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Appendix N   Comments and Responses 

 

Pursuant to National Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental Quality Act 

requirements, the draft NCC EIR/EIS was circulated for public review and comment. 

The draft environmental document was circulated for a 69-day review by agencies and 

members of the public from August 9, 2017 to October 16, 2017. 

Notices of Availability for the draft environmental document and notice of public 

hearings were sent to property owners, residents, public agencies, emergency 

responders, transit agencies, civic and community groups, chambers of commerce, 

school districts, environmental groups, and other interested parties likely to be 

interested in the corridor. A total of 4,348 letters were mailed to inform the public of the 

availability of the draft environmental document.  

The Notice of Availability to review the draft environmental document and the invitation 

to the public hearing were prepared in English and Spanish. Public notices announcing 

the availability of the draft environmental document included the date, time, and location 

of the public hearing. The public hearing was advertised in announcements that 

appeared in the Modesto Bee, published on August 9 and September 1, 2017, Oakdale 

Leader, published on August 9 and September 6, 2017, and Riverbank News, published 

on August 9 and September 6, 2017. A public notice in Spanish was also placed in Vida 

en El Valle, on August 9 and September 6, 2017. Notices were also posted with the 

Stanislaus County Clerk’s Office. Availability of the environmental document was also 

announced in The Federal Register on September 1, 2017. The Notices of Public 

Hearings were also made available on the Caltrans website 

(http://www.dot.ca.gov/d10/x-project-sr108northcountycorridor.html#News). 

The draft environmental document was available for public viewing at the following 

locations: 

• Caltrans District 6: 855 M Street, Suite 200, Fresno, CA 93721  

• Caltrans District 10: 1976 E Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard, Stockton, CA 
95205 

• Riverbank City Hall, 6707 3rd St, Riverbank, CA 95367 

• Oakdale Public Works Department, 455 South 5th Ave, Oakdale, CA 95361 

• Modesto City Hall, 1010 10th St, Modesto, CA 95354 

• Stanislaus County Public Works Department, 1716 Morgan Rd, Modesto, CA 
95358 

• Stanislaus County Public Library: 1500 I Street, Modesto, CA 95354  

• Riverbank Library: 3442 Santa Fe Street, Riverbank, CA 95367  

• David F Bush Oakdale Library: 151 S 1st Ave, Oakdale, CA 95361 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/d10/x-project-sr108northcountycorridor.html#News
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• Big Valley Grace Library: 4040 Tully Road, Modesto, CA 95356

The draft environmental document was available on the Caltrans District 10 and 

Stanislaus County websites at: 

• (http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist10/environmental/projects/ncc99to120/index.html   and
http://www.stancounty.com/publicworks/ncc-main.shtm)

The final environmental document will be made available at these same locations and 

on the Caltrans District 10 website. 

The Project Development Team held a Public Hearing on Thursday, September 7, 

2017, for the North County Corridor Project Tully Road to SR-120 (New State Route 

108). The Public Hearing was held from 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. in the Gene Bianchi 

Community Center in Oakdale, California. 

The Public Hearing provided members of the public and other interested parties an 

opportunity to learn more about what is being planned and to comment on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Statement (NCC EIR/EIS) and Draft 

Section 4(f) De Minimis Finding for the project. Copies of the documents were available 

at the hearing for review. 

The Public Hearing was publicized through a jumbo postcard invitation sent by first-

class U.S. mail, public notices (advertisements) in local newspapers, and a news 

release to print and broadcast mainstream and alternative media that serve the project 

area. 

305 persons were signed in at the Public Hearing and provided a print program for the 

evening and a comment sheet, and invited to dictate comments, if preferable. 

The Public Hearing was conducted in an open house format. Attendees were invited to 

sign in as they entered the Community Center and were then met by Caltrans, the local 

North County Corridor Transportation Expressway Authority (NCCTEA), and other 

engineering and environmental project team specialists who accompanied them through 

the extensive map displays and other information stations. 

Comment sheets were provided and attendees dictated comments to the court 

reporters. 

This appendix contains 160 comments received during the public circulation period of 

the draft NCC EIR/EIS . These include 128 individual comments, 2 federal agency 

comments, 2 state agency comments, 4 local agency comments, and 24 public hearing 

transcript comments. Each comment received during the public circulation period 

includes a Caltrans response following the comment. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist10/environmental/projects/ncc99to120/index.html
http://www.stancounty.com/publicworks/ncc-main.shtm
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List of Comments Received 

A total of 160 comments were received from 152 individuals, 2 federal agencies, 2 state 

agencies, and 4 local agencies regarding the North County Corridor Project. A summary 

list of commenters and the dates on which comments were received is detailed below.  

State Clearinghouse 1: (Received via letter on October 17, 2017) ............................................. 1 

State Clearinghouse 2: Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources, Northern District, 
Sacramento (Received via letter on September 7, 2017) ............................................................ 4 

State Clearinghouse 3: (Received via letter on October 10, 2017) ............................................. 8 

AGENCY COMMENTS ............................................................................................................. 16 

Comment 1: California Transporation Commission (Received via letter on Nov 21, 2017) ........16 

Comment 2: US Environmental Protection Agency (Rcvd via letter on Oct 16, 2017)................19 

Comment 3: San Francisco Water Power Sewer (Received via letter and email on September 
28, 2017) ...................................................................................................................................23 

Comment 4: United States, Dept. of Army, Dept. of Defense, Base Realignment and Closure 
Division (BRAC) (Received via email on August 30, 2017)........................................................42 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS.......................................................................................44 

Comment 5: Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee (Received via letter on 
October 16, 2017) .....................................................................................................................44 

Comment 6: City of Modesto (Received via letter on September 22, 2017) ...............................46 

Comment 7: City of Riverbank (Received via letter on September 19, 2017) ............................50 

Comment 8: City of Oakdale (Received via letter on September 19, 2017) ...............................61 

COURT REPORTER COMMENTS ...........................................................................................72 

Comments 9 through 32 (Received via court reporter on September 7, 2017) ..........................72 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ...............................................................................................................95 

Comment 33: [No Name] (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ........................95 

Comment 34: Ctvrtlik, [No First Name] (Received via phone call, response provided via email 
on August 14, 2017) ..................................................................................................................97 

Comment 35: Jackson, [No First Name] (Received via email on August 17, 2017) ................. 101 

