Valley Foundation v. City of Rocklin, 197 Cal. App. 4th, 200, 227
(2011).

The requirements to provide a generalized discussion of a project’s growth-inducing impacts should not be
confused with CEQA’s requirements for mitigation. As stated in Napa Citizens [91 Cal. App.4th at p. 371]

“Neither CEQA itself, nor the cases that have interpreted it, require an EIR to anticipate and
mitigate the effects of a particular project on growth on other areas. In circumstances such as
these, we think that it is enough that the FSEIR warns interested persons and governing bodies of
the probability that additional housing will be needed so that they can take steps to prepare for or
address that probability. The FSEIR need not forecast the impact that the housing will have on as
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yet unidentified areas and propose measures to mitigate that impact. That process is best reserved
until such time as a particular housing project is proposed.”

Thus, pursuant to Napa Citizens, growth-inducing effects of proposed projects should be acknowledged but
discussed in less detail than other, more direct effects resulting from projects (see also Defend the Bay, 119
Cal.App.4th at pp. 1261, 1266 [“If a project will create jobs and bring people into the area, the EIR must discuss
the resulting housing needs, but not in minute detail. It is enough to identify the housing required and its probable
location”]). The analysis of growth-inducing impacts, therefore, is necessarily unique and distinct from the
analysis in the individual impact chapters. This is because creating demand for growth does not in and of itself
cause a direct physical impact; only a proposed project at a specific location would create physical impacts. Thus,
no revisions to the Draft EIR are necessary based upon the comments.

Response to Comment 6-67

Section 2.6 of Chapter 2, “Project Description,” of the Draft EIR provides a brief overview of the necessary sewer
infrastructure improvements. A detailed discussion is provided in in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service
Systems,” of the Draft EIR, and revisions are shown in Response to Comment 6-15 above.

See also Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 6-68

Please see Response to Comment 6-15.

Response to Comment 6-69

Please see Response to Comment 6-15.

Response to Comment 6-70

The following revision has been made on page 3.15-3 of the Draft EIR, the following text has been revised. The
sentence referenced by the commenter has been revised. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” These
edits do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

The City has prepared improvement plans and acquired land to expand the WQCF capacity. WQCF
expansion, generally referred to as the Phase III Expansion, would increase the plant capacity by 1.25
mgd to bring the total plant capacity to 3.5 mgd with a reliable treatment capacity of 3.1 mgd (Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 2007, Blackwater Black Water Consulting Engineers
2017). The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board has already authorized expansion of the
facility under Order R5-2007-0147, which was issued in November of 2007 (Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board 2007). Additional WQCF expansion will be required to treat wastewater
flows at buildout of the City of Patterson and Diablo Grande. Phase IV and Phase V expansions would
increase the WQCF reliable treatment capacity to 4.25 mgd and 6.5 mgd, respectively (Blackwater Black
Water Consulting Engineers 2017). It is expected that future expansions would occur before the WQCF
exceeds reliable capacity.
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Response to Comment 6-71

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Draft EIR and the comment does not pertain
to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and no further
response is required.

Response to Comment 6-72

Please refer to Response to Comment 6-8.

Response to Comment 6-73

Please refer to Response to Comment 6-8.

Response to Comment 6-74

Please refer to Response to Comment 6-15.

Response to Comment 6-75

See Responses to Comments 6-10 through 6-18 related to wastewater treatment.

Response to Comment 6-76

WHWD flows would be verified at the time of design of Specific Plan wastewater infrastructure. However, the
Specific Plan contemplates construction of a separate new pipeline on Ward Avenue and therefore, there will not
ultimately be any relationship to these flows. Project cost estimates in Appendix H of the Specific Plan include
construction of this sewer pipeline.

Response to Comment 6-77

Please see Response to Comment 6-9.

Response to Comment 6-78

Please see Response to Comment 6-17.

Response to Comment 6-79

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Draft EIR and the comment does not pertain
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. As stated in
Response to Comment 6-15, to the text of Impact 3.15-4 in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the
Draft EIR has been revised. Please also see Response to Comment 6-8 and Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.”
These edits clarify that temporary wastewater conveyance infrastructure required to serve the Specific Plan and do
not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 6-9 for a discussion of the
City’s WQCF.
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Response to Comment 6-80

The State Water Quality Control Board supports the use of recycled water to promote water conservation in the
Policy for Water Quality Control for Recycled Water (Recycled Water Policy). The purpose of the Recycled
Water Policy is to increase the use of recycled wastewater from wastewater sources, including greywater,
agricultural return water, industrial wastewater, and water produced from oil field operations. These types of
water reuse are regulated through other programs. The Recycled Water Policy provides goals for recycled water
use in California, guidance for use of recycled water that considers protection of water quality, criteria for
streamlined permitting of recycled water projects, and requirements for monitoring recycled water for constituents
of emerging concern. To the extent that future permits are required for this activity, and as relevant, the County
will consult with other agencies. Response to Comment 6-81

The commenter states that Page 2-23 of the Draft EIR contains the duplicate phrase, “and other relevant
standards.” The phrase “and other relevant standards” has been deleted on page 2-23 of Chapter 2, “Project
Description,” of the Draft EIR. Please also see Response to Comment 6-8 and Chapter 3 of this Final EIR,
“Errata.” These edits do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-82

The duplicate word has been deleted on Page 3.15-1 in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft
EIR. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” These edits do not change the analysis or conclusions of the
Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-83

The word “transmission” has been deleted from the last sentence on page 3.15-2 in Section 3.15, “Utilities and
Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” These edits do not change
the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-84

“Black Water” has been revised throughout Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR to
reflect the company name is two words instead of one word.

Response to Comment 6-85

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Draft EIR and the comment does not pertain
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. The
comment is noted and no further response is required.

Response to Comment 6-86

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Draft EIR and the comment does not pertain
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. The
comment is noted and no further response is required.
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Response to Comment 6-87

The comment does not raise questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for
addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. The comment is noted and no further response is
required.

Response to Comment 6-88

The data provided in this comment are summarized in Impacts 3.15-4 and 3.15-5 in Section 3.15, “Utilities and
Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR. Please see Responses to Comments 6-8 and 6-15 above.

Response to Comment 6-89

The comment letter identifies impact fees and cost sharing estimates identified in the Black Water Engineers
Consultants technical memorandum. This comment does not raise questions or request information that pertains to
the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. However, this
comment is published in this Response to Comments document for public disclosure and for decision maker
consideration.

Response to Comment 6-90

These findings are summarized in Section 3.15, “Utilities and Service Systems,” of the Draft EIR. The comment
does not specify additional information needed in the Draft EIR and the comment does not pertain to the
adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project.

Response to Comment 6-91

The comment does not specify additional information needed in the Draft EIR and the comment does not pertain
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. See
Appendix A of this Final EIR, which is the Transportation Infrastructure Plan.

Response to Comment 6-92

When the study included in the Draft EIR was prepared, it utilized the “Patterson Traffic Model”, which was the
most recent version of the StanCOG model with the land use and roadway network contained in the Patterson
General Plan.

Response to Comment 6-93

Please see Response to Comment 6-92.

Response to Comment 6-94

The comment applies to the transportation infrastructure plan. Although this is a long analysis segment, it was
discovered that splitting the section into smaller subsections would not change the results or recommendations.

This comment does not raise questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for
addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the Specific Plan.
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Response to Comment 6-95

The transportation infrastructure plan has been revised, as suggested. This comment does not raise questions or
request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts
associated with the project. Appendix A to this Final EIR is the Transportation Infrastructure Plan.

Response to Comment 6-96

The transportation infrastructure plan has been revised to correct the typographical errors in Table VIII. This
comment does not raise questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for
addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project. No further response is required. Appendix A to
this Final EIR is the Transportation Infrastructure Plan.

Response to Comment 6-97

The transportation infrastructure plan has been revised to correct the error in Table IX. This comment does not
raise questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse
physical impacts associated with the project. No further response is required.

Response to Comment 6-98

The transportation infrastructure plan has been revised to correct the error in Table XI. This comment does not
raise questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse
physical impacts associated with the project.

Response to Comment 6-99

The transportation infrastructure plan has been revised to correct these formatting errors. This comment does not
raise questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft EIR for addressing adverse
physical impacts associated with the project.

Response to Comment 6-100

The commenter discusses the age of the data used in the traffic report and provides information on recent traffic
growth and provides examples of increased vehicles per day and percent growth on Sperry Avenue. The project
impacts, mitigation measures, and fair-share analyses are based on the cumulative and cumulative plus project
scenarios, which include all land use in the Patterson General Plan, including developments that have occurred
since 2014. Therefore, the findings and conclusions of the Transportation Infrastructure Plan, upon which the
Draft EIR is based, are relevant. Refer also to the Response to Comment 6-55.

Response to Comment 6-101

As explained in Response to Comment 6-22, Ward Avenue and Sperry Avenue has no feasible mitigation due to
the presence of residential development in the southeast quadrant of the intersection – the traffic study indicates
that the future South County Corridor (not accounted for in the analysis) will likely relieve Sperry Avenue
congestion. The intersection of Ward Avenue and Las Palmas Avenue was recently improved and has no level of
service issues in cumulative conditions.
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Response to Comment 6-102

Please see Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 on page 3.14-16 of the Draft EIR, which requires signalization of Ike Crow
Road/SR 33 and Fink Road/Bell Road. The EIR has been revised to add the requirement to signalize intersection
#22, Marshall Road/Ward Avenue, too. These signalizations would provide LOS of at least C in cumulative plus
project conditions. This revision is also shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR.

Response to Comment 6-103

Two versions of the October 13, 2017 Transportation Infrastructure Plan were produced, one with the project-only
trips and another one that shows total trips. The County has included a PDF showing project-only morning and
afternoon peak-hour trips as Appendix D.

Response to Comment 6-104

The traffic study notes a degradation of the LOS at several key City intersections including: I-5 ramps/Sperry,
Ward Ave/Sperry, Ward Ave/Las Palmas, and Sperry Ave/SR 33.

The comment letter identifies degradation of LOS at key City intersections. These intersections are discussed in
Section 3.14, “Traffic and Transportation,” of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-105

Impact 3.14-1 in Section 3.14, “Traffic and Transportation,” of the Draft EIR discuss the Specific Plan’s impacts
on study area intersections. Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 requires that the City would contribute its fair share to the
intersection improvements that would operate at a LOS that would exceed a jurisdiction’s thresholds (see p. 3.14-
16 of the Draft EIR).

Response to Comment 6-106

On page 5-32, Table 5-5, the following revisions have been made to Intersections 9 and 13:

Table 5-5
Intersection Level of Service: 2035 No-Project and 2035 plus Project Conditions

Intersection Traffic
Control Type

2035 No-Project 2035 plus Project
A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
9 Ward Avenue / M Street Signalized 35.5 D 33.3 C 48.0 D 9738.9 FD

13 Las Palmas Avenue / SR 33 Signalized 21.0 C 21.0 C 30.66.0 C 24.1 C

This does not affect the findings or mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. This is shown also in Chapter 3 of this
Final EIR.
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2.3.7 LETTER 7, CHEVRON, DATED MARCH 6, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 6 – CHEVRON

Response to Comment 7-1

See Responses to Comments 7-2 and 7-3.

Response to Comment 7-2

The County appreciates the information provided by Chevron related to the former OVP and TAOC pipelines.
Given that earthmoving activities in the northeastern portion of the project site have the potential to encounter
these former pipelines, information related to the existence and location these pipelines has been added to the
“Environmental Setting” subsection of Draft EIR Section 3.9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” as shown in
Chapter 3, “Errata,” of this Final EIR.

Response to Comment 7-3

The County appreciates the information provided by Chevron related to the former OVP and TAOC pipelines.
Given that earthmoving activities in the northeastern portion of the project site have the potential to encounter
these former pipelines, information related to the results of Chevron’s former analytical results has been added to
Draft EIR Impact 3.9-2 in Section 3.9, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” as shown in Chapter 3, “Errata,” of
this Final EIR. Because the materials have been determined to be non-hazardous, impacts from encountering these
former pipelines would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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2.3.8 LETTER 8, SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT, DATED
MARCH 6, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 8 – SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

Response to Comment 8-1

The County appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and no further response
is required.

Response to Comment 8-2

Although the Air District has not suggested that the analysis for this EIR use the updated version of CalEEMod,
since it was initiated prior to the release of the new model, the County has nonetheless elected to prepare new
analysis using the updated version of the model. The emissions estimates for construction-related and operational
activities associated with implementation of the Specific Plan have been revised using the most recent CalEEMod
Version 2016.3.2. Appendix F of this Final EIR provides updated modeling data and is available for review as
part of the administrative record of this Final EIR.

The following updated emissions estimates are shown in Tables 3.2-7, 3.2-8, and 3.2-9 and in Tables 3.7-3 and
3.7-4. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” These edits do not change the analysis or conclusions
of the Draft EIR. The conclusions of Impact 3.2-1 in Section 3.2, “Air Quality,” of the Draft EIR remain the
same; the proposed project’s annual long-term operational emissions would still exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds
of significance for ROG, NOx, and CO. Impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions described in Section
3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of the Draft EIR would remain cumulatively considerable.

Table 3.2-7
Unmitigated Construction-Related Emissions

Construction Phase
Emissions (tons)1

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Phase 1 125.43118.17 165.30235.91 405.99186.74 1.100.98 66.6961.30 21.3618.61

Phase 2 30.1929.78 34.1855.60 92.7051.72 0.310.29 19.4922.48 6.236.67

Phase 3 39.9637.97 10.7867.81 24.0246.54 0.050.33 18.6322.18 5.046.48

Total Construction Emissions 195.59185.92 210.26359.31 522.72285.01 1.461.6 104.82105.96 32.6331.76

Annual Average Emissions
(tons/year)2

6.526.20 7.0111.98 17.429.50 0.050.05 3.493.53 1.091.06

Maximum Annual Emissions
(tons/year)

15.3114.43 25.8035.14 58.127.96 0.150.14 8.367.74 2.642.27

SJVAPCD Thresholds (tons/year) 10 10 100 27 15 15

Exceeds Thresholds?3 Yes Yes No No No No

Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate
matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particular matter less than or equal 2.5 microns in diameter;
ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

1 All emissions are shown in units of tons unless noted otherwise.
2 Total construction emissions were averaged over the total construction schedule (i.e., 30 years) to calculate annual average

construction emissions.
3 Significance is determined using the maximum annual emissions.
Source: AECOM 2016
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Table 3.2-8
Mitigated Construction-Related Emissions

Construction Phase
Emissions (tons) 1

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Phase 1 123.42116.02 136.96195.28 404.15188.00 1.100.98 64.1860.07 19.5017.21

Phase 2 28.9928.44 21.9946.70 94.3653.10 0.310.29 18.2421.43 5.426.05

Phase 3 38.7936.15 4.3461.91 27.2149.72 0.050.33 17.6721.24 4.546.00

Total Construction
Emissions

191.20185.92 163.29359.31 525.72285.01 1.461.60 100.09105.96 29.4631.76

Maximum Annual
Emissions (tons/year)

15.0514.43 23.3535.14 58.1527.96 0.150.14 8.197.74 2.492.27

Annual Average Emissions
(tons/year) 2 6.376.20 5.4411.98 17.529.50 0.050.05 3.343.53 0.981.06

SJVAPCD Thresholds
(tons/year)

10 10 100 27 15 15

Exceeds Thresholds? 3 Yes Yes No No No No

Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate
matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particular matter less than or equal 2.5 microns in diameter;
ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

1 All emissions are shown in units of tons unless noted otherwise.
2 Total construction emissions were averaged over the total construction schedule (i.e., 30 years) to calculate annual average

construction emissions.
3 Significance is determined using the maximum annual emissions.
Source: AECOM 2016
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Table 3.2-9
Crows Landing Annual Operational Emissions (Full Buildout)

Construction Phase
Emissions (tons/year) 1

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Area Sources 103.49103.54 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.000.43

Energy Sources 1.941.86 17.6516.90 14.8314.20 0.110.10 1.341.28 1.341.28

Mobile Sources 20.823.34 59.2328.22 241.6871.42 0.970.57 59.616.80 17.012.73

Transport Refrigeration
Units

38.0844.79 277.87326.83 399.76470.21 0.660.77 1.341.58 1.341.58

Aircraft LTO 11.46 44.97 - - - -

Total Operational Emissions 175.79164.99 399.72416.93 656.48556.03 1.741.44 62.299.66 19.695.59

SJVAPCD Thresholds
(tons/year)

10 10 100 27 15 15

Exceeds Thresholds? Yes Yes Yes No YesNo YesNo

Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate
matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particular matter less than or equal 2.5 microns in diameter;
ROG = reactive organic gases; LTO = landing and take-off; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.
NROG and NOX are the most critical emissions associated with aircraft and, as a result, other criteria air pollutants are not
reported.