Comment 36: [No Last Name], Christine (Received via phone call, response provided via email 
on September 1, 2017) ........................................................................................................... 103 

Comment 37: Hansen, George Tim (Received via mailed comment card on Sept 29, 2017)... 105 

Comment 38: Abell, Belinda K. (Received via comment card on September 27, 2017) ........... 107 

Comment 39: Absher, Ann (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ................... 110 

Comment 40: Absher, Mike (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .................. 112 

Comment 41: Adams, Jerry (Received via letter on October 16, 2017) ................................... 114 

Comment 42: Albert, Mario, First Riverbank L.P. (Received via letter on Sept 20, 2017) ........ 120 
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Comment 43: Alford, Francine (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .............. 126 

Comment 44: Allen, Ron (Received via email on September 8, 2017) .................................... 128 

Comment 45: Amos, Anna (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ................... 131 

Comment 46: Ayre, Jonna (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .................... 133 

Comment 47: Baker, Charlonia M. (Received via mailed comment card on Sept 13, 2017) .... 137 

Comment 48: Barbano, Anthony (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .......... 140 

Comment 49: Barbano, Carolyn (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ........... 142 

Comment 50: Barnes, Brandy J. and Eric J. Sousa (Received via letter on October 4, 16, and 
31, 2017) ................................................................................................................................. 144 

Comment 51: Barnes, Elizabeth and Jay (Received via mailed comment card on October 4, 
2017) ...................................................................................................................................... 153 

Comment 52: Barzan, Richard (Received via letter on October 12, 2017) ............................... 155 

Comment 53: Bevan, Jon/John (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ............ 157 

Comment 54: Boyett Petroleum (Received via letter on September 22, 2017) ........................ 160 

Comment 55: Brentlings, David (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ............ 163 

Comment 56: Brunn, Gerald E. Law Offices of Brunn & Flynn (Received via letter on October 
13, 2017) ................................................................................................................................. 165 

Comment 57: Bryant, Fran and Dan (Received via mail on September 18, 2017) ................... 167 

Comment 58: Burchell, Tom, The Burchell Nursery, Inc. (Rcvd via letter on Sept 25, 2017) ... 170 

Comment 59: Burtschi, Alfred H. (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .......... 172 

Comment 60: Calderon, Adan (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .............. 174 

Comment 61: Camillo, Carrie and Ramon (Received via comment card on Sept 7, 2017) ...... 176 

Comment 62: Casey, Sandi (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .................. 178 

Comment 63: Cordano, Robert and Colleen (Received via comment card on September 7, 
2017) ...................................................................................................................................... 180 

Comment 64: Connolly, Richard and Jill K. (Rcvd via comment card on Sept 22, 2017) ......... 182 

Comment 65: Corey, Peggy and Brad (Received via comment card on October 15, 2017) ..... 184 

Comment 66: Corwin, R.J. (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ................... 187 

Comment 67: DeMelo, Vic (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .................... 189 

Comment 68: Denison, Benjamin and Helga (Received via email on September 26, 2017) .... 191 

Comment 69: de Visser, Brum (Received via mail on September 18, 2017) ........................... 193 

Comment 70: DeShon, James (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ............. 195 

Comment 71: Diesburg, Lawrence (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ....... 197 

Comment 72: Duran, Leroy (Received via email on October 4, 2017) ..................................... 199 

Comment 73: Eblen, Harold and Marcia (Received via comment card on Sept 7, 2017) ......... 201 

Comment 74: Eblen, Marcia (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ................. 203 

Comment 75: Emery, John (Received via comment card on September 13, 2017) ................. 205 

Comment 76: Evans, Denise (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ................ 207 
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Comment 77: Field, Mrs. J.D. (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ............... 209 

Comment 78: Fogarty, William and Bonnie (Received via email on October 11, 2017) ........... 212 

Comment 79: Fries, Mary Lou (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .............. 214 

Comment 80: Garcia, Mary and Joe (Received via email on September 29, 2017) ................. 216 
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Comment 88: Helbling, Michael and Vicki (Received via comment card on Sept 7, 2017) ...... 233 

Comment 89: Hendrix, Dan (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) .................. 235 

Comment 90: Hendrix, Kathy (Received via comment card on September 7, 2017) ............... 237 

Comment 91: Hernandez, Diego (Received via email on August 28, 2017) ............................ 239 
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Letter from State Clearinghouse 

 

E"dnmnd 0. Drown Jr. 
G \ ·cmor 

ST A T E OF CA LI F O R N I A 

Go vernor's Office of P la nn ing an d Resea rch 

S eate Clea r i ngho u se and P la n ni ng Un it 

October 17. 2017 

Juan T orres 
California Depanmem of Tran ponat.ion District 6 
855 M S1, uite 200 
Fres110, CA 9'721 

Subject: No11h Coumy orridor New ia1e Rome I08 Projec1 and Route Adapt ion 
SCH#: 20 l 0082078 

Deor Juon To1Te5: 

Tht State Clearinghouse Sllbmined the above named Drafr EIR ro selected state agcncie~ for review. On 
the enclosed Documenl Derails Report please no te lhlll 1h" Clearinghouse ha, ti.s•ed the s tate agencies I.ha! 
reviewed your documenr. The revfrw period closed on Octobe r 16, 2017, a11d the commet1ts from rhe 
re ' ponding agency (ie ) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package 1s not in order, please no tify the tate 
Clearinghouse immediardy. Please refer 10 tile pmject'~ ten-d i~il S1a1e Clearinihouse number in fiuure 
co.re pondence so tha1 we may re~pond promptly. 

Please note that Section 2110.f(c) of!heCalifomio Publ ic Resource Code states tha t: 

''A responsible or 01h~r public agency shall only make •ubslan t.ive commen ts regarding those 
ac tivi ties involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are 
required to be carried ou1 or app roved b)' tile agency. Tho~ comments shall l>e upponed by 
specific documentation." 

These comments are forwarded fur Lise in pn:paring your final envirunmemal document . ~ould you ueed 
more infonnotion or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that yo u contact the 
commenting agency directly. 

Th is let1er acknowledges tliat you hive complied with the Staie Ckaringhouse review requirements fo r 
draft en,·ir-onmenlal documems. pursuant to the Cali fomia Environmental Quality Act Please contac t the 

ta le Clearinghou ·eat (9 16) 445-061' if you have an)' questions regarding the environmenta l review 
process. 