1 All emissions are shown in units of tons unless noted otherwise.
Source: AECOM 2016

Table 3.7-3
Construction-Related GHG Emissions

Construction Phase/Year Emissions (MT CO2e)
Phase 1 Subtotal 83,22992,894
Phase 2 Subtotal 21,96926,493
Phase 3 Subtotal 4,41630,972
Total Construction Emissions 109,613150,359
Annual Average Construction Emissions 3,6545,012
Amortized Construction Emissions1 3,6545,012
Notes: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent. Totals may not appear to add exactly due to rounding.
1 Construction emissions were amortized over 30 years.
Source: AECOM 2016
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Table 3.7-4
Operational GHG Emissions

Emissions Source Emissions (MT CO2e/yr)
Area 0.420.43
Energy 19,332126,749
Mobile 65,90264,475
Waste 11,41912,654
Water 6,25117,143
Transport Refrigeration Units 50,46959,804
High-GWP Refrigerants 19,180
Aircraft 175
Total Operational Emissions 175,118301,609
Amortized Construction Emissions1 3,6545,012
Total Annual Proposed Project Emissions2 178,772306,621
Project GHG Efficiency (emissions per service population)3 11.7620.44
Notes: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent; yr = year
Totals may not appear to add exactly due to rounding.
1 Construction emissions were amortized over 30 years, which is the assumed lifetime of the proposed project. See Table
3.7-1 for detailed construction GHG emissions.
2 The proposed project’s total annual emissions include annual operational emissions added with construction emissions
amortized over 30 years.
3 The proposed project is anticipated to provide approximately 14,000 to 15,000 jobs at full buildout.
Source: AECOM 2016

Response to Comment 8-3

The listed threshold of significance for toxic air contaminants has been revised to reflect the current Air District
threshold of 20 in one million. The relevant analysis reflects compliance with the District threshold. This does not
change the findings, conclusions, or mitigation measures in the Draft EIR. The following change is reflected on
page 3.2-23, Table 3.2-6, of the Draft EIR. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.”

4. Toxic Air Contaminants

Table 3.2-6
Thresholds of Significance for Toxic Air Contaminants

Carcinogens Maximally Exposed Individual risk equals or exceeds 1020 in one million
Non-
carcinogens

Acute: Hazard Index equals or exceeds 1 for the Maximally Exposed Individual
Chronic: Hazard Index equals or exceeds 1 for the Maximally Exposed Individual

Notes: Carcinogenic (cancer) risk is expressed as cancer cases per one million. Non-carcinogenic (acute and chronic) hazard
indices (HI) are expressed as a ratio of expected exposure levels to acceptable exposure levels.

Source: SJVAPCD 2015
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Response to Comment 8-4

As requested, Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a has been split into two separate mitigation measures, Mitigation
Measure 3.2-1a and 3.2-1b, which now read as follows:

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a: Comply with Current ISR.

As applicable, based on the project size thresholds specified in Rule 9510 (Indirect Source
Review), projects within the Specific Plan Area shall comply with District Rule 9510 Indirect
Source Review (ISR).

Implementation: Leaseholder/developer/contractors.

Timing: Demonstrate compliance prior to issuance of building permit.

Enforcement: SJVAPCD.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b: Use Current Phase Equipment for All Construction Equipment.

Site developers/leaseholders/project applicants who wish to develop facilities in the Specific Plan
Area provide for County review and approval a proposed inventory of equipment for
development within the Specific Plan Area that demonstrates use of current phase construction
equipment (currently Tier 4).

Implementation: Leaseholder/developer/contractors.

Timing: Demonstrate compliance prior to issuance of building permit.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b has also been renamed Mitigation Measure 3.2-1c due to the addition of the new
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b. See also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.”

Response to Comment 8-5

Following adoption of the Specific Plan and this EIR, the County will review all applications for development
projects within the Plan Area for consistency and compliance with the Specific Plan and any other applicable
County regulations in effect at the time of development. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) will be used by County staff to ensure compliance with adopted mitigation measures during project
implementation.

The County will review future development proposals to determine whether they are within the scope of the EIR.
At that time, the County will determine whether any additional environmental analysis required for future
proposals.
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Response to Comment 8-6

The discussion under Impact 3.2-3 (pages 3.2-34 through 3.2-38 of the Draft EIR) related to the exposure of
sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, includes analysis of potential health risks to sensitive
receptors from both construction and operational activities that could emit TACs. Because there are sensitive
receptors in the vicinity of the project site that could be exposed to the total proposed project’s construction-
related TAC emissions and due to the unknown nature of construction emissions at the time of analysis for the
Draft EIR, it is conservatively assumed that construction activities could potentially expose receptors to
substantial TAC concentrations. Similarly, for operational considerations, because of the potential variability in
land uses and intensity of uses within the project site, it is conservatively assumed that the proposed project’s
operational activities could generate substantial TAC emissions that would expose nearby sensitive receptors to
substantial TAC concentrations.

Mitigation Measures 3.2-3a, 3.2-3b, and 3.2-3c are identified in the EIR to minimize potential exposure of
sensitive receptors to TACs during construction and operational activities. Mitigation Measure 3.2-3a would
ensure the use of current phase construction equipment (currently Tier 4) for all development within the Specific
Plan Area and off-site construction. Tier 4 equipment exhaust standards have reduced the emissions rates from
off-road engines so that they are similar to on-road heavy duty diesel engines, thereby significantly reducing
construction-related emissions. Mitigation Measure 3.2-3b ensures that projects proposed within 1,000 feet of an
existing daycare use or an off-site sensitive use shall be required to analyze and report on potential health risk
impacts of particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) and TAC concentrations
from long-term operations prior to the issuance of a building permit for new construction, tenant improvement, or
change of use. If health risk impacts are determined to exceed Air District thresholds of significance under any
potential operational exposure scenario, projects shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-3c, identification and
implementation of strategies to reduce impacts below applicable Air District thresholds of significance (clearly
identified as the mitigation measure’s performance standard).

The EIR concludes that Impact 3.2-3 is a potentially significant impact, and identifies Mitigation Measures 3.2-
3a, 3.2-3b, and 3.2-3c, which are consistent with the commenter’s suggestion to further review potential health
risks when approving future projects within the Specific Plan Area.

Please refer also to the Responses to Comments 6-34 and 6-47.

Response to Comment 8-7

Analysis of Impact 3.2-1 (pages 3.2-23 through 3.2-32 of the EIR), Generation of short-term construction and
long-term operational emissions, acknowledges that any applicant proposing a project within the Specific Plan
Area that meets the specified threshold requirements will need to demonstrate compliance with District Rule 9510
as a condition of discretionary approval. The discussion on Draft EIR pages 3.2-25 and 3.2-26 describes the
requirements that would need to be met with regard to compliance with Rule 9510. To ensure such compliance is
met, Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a requires that all projects that meet the threshold requirements for applicability of
Rule 9510 shall comply with Air District Rule 9510 prior to the issuance of a building permit. This mitigation
measure would be enforceable by the Air District.

The County’s process is to condition a project to require an Air Impact Analysis, as required under Rule 9510,
and to have this analysis submitted, reviewed, and accepted by the SJVAPCD prior to the initiation of any
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development. As discussed above, Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a requires compliance with Rule 9510, which would
requires preparation of an Air Impact Analysis, prior to the issuance of a building permit. Sections 5.2.4 and 5.2.6
of the Specific Plan provide guidance that reviews require compliance with all applicable standards and
regulations, including mitigation measures.

The of the EIR concludes that Impact 3.2-1 is a potentially significant impact, and identifies Mitigation Measure
3.2-1a, which is consistent with the commenter’s statement that compliance with Rule 9510 is required for
applicable projects no later than applying for final discretionary approval.

Response to Comment 8-8

As described in Section 3.2.2 (page 3.2-13 of the EIR), Regulatory Framework, all projects are subject to
applicable Air District Rules and Regulations in effect at the time of construction. The rules and regulations
specifically applicable to impact analyses are identified throughout the impact discussions of the Air Quality
analysis.

Response to Comment 8-9

Objective 2 of the Specific Plan is to “Create a regional employment center on the former Crows Landing Air
Facility property, conveyed to Stanislaus County through Public Law 106-82, that will promote development and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions by bringing jobs closer to County residents.” By increasing employment in
proximity to housing, the proposed locally based job center is intended to reduce commute distances for County
and Northern San Joaquin Valley residents and promote air quality improvements through reductions in vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) (see Draft EIR, page 3.2-29).

Alternative modes of transportation are also promoted through elements of the Specific Plan. Section 3.3.1,
Circulation Framework, of the Specific Plan describes the bicycle facilities and connectivity to SR 33, which is
designated by the Stanislaus Council of Governments Non-Motorized Transportation Master Plan as a Class 3.5
bikeway or signed bicycle route with wide shoulders. Section 4.2.4, Transportation Demand Management, of the
Specific Plan also describes the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program that will be required for
the businesses operating within the Specific Plan Area, Participation in the TDM program by the businesses
operating in the Specific Plan Area will be mandatory, thereby resulting in greater use of alternative modes of
transportation (rather than use of single occupant vehicles) for commuting to work and promoting overall more
sustainable transportation modes within the Specific Plan Area and surrounding community. This program is
specifically identified as Transportation Policy TP 11 of the Specific Plan.

In addition, Impact 3.2-1 requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b, Reduce the Single Occupant
Vehicle Commute, (relabeled as Mitigation Measure 3.2-1c in the Final EIR) to reduce operational air quality
impacts. This mitigation measure requires implementation of Policy Six of the Stanislaus County General Plan,
which includes strategies to reduce vehicle trips and VMT, and therefore operational mobile emissions. To further
reduce mobile source emissions, Mitigation Measure 3.2-1d, shown below, was added to the EIR. This mitigation
measure requires the County to consult with local transit provider/s to promote transit to the workplace through
appropriate placement and design of transit stops and expansion of services, such as park and ride lots, as
appropriate. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.”
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Mitigation Measure 3.2-1d: Provide Transit to the Workplace.

· The County shall ensure that the placement and design of transit stops can accommodate public
transit for employees and patrons. The County shall identify locations to expand services,
including park and ride lots, to enable and encourage the use of transit to the workplace within the
Crows Landing Specific Plan Area. The placement and design of transit stops within the Specific
Plan Area shall be approved by the Stanislaus County Public Works Department based on
generally accepted transit planning principles.

· The County shall ensure on-demand transit service to the Specific Plan Area once employment
generating uses are established within the Specific Plan Area and fixed transit service upon
completion of Phase 2.

· The overall operational air pollutant emissions mitigation performance standard is established by
the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District through Rule 9510, the Indirect Source
Rule, requiring applicable projects to achieve a minimum reduction of 33.3 percent of operational
baseline NOX emissions over a period of 10 years and a minimum reduction of 50 percent of
operational PM10 emissions over a period of 10 years. Transit to the Specific Plan Area shall be
established, monitored, and adjusted, if necessary, to contribute to this overall operational air
pollutant emissions mitigation performance standard.

Implementation: Stanislaus County.

Timing: Upon operation of employment-generating uses for on-demand transit and fixed
transit service upon completion of Phase 2.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

As explained in the discussion of Impact 3.2-1, the project is intended to provide air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions benefits by reducing the amount of commute-related VMT by Stanislaus County residents who would
choose to work in the Specific Plan Area instead of more distant locations and by accommodating the use of
transit, it is not possible to quantify these benefits for the purposes of the transportation, energy, greenhouse gas
emissions, or air quality analysis presented in the EIR. Household decisions related to housing location have to do
with the employment locations of potentially multiple members of each household, the cost of housing, the cost of
transportation, school districts, and other factors over which the County exercises little or no influence. Therefore,
the operational air pollutant emissions results presented within the EIR would tend to overestimate the actual
impact of the Specific Plan. The above described elements of the Specific Plan are anticipated to reduce actual
VMT, but in order to maintain a more conservative analysis, these elements were not considered for the purposes
of quantifying air pollutant emissions within the EIR; therefore, this impact will remain significant and
unavoidable. No change has been made to the EIR.

Response to Comment 8-10

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a has been revised to mention the potential to use a VERA to reduce emissions, as
shown below and in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.”
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Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a: Comply with Current ISR and Use Current Phase Equipment for All
Construction Equipment.

As applicable, based on the project size thresholds specified in Rule 9510 (Indirect Source
Review), projects within the Specific Plan Area shall comply with SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510
Indirect Source Review (ISR) and reduce criteria air pollutant emissions consistent with
SJVAPCD performance standards through feasible on-site strategies and, if necessary, feasible
payment of off-site mitigation fees to SJVAPCD through a voluntary emission reduction
agreement (VERA) or other appropriate mechanism. Site developers/leaseholders/project
applicants who wish to develop facilities in the Specific Plan area shall construct all facilities
using current phase construction equipment (currently Tier 4).

Implementation: Leaseholder/developer/contractors.

Timing: Demonstrate compliance prior to issuance of building permit.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County and SJVAPCD.

Response to Comment 8-11

Following adoption of the Specific Plan, all applications for proposed development projects within the Specific
Plan Area will be reviewed for consistency and compliance with the Specific Plan, and subject to the review and
entitlement processes in section 5.2.4 of the Specific Plan, and any other County regulations in effect at the time
of development.

Future development will require compliance with all applicable design and development standards, as detailed in
Appendix B of the Specific Plan, as well as all other regulations required for issuance of a building permit. All of
the commenter’s recommendations are covered by the County application forms, which are also provided to
responsible agencies as part of the standard referral and consultation process for discretionary permits. In the case
of an Air Impact Assessment, please see response to Comment 8-7.
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2.3.9 LETTER 9, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DATED MARCH 7,
2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 9 – CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, DISTRICT 10

Response to Comment 9-1

The County appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted and no further response
is required.

Response to Comment 9-2

The Transportation Infrastructure Master Plan, Crows Landing Industrial Park, dated October 13, 2017, and the
Draft EIR both describe the methodology for the transportation analysis. The study provides a comprehensive
analysis of State Route 33 and Interstate 5 and its interchanges that are affected by the project, including
mitigation requirements. As noted in the Draft EIR and noticing for the Draft EIR, the Transportation
Infrastructure Plan is under separate cover and on file with the County Planning and Community Development
Department.

Response to Comment 9-3

None of the intersections listed in Comment 9-3 meet signal warrants on opening day. Based on the County’s
experience, Caltrans traffic operations personnel typically refuse to allow installation of traffic signals that do not
meet established signal warrants. Given the scale of the Specific Plan, it would not be appropriate to install
signals at initiation of project construction. The first phase of the project generates over 19,000 daily trips.
Instead, the improvements will be phased to be constructed when signal warrants are met. When the signals are
nearing meeting traffic signal warrants, the County will initiate efforts to design and install such signals, subject
to approval of Caltrans.

Response to Comment 9-4

As noted in the Transportation Infrastructure Plan, when traffic signal warrants are met, the agencies involved in
each intersection, including Caltrans, will determine whether a traffic signal or a warrant is most appropriate to
satisfy mitigation requirements. TJKM used the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices peak-hour
signal warrants to evaluate the need for signals. For information regarding methodology, calculations, and criteria
by jurisdiction, please refer to the revised Transportation Infrastructure Plan, which is Appendix A to this Final
EIR. This document evaluate signal warrants under both near-term and 2035 conditions and evaluates under
which of three project phases the signals will likely meet the signal warrants. County Traffic Engineering, in
coordination with Caltrans Traffic Operations, will prepare the future traffic operation analysis, as described in
Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 necessary to determine when improvements that are attributable to the Specific Plan
require mitigation.

Response to Comment 9-5

Please see Responses to Comments 9-3 and 9-4.
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2.3.10 LETTER 10, SIERRA ACADEMY OF AERONAUTICS, DATED MARCH 9, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 10 – SIERRA ACADEMY OF AERONAUTICS

Response to Comment 10-1

The commenter’s support for the project is acknowledged.
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2.3.11 LETTER 11, STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE,
DATED MARCH 9, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 11 – STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE

Response to Comment 11-1

The County appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR.
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2.3.12 LETTER 12, CITY OF MODESTO, DATED MARCH 23, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 12 – CITY OF MODESTO

Response to Comment 12-1

Based on project records, projected Specific Plan daily trips at the City Limits near Whitmore Avenue are 4,600
vehicle trips per day (vpd) on Carpenter Road and 1,600 vpd on Crows Landing Road. Together, these trips
constitute about 12.6 percent of all non-internal project trips. See Appendix D of this Final EIR.