Sincerely, 

~?; ~ ~:: ·; 
D irec cot, State C learingho u..se 

nclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

1~00 TEN'l'H SfREr.T ?.0 BOX l0.1.1 SACRAJ\IE:N70, CA IJIFORNIA 9~812-30+1 
TEL Wl6)-l--l 5-0G l 3 F • .\.'\(916) 323-3018 w\fw.opr.ca .gov 
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St.ate Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# 201001120111 
Prcjc<:C Ti((c Null.I· c,.:un.y c-.,·i1Jl:1 \J~'I,',' StJt·~ R<:utc JU$ Pro. ,;,ct U C H\1UI~ At:q~• <," 

L~:.td A_gr.ncy G~llf.~·1s 1.•6 

Type EIR. l.)•:;n CIR 
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L-Ouu::1:-.~· t:y s~ 1C{FSR 120 un th:;; nt1rth .. Kicrmir A\·C.'SP.. ;2 •:.,.:,;:;1anb;,I He O'I t l,; f.Oulh T .. 1 !/ n,.! ! ill 

1hr: .-.--r:::f, ;:in;! I :;ir csi~:~r R,j ~r O·,) 8-'~l. Tt,:, 1¢t ) l8f>;r.h c( 11:c :,'<:j (':~:! i;: ,,:.,prux 2 z ffilr;~. 

Lead Agency Contact 
,\';,m~ J u:111 T: .. w :.,t;: 

Agi:-1,c:, 
Pllone 
email 

CAlil(:nil'I r:°'!l'fo.:•·!n-'!,ll ,·,, r. :111~11:.:,t,;1 ,it•'"'•· Di\s:··•;l tl 
tt:>i,.-1•1~-l.: I:'"~ 

Addrc~~ 85,:!, r.1 ,:1 , Sl.i::: ?110 

City h tt~m: 

Project Loc~tion 
Sl,:ri•~lnu;, 
t-ll~~~P.811':. m ,·Y:':;tllk, n :~kOA <:' 

i .-• 4l"•t.l .. /'" N: l.l•J~:.,W 11 .. El" \\• 

Cr..mnfy 
C.'ty 

Region 
L9tlt.ong 

C•w~S11•tt$ 
P;uc~f No. 

t,1r,Hcnry-A•,cJl<iam. • ,t..ve :o SH ·12t\'Al!es R•~ or L31l!':>t'!;:,::,1 R\! 
f.•1!l -OP-7•;)' 

Sec!io,> 1 

Proximity to: 
Hi!1h,·n,ys Mw>' 00, 1C8 12-: 

Airp,orl;; H:1w1:: 
R;ti/w,~y .. '!' .si~f'>. R:lil(,~:~:·1 

WYf<:,w~y!!'t :ilAllik.'t' .. I~ !<l,·A' :-inll (";,Hh,11:111 •'.';1:;c-: 
Scl,oo{~ •:.;11111::t;liA A\•f, Ct; 
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Project {S$(1CS ... -. , ... ~;l·1r;li;;.",..'i•..:lt=.1; /•((li..:;1,ltui;.1! L.:ind; t,j• l)u.i!il;t'": Arctlaeclcgt:•HH,l,~11c; ~ (H:gir.-.,1 H~~• .. 11~;...: 
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Gccl1J~idSci::rrK:· Gt,:;·.-.•lh rn::11.dng: L;;r(lu~e: Miner.;!$: Nf'llf,"I. Pnrui'fli•lll•~ ( ,.,:'lin;) R:,-l;;rw: Pl,.b'"i:; 
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T:>.xi:.'H.iz:.:i r•:ou:;: T r~1ic:c r.::u•.;ncn . ._,..:')>Jf11l'lll•.~o. 'tisll'!r \~•i:tlily; \','ati:· Sl•l'l'•I)'; Y\'td;.1n\'Rr.\Jrion 

Re,,iew·,'"n;, Rt~1Jl11~ .,; ~ .,vff::i: c-,,ntrnt Vall-'Y Flood ?rct:elic, E! ,::3r<1: cepartmtcr: ,~l r ~~h n,•,1 \'Oi!•llil:>, Fi,'. .. ~J'Y* -i: 
Agencies l½f,;;1mi:,il : ,,1 cnn~~,...~ 'ie,n; o:::,,, .. 11brl!':'1I v ·p,111o; <•fill R.:.x:1~:ion: C::llt·<'ns. :,r ... is):.:;of A.;;'Onaull,~s. 
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l :>#!A St;,,.•,~f!':ll;hl;'l C:,--:,:,l•~ I! ~J:,lj•;~ Am,;1i,.:.1·, I l,;1it.'!J<.1 Conrri~sion Public Llt:1 t .esComm ;;~1cn 
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Response 1 to State Clearinghouse: Thank you for your comments acknowledging the 

project’s compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 

documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document.  
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Letter from State Clearinghouse: Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources, 
Northern District, Sacramento 

 

 

Doa.5ign Envebpe ID· 2423FCD8-D261-4D87-t7F6-SF77075A46AC 

S1a1e or Cahforrta • Nalural Resru1ces Agency 
Depar mml o Conse'Va 101 
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 

orthem District- Sacramento 
80 KStre I · MS 130b 
Sao- mer10. CA !15814 
1916) 322-11 0•-A)(9 16 445-33 19 

September 7, 2017 

State Clearinghouse 
PO Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 

Subject: CEQA proiect: SCH #2010082078 
Lead Agency: Caltrans #6 

Edmund G. Brown Jr., Goverior 
Kenneth A. Harris r .. Sfdl9 0,f nd Gas S,per-,iso, 

~t~>.._'~ Wt .k~,e,., 
\ \\~ }J' 
ti' :I. 

]01ern-0( 0~1ce oi Planning Rtstirch 

S~P O'i 2017 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

Project Title: North County Corridor New State Route 108 Project and Route Adoption 

Ladies/Gentlemen: 

The Division of Oil , Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Division) oversees the drilling, operation, 
maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of oil, nalural gas, and geothermal wells. Our regulatory 
program emphasizes the wise development of oil, natural gas, and geolhermal resources in the state 
th rough sound engineering practices that protect the environment. prevent pollution, and ensu-e public 
safety. Northern Cali fornia Is known for Its r1c11 gas nelds. Division starr have reviewed lhe corridor for the 
proposed project and no known oil or gas wells were found. The enclosed map shows known wells located 
ear the project area. For futu re rererence you can review wells located on private and public land at the 

Division's website: ht ps·//~ecu1,:, ccr,s,:,rv::ition c~ govANellSe~rch 

If during the course of development of this proposed project any unknown well(s) Is discovered, the Division 
should be no ·r.ed immediately so that the newly discovered well(s) can be incorporated into the records 
and investiga ed. The Division recommends tha t any wells found in the course of this project and any 
pertinent information obtained after the issuance of this letter, be communicated to the appropriate county 
recorder for inclusion in the title information of the subject real property. This is to e sure that present and 
future property owners are aware of (1) the wells located on the property, and (2) potentially significant 
issues associated with any improvements near oil or gas wells . 

No wall work maybe parfonnned on any oil or gas well without written approval from the Division i the form 
of an appropriate permit. Th is includes, but is not limited to, mitigating leaking fluids or gas from abandoned 
wells, modifications to we ll casings, and/or any other re-abandonment work. (NOTE: the Division egulates 
the depth of any well below final grade {depth below the surface of the ground). Ti le 14. Section 1723.5 
of the Cartfomia Code of Regulations states that all well casings shall be cut off at least 5 feet but no more 
than 10 feet below grade. If any well needs to be lo,,,,ered or raised (i.e. casing cut down c,- casing riser 
added) to meet this grade regulation, a permit from the Division is requi red before work can start.) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

1~rt0~ 
~Hn~~rdlow 
Noru1ern District Deputy 

Enclosure ( 1 ) 
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Response 2 to State Clearinghouse: Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources, 

Northern District, Sacramento: Thank you for your comments and confirming that no known oil 

or gas wells were found within the project area. If during the course of developments any unknown 

well(s) are discovered, the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources will be notified. These 

comments have been included in the Final Environmental Document.  
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Letter from State Clearinghouse: Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

 

Wat r Boards 

Central V lley Region I Water- Quality Cont..-ol Boar-d 

10 Oc ober 2017 

J a Torre5 
Galifo a De artme o Transp alion, istri 6 
855 M S eet. Suite 20 
Fresno, CA 93 21 

OCT 17 2017 

CERTI I D AIL 
91 7199 999 7 35 B360 39 

CO MENTS TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW FOR T HE DRAFT ENVIRON ENT AL IMPAC 
REPORT, ORTH COUNTY CORRIDOR NEW STATE ROUTE 108 PROJECT AND ROUTE 
ADOPTION PROJECT, SCH# 2010082078, STANISLAUS COUNTY 

Sta e Clean ou ' 11 S e ~r 2017 r q e5t.the Cen I Va ey Re ion,il 
Co rel oa (Central alley Water Board) has re · ewed t e Reque t for Rev· w 
nvr onment Impact Report for the orth Cou Corridor N v State Ro le 10S 

Project a d Route option r~ecl, located in S nisl Cou ty. 

our age is delegate wl h Iha respons Ill y o protecting the ali1y of ·ace and 
gro n 1aters oft state; t erefore o r com men will addres cone rns sur n ing th ose 
1ss es 

I. Regulatory Sett.Ing 

ome cases, 

C, .. ... .. .. 
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North County Corridor New State Route 
108 Protect and Route Adoption Project 
Stanislaus County 

- 2 - 10 October 2017 

th& United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Basin Plan amendments 
only become effective after they have been approved by the OAL and in some cases, the 
USEPA. Eve ry three (3) years, a review of the Basin Pfan is completed 1hat assesses lhe 
appropria1eness of existing standards and evatuates and prioritizes Basin Planning Issues. 

F0< more infonnabon on the Water Quality Control Plan for the SacrBmento and San 
Joaquin RNar Basins, please visit our website: 
http:J/,.vww.waterboards.ca.gov/centralvalley/water_issue.slbasln_p!ans/. 

Antidegradation Considerations 

All wastewat er discharges must com~y with the Antidegradaiion Policy (State Water Board 
Resolv1ion 6-8-16) and the Antidegradation Implementation Policy contained in the Basin 
Plan. The Antkiegradation P~icy is svailatxa on pa,ga IV-15.01 at: 
http://\wN,.vJaterboards.ca.gov/centralval1eywater_issues/basin_plans/sacsjr.pdf 

In paM R slates· 

Any disol>arge of waste fo high quality wat•rs must apply best practicable troolmenl or 
control not cnly to prGvont a condiJion of polturion or nuisance from or.cum·ng, but also to 
maintain the highest water quality possible consistent with the maximum b9!16fit to the 
people of the State. 

This Information must be presented as an analysis of lhe impacts a110· potential impacts 
of the dischargs on wafer quahty, es measured by bBck,ground conc9ntmtions and 
applicable water quality abjeciiYes. 

The antidagradation analysis- is a mandatory etemenl in the National Pollut ant Discharge 
Elimination System and land discharge Waste Discharge Requiremenls (1/'/DRs) perm~hng 
processes. 'The environmental review document shou!d evaluate pOtential impacts to both 

II. Permitting Requirements 

Construction Storm Water Genera1 Permit 
Dischargers whose pre¢ct disturb one or more acres o! soil a,: where projects disturb less 
than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs 
one or more- aa-es, are required to ob-ts!n coverage under the General Permit for Storm 
Wa1er Discharges Associated with Construction Activities {Construction General Petmit), 
Construction General Perml1 Order No. 2009-009-DWQ. Cons1ruction activity subject to 
this permit includes clearing, grading, grubbing, disturbances to the ground. such as 
stockpiling, « excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities pertonned to 
restore the o riginal llne, grade, or capacity of the faeillty. The Construction Genera! Permit 
requires the development and impfementa1ion of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
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North County Corridor New State Route 
108 Project and Route Adoption ProJ~t 
Stanislaus County 

(SWPPP). 

. 3 . 10 October 2017 

For more information on the Construction General Permtt. visit the State Water Resources 
Control Board website a t: 

http://wwv1.waterboard$.ca.gov/wa1er_is-sues/programs/stonnwatertconstpermits.shtml. 