The traffic model shows that the intersection of West Main Avenue and South Carpenter Road, which is in the
County’s Public Facilities Fees/Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program (PFF/RTIF), will need to be
improved. The project will pay its fair share via the PFF/RTIF program. The County will design and construct this
improvement via this impact fee program. Near-term project traffic does not require widening of either Crows
Landing or Carpenter Road within Modesto city limits. Mitchell Road is more than 22 miles away from the
Specific Plan Area and therefore beyond the scope of the County’s study area for the Specific Plan EIR, as
Specific Plan-related traffic will not appreciably affect this facility.

Response to Comment 12-2

The estimated buildout average daily traffic (ADT) on Carpenter Road is 23,000 vehicles per day (vpd) near the
southern City limits, based on current volumes and a 1.15-percent annual growth rate. In this instance, the
Specific Plan daily volumes constitute 20 percent of the future link volumes near the Hatch Road/ Carpenter Road
intersection. It should be noted that these volumes are primarily employee-related trips drawn from existing and
future Modesto area residents. In that sense, they are primarily redirected, rather than new trips.

On Crows Landing Road, based on a 2018 traffic study of the Crows Landing Road corridor between Hatch Road
and Whitmore Avenue, the daily buildout traffic volumes will be 19,300 vpd south of Whitmore Avenue, where
the Specific Plan will generate about 1,600 vpd, or about 8.3 percent of the total. See Appendix H of this Final
EIR, which is the Crows Landing Corridor Study. On Crows Landing Road north of Hatch Road, the future
estimated ADT is 31,620 vpd and the Specific Plan contributes about 1,100 vpd, or about 3.4 percent of the total.
Near the Crows Landing Road/SR 99 interchange, the volumes on Crows Landing Road increase slightly and the
project volumes decrease slightly. At the interchange, it is estimated that the Specific Plan traffic volumes will
constitute no more than 3.4 percent of the total. An effort is being made to start a cooperative PSR/PID for this
interchange with Caltrans, the City of Modesto, and the City of Ceres.

Mitchell Road will not be heavily used by Specific Plan traffic. About 350 vpd are expected to use the
intersection of Mitchell Road and Whitmore Road, which is estimated to constitute less than 2 percent of the
future traffic. At Mitchell Road and Yosemite Boulevard, the Specific Plan contribution is estimated to be less
than 1 percent.

Response to Comment 12-3

Please see the Response to Comment to 12-2, which is based on analysis that assumes a four-lane Crows Landing
Road.
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Response to Comment 12-4

Section 5.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” in Chapter 5, “Other CEQA,” of the Draft EIR describes the Cumulative plus
Project Conditions scenario. The Tri-County Traffic Model was used in the analysis for travel demand forecasts.
The model geographically covers the counties of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced. It was developed by the
San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) and recalibrated so that it closely replicates existing conditions. In
addition, three new traffic analysis zones (TAZs) were developed for the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area,
loaded with the ITE trip generation into the model for trip distribution and assignment. The model integrates the
network and land use information from the StanCOG model, the SJCOG travel demand forecasting model, and
the Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) travel demand forecasting model. The combined model
provides adequate coverage of the study area, extending from Tracy-Stockton to the north to Los Banos to the
south. Therefore, this methodology provides a comprehensive forecast for the analysis of Cumulative plus Project
Conditions, including, as appropriate, land use change in Ceres, as well as other locations in Stanislaus, San
Joaquin, and Merced counties.
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2.3.13 LETTER 13, DEL PUERTO HEALTH CARE DISTRICT, DATED APRIL 17, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 13 – DEL PUERTO HEALTH CARE DISTRICT

Response to Comment 13-1

The County appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 13-2

The County appreciates this background information on the District.

Response to Comment 13-3

The County acknowledges this summary of the main elements of the Specific Plan.

Response to Comment 13-4

Comments on specific topics provided by the District in this letter are addressed in the responses to Comments
13-5 through 13-9, below.

Response to Comment 13-5

Please see Responses to Comments 6-34 and 6-47.

The Specific Plan can accommodate a variety of land uses, including uses where it is possible that hazardous
materials could be temporarily stored or transported. As discussed in detail in Draft EIR Chapter 2, “Project
Description,” (pp. 2-19 and 2-20), the County prepared a Transportation Infrastructure Plan to analyze
circulation and access needs related to the development of the Specific Plan. The purpose of the analysis was to
determine the transportation improvements that would be required to accommodate proposed development,
including: the construction of on-site backbone and secondary streets; the reconstruction or widening of off-site
two lane streets; additional off-site traffic signals; and Fink Road interchange improvements. On-site
transportation improvements, such as the construction of backbone and secondary roads, would be constructed as
part of the project to facilitate transportation needs that are appropriate to the proposed land uses. Planned
roadway improvements are shown in Draft EIR Exhibit 3.14-2 in Section 3.14, “Traffic and Transportation” (page
3.14-14), and are discussed in detail on page 3.14-13 under the heading “Specific Plan Circulation System.” As
stated in the Draft EIR, new local industrial roads within the project site would typically have a 120-foot right-of-
way with two travel lanes, one center-aligned left-turn lane, a parking lane, drainage swale, and sidewalk on each
side. The northern portion of the local industrial road that intersects with the West Marshall Road entrance to the
project site would require widening to accommodate four travel lanes. This cross section would maintain the 120-
foot right-of-way and will consist of four travel lanes, one center-aligned left-turn lane, as well as paved shoulder,
wide drainage swale, and sidewalk on each side. Most of the roadway improvements would have two lanes. For
streets with greater traffic demands, a four-lane roadway with a median to accommodate left-turn lanes would be
constructed. The transportation system ensures adequate access for operation of the uses in the Specific Plan, as
well as emergency access.

Fire suppression systems that are required for specific types of land uses are governed by the federal Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) (29 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 1910); Cal/OSHA
through the California Fire Code (CCR Title 8 Sections 1270 “Fire Prevention” and 6773 “Fire Protection and
Fire Equipment)” (p. 3.13-2); the California Building Standards Code; and by local County permitting
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regulations. Draft EIR Section 3.13, “Public Services,” describes the existing fire protection services in the
vicinity of the Specific Plan Area (page 3.13-1). Draft EIR Impact 3.13-1 (pages 3.13-5 and 3.13-6) states that
Specific Plan-related development will be required to comply with all California Fire Code (CFC) requirements.
Facility designs will provide for fire department access, fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire alarm
systems, fire and explosion hazards safety, and hazardous materials storage and use. In addition, the County will
require tenants to modify facility designs, when necessary, to ensure that buildings can provide adequate access
for emergency vehicles. Building Permit applications for the Specific Plan Area will be referred to the Stanislaus
County Fire Prevention Bureau and the West Stanislaus Fire Protection District for review. Conditions of
approval identified by either the Fire Prevention Bureau or the West Stanislaus Fire Prevention District will be
implemented through the building permit process. Individual tenants and/or site developers, as appropriate, will
be responsible for incorporating all California Fire Code, County Fire Protection District, and West Stanislaus
Fire District requirements into designs, and for paying the Fire Protection Facilities Fee as a condition of building
permit approval. Furthermore, approximately 15 acres in the southernmost portion of the Public Facilities area
located west of the intersection of Ike Crow Road and Bell Road have been designated as an appropriate location
for the development of on-site fire and law enforcement facilities (in Phase 1). The implementation of these
requirements would provide sufficient fire protection services and personnel to serve the Specific Plan.

Draft EIR Impact 3.9-1 (pp., 3.9-17 and 3.9-18) evaluates the potential for accidental spills and routine use and
transport of hazardous materials. As explained on Draft EIR page 3.9-18, during project operations, any future
businesses or public agency operations that handle hazardous materials are required by law to comply with
federal, State, and local laws, regulations, and policies regarding the handling, storage, reporting, tracking, and
cleanup (if any accidental spills occurred) of hazardous materials, including preparation of a hazardous materials
business plan and disclosure of hazardous materials inventories.

The Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources (DER) is the Certified Unified Program Agency
(CUPA) responsible for oversight of local businesses that handle hazardous materials. Any types of specialized
equipment and training that may be necessary related to on-site use of hazardous materials is thoroughly regulated
at the federal, State, and local level. Some of the numerous regulatory controls over hazardous materials are
presented and discussed on Draft EIR pages 3.9-10 through 3.9-15. Construction contractors and future site
operational users are required by law to implement and comply with existing hazardous material regulations. Each
of these regulations is specifically designed to protect public health and safety through improved procedures for
the handling of hazardous materials, better technology in the equipment used to transport these materials, and a
more coordinated and quicker response to emergencies.

Please see also Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 13-6

Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, an impact related to public services is considered significant if
the proposed project would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, or result in 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. Changes in service ratios, response time, and
performance objectives are not, by themselves, physical environmental impacts on the environment. The Draft
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EIR comprehensively analyzes reasonably foreseeable adverse physical environmental effects associated with the
Specific Plan, including on- and off-site effects.

The Draft EIR presents a comprehensive assessment of reasonably foreseeable impacts of the Specific Plan, along
with mitigation for all potentially significant and significant impacts. Chapter 3 examines the project-level
impacts and Chapter 5 analyzes the cumulative impacts of Specific Plan impacts in combination with the impacts
of past, current, and probable future plans and projects. The discussion of impacts in the EIR is organized by
environmental topic area. For example, air quality effects are discussed in Section 3.2, biological resources effects
are discussed in Section 3.4, and so forth. Throughout these environmental topic sections is an assessment of the
project’s direct effects a well as reasonably foreseeable indirect effects. Thus, the air quality analysis includes not
only the direct impacts associated with construction equipment use during buildout of the Specific Plan Area, but
also emissions associated with vehicles accessing the Specific Plan Area – deliveries, pickups, employees,
visitors, and any other type of vehicular traffic attracted to the Specific Plan Area at full buildout. This is true for
each environmental topic – direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect effects are addressed together within each
environmental topic-specific section.

Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that the County dedicate a five-acre site in the Specific Plan Area for a
health clinic and an ambulance sub-station, the County will coordinate with the District and other service agencies
and departments within the County, as the Specific Plan builds out, on the planning for emergency response, fire
suppression, and law enforcement in the Specific Plan Area. The County appreciates the District’s suggestion and
will coordinate as the Specific Plan develops with this suggestion in mind.

Please see also Master Response 1.

Approximately 15 acres in the southernmost portion of the Public Facilities area located west of the intersection
of Ike Crow Road and Bell Road have been designated in the Specific Plan as an appropriate location for the
development of an on-site emergency services facility. Consistent with this designation of land within the Specific
Plan Area, the County will continue to implement the following policy from the Land Use Element of the General
Plan in collaboration with other service providers:

POLICY THIRTY-ONE – The County shall support efforts to improve local health care options through
the siting of new facilities in locations with the infrastructure (including, but not limited to, transportation
and utility) to support both facility and client needs.

Also consistent with the designation of land for public services in the Specific Plan Area and the extensive
infrastructure master planning and financing in the Specific Plan, the County will continue to follow the following
General Plan guidance throughout implementation of the Specific Plan:

POLICY TWENTY-FOUR – Future growth shall not exceed the capabilities/capacity of the provider of
services such as sewer, water, public safety, solid waste management, road systems, schools, health care
facilities, etc.

IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE 4 – The County shall continue to work with independent fire districts
and health care districts to implement fees to help finance public facilities to support their services.
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Physical impacts associated with construction and operation of emergency service facilities are evaluated in the
other sections of this the Draft EIR. There are no additional reasonably foreseeable significant impacts associated
with construction of on-site facilities beyond those comprehensively considered throughout the other sections of
the Draft EIR.

However, regarding the suggestion of a dedicated five (5) acre site in the Specific Plan Area for a health clinic
and an ambulance sub-station, the County appreciates the District’s suggestion and will coordinate as the Specific
Plan develops with this suggestion in mind.

The County understands that, in 2008, it was determined that the Health Center was out of room. Instead of
seeking additional space, the District decided to purchase or construct a building for specialists, additional
providers, and ancillary services (Stanislaus LAFCO 2013). In 2012, the District relocated administrative offices
and the Health Center to a newly remodeled, 11,000 square foot building in the Keystone Business Park in
Patterson (Stanislaus LAFCO 2015). A District Fee Study estimated a service population within the District of
22,189 persons in 2005 with a projected service population of 55,511 in 2020. The County understands that the
District is funded through a share of the County property tax revenues, special assessments, health center
revenues, ambulance service fees, developer/mitigation fees collected from new development, and interest
income.

Response to Comment 13-7

Please see Response to Comment 13-6 and Master Response 1. The County invited early input via an Agency and
Stakeholder Coordination Meeting on February 5, 2014, attended by Richard Nakamura, District CEO prior to
preparation of the Specific Plan and EIR.

As stated in the response to Comment 13-6, above, based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, an impact
related to public services is considered significant if a proposed project would result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or result in 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. Changes in service ratios, response time, and performance objectives or costs to provide services are
not physical environmental impacts on the environment.

Please refer also to the Response to Comment 13-6.

The County initiated meetings to gather input from the District and other agencies and interested individuals,
including, but not limited to the following:

► Future Strategies Sessions (often referred to as fingerprint meetings)

• 2013, October & November

► Agency & Stakeholder Meetings

• 2014, January & February

► Notice of Preparation
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• October 13 – November 13, 2014

► Scoping Meetings

• October 23, 2014 – Patterson
• October 30, 2014 – Crows Landing

Response to Comment 13-8

Please see Responses to Comments 13-6 and 13-7 and Master Response 1.

See page 3.13-3 of the Draft EIR, which includes the referenced policy language for County General Plan, Land
Use Element Policy Twenty-Four. See Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, which shows the addition of Specific Plan
Policy Thirty-One and Implementation Measure 4, as well. These revisions do change the analysis in or
conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 13-9

Please see Responses to Comments 13-6 and 13-7 and Master Response 1. Please refer to Section 3.14, “Traffic
and Transportation,” and Chapter 5, “Other CEQA,” which evaluates the potential impacts of the Specific Plan
related to level of service for existing and future local and regional roadway networks, and the Transportation
Infrastructure Plan, which is provided for additional review as Appendix A to this Final EIR. Please see also
Specific Plan Policy 2, Implementation Measures 12 regarding emergency response. Please see also pages 3.9-31
and 32, which address emergency access.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 14 – CITY OF NEWMAN

Response to Comment 14-1

The County appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 14-2

The City’s considerations identified in this comment are addressed in Responses to Comments 14-3 through 14-
34 below. See also the Response to Comment 6-36 and Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 14-3

Please refer to the Response to Comment 6-36.

Response to Comment 14-4

Please refer to the Response to Comment 6-36.

Response to Comment 14-5

Please refer to the Response to Comment 6-36.

Response to Comment 14-6

Please refer to Master Response 1 and the Responses to Comment 6-17 and 6-28.

Response to Comment 14-7

TJKM revised the Transportation Infrastructure Plan (TIP) in 2018 for the Newman area after considering the
information in the City of Newman General Plan and the Northwest Newman Master Plan and the traffic studies
prepared to support these plans. Those documents identify future traffic volumes and widening plans for SR 33
within the City of Newman and signalization plans for SR 33 intersections. The updated TIP addresses many of
the City comments. See Appendix A to this Final EIR, which is the updated TIP.

There will not be significant Specific Plan-related traffic using Stuhr Road between SR 33 and I-5, because use of
Bell Road is quicker for Specific Plan traffic to reach the Stuhr Road interchange. There will be minor use of Bell
Road between the Specific Plan Area and the Stuhr Road/I-5 interchange, but these volumes will not be
appreciable because of the good connection between the Specific Plan Area and the Fink Road/I-5 interchange. At
buildout, the Specific Plan will contribute less than 1,000 daily trips to the Stuhr Road interchange (via Bell
Road). The Stanislaus County General Plan (April 2016) indicates this section of Stuhr Road will carry about
6,000 vehicles per day (vpd). This indicates that the Specific Plan would constitute approximately 17 percent of
the total volume at the interchange during the cumulative scenario (please see Appendix A for more detail).
However, these future volumes would not require any capacity improvements.

Please see also the Response to Comment 14-25.
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Response to Comment 14-8

This comment does not raise specific questions or request information that pertains to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR for addressing adverse physical impacts associated with the project.

Please see also the Response to Comment 14-25.

Response to Comment 14-9

Please see Response to Comment 14-20.

Response to Comment 14-10

Please refer to Responses to Comments 14-7 and 14-20.