Phase I and II Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System fMS4) Permits' 
The Phase J and II MS4 permits require the Permittees reduce polh..rtants and runoff flows 
ftom new dev&lopment and redevelopment using Bes1 Management Practices (BMPs) to 
the maximum ex1ent practicable (MEP). MS4 Permittees ha~ their 01i.vn development 
S13!lda.rds, also known as Low Impact Oevelopment (LJD)/post·construetion &tandards that 
include a hydromodification component. The MS4 permit& also require specific design 
concepts f0< LID/post.oonstroction BMPs in th~ eat1y stages of a project during the 
entitlement and CEQA process and the devetopment plan review process;. 

For more information on which Phase I M$4 Permit this project applies to, visit the C-entral 
Valley Water Board websne at 
http:l lwvN1.waterboards.ca.gov/centralval!ey/water_i&sue$/storm_watetlmunicipal_permitsJ. 

For more infocmation on the Caltrans Phase I MS4 Permit, \/isit the State Water Resourees 
Con1ro1 Board at: 
h!lp:/Awtw,waterboards.c.a.govJ\t1ater_issues/pr09ram$/stormwater/caltrans.shtml. 

For more information on the Phase II MS4 permi1 and who it applies 10, visit the State 
Water Re-sources ControJ Board at: 
http:/MVNl.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs.lstormwater/phase_i _municipaJ.sht 
ml 

Industrial Storm Water General Permit 
Storm water discharges associated with indus1riaJ sites must comply with the regulattons 
contained in the in~ustriai Storm Water General Permh Order No. 2014·0057·DWO. 

For more informaiion on the Industrial Storm Water General Permit, visit the Central Valley 
Water Board website at: 
http:/Jwww.walerboards.ca.g ov/centralvalley/water_issues/storm_water/industrial_generaJ_ 
permits/1ndex.shtml. 

' Mlricipal Pemits .. The Phase 11.1unieipt1I Separate Storm W.t!cr S)·stam (MS◄) Pem,11 co11el"$ medium Sited 
Municipal/be:$ iSCrving between 100,000 &nd 200.000 people) and largo s.iled municipalities {seNhg over 
250.000 people}. The l't'lu e II MS4 prowdes coverage to, $1'/\81 muoiop3h1ies. lnduOhg no,r .. 1raditiona1 s.tl;:,U 
MS4s, v,hich inducie ma1ts,y b3le$, p\lbl~ ca"l)u&es. prisons and hos;:i!als 
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North C-ounly Cotridor New State Route 
108 Project and Route Adoption Project 
Stanislaus County 

Clean Water Act §action 404 PeQDlt 

• 4 • 10 October 2017 

If the project V\1 11 involve the discharge of dredged or fill material In navigable waters or 
we~lands, a perm~ pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Ad may be needed from the 
Un ned States Army Corps of Engineer,; (USACOE). If• Section 404 permit is required by 
tne USACOE, the Central Valley Water Board wi ll review the permit apptieation to ens.ure 
th art discharge will nol viol:ate water quality standards. If the project requires surface water 
drainage realignment the applicant is advised to contaci the Department or Fish and Game 
for information on Streambed Alteration Permit requiremonts. 

If y'Ou ha,.,a any quesbons regarding the Clean Wa1er Act Section 404 permits. p~ase 
contact lhe R•gulatory Division olthe Sacrameoto District of USACOE at (916) 557-5.250. 

Clean Water Act Section 401 Pernlll - Wator Quality Certification 
tf an USACOE permit (e.g., Non-Reporting Natiom~cle Pemiit, Nationwide Permit, Let1er of 
Permission. Individual Permit, Regiollal General Permit, Programmatic Geoo:ral Perm It), or 
any other federal permit (e.g., Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor& Act or Section 9 f rom 
the United States Coast Guard), is required ·for this project due to the disturbance {i.e., 
dis.charge of dredge or fill materiaQ of waters of the United States (such as streams and 
we·ttands). then a Wat.es Ouali1y Certificatior, must be obtained from the Central Valley 
Water Board prior to initiation of project activities. There are no waivers for 401 Water 
Quality Certifications. 

Waste 0l5charge Req uirements (WDRs) 

Discharges to Wat&rs of the State 
If USACOE determines that only non-jurisdictional waters of the Slale (i.e., "non-fe<1era1· 
waters of the State) are presani in the proposed project area. the proposed project may 
require a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR} permit lo be issued by Centtal Val fey 
Water Boerd. Unde< the California Perler-Cologne Water Qv.ality Control lv;t, 
disdlarges to au waters of the State, including al wetlands and other waters of the State 
including, but n.oi iimited to, isolated wetiaOOs. at@ subject to State regulation. 

La-nd Olspos.1/ of Dredge Material 
If the project will involve dredging, Water Qualtty Certttlcation for the dredging actMty 
and Waste Discharge Requirements for the land disposal may be needed. 

Local Agency Oversife 
Pursuant to the State Waler Board's Onsite Wa.ste\h·ater Treatment Systems Policy 
(OWTS Policy), the regulation of iopYc tank and leach field systems may be re~ulated 
under the local agency's management program In lieu of WDRs. A coun1y 
environmental health department may permit septic tank and leach field systems 
designed for less than 10,000 gpd. For more information on septic system regulati ons, 
visit 1he Central Valley Water Board's We<bslta at: 
http:ltwww.waferboor</s.ca.g(N/ce11tratvalley/water_issues/01vtslsb_ owls_policy.prJI 
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North County Corndor New Slate Route 
108 Pro,ect and Route Adoption Projeci 
Stanislaus County 

. 5 • 10 October 2017 

For more information on the Wa1e,r Quality Certification and WOR processes, visit the 
Central Valley Water Board website at: 
htip:/lwww.watorboard,.ca.gov/centraivalleylhelplbusiness_helplpennh2.shtml. 

Oew11tering Permit 
If the proposed project includes construction or groundwater dewatering to be discha(9ed 
to land, lh& proponent may appfy for coverage under State Water Board General Wate r 
OuaLty Orde< (Low Ris~ General Order} 2003-0003 or the Central Valloy Water Board's 
Waiver of Repon of VVaste Oisctiarge and Waste Discharge Requirements (Low Risk 
Waiver} R5-2013-0145. Small tempo<ary consiJvction dewalering proje.-ts are projects that 
discharge ground'water to land from excava!,on aciivities or dewatering of underground 
uti lity vaults. O!sehargers seeking cover~e under the General Order or Waiver must file a 
Notice of Intent with the Central Valley Wa1e,- Board prior to beginning discharge 

Fo-r more information regarding the Low Risk. General Order and 1he application process, 
visit the Central Valley Water Board website at 

http://www.watelboa,ds.ca.govlboard_decisionsladoi:,ted_Ofde<s/wa1er_quality/2003/wqolw 
qo.2003•0003.pd! 

For more information regarding the Low Risk Waiver and the awlieation process, visit th& 
Central Valley Water Board website at: 

http:t/vNN,.waterboards.ca.govlcentralvaltey/board_decisions/adopted_ordersJwaivers/r5--
20 t 3-0145_res.pdf 

R9::9ulatory Compliance for Commercially ln'igalfd Aaricutture 
If the property will be used for commercial irri gat&d agricultural, the discharger will be 
required to obtain regulatory coverage urnler the trrigated Lands Regulatory Program. 
There are two options to comply. 

Obtain Coverage Under a Coalition Group. Join the local Coalition Group tha1 
sup00rts land owners with the imp)ementation of the Irrigated Lands Regulatory 
Program. The Coalition Group conducts water Quality monitoring and reporting to 
the Central Valley Water Board on be1half of Its growers. The Coalition GroupS, 
charge an annual membership fee, which vanes try Coalition Group. To frt1d the 
Coalition Gtoup in your area. visit the Central Valley Water Board's website at: 
http:llwww.waterboards.ca.gov/cenlralvalleylwater_issuesltrrlgated_lands/app_appr 
oval/index.shtml; or contacl water board staff al (916) 464-461 1 or via email at 
lrrt.ands@waterlloards.ca.gov. 

2. Obtain Coverage Under the Genera I Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Individual Growers, General Order RS-2013-0100. Dischargers no! participating 
in a lhird-party group (Coalition) are regulated Individually. Depending on the 
specific site conditions, growers may be required to monitor nmoff from their 
property, instal monitonng wells, and submit a. notice of inten1, farm ptan. and other 
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Norlh County Corridor New State Route 
I 08 Projecl and Route Adoption Project 
Stanislaus County 

• 6 - 10 October 2017 

action plans regarding their adions lo comply wi1h their General Order. Yearly 
costs would indude Stale administrative fees (for example. annual fses for farm 
sizes from 10-100 acres are curran1Iy S1 ,064 + $6.70'Acre); the oos1 to p(@pare 
annual monitoring reports; and water quality monitoring costs. To emoll as an 
l ndivtciual Discharger under the lrriga,ed u,nds Regulatory Program. call the 
Central Valley Water Board phone lrne at {916) 464-4611 or e-maU board staff at 
lrrlands@waterboa1ds.ca.gov. 

Low or Limited Threat General NPDES Permit 

If the proposed pcoject includes consb\lction dewatenng and it is necessary to d1scharge 
the groundwater 10 water'$ of the United States. the proposed project will require coverag'e 
under a National Pollutanl Discharge Elimi11ation Sy$tem (NPDES) permit. Oewatering 
diseharges are typieally considered a low 01 limited mreat to waler quality and may be 
cove-red under the General Order for Dowafering and O:her Low Throat Discharges to 
Surface Waters (Low Threat General Orde-r) or the General Order for LirniiGd Threat 
Discharges of Treatad/Untreated Groundw·ater from Cleanup Sites, Wast8\~later from 
Superch!orlnetlon Projrx:ts, and Olher Limited Thmaf Waslewaters to Svrface Water 
(Limited Threat General Order). A complete appUcaHon must be submitted to tha Central 
Valley Water Board to ob1a!n coverage under these General NPOES permits. 

For more Information regarding the Low Threat General Order and the application process, 
visit the Cenll'al Valley Water Board website at: 
http:/hw/w.waterboards.ca.gov/cen!ralvaney/board_decisionsJadopted_O(ders/general_ord 
ers/rS-2013-007 4.pdf 

For more informa1ion regarding the Umlted Threat Gene-raJ Order and the application 
process, \llsit the Central Valley Weter Soard website at 
http:/Jwww.weterboards.ca.9ov/c.entratvatley/b0ard_deeisicns/adopted_orderst9ene1a1_0rd 
erslrS-2013-0073.pdf 

NPDES Permit 

If th@ proposed project discha1ges waste that cou!d affect the qua!rty ol the waters of tht 

State, other than mto a community sewer system. the r:iroposed project will require 
coverage under a National Pollutant Discharge Eliminalion System (NPDES) permit. A 
complete Report or Waste Discharge mus! be submitted wah tile Central Valley Water 
Board to obtain a NPDES Permit. 

For more infonnation regarding the NPOES Permit and the application proces&, visit lhe 
Central Valley Water Board website at: 
hltp:/lwww.waterboards.ca.gov/centralval IClylllelp/busines s _ help/permlt3. shi ml 

•. 
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North County Corridor New State Route 
108 Projec~ and Route Adoption Project 
Stanislaus County 

. 7. 10 October 2017 

If you have questions regarding these comments, please contact mG at (916} 464-4644 or 
Stephanle.Tadlocl<@waterboards.ca.gov. 

Q>✓.'J11\~, ,,-0, 4,_JJ.O( L 
St;;ahfe Tadlock. 
Envir<,nmental Scientist 

cc; State Clearinghouse unit, Governor's Office of P1anni.ng and Research. Sacramento 
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Response 3 to State Clearinghouse: Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 

Board: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the Final Environmental 

Document. 

Thank you for the regulatory setting, permitting requirement, and water discharge requirement 

information regarding the proposed project. The comments will be included in the Final 

Environmental Document, and regulations will be forwarded to the design and construction 

teams to keep them informed of Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

requirements related to discharging and dewatering. While it is anticipated some areas may 

need to be temporarily dewatered during construction to allow for temporary access, it is not 

anticipated any permanent discharging or dewatering will result from implementation of the 

project. Likewise, the property to be acquired for the project will not be used for irrigated 

agriculture and will only be used for the proposed transportation facility.  