Response to Comment 14-11

A typical truck percentage of daily traffic for distribution centers and light industrial uses is 20 to 25 percent.
Most trucks will travel to the north or south on I-5, or to the east or north destinations including Modesto,
Turlock, and the SR 99 corridor. However, trucks bound for destinations such as Gustine, Volta, or Los Banos are
not likely to travel on SR 33 through Newman, because the use of I-5 interchanges with SR 140, SR 33, and SR
152 afford quicker truck and passenger vehicle trips to these areas and beyond.

Response to Comment 14-12

Please refer to Responses to Comments 14-13 and 14-15. See Appendix D to this Final EIR.

Response to Comment 14-13

A better gauge of project distribution than the hypothetical scenario proposed by the commenter is buildout plus
project conditions, when both the project and the surrounding land uses are built out. In this scenario, about 6.5
percent of the project trips are internalized, with 49,035 distributed on the roadway system. The SR 33 count
south of Stuhr Road is 6,842, or approximately 14 percent of all project traffic.

Response to Comment 14-14

TJKM revised the Transportation Infrastructure Plan (TIP) in 2018 for the Newman area after considering the
information in the City of Newman General Plan and the Northwest Newman Master Plan and the traffic studies
prepared to support these plans. Those documents identify future traffic volumes and widening plans for SR 33
within the City of Newman and signalization plans for SR 33 intersections. Please see Appendix A to this Final
EIR, which is the updated TIP.

Please see also the Response to Comment 14-7.

Response to Comment 14-15

Based on information in the updated TIP, future volumes on SR 33 within the City of Newman would require six
lanes to reach acceptable levels of service. The City opted to plan to build a maximum of four lanes, which results
in conditions worse than LOS D. Please see also the Responses to Comments 14-7, 14-13, and 14-14.
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Response to Comment 14-16

As explained in the updated TIP and the Response to Comment 14-7, it is likely that signals will be warranted at
four additional locations based on General Plan and Northwest Newman Master Plan traffic studies. The Specific
Plan’s fair share of these impacts would be approximately 14 percent.

Response to Comment 14-17

Inyo Street is one of the four locations along SR 33 identified as likely to meet traffic signal warrants as a result
of growth in traffic. As noted above, the Specific Plan’s fair share of this impact would be approximately 14
percent.

Response to Comment 14-18

In the updated TIP, SR 33 traffic volumes in Newman are based on traffic studies prepared to support the
Newman General Plan and the Northwest Newman Master Plan. Please refer to the Response to Comment 14-25
for a detailed description of the StanCOG Tri-County model. The Tri-County model is the best tool available to
distribute Specific Plan traffic. Using these sources, the Specific Plan’s fair share of this impact would be
approximately 14 percent.

Response to Comment 14-19

As stated in the Response to Comment 14-7, above, the updated TIP shows higher volumes on SR 33 south of
Stuhr Road, based on City of Newman plans and associated traffic studies. Those volumes have been incorporated
into the updated analyses. The commenter cites data included in Table 3.14-3 of Section 3.14, “Traffic and
Transportation,” and Table 5-6 in Section 5.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” in Chapter 5.0, “Other CEQA,” of the Draft
EIR.

Response to Comment 14-20

For the section of SR 33 south of Stuhr Road, the City General Plan upper LOS D limit is 18,000 vehicles per day
(vpd). The General Plan and Northwest Newman Master Plan traffic studies indicate that this threshold will be
exceeded. North of Stuhr Road, the Stanislaus County LOS D Standard ranges from 10,800 vehicles per day to
20,000 vpd. Regardless of the threshold, when the 18,000 vpd volume level is reached, SR 33 will be very busy.
The area between Stuhr Road and Fink Road has no major intersections and few side streets and driveways, so the
lack of “friction” allows the street to perform better at high-volume levels. County staff have experience with
major 2-lane roads of this nature operating successfully at over 18,000 vpd. These volumes would occur at full
buildout of the Specific Plan and the region in the cumulative scenario, so this condition may not happen for at
least 15 to 20 years. The project is expected to pay its fair share of the improvements that will be required. Based
on the procedures described in the traffic study, with existing volumes of 5,123 vpd, future 2035 plus project
volumes of 18,000 vpd and project traffic of 7,704 vpd, the project traffic would create a 59.8 percent increase.
Based on the assumption that most of these trips are generated by residents living south of this area, the project’s
fair share is calculated at 29.9 percent.

Response to Comment 14-21

Please refer to Response to Comment 14-7. The Newman traffic studies indicate that future traffic signals in the
SR 33 corridor in and near Newman will include intersections at Stuhr Road, Jensen Road, Yolo Street, and Inyo
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Street. Traffic from the Specific Plan will contribute to all four of the new traffic signals. These studies seem
reasonable because they are based on generalized standards for traffic signals being warranted when total
intersection volumes reach 24,000 vpd with at least 3,000 vehicles on one leg of the side street. All four of the
signals may not be warranted for many years. Mitigation Measure – Cumulative with Project Transportation 1:
Traffic Signal Installation has been revised to require fair-share contribution to the signalization of SR 33
intersections with Stuhr Road, Jensen Road, Yolo Street, and Inyo Street.

Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 14-22

See the updated TIP for responses. The City’s plans indicate this area will ultimately require four lanes, resulting
in a Specific Plan fair-share responsibility of 14 percent, as currently estimated. Mitigation Measure – Cumulative
with Project Transportation 1: Traffic Signal Installation has been revised to require fair-share contribution to the
signalization of SR 33 intersections with Stuhr Road, Jensen Road, Yolo Street, and Inyo Street. Please see
Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR. In addition, Mitigation Measure – Cumulative with
Project Transportation 2: Roadway Widening has been revised to require fair-share contributions to the widening
of SR 33 south of Stuhr Road to Inyo Street. Please see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR for revisions to the Draft EIR.

Please see the updated TIP, which is Appendix A of this Final EIR, starting on page 36, in particular. Please refer
also to Response to Comment 14-7.

Response to Comment 14-23

The Draft EIR uses the same fair-share calculation methodology recommended by Caltrans. However, based on
the City’s General Plan and Northwest Newman Master Plan traffic studies, within the SR 33 corridor south of
Stuhr Road, the Specific Plan fair-share calculation is approximately 14 percent. Please see the updated TIP,
which is Appendix A of this Final EIR, starting on page 36, in particular.

Response to Comment 14-24

Please see the Response to Comment 14-7 and the updated TIP. The calculated fair share for improvements to SR
33 within the City of Newman is 14 percent. Please see the updated TIP, which is Appendix A of this Final EIR,
starting on page 36, in particular.

Response to Comment 14-25

The Draft EIR utilized the Tri-County traffic model to evaluate traffic conditions. The model was used to evaluate
Existing Plus project, 2035 no project, and 2035 Plus Project. There would be no impacts to SR 33 north of the
City of Newman due to the fact that other area roadway improvements and the subsequent draw of traffic away
from this area. Although the project cannot alone improve the State Route 33 corridor, if and when improvements
are made, the project will pay a fair share of 14 percent. Because the project would not be solely responsible for
the improvements, and because the County alone cannot guarantee implementation of the required improvements,
the impact is considered significant and unavoidable. However, this does not relieve the County of the obligation
to contribute a fair share to the specified improvements as they are planned.



Crows Landing Final EIR AECOM
Stanislaus County 2.3.14-11 Comments and Responses to Comments

The Tri-County Traffic Model for travel demand forecasts was used in the analysis. The model geographically
covers the counties of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced. It was developed by the San Joaquin Council of
Governments (SJCOG) and recalibrated so that it closely replicated the existing conditions. In addition, three new
traffic analysis zones (TAZs) were developed for the project area, and loaded with the ITE trip generation into the
model for trip distribution and assignment. The model integrates the network and land use information from the
StanCOG model, the SJCOG travel demand forecasting model, and the Merced County Association of
Governments (MCAG) travel demand forecasting model. The combined model provides good coverage of the
study area, extending from Tracy-Stockton to the north to Los Banos to the south. The model was used to forecast
A.M. and P.M. peak-hour and daily trips. Therefore, this methodology provides an accurate forecast of
Cumulative plus Project Conditions.

Response to Comment 14-26

As stated in previous Responses to Comments 14-23 and 14-25, above, the Specific Plan’s fair share for
improvements along SR 33 within the city of Newman is estimated to be 14 percent.

Response to Comment 14-27

Please see previous Responses to Comment 14-22, above.

Development in the Specific Plan Area will fund its fair share of traffic improvements. Based on the City’s
General Plan, it appears that SR 33 will eventually need to be widened to four lanes to the southern City limits. As
stated in the responses cited above, the Specific Plan’s fair share of such improvements would be 14 percent.
However, based on current counts of about 6,000 to 7,000 vpd near the southern City limits, it will be many years
before widening is needed in this area.

Response to Comment 14-28

As used in this Draft EIR, fair share is defined as the proportion of traffic growth attributable to the Specific Plan
at a given location. Please see the Responses to Comment 14-22, above. Please see also the updated TIP, included
as Appendix A of this Final EIR.

Response to Comment 14-29

The Specific Plan envisions an airport in accordance with FAA Airport Reference Code (ARC) B II, which is
associated with small aircraft, such as the Cirrus SR22, Grumman Ag Cat, and Citation II (small business jet).
The facilities envisioned for the first 30 years of operation would not support large air cargo aircraft. Facility
development beyond the 30-year timeframe would occur based on demand, are not considered reasonably
foreseeable at this time, and are not envisioned in association with a specific aviation use.

If aviation demand changes and larger aircraft need to use the airport regularly, additional improvements will be
required such as runway lengthening, increased runway-to-taxiway separation, and new lighting and navigational
aids.

The Airport Layout Plan identifies approximately 132 acres for future aviation-related development, primarily on
the southwest side of the runway. Improvements would be constructed in that area as additional facilities are
warranted. Additional environmental review would be required at that time to evaluate the potential
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environmental effects associated with those improvements, including property acquisition, and necessary
revisions to the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan.

As detailed on pages 1-2 and 1-3, the Specific Plan and EIR anticipate the effects of subsequent projects proposed
within the Specific Plan Area, as well as infrastructure improvements needed to support future development
within the Specific Plan Area. Future projects that are consistent with the Specific Plan would either require no
further environmental analysis or focused environmental analysis. The County will examine all applications for
projects within the Specific Plan Area to determine whether additional CEQA analysis will be necessary. If
unanticipated changes to the airport element or other components of the Specific Plan are proposed, additional
environmental review and mitigation may be required. This EIR will be used for the tiering of later project-
specific reviews.

Response to Comment 14-30

Overflight policies serve primarily to establish the form and requirements for notification about airport proximity
and aircraft overflight to be given in conjunction with local agency approval of new residential development and
certain real estate transactions involving existing residential development.

ALP Exhibit CRO-5 in Appendix C of this Final EIR shows potential flight paths for the Specific Plan. This
information was used to develop ALUCP policy maps. The boundary of the overflight area for the proposed
Crows Landing Airport is depicted on proposed ALCUP Map CRO-5, Overflight Zones Policy Map. The
overflight area encompasses locations where approximately 80 percent or more of the aircraft overflight will
occur in conjunction with the proposed airport. The Newman City limits are about 6.5 miles from the nearest
runway end. Although some aircraft will fly over the City of Newman, the pattern of aircraft arriving and
departing the Airport will be dispersed based on the distance between the City and the proposed airport and the
different origins and destinations for each flight. At that distance from the Airport, the variation in flight paths by
the small aircraft is too great to support evaluation of overflights.

Please refer also to the Response to Comment 14-31.

Response to Comment 14-31

The geographic extent of the area associated with aircraft noise was evaluated in the Draft EIR, and the
geographic area associated with significant aircraft noise exposure does not extend to the City of Newman or its
sphere of influence. The City was not omitted from the analysis.

As described in Chapter 3.12, “Noise and Vibration”, neither the city of Newman nor the area in its sphere of
influence would be exposed to aircraft noise at levels exceeding regulatory thresholds. The California Code of
Regulations (CCR) states that “The level of noise acceptable to a reasonable person residing in the vicinity of an
airport is established as a Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) value of 65 dB for purposes of these
regulations.” As shown on Exhibits 3.12-6 and 3.12-7 in Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR, the area associated with
the 65 CNEL noise contour would remain entirely within the airport boundaries for the first 30 years of airport
operation.

The Stanislaus County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (2016) includes specific policies for proposed
development in areas exposed to aircraft noise at levels greater than 55 CNEL, and the policies summarizing land
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use and noise exposure are summarized in Table 3.12-9. As shown on Exhibits 3.12-6 and 3.12-7 in Section 3.12
of the Draft EIR, aircraft noise exposure within the 55 CNEL noise contour would remain almost entirely on
airport property for the first 10 years of aircraft operation and extends only to adjacent agricultural parcels for the
first 30 years of airport operation. Aircraft noise exposure at levels less than 55 CNEL are considered less than
significant. The City of Newman and its sphere of influence are located more than five miles from the Specific
Plan Area and the 55 CNEL noise contour.

Response to Comment 14-32

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The
comment seems to refer to ALUCP Exhibit CRO-5. The updated documents are included as Appendix C to this
Final EIR. ALP Figure 1A and ALUCP Exhibit CRO-5 have been revised to identify the location of the City of
Newman.

Response to Comment 14-33

The Specific Plan is envisioned primarily as a mixed-use industrial business park designed to support a variety of
light industrial, logistics, warehouse, distribution, office, and aviation-related land uses. Only the general aviation
airport, which will be constructed to reuse a former military runway (Runway 12-30), is fixed by size and
location. Please also see Response to Comment 14-29.

Response to Comment 14-34

The number and location of forecast aircraft operations used as input to the aircraft noise analysis is described in
the Draft EIR. As shown on Airport Layout Plan Exhibit CRO-5 and ALUCP Map CRO-5, more than 80 percent
of the aircraft overflight will occur outside of the city of Newman. A noise analysis was performed to identify
aircraft noise exposure within the flight pattern was also performed. As presented in Section 3.12, “Noise and
Vibration,” and Chapter 5.0, “Other CEQA,” of the Draft EIR, cumulative noise effects exceeding 65 CNEL
would remain entirely within airport boundaries, and cumulative noise effects exceeding 55 CNEL are unlikely to
extend beyond the airport and its immediately adjacent parcels during the first 30 years of operation. Aircraft
related noise exposure outside of the 55 CNEL noise contour is considered less than significant.
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2.3.15 LETTER 15, NORTHERN DELTA MENDOTA, DATED APRIL 26, 2018
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 15 – SAN LUIS & DELTA-MENDOTA WATER AUTHORITY

Response to Comment 15-1

The County appreciates the commenter’s review of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 15-2

The Draft EIR provides a detailed description of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act on page 3.10-22,
in Section 3.10,” Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 15-3

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The
following revision has been made to page 3.11-22 in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Draft
EIR. Please see also Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, “Errata.” These edits do not change the analysis or conclusions
of the Draft EIR. Rather, these revisions provide additional information regarding the Northern and Central Delta
Mendota Region GSAs.

Locally established GSAs are part of the Northern Delta-Mendota Management Committee, and
include the City of Patterson GSA, DM-II GSA, North-Western GSA, Patterson Irrigation
District GSA, and West Stanislaus Irrigation District – 1 & 2 GSAs. Together with other GSAs
established in the central and southern portions of the subbasin, they encompass an area of more
than 320,000 acres within the counties of Stanislaus, Merced, and Fresno.  Their boundaries are
as follows: the western boundary generally follows the Coast Range, the eastern boundary is the
San Joaquin River in Stanislaus County and the water district boundaries in Merced and Fresno
counties, the northern boundary is located to the south of the City of Tracy, and southern
boundary is the northern perimeter of the Westside subbasin. In February 2017, the Northern
Delta-Mendota Management Committee and the Central Delta-Mendota Management Committee
began coordinating with the SLDMWA to obtain coordinated access to administrative and
technical resources through the San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority to comply with the
sustainable management of groundwater pursuant to SGMA.

Response to Comment 15-4

Please see Response to Comment 15-5.

Response to Comment 15-5

As discussed in Responses to Comments 6-49 and 6-50, the evaluation presented in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR
and in the Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment prepared to support the EIR demonstrates that the Project
will not contribute to critical overdraft in the Delta-Mendota Subbasin because it will not contribute to
“undesirable results” as defined in SGMA. See Appendix B to the Final EIR for the Groundwater Resources
Impact Assessment.

Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR provides a detailed regulatory description of the
Stanislaus County Groundwater Ordinance. Page 3.10-25 of the Draft EIR states that Stanislaus County’s
Groundwater Ordinance is aligned with the requirements of Sustainable Groundwater Management Act. The
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Ordinance requires that applications for new wells proposed to be installed before a GSP is adopted include
substantial evidence they will not be withdrawing groundwater unsustainably. Impact 3.10-4 analyzes the
potential impacts of the Specific Plan on groundwater resources (pages 3.10-40 to 3.10-46 of the Draft EIR). The
Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment prepared to support the EIR provides the substantial evidence
required for wells associated with the Specific Plan. As discussed in Response to Comment 6-50, the
Groundwater Ordinance requires that the extraction permits issued for Specific Plan wells must be aligned with
GSP adoption and update cycles. Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b, “Conduct and Report Groundwater Level
Monitoring,” requires the County to coordinate with the Groundwater Sustainability Agency to prepare on
groundwater monitoring conducted as a part of implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the
vicinity of the Specific Plan Area. Groundwater level monitoring activities, findings, and reporting schedule will
also be defined in the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, along with the Minimum Thresholds and Measurable
Objectives required in a Groundwater Sustainability Plan that govern when investigation and intervention is
required and what adjustments to well field operation or other actions are required to avoid effects to existing off-
site wells.

In addition, development of groundwater resources to support the Specific Plan must comply with the Stanislaus
County Groundwater Ordinance. As stated on page 3.10-46 of the Draft EIR, prior to issuing a permit to construct
a new groundwater supply well, the County must review information and make a determination whether it
constitutes substantial evidence that the proposed groundwater extraction will not cause or contribute to one or
more of the above undesirable results. The Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment prepared to support the
EIR fulfills the substantial evidence requirement for demonstrating compliance with the sustainable groundwater
management requirements in the Stanislaus County Groundwater Ordinance. See Appendix B to the Final EIR for
the Groundwater Resources Impact Assessment.

Please also see Response to Comments 6-49 and 6-50.

Response to Comment 15-6

Please see Response to Comment 15-5. Please also see Response to Comment 6-49.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER 16 – KEN MUSTOE

Response to Comment 16-1

The commenter has made a general statement regarding disclosure of the project’s scope and evaluation of
impacts. Please see Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 16-2

There are a variety of ways a lead agency can characterize plans and projects. Draft EIR Table 2-1 (page 2-12)
lists each type of projected land use at the project site, along with a brief description of what that land use would
entail, and then specifies the number of acres at the project site that would be devoted to that land use. The land
uses are described on Draft EIR pages 2-12, 2-15, and 2-15, and are shown graphically in Exhibit 2-5 (page 2-13).
As stated on Draft EIR page 2-11, “[T]hese land uses would be developed in three 10-year phases to provide the
opportunity for approximately 14,000 to 15,000 jobs at full buildout.” The Draft EIR has clearly and
comprehensively identified and described the types of land uses that would occur, the locations where such land
uses would occur, and has stated the number of expected new jobs, as well the full complement of infrastructure
required to serve the project at buildout. The detailed project description from Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR supports
the comprehensive analysis of the project’s potential impacts on the environment throughout Chapters 3, 4, and 5.

See also Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 16-3

Please refer to Responses to Comments 6-10 through 6-20, 6-49, and 6-50 related to water supply and wastewater
treatment.

Response to Comment 16-4

Section 5.1, “Cumulative Impacts,” in Chapter 5, “Other CEQA,” of the Draft EIR describes the Cumulative plus
Project Conditions scenario. As described in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR, “Traffic and Transportation,”
mitigation measures would require signalization of the intersections of I-5 NB Ramps and Fink Road and I-5 SB
Ramps and Fink Road. With signalization of the intersections of I-5 NB Ramps and Fink Road and I-5 SB Ramps
and Fink Road, the resultant LOS would be LOS C or better, which meets the County’s goal of at least LOS C for
intersections. Please also see Response to Comment 6-64.

For information regarding trip generation methodology and calculations, criteria by jurisdiction, and required
intersection improvements please refer to the Transportation Infrastructure Plan, available as Appendix A to this
Final EIR.

Response to Comment 16-5

The Specific Plan does not propose a runway extension and does not include plans for air cargo terminal. The
proposed Crows Landing Airport Layout Plan identifies potential airport development over a 30-year timeframe.
The airport will include a 5,175-foot runway the first 30 years of operation. Although the Airport Layout Plan
identifies that a runway extension may occur after the 30-year planning horizon, the extension would occur only
as warranted by user demand and when funding is available. Therefore, this future runway extension is neither
reasonably foreseeable at this time nor identified as phased improvement. The potential effects of the future
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runway extension are considered Section 5.1.3, “Cumulative Impacts Analysis” of the Draft EIR. Supplemental
environmental analyses and revisions to the County’s Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan will be required prior
to the construction of a runway extension.

Please see Response to Comment 14-29, Master Response 1, and Master Response 2.

Response to Comment 16-6

Please see Responses to Comment 6-58 and 6-62 for further discussion related to selection of alternatives
considered in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 16-7

The commenter does not identify specific sites that are entitled for light industrial and business park development
in the city of Patterson or in the region. It is the commenter’s opinion that buildout of these sites should occur
before development of the Specific Plan.

See Responses to Comment 6-58 and 6-62 and Master Response 1.

Response to Comment 16-8

See Responses to Comment 6-58 and 6-62 and Master Response 1 for further discussion related to the project
objectives and selection of alternatives considered in the Draft EIR.
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3 ERRATA

Chapter 4 identifies revisions to the Draft EIR. The changes are presented in the order in which they appear and
identified by page number. Text deletions are shown in strikeout (strikeout) and additions are underlined
(underlined). These edits provide clarifications or additional supportive information and do not change the
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On page ES-43 of the Draft EIR, Table ES-1, the number of the following mitigation measure has been updated:

Mitigation Measure 3.15-45. Demonstrate Adequate Wastewater Treatment Capacity.

CHAPTER 2, PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Page 2-23 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

During Phase 1, the County may allow use of new on-site systems until the permanent sewer system and
ultimate connection to the City of Patterson Water Quality Control Facility has been completed for their
area served. If on-site wastewater treatment facilities are used, the systems will be required to meet
Stanislaus County’s Guidelines for Septic System Design and other relevant standards and other relevant
standards.

CHAPTER 3, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION
MEASURES

SECTION 3.2, AIR QUALITY

On page 3.2-20 of the Draft EIR, the following revised text was incorporated under the section entitled
“Methodology”:

The proposed project’s construction-related air quality emissions were estimated using California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.22016.3.2 (CAPCOA 20132016).

and

Regional operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors were also estimated using the
CalEEMod Version 2013.2.22016.3.2 (CAPCOA 20132016).

On page 3.2-21 of the Draft EIR, the following revised text was incorporated under the section entitled
“Methodology”:

Air quality emissions associated with TRUs were estimated assuming that approximately 60100 percent
of heavy-duty truck trips for Refrigerated Warehouses and 20 percent of heavy-duty truck trips for
General Light Industrial land uses, respectively, would be equipped with a TRU.

On page 3.2-21 of the Draft EIR, the following revised text has been incorporated under Methodology:
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The proposed project’s operational emissions at full buildout were modeled for the year 20352045, which
is the latest year for operational emissions in CalEEMod that is nearest to the anticipated full buildout
year of 2046. Annual operational emissions were compared with SJVAPCD thresholds of significance.

On page 3.2-23 of the Draft EIR, Table 3.2-6, the threshold of significance was updated:

4. Toxic Air Contaminants

Table 3.2-6
Thresholds of Significance for Toxic Air Contaminants

Carcinogens Maximally Exposed Individual risk equals or exceeds 1020 in one million

Non-
carcinogens

Acute: Hazard Index equals or exceeds 1 for the Maximally Exposed Individual
Chronic: Hazard Index equals or exceeds 1 for the Maximally Exposed Individual

Notes: Carcinogenic (cancer) risk is expressed as cancer cases per one million. Non-carcinogenic (acute and chronic) hazard
indices (HI) are expressed as a ratio of expected exposure levels to acceptable exposure levels.

Source: SJVAPCD 2015

On Page 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR, Table 3.2-7 the emissions estimates were revised based on use of the new
version of emissions model:

Table 3.2-7
Unmitigated Construction-Related Emissions

Construction Phase
Emissions (tons)1

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Phase 1 125.43118.17 165.30235.91 405.99186.74 1.100.98 66.6961.30 21.3618.61

Phase 2 30.1929.78 34.1855.60 92.7051.72 0.310.29 19.4922.48 6.236.67

Phase 3 39.9637.97 10.7867.81 24.0246.54 0.050.33 18.6322.18 5.046.48

Total Construction
Emissions

195.59185.92 210.26359.31 522.72285.01 1.461.6 104.82105.96 32.6331.76

Annual Average
Emissions (tons/year)2

6.526.20 7.0111.98 17.429.50 0.050.05 3.493.53 1.091.06

Maximum Annual
Emissions (tons/year)

15.3114.43 25.8035.14 58.127.96 0.150.14 8.367.74 2.642.27

SJVAPCD Thresholds
(tons/year)

10 10 100 27 15 15

Exceeds Thresholds?3 Yes Yes No No No No

Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate
matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particular matter less than or equal 2.5 microns in diameter;
ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

1 All emissions are shown in units of tons unless noted otherwise.
2 Total construction emissions were averaged over the total construction schedule (i.e., 30 years) to calculate annual average

construction emissions.
3 Significance is determined using the maximum annual emissions.
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Table 3.2-7
Unmitigated Construction-Related Emissions

Construction Phase
Emissions (tons)1

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Source: AECOM 20168

On page 3.2-27 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a was split into two measures to clarify enforcement
responsibilities for two distinct parts of the previous Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a. Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a from
the Draft EIR is now Mitigation Measures 3.2-1a and 3.2-1b. Compliance with requirements of the Air District’s
Rule 9510 is under Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a, with the Air District responsible for enforcement oversight. The
newly labeled Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b addresses the type of construction equipment used, and the County is
responsible for enforcement oversight. Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a has also been revised to mention the potential
to use a voluntary emissions reduction agreement to reduce emissions.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a: Comply with Current ISR and Use Current Phase Equipment for All Construction
Equipment.

As applicable, based on the project size thresholds specified in Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review),
projects within the Specific Plan Area shall comply with SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510 Indirect Source Review
(ISR) and reduce criteria air pollutant emissions consistent with SJVAPCD performance standards
through feasible on-site strategies and, if necessary, feasible payment of off-site mitigation fees to
SJVAPCD through a voluntary emission reduction agreement (VERA) or other appropriate mechanism.
Site developers/leaseholders/project applicants who wish to develop facilities in the Specific Plan area
shall construct all facilities using current phase construction equipment (currently Tier 4).

Implementation: Leaseholder/developer/contractors.

Timing: Demonstrate compliance prior to issuance of building permit.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County and SJVAPCD.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b: Use Current Phase Equipment for All Construction Equipment.

Site developers/leaseholders/project applicants who wish to develop facilities in the Specific Plan Area
shall construct provide for County review and approval a proposed inventory of equipment for
development within the Specific Plan Area that demonstrates use of all facilities using current phase
construction equipment (currently Tier 4).

Implementation: Leaseholder/developer/contractors.

Timing: Demonstrate compliance prior to issuance of building permit.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

On page 3.2-28 of the Draft EIR, the following revised text was incorporated under the discussion of
“Significance after Mitigation”:
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Compliance with regulatory requirements and the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a and
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b would reduce on-site construction-related air quality emissions.

On page 3.2-28 of the Draft EIR, Table 3.2-8, the emissions estimates were revised with the results from the new
version of the emissions model:

Table 3.2-8
Mitigated Construction-Related Emissions

Construction Phase
Emissions (tons) 1

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Phase 1 123.42116.02 136.96195.28 404.15188.00 1.100.98 64.1860.07 19.5017.21

Phase 2 28.9928.44 21.9946.70 94.3653.10 0.310.29 18.2421.43 5.426.05

Phase 3 38.7936.15 4.3461.91 27.2149.72 0.050.33 17.6721.24 4.546.00

Total Construction
Emissions

191.20185.92 163.29359.31 525.72285.01 1.461.60 100.09105.96 29.4631.76

Maximum Annual
Emissions (tons/year)

15.0514.43 23.3535.14 58.1527.96 0.150.14 8.197.74 2.492.27

Annual Average
Emissions (tons/year) 2 6.376.20 5.4411.98 17.529.50 0.050.05 3.343.53 0.981.06

SJVAPCD Thresholds
(tons/year)

10 10 100 27 15 15

Exceeds Thresholds? 3 Yes Yes No No No No

Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate
matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particular matter less than or equal 2.5 microns in diameter;
ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

1 All emissions are shown in units of tons unless noted otherwise.
2 Total construction emissions were averaged over the total construction schedule (i.e., 30 years) to calculate annual average

construction emissions.
3 Significance is determined using the maximum annual emissions.
Source: AECOM 20168
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On page 3.2-29, Table 3.2-9, the emissions estimates and associated text were revised with the results from the
new version of the emissions model:

As shown in Table 3.2-9, the proposed project’s annual long-term operational emissions would exceed the
SJVAPCD thresholds of significance for ROG, NOx, and CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The impact would be
significant.

Table 3.2-9
Crows Landing Annual Operational Emissions (Full Buildout)

Construction Phase
Emissions (tons/year) 1

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5

Area Sources 103.49103.54 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.000.43

Energy Sources 1.941.86 17.6516.90 14.8314.20 0.110.10 1.341.28 1.341.28

Mobile Sources 20.823.34 59.2328.22 241.6871.42 0.970.57 59.616.80 17.012.73

Transport
Refrigeration Units

38.0844.79 277.87326.83 399.76470.21 0.660.77 1.341.58 1.341.58

Aircraft LTO 11.46 44.97 - - - -

Total Operational
Emissions

175.79164.99 399.72416.93 656.48556.03 1.741.44 62.299.66 19.695.59

SJVAPCD Thresholds
(tons/year)

10 10 100 27 15 15

Exceeds Thresholds? Yes Yes Yes No YesNo YesNo

Notes: ROG = reactive organic gases; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = sulfur oxides; PM10 = particulate
matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particular matter less than or equal 2.5 microns in diameter;
ROG = reactive organic gases; LTO = landing and take-off; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.
NROG and NOX are the most critical emissions associated with aircraft and, as a result, other criteria air pollutants are not
reported.

1 All emissions are shown in units of tons unless noted otherwise.
Source: AECOM 20168

On page 3.2-30, of the Draft EIR, the following text has been incorporated into discussion of Impact 3.2-1:

To further reduce potential operational emissions associated with mobile sources, Mitigation Measure
3.2-1d would support the use of alternative transportation by future employees within the Specific Plan
Area.
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On page 3.2-30 of the Draft EIR, the label of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b was revised (to be labeled Mitigation
Measure 3.2-1c, instead) and the text was revised as shown below:

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1bc: Encourage Alternatives to Reduce the Single Occupant Vehicle
Commute.

Policy Six of the Stanislaus County General Plan reads “The County shall strive to reduce motor
vehicle emissions and vehicle trips by encouraging the use of alternatives to the single occupant
vehicle.” The project shall implement Policy Six through the incorporation of the following
strategies or alternative strategies determined to be equally or more effective in reducing the rate
of single-occupant vehicle commutes to the project site at buildout:

· Prior to the occupancy of the first building within the Crows Landing Industrial Business
Park, a TDM or similar program shall be established or an existing program, such as the
Commute Connection program, shall be designated to represent the project. The program
will provide a comprehensive strategy to reduce solo occupant vehicle travel by
employees, business vehicles including trucks, and visitors. The program shall identify
TDM goals for CLIBP, including goals to reduce daily travel and travel during morning
and afternoon peak-demand periods. The overall operational air pollutant emissions
mitigation performance standard is established by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District through Rule 9510, the Indirect Source Rule, requiring applicable
projects to achieve a minimum reduction of 33.3 percent of operational baseline NOX

emissions over a period of 10 years and a minimum reduction of 50 percent of
operational PM10 emissions over a period of 10 years. TDM goals for CLIBP shall be
established, monitored, and adjusted, if necessary, to contribute to this overall operational
air pollutant emissions mitigation performance standard.

· The CLIBP TDM program shall require mandatory annual employee surveys with a
response rate of at least 90 percent. The surveys will include, as a minimum, mode and
time of travel by employees. The CLIBP TDM program shall prepare an annual report
indicating status of compliance with the TDM goals established by the County.

· The individual companies and the CLIBP TDM program shall consider the following
items or other measures to reduce travel demand and achieve TDM goals:

· Encourage employers to use flex-time
· Carpool matching programs
· Preferred parking for carpoolers
· Van pool programs
· On-site facilities such as break rooms and shower facilities
· Establishment of employer sponsored shuttles from Turlock and Modesto
· On-site secure bicycle racks
· Bike share programs for employee usage at lunchtime
· Other measures
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· All employers operating within the Specific Plan Area shall participate in the TDM or
Commute Connection program or future program providing the same services to allow
employees to conveniently identify non-single occupancy vehicle methods to reach the
proposed project site. Employers should not be considered as separate entities, but rather
the entire site shall be considered collectively as a participating entity. The requirement to
participate in the Commute Connection program shall be included in leases for Specific
Plan developments. A person(s) shall be assigned to represent CLIBP on an ongoing
basis to coordinate with individual businesses.

· New development projects that anticipate 100 or more full-time equivalent employees
shall coordinate participation in the Commute Connection program or similar future
program to reduce employee commute trips and to promote transportation other than the
single passenger motor vehicle, including, but not limited to carpools, vanpools,
buspools, public transit, and bicycling. The employee commute trip reduction program
should include incentives, services, and policies. This program shall include preferential
parking in relatively more convenient locations for electric vehicles, carpools, vanpools
and other vehicles carrying commuter passengers on a regular basis.

· The County shall identify and accommodate at least one transit stop or commuter shuttle
to serve the project site that would provide feasible commuter service for project
employees.

Implementation: Stanislaus County and leaseholder/developer/contractors.

Timing: Demonstrate compliance prior to issuance of business license.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

On page 3.2-31, the following new mitigation measure was incorporated to reduce Impact 3.2-1:

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1d: Provide Transit to the Workplace.

· The County shall ensure that the placement and design of transit stops can accommodate public
transit for employees and patrons. The County shall identify locations to expand services,
including park and ride lots, to enable and encourage the use of transit to the workplace within the
Crows Landing Specific Plan Area. The placement and design of transit stops within the Specific
Plan Area shall be approved by the Stanislaus County Public Works Department based on
generally accepted transit planning principles.

· The County shall ensure on-demand transit service to the Specific Plan Area once employment
generating uses are established within the Specific Plan Area and fixed transit service upon
completion of Phase 2.

· The overall operational air pollutant emissions mitigation performance standard is established by
the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District through Rule 9510, the Indirect Source
Rule, requiring applicable projects to achieve a minimum reduction of 33.3 percent of operational
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baseline NOX emissions over a period of 10 years and a minimum reduction of 50 percent of
operational PM10 emissions over a period of 10 years. Transit to the Specific Plan Area shall be
established, monitored, and adjusted, if necessary, to contribute to this overall operational air
pollutant emissions mitigation performance standard.

Implementation: Stanislaus County.

Timing: Upon operation of employment-generating uses for on-demand transit and fixed
transit service upon completion of Phase 2.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

On pages 3.2-31 and 3.2-32, the following text was revised to reflect the re-labeling of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b
and the addition of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1d:

Significance after Mitigation

Compliance with SJVAPCD’s ISR (Rule 9510) would reduce operational impacts. The County requires
projects to comply with applicable SJVAPCD rules, including Rule 9510. Compliance with regulations
and implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1bc would help reduce long-term operational air quality
emissions associated with the proposed project. Mitigation Measures 3.2-1bc and 3.2-1d would include
measures to reduce VMT and vehicle trips, which would help reduce long-term operational exhaust-
related ROG, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions. Trip and VMT reduction would also reduce entrained
PM10 and PM2.5 road dust emissions. However, even with inclusion of these potential emissions
reductions, it is anticipated that the proposed project’s long-term emissions would continue to exceed
SJVAPCD thresholds of significance. There is no additional feasible mitigation available to the County
that would reduce this impact. Therefore, even with implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed
project’s operational emissions could violate or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation. As noted previously, the Specific Plan would accommodate employment options in
three of the five industries where there is the most out-commuting by residents, which could provide
some air quality benefit, although it is not possible at this time to quantify this potential benefit. This
impact would be significant and unavoidable.

On page 3.2-32, Mitigation Measure 3.2-2a was revised to reflect the division of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure
3.2-1a in to Mitigation Measures 3.2-1a and 3.2-1b, as noted above, to clearly distinguish enforcement associated
with the mitigation measure:

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2a: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a and Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b.

Compliance with regulatory requirements and the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a and
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1b would reduce on-site construction-related air quality emissions.

On page 3.2-34 of the Draft EIR, the following revision was made to Mitigation Measure 3.2-2b and the
discussion under the heading, “Significance after Mitigation,” to reflect the change to the mitigation label.
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Mitigation Measure 3.2-2b: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-1bc.

Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1bc would help reduce long-term operational air quality
emissions associated with the proposed project.

On pages 3.2-35 and 3.2-36 of the Draft EIR, the following revision was incorporated into the discussion of
Impact 3.2-3, Mitigation Measure 3.2-3a and the “Significance after Mitigation” discussion to reflect the division
of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.2-1a in to Mitigation Measures 3.2-1a and 3.2-1b, as noted above, to clearly
distinguish enforcement associated with the mitigation measure:

Table 3.2-8 presents construction emissions with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1ab, which
would help reduce diesel PM emissions. However, because construction activities would occur in later
years when fleet turnover and incorporation of higher tier (less polluting) equipment into construction
fleets has already occurred, reductions associated with Mitigation Measure 3.2-1ab would not be as
substantial in future years. It is anticipated that increased emissions control technology and standards will
occur in the future; however, at the time of this writing and development of CalEEMod, these standards
are not yet feasible to model. Thus, because there are sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site
that could be exposed to the total proposed project’s construction-related TAC emissions and the
unknown nature of construction activities, it is conservatively assumed that construction activities could
potentially expose receptors to substantial TAC concentrations and this impact is considered potentially
significant.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3a: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-1ab.

Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1ab requires the use of current phase construction equipment.
In December 2004, ARB adopted a fourth phase of emission standards (Tier 4) and engine manufacturers
are now required to meet after-treatment-based exhaust standards for NOX and PM starting in 2011 that
are more than 90 percent lower than current levels, putting emissions from off-road engines virtually on
par with those from on-road heavy-duty diesel engines. The impact is less than significant with
mitigation.

On page 3.2-36, the following text was incorporated into discussion of Impact 3.2-3.  The additional text was
provided to expand the discussion of potential exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air
contaminants from aircraft operations:

Operational Emissions

The proposed project would accommodate commercial and light industrial land uses, as well as aviation
land uses, that could generate TAC emissions. Potential TAC emissions associated with the proposed land
uses include stationary sources, manufacturing processes, and mobile sources, such as aircraft and diesel-
fueled heavy-duty trucks associated with goods distribution. To a lesser extent, proposed land uses could
also involve visitors and employees coming to and from the project site in diesel-fueled vehicles.
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Aviation land use is consistent with the proposed CLIBP Specific Plan. This type of use could result in
emissions of TACs from aircraft operations. Generally, approximately 10 percent of aircraft emissions are
emitted close to the ground surface (less than 3,000 feet above ground level). and the remaining 90
percent of emissions are emitted at altitudes above 3,000 feet. As an exception to this, approximately 30
percent of CO and hydrocarbon (HC) emissions are produced at altitudes below 3,000 feet (FAA 2015).
The proposed project does not propose residential uses, but it is possible that certain areas could include
daycare centers for employees’ children, which would be considered sensitive land uses. These receptors
and existing sensitive receptors surrounding the project site could be exposed to aircraft emissions.

Similar to vehicles, aircraft engines and jet fuel are regulated to limit harmful emissions. The potential
health impacts of these emissions have been of particular focus in recent research and regulations
pertaining to the aviation industry, which have focused on strategies to reduce aircraft emissions. For
example, ASTM D7566-18 was revised and approved in 2011 to include provisions for inclusion of up to
50 percent bio-derived synthetic fuel components with conventional jet fuel, increasing use of cleaner,
alternative fuels in aviation. In addition, in 2012, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) published
the Aviation Environmental and Energy Policy Statement, which asserts FAA’s commitment to
“environmental protection that allows sustained aviation growth” (FAA 2015).

Proposed aviation land use would initially include up to 2,000 annual aircraft operations (4,000 landing-
take offs [LTOs]), with the potential for growth up to 17,000 annual aircraft operations (34,000 LTOs) in
30 years. The level of operations at the proposed airport are extremely low relative to the average airport
operations in California, which was approximately 128,000 operations per airport in 2016 (FAA 2018).
Given the anticipated level of operations at the Specific Plan Area, a comparison with another airport
could be helpful in better understanding potential impacts. Planning for improvements to the Sonoma
County Airport took place in 2011 and included evaluation of the existing inhalation cancer risk and
acute, 8-hour, and chronic non-cancer hazard index for surrounding receptors (Sonoma County 2011).
Average temperature throughout the year in Sonoma County is similar to that in Stanislaus County. The
rainy season is relatively similar to that of Stanislaus County, although Sonoma County does tend to
receive more rain during the rainy season of November through March. The air quality assessment for the
Sonoma County Airport used mixing height data from Oakland, California, which is also the nearest data
station to the Specific Plan Area (US EPA 1972). The assessment was for up to 90,660 annual operations,
with a mix of about 7 percent jet aircraft, 89 percent piston aircraft, and 4 percent helicopter operations.
The jet and piston operations are similar to those proposed for the Specific Plan Area. Sensitive receptors
considered for the model ranged in distance from the runways from about 1,000 feet to over 1.5 miles, in
all directions. The analysis for Sonoma County Airport shows that the inhalation cancer risk would not
exceed 20 in a million at any receptor, the 8-hour and chronic non-cancer hazard index would not exceed
1, and that acute non-cancer hazard index for the nearest receptors could slightly exceed 1 for eyes and
respiratory system, which could cause irritation or exacerbation of pre-existing asthma and allergies. This
analysis is for operations over five times those of the proposed project. Therefore, it is highly unlikely
that health risks associated with aircraft operations of the proposed project would exceed SJVAPCD
thresholds of significance for TACs.
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SECTION 3.6, ENERGY

On page 3.6-6 of the Draft EIR, the following discussion of “Methods of Analysis” was revised to reflect the use
of a revised emissions model:

The County conducted an evaluation of potential energy impacts using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.22016.3.2, the California Energy Demand 2010–2020,
Adopted Forecast (CEC 2009), as well as documents and regulations pertaining to the proposed project.
Future energy demand was calculated based on proposed land uses and modeling conducted by AECOM
for the greenhouse gas inventory using the CalEEMod, Version 2013.2.22016.3.2.

On page 3.6-6, Table 3.6-3, the emissions estimates were revised to incorporate data using CalEEMod, Version
2016.3.2:

Table 3.6-3
Estimated Electrical and Natural Gas Demand from Implementation of the Proposed Project

Land Use Type Electrical Demand (kWh/year) Natural Gas Demand (kBtu/year)

General Light Industrial 130,197,000118,876,000 293,281,000281,226,000

Government Office Building/Public
Facilities

6,810,7606,748,800 9,233,5609,657,000

Refrigerated Warehouse 151,197,000148,339,000 952,800893,250

Office 30,134,70027,132,800 55,685,10053,009,100

Total 318,339,460301,096,600 359,152,460344,785,350

Notes: kWh = kilowatt-hours; kBtu = thousand British thermal unit

Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2015 and 2018

On page 3.6-7, the following discussion associated with Impact 3.6-1 was updated to reflect the revised data in
Table 3.6-3:

The proposed project’s annual electrical and natural gas demand would be approximately 318.34301
million kWh and approximately 359,152.46345.35 million British thermal units (MMBtu).

SECTION 3.7, GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

On page 3.7-10, the “Methodology” discussion was revised to identify the use of a new version of the emissions
model:

The proposed project’s GHG emissions were estimated using similar methods as those described in
Chapter 3.2, “Air Quality.” In addition to criteria air pollutants, CalEEMod Version 2013.2.2 2016.3.2
and Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s Roadway Construction Emissions
Model Version 7.1.5.1 can also estimate GHG emissions associated with construction and operational
activities.
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On page 3.7-16, Table 3.7-3 was updated to included revised emissions estimates using CalEEMod Version
2016.3.2:

Table 3.7-3
Construction-Related GHG Emissions

Construction Phase/Year Emissions (MT CO2e)

Phase 1 Subtotal 83,22992,894

Phase 2 Subtotal 21,96926,493

Phase 3 Subtotal 4,41630,972

Total Construction Emissions 109,613150,359

Annual Average Construction Emissions 3,6545,012

Amortized Construction Emissions1 3,6545,012

Notes: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent. Totals may not appear to add exactly due to rounding.
1 Construction emissions were amortized over 30 years.

Source: AECOM 20168

On page 3.7-17, Table 3.7-4 was updated to include revised emissions estimates using CalEEMod Version
2016.3.2:

Table 3.7-4
Operational GHG Emissions

Emissions Source Emissions (MT CO2e/yr)

Area 0.420.43

Energy 19,332126,749

Mobile 65,90264,475

Waste 11,41912,654

Water 6,25117,143

Transport Refrigeration Units 50,46959,804

High-GWP Refrigerants 19,180

Aircraft 175

Total Operational Emissions 175,118301,609

Amortized Construction Emissions1 3,6545,012

Total Annual Proposed Project Emissions2 178,772306,621

Project GHG Efficiency (emissions per service population)3 11.7620.44

Notes: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent; yr = year

Totals may not appear to add exactly due to rounding.
1 Construction emissions were amortized over 30 years, which is the assumed lifetime of the proposed project. See Table 3.7-1 for

detailed construction GHG emissions.
2 The proposed project’s total annual emissions include annual operational emissions added with construction emissions amortized

over 30 years.
3 The proposed project is anticipated to provide approximately 14,000 to 15,000 jobs at full buildout.

Source: AECOM 20168
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SECTION 3.8, GEOLOGY, SOILS, MINERALS, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES

On page 3.8-4 and 3.8-19 of the Draft EIR, a typo related to measured instantaneous subsidence rates has been
corrected:

Surveying conducted in support of this program indicates that the average subsidence rate near the
project site has been in the range of 0 to 01.5 0.15 feet per year between December 2011 and December
2015 (USBR 2016). Surveys conducted between December 2012 and December 2013 indicate slightly
accelerated short term subsidence rates during that time period between 0.15 and 0.3 feet per year
(USBR 2014).

This does not affect the analysis, findings, or mitigation in the EIR.

SECTION 3.9, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

On page 3.9-7 of the Draft EIR, the following text has been incorporated into the “Environmental Setting”
discussion:

Former Oil Pipelines

The former Old Valley Pipeline (OVP) and Tidewater Associated Oil Company (TAOC) pipelines may
be present along State Route (SR) 33. Therefore, one or both of these pipelines may be located
underground at the northeast corner of the project site. OVP and TAOC pipeline operations ceased in the
1940s and 1970s, and when pipeline operations ceased, the pipelines were taken out of commission.
However, the degree and method of decommissioning varied: in some instances the pipelines were
removed, while others remained in place. The OVP and TAOC pipelines were installed to depths of 10
feet below ground surface. The steel pipelines were typically encased in a protective coating composed of
coal tar and ACMs (Oliphant, pers. comm., 2018).

On page 3.9-18, of the Draft EIR, the following text and mitigation measure has been imposed on an impact that
is already less than significant:

However, the County has imposed the following mitigation measure to formalize the official route for
trucking access to the Specific Plan Area.

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Designate Official Trucking Route.

The County shall designate the official trucking terminal access route for the Specific Plan from
the Fink Road/Interstate 5 interchange directly to the Specific Plan Area. This trucking route shall
apply to large trucks regulated by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act, referred to as STAA
trucks.
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Implementation: Leaseholders/developers/contractors.

Timing: Establish prior to construction and enforce during construction and
operation of projects implemented within the Specific Plan Area.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

On page 3.9-23, of the Draft EIR, the following additional text has been incorporated into the discussion of
Impact 3.9-2:

Former Oil Pipelines

The Chevron Environmental Management Agency (Oliphant, pers. comm., 2018) conducted risk
assessments at numerous locations with known historical crude-oil release points along the former OVP
and TAOC pipelines. Analytical results from these risk assessments indicated that the crude-contaminated
soil was non-hazardous. Accordingly, if soil affected by the historical release of crude oil from these
former pipelines is encountered during construction activities at the northeast corner of the project site, it
may be reused as backfill on site. Furthermore, properly abandoned crude-oil pipeline may be left in the
ground. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.