Current planning for this project will comply with the antidegradation policy provided in the Basin 

Plan and will also include compliance with Section 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act. The 

project also anticipates preparing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and General 

Construction Permit prior to the start of construction. These permits are referenced in Table 2.7-

1: Permits and Approvals Needed in Section 2.7 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. 
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AGENCY COMMENTS 

Comment 1 
California Transportation Commission  

 

BOB N..VARMJO, Chair 
FRAN INMAN, Vice Chair 
YVONNE B. BURKE 
LUCETTA DUNN 

STATE OF CAUFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor 

JAMES EARP 
JAMES C. GHlELMETTI 
CARL GUARDINO 
CHRISTINE KEHOE 
JAMES MADAFFER 

. JOSEPH TAVAGLIONE 
PAUL VAN KONYNENBURG 

SENATOR JIM BEALL, Ex Off,clo 
ASSEMBLY MEMBER JIM FRAZIER, Ex Officio 

SUSAN BRANSEN. ExeOJtive Director 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

November 21 , 2017 

Mr. Juan Torres 

1120 N STREET, MS-52 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 

P. 0. BOX 942873 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001 

(916) 654-4245 . 
FAX (916) 653-2134 

http://Www.catc.ca.gov 

Senior Environmental Planner 
California Department of Transportation 
855 M Street, Suite 200 
Fresno, CA 93721 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) De 
Minim us Finding for the New State Route 108 Project and Route Adoption 

The California Transportation Commission (Commission), as a Responsible Agency, received the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/EIS) and Section 4(f) 
De Minimus Finding prepared by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for the 
New State Route I 08 Project and Route Adoption. The project would construct the North County 
Corridor, New State Route 108 Project, which is currently comprised of four alternatives that would 
add new controlled-access travel lanes from State Route 219 to State Route 120. 

The Commission has no comments with respect to the project purpose and need, the alternatives 
studied, the impacts evaluated, and the evaluation methods used. The Commission should be 
notified as soon as the environmental process is finalized since project funds cannot be allocated for 
project design, right of way or construction until the final environmental document is complete. 
Once the final environmental process is complete, the Commission will consider the environmental 
impacts in determining whether to approve the project for future consideration of funding. 

Upon completion of the environmental process, please ensure the Commission is notified in writing 
whether the selected alternative identified in the final environmental document is consistent with 
the appropriate Regional Transportation Plan. In the absence of such assurance of consistency, the 
project may be considered inconsistent and Commission staff will base its recom,rnendations to the 

ST ATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
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Mr. Juan Torres 
DEIR/EIS for the State Route 108 Project 
November 21, 2017 
Page2 

Commission on that determination. The Commission may deny funding to a project which is no 
longer eligible due to scope modifications or other reasons. 

If you have any questions, please contact Jose Oseguera, Assistant Deputy Director, at (916) 653-
2094. 

Sincerely, 

~a)__'5(~ 
SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

c: Phil Stolarski, Chief (Division of Environmental Analysis), California Department of 
Transportation 
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Response 1 to California Transportation Commission: Thank you for your comments; they 

have been included in the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project 

Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. The project 

conforms with the StanCOG RTP and is reflected in the NCC Final EIR/EIS, chapter 3.2.5, Air 

Quality. The California Transportation Commission will be notified when the FED is complete 
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Comment 2 
Comment from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

 

2A 

2B 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105•3901 

OCT 1 6 2017 
Mr. Juan Torres 
Senior Environmental Planner . · 
California Department of Transportation 
855 M Street, Suite 200 
Fresno, California 937 21 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the North County Corridor New State Route 
108 Project and Route Adoption. Stanislaus County, California (EIS No. 20170168) 

Dear Mr. Torres: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced document 
pursuant to the National Envfronmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean 
Air Act. EPA provided scoping comments and accepted participating agency status on this project, 
pursuant to 23 U.S.C. Section 139, through a Jetter to the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) on September 30th, 2010. 

Following our review of the Draft ElS, EPA has roted all the alternatives being considered for the new 
proposed state route as Lack of Objections (LO). Please see the enclosed Summary of EPA Rating 
Definitio11s. EPA commends Caltrans for providing multiple early coordination opportunities in advance 
of publishing the Draft EIS. Our agency appreciated being able to offer early feedback regarding 
potential environmental impacts from this project We understand that as a result of these pre-Draft EIS 
coordination efforts, Alternatives lA and 1B were added for further consideration and potential impacts 
to waters of the United States were reduced to fower than 5 acres for each build alternative being 
considered. 

Relinquishment of Existing State Route 108 
We understand that Caltrans plans to relinquish the existing SR-108 to Jocaljurisdictions in its current 
form. The Draft EIS addresses growth-related indirect impacts by referencing local policies and goals in 
Tables 3. l .1 .2- l through 3.1 .1.2-5. Stanislaus County, City of Riverbank, and City of Oakdale intend to 
avoid potential impacts associated with induced growth by focusing development and adding bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities on the new route. We also .recommend that Caltrans disclose in the Final EIS 
any reasonably foreseeable projects and mitigation measures, not otherwise disclosed in Table 3.6-1, 
that local jurisdictions have planned for the existing SR- 108 after relinquishment. The Final EIS and 
Reoord of Decision for this project represent an appropriate forum to identify potential mitigation 
measures to minimize an increase in overall vehicles miles traveled that might occur with both facilities 
operational. 

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this Draft EIS. We recommend CaHrans continue to 
coordinate with EPA and US Army Corps through the selection of a preferred alternative, the 

l 

} 
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2B 

completion of a final delineation of waters or the United States, and the application for Individual 404 
Permit if required . When the Final EIS is released for public review, please send one copy to the address 
above (mail code: ENF-4-2). If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 947-4161, or contact 
Zac Appleton, the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-972-332 l or appleton.zac@epa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Connell Dunning ~ 
Transportation Team Supervisor 
Environmental Review Section 

Enclosures: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions 

cc: Philip Vallejo, Calcrans 
Michelle Ray, Caltrans 
Brenda Powell-Jones, Caltrans 
Will Ness, US Army Corps, Sacramento District 

2 

} 
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SO"lMARY 01' l>PA MTING DEFINITTONs' 

This m1Jngs)'s:cm was dc·.,dcpe<I as a mea:-isto smrunar\1..e !he :J.S. Envrtnm~nlal f"roO!Cti:,o AgeJcy's(liPA) );:vel ofconcE.rn 
wilh 1 pr,) po.,ed ac-1.bn. Tb: rminss area combinaricn of 1lphabe!ical tategori.es far eviiruauc:in of ;m er.v.rorvmntal iopacu 
or LlE ,:roposa1 and numerical caie: c-ries fo-revelun:ion or :h.? :Klequacy of Cle Eriviromne■tal Impoct S1atc:n:11t (ElS). 