SECTION 3.10, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

On page 3.10-22, the following text has been added to the “Regulatory Framework” discussion:

Locally established GSAs are part of the Northern Delta-Mendota Management Committee, and include
the City of Patterson GSA, DM-II GSA, North-Western GSA, Patterson Irrigation District GSA, and
West Stanislaus Irrigation District – 1 & 2 GSAs. Together with other GSAs established in the central and
southern portions of the subbasin, they encompass an area of more than 320,000 acres within the counties
of Stanislaus, Merced, and Fresno.  Their boundaries are as follows: the western boundary generally
follows the Coast Range, the eastern boundary is the San Joaquin River in Stanislaus County and the
water district boundaries in Merced and Fresno counties, the northern boundary is located to the south of
the City of Tracy, and southern boundary is the northern perimeter of the Westside subbasin. In February
2017, the Northern Delta-Mendota Management Committee and the Central Delta-Mendota Management
Committee began coordinating with the SLDMWA to obtain coordinated access to administrative and
technical resources through the San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority to comply with the
sustainable management of groundwater pursuant to SGMA.

On page 3.10-44, the following clarification has been made to Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b:

Mitigation Measure 3.10-4b: Conduct and Report Groundwater Level Monitoring

The County shall coordinate with the Groundwater Sustainability Agency to conduct prepare on
groundwater monitoring conducted as a part of implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan
for the vicinity of the Specific Plan Area. The exact construction, placement, and monitoring
methodology will be defined in a groundwater level monitoring program in the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan. Groundwater level monitoring activities, findings, and reporting schedule will also be
defined in the Groundwater Sustainability Plan, along with the Minimum Thresholds and Measurable
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Objectives required in a Groundwater Sustainability Plan that govern when investigation and intervention
is required and what adjustments to well field operation or other actions are required to avoid effects to
existing off-site wells. Groundwater level monitoring shall commence prior to project implementation to
establish baseline conditions.

SECTION 3.11, LAND USE AND PLANNING AND POPULATION, HOUSING,
AND EMPLOYMENT

The following revision has been made on page 3.11-19 to Impact 3.11-4 in Section 3.11, “Land Use and Planning
and Population, Housing, and Employment,” of the Draft EIR.

The purpose of the proposed project is to reuse the former Crows Landing military facility to create a
regional employment center that will provide local job opportunities to the residents of Stanislaus County,
some of whom may be unemployed at the time jobs are available at the project site. In addition, as
described in Chapter 2, “Project Description,” one of the objectives of the project is to provide
sustainable-wage jobs. CLIBP employees could reside in communities near the Specific Plan Area, such
as the cities of Patterson and Newman, and along the Interstate 5 and State Route (SR) 33 corridors.
Because the proposed project is located along primary transportation corridors, CLIBP employees also
could be drawn from adjacent San Joaquin and Merced counties. There is existing housing in
communities located along these corridors that could potentially serve employees., and o Over the 30-year
buildout of the project, it is likely that additional housing opportunities will be developed.

SECTION 3.13, PUBLIC SERVICES

The language from the County’s General Plan has been added on page 3.13-3:

Land Use Element

► GOAL FOUR – Ensure that an effective level of public service is provided in unincorporated areas.

► POLICY TWENTY-FOUR – Future growth shall not exceed the capabilities/capacity of the
provider of services such as sewer, water, public safety, solid waste management, road systems,
schools, health care facilities, etc.

► IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE 1 – The County shall continue to implement its Public Facilities
Fees Program, which is intended to help finance public facilities needed to maintain current levels of
service.

► IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE 3 – Benefit assessment districts, County Service Areas (CSAs),
Mello-Roos Districts, or other similar districts shall be formed as needed to pay for the cost of
providing ongoing appropriate services.

► IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE 4 – The County shall continue to work with independent fire
districts and health care districts to implement fees to help finance public facilities to support their
services.

► GOAL FIVE – Promote and protect healthy living environments.
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► POLICY THIRTY-ONE – The County shall support efforts to improve local health care options
through the siting of new facilities in locations with the infrastructure (including, but not limited to,
transportation and utility) to support both facility and client needs.

SECTION 3.14, TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

The following revisions were made to Mitigation Measure 3.14-1 in in Section 3.14, “Traffic and Transportation,”
of the Draft EIR:

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1: Off-site Traffic Signal or Roundabout Installations and Intersection Improvements.

The following intersections are expected to meet signal warrants during peak-hour periods when the
project is in place. The impact can be alleviated by installing traffic signals at the intersections where
LOS would be degraded in exceedance of relevant thresholds. The affected jurisdictions can consider
roundabouts as an alternative to traffic signals. The project shall contribute on a fair-share basis to the
following improvements.

Phase 1

► Signalize Intersection 14. Sperry Avenue / SR 33 (City of Patterson Caltrans)
► Signalize Intersection 24. West Ike Crow Road / SR 33 (Stanislaus County)
► Signalize Intersection 26. Fink Road / Bell Road (Stanislaus County)
► Signalize Project Entrance / Fink Road (Stanislaus County)

Fink Road Interchange – Contribute on a fair-share basis to the improvement of the Fink Road
interchange. Improvements recommended for the Fink Road interchange include signalizing the
northbound ramps prior to completion of Phase 1 and widening the roadway beneath the freeway
to create a westbound left turn lane at the southbound ramps intersection.

Phase 2

► Signalize Intersection 22 20. Marshall Road / SR 33 (Caltrans)
► Signalize Intersection 22. Marshall Road / Ward Avenue (Stanislaus County)
► Signalize Intersection 25. Fink Road at/ SR 33 (Stanislaus County)

Implementation: Leaseholders/developers/contractors will contribute on a fair-share basis to fee to
reimburse for off-site improvements and implementation will be directed by
Stanislaus County.

Timing: Prior to completion of Phase 1 and Phase 2, as specified.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

Significance after Mitigation

With the signalization of Intersections 24, 26, Project Entrance, 22, and 25, the resultant LOS would be
LOS C or better. The impact at these intersections is considered less than significant with mitigation.
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For Intersections 14 and 20, signalization would allow LOS of D or better. However, the County cannot
guarantee that this improvement would be implemented since this would be under the jurisdiction of the
City of Patterson Caltrans. This impact is significant and unavoidable.

SECTION 3.15, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

On pages 3.15-2 and 3.15-3, the “Environmental Setting” discussion was revised to clarify the use of an acronym
and correct the name of the resource cited:

Wastewater flows from the WHWD are discharged into the Patterson Trunk Sewer, which conveys sewer
flows to the City of Patterson Water Quality Control Facility (WQCF) for treatment (Stanislaus Local
Agency Formation Commission [LAFCO] 2016:5). The City of Patterson owns and operates the 240-acre
WQCF, which is located approximately 9 miles north of the project site at 14901 Poplar Avenue. The
WQCF provides wastewater transmission, treatment, and disposal for both the City of Patterson and the
community of Diablo Grande. The City of Patterson WQCF has a current design capacity of 2.25 million
gallons per day (mgd) average dry-weather flow, but it has a reliable treatment capacity of 1.85 mgd
(Blackwater Black Water Consulting Engineers 2017).1 As of 2016, the WQCF treats 1.44 mgd average
dry-weather flow (Blackwater Black Water Consulting Engineers 2017). The City anticipates that flows
to the WQFC at buildout of all known planned development within the City of Patterson, its sphere of
influence, and the community of Diablo Grande would exceed the design capacity of the treatment plant.
Table 3.15-2 shows the estimated WQCF average dry-weather flow at buildout of the City of Patterson
and Diablo Grande.

Table 3.15-2
Estimated City of Patterson Water Quality Control Facility Average Dry-Weather Flow (mgd)

Year City of Patterson Diablo Grande Total
2018 1.51 0.05 1.56

2029 2.15 0.11 2.26

2040 2.49 0.16 2.65

2050 2.80 0.22 3.02

Buildout 5.54 0.75 6.29

Note: mgd = million gallon per day

Source: Blackwater Black Water Consulting Engineers 2017

The City has prepared improvement plans and acquired land to expand the WQCF capacity. WQCF
expansion, generally referred to as the Phase III Expansion, would increase the plant capacity by 1.25
mgd to bring the total plant capacity to 3.5 mgd with a reliable treatment capacity of 3.1 mgd (Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 2007, Blackwater Black Water Consulting Engineers
2017). The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board has already authorized expansion of the
facility under Order R5-2007-0147, which was issued in November of 2007 (Central Valley Regional

1 The existing reliable capacity for the WQCF differs from the permitted capacity. The WQCF’s waste discharge requirements
identified in Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Order R5-2007-0147 include effluent nitrogen limits that have
been challenging for the older treatment facilities at the WQCF to meet. Therefore, the City of Patterson considers the reliable
capacity of the WQCF to be less than the permitted capacity to ensure compliance with the waste discharge requirements.
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Water Quality Control Board 2007). Additional WQCF expansion will be required to treat wastewater
flows at buildout of the City of Patterson and Diablo Grande. Phase IV and Phase V expansions would
increase the WQCF reliable treatment capacity to 4.25 mgd and 6.5 mgd, respectively (Blackwater Black
Water Consulting Engineers 2017). It is expected that future expansions would occur before the WQCF
exceeds reliable capacity.

On page 3.15-10 of the Draft EIR, the following text in the discussion of “Methodology” was revised to provide
additional clarity:

► Technical Memorandum. Potential Impacts to Patterson Wastewater Facilities from Crows Landing
Industrial Business Park (Blackwater Black Water Engineering Consultants 2017)

On pages 3.15-15 and 3.15-16, the following revisions have been incorporated into Impact 3.15-4:

Implementation of the proposed project would require construction of on-site wastewater collection and
conveyance facilities. The Crows Landing Industrial Business Park Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure and
Facilities Study (Sanitary Sewer Study) was prepared for the proposed project to identify wastewater
collection and conveyance facilities design (VVH Consulting Engineers and AECOM 2016b).

Backbone wastewater collection and conveyance infrastructure facilities necessary to serve Phase 1
include gravity trunk mains, a 2.66-mgd sanitary sewer lift station southwest of the Marshall Road and
State Route 33 intersection, a 0.0650.32-mgd sanitary lift station south of the airfield near the Delta
Mendota Canal, and an 12-inch force main within Marshall Road to convey effluent to the existing off-
site WHWD 18-inch trunk main in Ward Avenue. This temporary connection will be replaced with a
permanent connection to the proposed South Patterson Trunk Sewer at the intersection of Bartch Avenue
and Ward Avenue as part of Phase 2. The gravity trunk mains, lift station, and force main would be sized
to accommodate effluent from Phases 1, 2, and 3 (VVH Consulting Engineers and AECOM 2016b:9).

The proposed South Patterson Trunk Sewer would be designed to have sufficient capacity to
accommodate flows at buildout of the Specific Plan. The City of Patterson would correct the pipeline
deficiencies in the Ward Avenue trunk line at the intersection of Ward Avenue and M Street and upsize
existing 21-inch sewer pipes to 24 inches prior to serving the Specific Plan (VVH Consulting Engineers
and AECOM 2016b:19). New wastewater infrastructure would be constructed per design criteria
identified in the City’s Wastewater Master Plan.

On pages 3.15-16 and 3.15-17, the following revisions have been incorporated into the discussion of Impact 3.15-
5:

IMPACT
3.15-5

Increased demand at City of Patterson Water Quality Control Facility (WQCF). Implementation
of the proposed project would result in an increase in wastewater flows that exceed the current City
of Patterson WQCF design capacity. This impact is considered significant.

Wastewater treatment for the proposed project is anticipated to be provided by the City of Patterson
WQCF, which has a current design capacity of 2.25 mgd average dry-weather flow and a reliable
treatment capacity of 1.85 mgd (Blackwater Black Water Consulting Engineers 2017). As of 2016, the
WQCF treats 1.44 mgd average dry-weather flow. The City has prepared improvement plans and acquired
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land for WQCF expansion to achieve a design capacity of 3.5 mgd, with a reliable capacity of 3.1 mgd.

Phases 1, 2, and 3 of the project could generate an average dry-weather flow of 0.394 mgd, 0.223 mgd,
and 0.274 mgd, respectively, for a total of 0.891 mgd average dry-weather flow at site buildout
(Blackwater Black Water Consulting Engineers 2017). This estimate is based on accepted industry
standard loading factors and input from the County of Stanislaus and the City of Modesto. The estimate is
conservative and does not consider California Green Building Standards or the Specific Plan policies that
reduce water use. Section 5.303 of the California Green Building Standards covers indoor water use and
includes policies to reduce the overall use of potable water by 20 percent. Section 5.304 covers outdoor
water use and requires irrigation controllers and sensors to reduce water use. Compliance with the
California Green Building Standards would reduce water use and associated wastewater generation. The
Specific Plan also promotes water efficiency and conservation, by encouraging energy star appliances,
water sensitive design techniques, individual water metering, drought-tolerant and native plant
landscaping, and by making reclaimed water available for cooling and other industrial uses.

The City of Patterson did not account for the project’s wastewater flows in its planned design expansion
to 3.5 mgd. Wastewater treatment capacity is allocated on a “first come, first serve” basis. Early phases of
development would generate wastewater flows that could be accommodated by on-site septic systems, as
described above in Impact 3.15-4, or by the WQCF, if sufficient capacity is available. Because there are
other approved and planned projects in the Patterson area, it is possible that capacity may need to be
added to the WQCF to serve one or more phases of the proposed project, should these other projects
break ground before the proposed project. The City’s Wastewater Master Plan examines alternatives to
expansion of the WQCF to handle 7.0 mgd and serve 76,000 residents, 675 acres of commercial
development, and 2,227 acres of industrial development. Subsequent projects and leasehold development
would be required to pay fair-share fees to the City of Patterson for wastewater treatment. Capacity
expansion for the WQCF could be required to provide for the proposed project’s long-term wastewater
treatment demands. This impact is considered significant.

On page 3.15-17, the description of Mitigation Measure 3.15-5 was revised to provide greater clarity:

Mitigation Measure 3.15-5: Demonstrate Adequate Wastewater Treatment Capacity.

Before the County will issue any building permit for a use proposing to connect to public sewer or
construction of backbone sewer infrastructure connecting to the WHWD sewer line, the project applicant
will shall be required to provide written documentation to verify that existing treatment capacity is, or
will be, available at the WQCF to support the proposed development. If treatment capacity is provided at
the City of Patterson WQCF, projects within the Specific Plan Area shall contribute on a fair-share basis
to the cost associated with such treatment capacity. Written documentation may include proof of
executions of all financing agreements and/or other mechanisms, to the satisfaction of the City of
Patterson, to ensure and that any physical improvements required to treat wastewater associated with the
proposed development will be in place prior to occupancy.
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Implementation: Leaseholders/developers/contractors.

Timing: Prior to issuance of any building permits.

Enforcement: Stanislaus County.

CHAPTER 4, ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 2 would reduce the scale of the Specific Plan and wastewater demand requiring treatment at the City’s
WQCF. Table 4-5 in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR has been revised accordingly. This edit does not
change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Table 4-5
Comparison of Infrastructure Improvements Needed

Type Alternative 2 Proposed Project
Dry Utilities
(Electricity,
Natural Gas,
Communications)

Utility service would be provided by Pacific Gas & Electric
Company (PG&E) (natural gas), Turlock Irrigation District (TID,
electric) and AT&T (communications). Utilities would be located
in joint trenches along the western or southern sides of on-site
roadways.

Same as Alternative 2.

Sewer Alternative 2 would require the construction of gravity trunk
mains, a 2.66-Million Gallons per Day (MGD) sanitary sewer lift
station southwest of the Marshall Road and State Route 33
intersection, a 0.0650.32-MGD sanitary lift station south of the
airfield near the Delta Mendota Canal, and a force main within
Marshall Road to convey effluent to the existing Western Hills
Water District (WHWD) trunk main in Ward Avenue. Less
development under Alternative 2 would generate less wastewater
as compared to the proposed project.

Same as Alternative 2,
plus the construction of
a force main to convey
sewage from the site to
the City of Patterson
wastewater treatment
facility.

Storm Drainage To accommodate flows on Little Salado Creek, an existing channel
south of the airport would be improved. The existing box culverts
would be replaced by three 4-by-8-foot box culverts to convey
flows beneath the runway.

Same as Alternative 2,
plus the creation of a
detention basin in the
northeast corner of the
project site to detain
flows.

Water On-site groundwater wells and wellhead treatment would fulfill
site demand. Under Alternative 2, existing on-site groundwater
wells would be developed with a wellhead treatment system to
provide water to the Fink Road Corridor, Bell Road Corridor,
airport, and 15 acres of the Public Facilities area. Infrastructure
development would include distribution pipes and valves, the
construction of a water storage tank east of the intersection of
Davis and Fink roads, and a well booster pump station. As with the
proposed project, Alternative 2 could potentially connect with the
City of Patterson water system or the Crows Landing Community
Services District for blending or redundancy, but not for water
supply.

Same as Alternative 2,
plus additional
infrastructure (pipes,
valves, a water tank, and
pump station). The
project could potentially
connect with the City of
Patterson water system
or the Crows Landing
Community Services
District for blending or
redundancy, but not for
water supply.

Roadways See above under the heading “Traffic and Transportation.” See above under the
heading “Traffic and
Transportation.”
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CHAPTER 5, OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

On page 5-32, Table 5-5, the following revisions have been made to Intersections 9 and 13. This does not affect
the findings or mitigation measures in the Draft EIR.

Table 5-5
Intersection Level of Service: 2035 No-Project and 2035 plus Project Conditions

Intersection Traffic
Control Type

2035 No-Project 2035 plus Project
A.M. Peak P.M. Peak A.M. Peak P.M. Peak

Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS
9 Ward Avenue / M Street Signalized 35.5 D 33.3 C 48.0 D 97 38.9 FD

13 Las Palmas Avenue / SR 33 Signalized 21.0 C 21.0 C 30.66.0 C 24.1 C

The following revisions were made starting on page5-34 of the Draft EIR to Mitigation Measure Cumulative with
Project Transportation 1: Traffic Signal Installation and Cumulative with Project Transportation 2: Roadway
Widening and text explaining the traffic analysis as it relates to the City of Newman. These revisions do not affect
the findings in the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measure – Cumulative with Project Transportation 1: Traffic Signal Installation

The project shall contribute on a cumulative fair-share basis to the signalizations for Intersections
1, 2, 10, 11, 14, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 25. The project shall also contribute on a cumulative fair-
share basis to the signalization of the following intersections:

· Fink Road / Davis Road (Stanislaus County)
· Fink Road / Ward Avenue (Stanislaus County)
· I-5 NB Ramps/ Fink Road (Caltrans)
· I-5 SB Ramps/ Fink Road (Caltrans)
· SR 33 intersections with Stuhr Road, Jensen Road, Yolo Street, and Inyo Street.

Implementation: County of Stanislaus / Caltrans

Timing: Prior to completion of Phase 3

Enforcement: County of Stanislaus Public Works Department / Caltrans

The Transportation Master Plan, under separate cover and available for review on file with the County
Planning and Community Development Department, presents estimates of the project’s fair share of the
cost of each of these improvements. The calculation of the project’s fair share may change based on
planning and development that could occur between the present time and buildout of the project. With
signalization of the intersections of Fink Road and Davis Road, Fink Road and Ward Avenue, I-5 NB
Ramps and Fink Road, and I-5 SB Ramps and Fink Road, the resultant LOS would be LOS C or better.
The Fink Road/Davis Road and Fink Road/Ward Avenue intersection improvements would occur under
the jurisdiction of the County. The impact is less than cumulatively considerable with mitigation.
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The I-5 northbound ramps/Fink Road intersection and I-5 southbound ramps/Fink Road intersection are
under Caltrans’ jurisdiction. The County cannot guarantee that these improvements would be
implemented. There is no additional feasible mitigation. This cumulative impact is considered significant
and unavoidable.

For the fair-share contributions to recommended improvements identified for the cumulative without
project scenario, LOS C or better would be achieved at the intersections of Carpenter Road and West
Main Street, Crows Landing Road and West Main Street, and Crows Landing Road and Marshall Road.
City of Newman traffic studies indicate that future traffic signals in the SR 33 corridor in and near
Newman will include intersections at Stuhr Road, Jensen Road, Yolo Street, and Inyo Street. The Specific
Plan will contribute on a fair-share basis to signalizations of these intersections. In addition, although
signalization would achieve LOS C or better for the intersections of I-5 southbound ramps and Sperry
Road, I-5 northbound ramps and Sperry Road, Ward Avenue and SR 33, Olive Avenue and SR 33, Sperry
Avenue and SR 33, Marshall Road and SR 33, and Fink Road and SR 33, each of these improvements is
under Caltrans’ jurisdiction and the County cannot ensure implementation. The impact is considered
significant and unavoidable.

Roadway Segment Operations

With the addition of project-related traffic to cumulative conditions, additional roadway segments will fall
below relevant LOS thresholds. The impact is cumulatively considerable.

Mitigation Measure – Cumulative with Project Transportation 2: Roadway Widening

The project shall contribute on a cumulative fair-share basis to the improvement to Roadway
Segment 16, West Main Street west of Carpenter Road: from two to four lanes, and the
improvement to Roadway Segment 19, I-5 north of Sperry Avenue: from four to six lanes. The
project shall also contribute on a cumulative fair-share basis to the following roadway widening
improvements:

· Roadway Segment 4. SR 33 south of Stuhr Road, north of Newman to Inyo Street: from two
to four lanes

· Roadway Segment 8. SR 33 between Marshall Road and Sperry Avenue: from two to four
lanes

· Roadway Segment 20. I-5 between Fink Road and Sperry Avenue: from four to six lanes

Implementation: Caltrans / County of Stanislaus

Timing: Prior to completion of Phase 3

Enforcement: Caltrans / County of Stanislaus Public Work Department

The Transportation Master Plan (under separate cover and available for review on file with the County
Planning and Community Development Department) presents estimates of the project’s fair share of the
cost of each of these improvements. The calculation of the project’s fair share may change based on
planning and development that could occur between present and buildout of the project. Providing four
lanes on SR 33 between the city of Newman and Stuhr Road would provide LOS D, as would four lanes
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between Marshall Road and Sperry Avenue. Adding two lanes to I-5 between Fink Road and Sperry
Avenue would provide LOS B. However, the County cannot guarantee that these improvements would be
implemented because they would be under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and would depend on the
availability and prioritization of State and federal funds. There is no additional feasible mitigation
available. This impact is significant and unavoidable.

For the fair-share contributions to roadway widenings identified under the cumulative no project scenario,
a LOS of C or better would be achieved on West Main Street and East Las Palmas Road west of
Carpenter Road and on I-5 north of Sperry Avenue. However, the County cannot guarantee that the
improvements would be implemented for I-5 because these improvements would be under the jurisdiction
of Caltrans and because the improvements would depend on the availability and prioritization of State and
federal funds. This cumulative impact is significant and unavoidable.

Regarding the widening of SR 33, from Marshall Road to Sperry Avenue, this segment is 12,300 feet in
length. In the city of Patterson, the four-lane section of SR 33 has a width of about 60 feet for four-lanes
undivided plus parking on one side. Widening is needed by the completion of Phase 2 of the development
when combined with 2035 growth traffic. During Phases 2 and 3 of the project, it may be worthwhile to
consider adding a third center left turn lane at existing intersections to enhance both the safety and
capacity of SR 33 and delay the need for four lanes.

For SR 33 south of Stuhr Road and north of the city of Newman, this section of roadway will exceed two-
lane capacity by the end of Phase 3 of the project when combined with 2035 background traffic. SR 33
through Newman is planned in the City’s General Plan appears to have an ultimate width of three four
lanes south of Stuhr Road in and north of the existing urbanized area City limits. If such a road section
were extended north to Stuhr Road with signalization and other intersection improvements at Stuhr Road,
this is anticipated to supply adequate capacity (TJKM 2017). In the busiest location along SR 33, the
Specific Plan will contribute approximately 7,700 vehicles per day (vpd). In this location, Specific Plan
volumes would constitute 28 percent of the growth. If the traffic is split 50-50 to account for one trip end
in Newman and one trip end in the Specific Plan Area, a reasonable fair share allocation for the impacts
caused by Specific Plan traffic is approximately 14 percent. As stated in Mitigation Measure –
Cumulative with Project Transportation 2, the Specific Plan will contribute on a cumulative fair-share
basis to the widening of SR 33, south of Stuhr Road to Inyo Street, from two to four lanes.

Starting on page 5-37, the following clarifications have been made to the Draft EIR, which do not impact any
findings or mitigation measures:

Water Supply

Implementation of the project would result in the increased demand for water supplies. Water supply for
the project site would be provided through existing (non-potable) and new (potable) groundwater wells
from the Delta-Mendota Groundwater Subbasin. Groundwater levels underlying or near the proposed
project site appear to have minimal net change and appear to be hydrologically balanced (AECOM 2016).
A groundwater contour map provided by DWR based on well data show that 2006 groundwater levels did
not change markedly from 1996 levels (City of Patterson 2011). Some studies of groundwater elevations
have shown some decline during recent years attributable to abnormally low rainfall throughout the state
and increased groundwater pumping to meet demands that would normally be met from surface water
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sources, but that over time, groundwater elevations are relatively stable, which would indicate a
hydrologically balanced condition (VVH Consulting Engineers and AECOM 2016). The hydrographs for
State Well No.’s 06S08E20D002M and 06S08E09E001M span the period from 2011 to the present. In
general, these hydrographs suggest that groundwater levels near the project site recover quickly after
pumping ceases, as indicated by relatively consistent water elevations by season (see State Well No.
06S08E09E001M). Overall, water levels near the project site have been stable since 2011, which
indicates that recent pumping rates near the project site have been sustainable on an annual basis, even
during the drought (JJ&A 2016:3-3). Based on this information, significant cumulative effects related to
groundwater level drawdown are not occurring or anticipated in or near the Specific Plan Area under
current groundwater management conditions.

Based on groundwater modeling conducted for the Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Stanislaus County Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program (JJ&A 2018), the County
estimates the total average surface water supply provided within the Delta-Mendota Subbasin north of the
Merced River to be approximately 282,000 acre-feet/year. The total average groundwater supply provided
in the Delta-Mendota Subbasin within the County (including district pumping, municipal pumping, and
private pumping) is estimated to be approximately 148,000 acre-feet/year. Water suppliers in the Delta-
Mendota Subbasin within the County include The County has created four Groundwater Management
Areas, including the North County, Modesto, Turlock, and the Westside Groundwater Management
Areas. The project site is located in the West Side Area. The County has estimated the water supply in the
Westside Area to be 383,000 acre-feet per year (afy) (333,500 from surface supplies and 49,500 from
groundwater supplies) (Stanislaus County 2008). Westside Area water suppliers include:

► City of Patterson
► City of Newman
► Del Puerto Water District
► Westley Community Services District
► Patterson Irrigation District
► Oak Flat Water District
► Western Hills Water District (outside the groundwater basin but receives surface water deliveries

from the subbasin area)
► Crows Landing Community Services District
► West Stanislaus Irrigation District
► Eastin Water District
► Central California Irrigation District
► El Solyo Water District

Long-term groundwater demand forecasts associated with the above water agencies and with non-agency
agricultural and domestic groundwater extraction are currently uncertain because the Groundwater
Sustainability Plans (GSPs) required to comply with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA) are still being developed, and the outcome of other regulatory requirements that could
profoundly affect the nature of water supply availability in the area (i.e., the Bay-Delta Water Quality
Control Plan amendments proposed by the State Water Resources Control Board) are currently uncertain.
Simulation of a range of long-term groundwater demand trends for the recently certified “Program
Environmental Impact Report for the Discretionary Well Permitting and Management Program,
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Stanislaus County, California,” under which the Specific Plan wells will be permitted, indicates that, in
the absence of GSP implementation, there is a theoretical potential for groundwater levels to decline by
tens of feet in some areas, depending on the amount and distribution of future groundwater extraction
increases. Under such a scenario, the use of some existing wells could be adversely affected, groundwater
supplies could become less economical and less available, and other adverse environmental, economic
and societal effects could occur. However, development and implementation of GSPs under SGMA is
required to mitigate such adverse effects, and to prevent “Undesirable Results,” as defined in SGMA and
in the County Groundwater Ordinance. GSPs will define the sustainable yield of the subbasin, identify
any special management areas, define management objectives, criteria and thresholds, and establish
monitoring networks. After GSPs are adopted, GSAs will be responsible for their implementation and
enforcement, with specific requirements to avoid future Undesirable Results, and to ameliorate any
existing Undesirable Results by 2042 in accordance with defined milestones. If GSAs fail to adopt
adequate GSPs, or fail to adequately implement them, the SGMA requires the State to intervene to ensure
that the sustainability requirements are met. The Groundwater Ordinance also allows the County to
intervene and regulate unsustainable groundwater extraction prior to state intervention, providing an
additional safeguard against unsustainable groundwater extraction.  For these reasons, although the
precise nature of the measures contained in local GSPs cannot yet be known, their effect on cumulative
environmental impacts related to groundwater level decline and storage depletion are a regulatory
certainty that will be enforced by both the State and the County. The actions required to be implemented
by GSAs to comply with SGMA will decrease any cumulative effects resulting from groundwater
extraction, avoiding a significant cumulative impact.

Water supply by the water agencies listed above occurs in a broader context than groundwater use alone,
and involves surface water sources (deliveries from the State and federal water projects, diversions from
the San Joaquin River, and use of reclaimed wastewater) and associated diversion, treatment and
distribution systems. In addition, water deliveries may be affected by water exchange agreements between
districts or their customers that include surface, as well as groundwater supplies, and by the Warren Act.
This regional interdependence of supply and demand is made more complicated by the fact that the
proposed amendments to the Bay Delta Water Quality Control Plan are not yet finalized, and their
potential effects on regional supply and demand relationships are not yet known.

Additional agricultural water demand and urban demand, such as in the City of Patterson, would increase
water demand, and projects that rely on groundwater may cause the groundwater levels to decline.
Changes in agricultural practices could increase water demand or could increase groundwater recharge,
depending on the soils, among other factors. Urban development of agricultural land with relatively
higher water demand agricultural operations could represent a net decrease in water demand. The addition
of impervious surfaces associated with urban development would decrease groundwater recharge in most
cases. At this time, the County is unable to determine how a water demand with the scale of the Specific
Plan would interact with other regional demand and supply changes, and whether the cumulative changes
could adversely affect the water supply systems of the cities, community service districts, water districts,
and irrigation districts listed above, either by affecting the water demand those systems must serve, or
through changes in the amount of or sources of water supplies available to them. whether changes in
agricultural practices and development in the Westside Area would increase water demand and reduce
groundwater recharge so that supplies become unsustainable. Considering the magnitude of development
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included in the cumulative context, the County conservatively assumes there could be a significant
cumulative impact.

A water supply assessment (WSA) was prepared in compliance with SB 610 to determine whether the
projected available water supplies would meet the project’s water demand. The total projected water
demand based on proposed land uses in the project site at buildout is an estimated 2,819 afy. The WSA
concluded that the proposed potable and non-potable groundwater wells would be sufficient to meet the
water supply demands of the proposed project in normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years. Groundwater
levels underlying the near the proposed project site appear to have minimal net change and appear to be
hydrologically balanced (AECOM 2016). The Delta-Mendota Subbasin is reported to be relatively stable,
with no indication of long-term decline or cone-of-depression. A groundwater contour map provided by
DWR based on well data show that 2006 groundwater levels did not change markedly from 1996 levels
(City of Patterson 2011).

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 provides for local control of groundwater
sustainability with state oversight. The law states that groundwater resources should be managed
sustainably for long-term reliability and multiple economic, social, and environmental benefits for current
and future beneficial uses. To achieve its goals, the Act requires local agencies to develop and implement
groundwater sustainability plans in critically overdrafted basins by 2020 and high- and medium-priority
groundwater basins by 2022. While the Act identifies specific requirements for groundwater monitoring
and use, it does not affect water rights, and it only grants state agencies the power to prohibit groundwater
withdrawals after the agencies determine that local efforts are not sustaining groundwater resources.
Stanislaus County is currently preparing a groundwater sustainability plan to meet the requirements of the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.

The Specific Plan includes goals, policies, and design guidelines, including goals to incorporate water-
sensitive site design principles in the landscape, infrastructure, and building design, including on-site
stormwater management. The Specific Plan calls for water conserving plants, including California natives
and drought tolerant plant materials to ensure compliance with State and County water-efficient landscape
standards, and minimizing lawns and turf grass. Other than the Specific Plan water-efficient designs,
which demonstrate consistency with California and Stanislaus County water-efficient standards,
compliance with California Green Building Code standards that reduce indoor potable water demand by
20 percent and landscape water usage by 50 percent, the pursuit of a strategy to supplement groundwater
supply with surface water, and the County’s preparation and implementation of a groundwater
sustainability plan, there is no additional feasible mitigation which can be identified at this time that
would allow the County to achieve the basic project objectives and further reduce water demand. The
impact is significant and unavoidable.
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