£NVJRO~MENfAL IMP~CTOFTJlll ACTIO', 

·'LO" (Lccl ;,.f Objettio,u) 
The EFA r?,it\\' has net identifi?.C. any potert.ial e..,viro,n:iemal imp&C'.s r(Qui:in2 substanthe ch.ante~ :o the r:ropn$al. 'l'h~ 
review ony have disck>se:l opp::,rtt:nities f.:,r a;,plication of mitigation rr.easur.;.,. flat r.nukl he 11c:!r,mpli~h~t wi1h n:> rn">re than 
minor ch:n,ges.to lhe propn:.:ll. 

·•1U," ' (B1nU()nmu-1fal Cqnc4rur;) 
The EPA 1&vi1w htic ideniified On\·ir01mct1t0l i"l)• CUJ t:tct :;houl:l b:> nvoi<kd in <•rdc: to htBy protr.ct the c :n:iro.omenL 
Corrective mcasar:3 rnny rcq1.1i1cC:.1tin$C, lo the pr,:fcm:::(I &hetnat:ivc. orappli,aitfoo -of n-.tig,ltio.1.ueas1.1fe4 IJ1aA 1.~ 1 10J111,;t.} llt>: 
:r.viT()nmenu.l inpaci. GPA woutC like to wot}. wilh 1he lead .llJC.Cy t(l fcdu<:cd,es,:, i (II/<!'-'.$, 

~eo" (E1w.1nmmemaJ ObJtcd011s) 
Tbe EPA review has iC.entiOed sig,ii fJC:lnL covironroimtl :FIIJXLCIS that sh:>utd tea·roie!ed i'I :nderlC· prc,vich ~dcquatep1otectio:i 
for (00 tnvroomznt. Coriecuve ntensures rMy 1eqU1re iUbstan:1t11 cl!a,ges •~ ;h: prcJcucdalterr,ativeor c0Jsid!1ati~nof somt 
:>th~r pro;o::, a!tcroali 'fC (.n::l~ding tile no actK>ll alternative 01 a ne'O/ aheoimi1rej. £PA intend$ t:> w::itk wit:l :h~ lead agency 
:o r«lucethe;e impocts. 

"EU" (Envr'ronrJ1elllcllr Urruu,V cct.or,) 
ne E:PArev:ewhas ide16fted adveneeri,·iro1men1al imp;.c1s 1h111areof ruTd!nt maini1iic thal they are unsatisfactory from 
;h:- stnnd1X1in1 :>r public ht.allll or welfare oron,iro1mcntal qv.afa}. EPA intends to work 'Nrth the 1-!ro a:alcy to reoh:cr. 1ht-~'-?. 
irnpacL~. Ird:e plrer1Lially L!m.ii.isfaaory ilflPcCl~ are nat ct1m:cte,I a, r.he final FIS Sl:i2f •. , hi~ r mpn,111 will ht. t l'! .. t-mmr.-.aCo:I 
ror ·P.ti~.rr.,I u, rht: C".t:unr:i l nn r:;..r, ,. im11~ t.'II Qu:1liry ,:<T-Q) 

ADEOUACV OF THE IMPACT STATE~[ENT 

" Ctmgory 1" (Ade,111.are} 
EPA bclb \'C$ th~ d1aft EIS acl-:.:iuatcly ~ b.1b tltc ci1\1110,1 uJCt1L:.I i111v»..:t(:,;) v r IIK:- ptt:fun W a!h:ra.ali"'~ and 1J-t0fc of :ll: 
,dlcnu tivt~ ruiwuably n a ilWlc lV lht Jll'Jj~cl Ut a .a.i\111, N't.• Iuntcr anulyti~ (X I.law colkc ihJn is neoes~.ary, but Ute revl<!w'tt 
,ny suggesl 1he adelltk>n of clarlfy:ng 1angoogeor 1nrormat1)r:. 

"l'cltgory :Z" fl n,u!Jici,nt l11jom ari•r.) 
The draft EIS d<:C$ nol conmin sufficient i11to1mation for EPA 10 fully asse.sscn, ironmcntnJ imptets :hat s;m.1:d be ll\'Oid!C in 
,:,rdertc• fully Jl'C-<c:ct the cff1i;amcnt~ or the EPA re-\iewer tias i:lerui:ied oow reuoubly a"'1lfab!ea!ttl'Da:i,e; 1hu a.Te wit:1in 
.h~ spe::l:'um ()f Bltematives analr,,t<I in ire d:ar, EIS, whic,1 could reduce. dn~ MVffOM1e1ttal im{>aco of the aa.ion. The 
id!n1ifiOO 00di:ic,n!l1 information, da1a, ooal!SC.S, ord:scu;sion should b! ir>!luCo:I in the final ECS. 

11Catee11ry 3u (lttndtt)UJt~) 
EPA does 110t. bcliei.e tMI foe drafl EIS 1deqta:uely ns~s~i. potentially!\ignificm11 c1, ·im11mmL1I imp;;c1!\ of rhP. N-.tir-n t:-:: 1Jie 
e.PA revi?,:.,er h~s i(IP.r11it.,..ll nP.w, tl'!:'1$1)n~? ly 11vaifab!~ nl1e.1•nJVi•li!$ :OOl 1lre01.11Sid('. ()(lheSpet.t:lun of :11:e . .-oativM una.lySU ii'! 
:h:.- drn.ft £JS, which s:ho111d be. analysed :n o:-dn to redoce th.a pctentitlly 1igniticat1t ::-r.v.ronmenh l impC(ts. G.i>A ,di-¢'"' dlat 
:h~ iOOJllified ~ddhiol:lal infonnatfon. d;.i:~, analy«i,, o r di.icJo;ion& a:e, of tuch a nugnitu<k dut daey cho.tl:i h.:ive (u11 p11blic 
:cvicw ot n drcft 01azu. EPA d~ n(-l bc,[i!>1.'0 1.hu: the draft :SIS iG ~qucu; for lhc. purposc3 of ~ o NB-PA arwl/or Sec-tt:)n 309 
:evie'IV, a , e t:,u$should be. formal l;t revised tuid made tiv!l.illlble for public <:()m'Tlent in tl.S:• fpl¢mtrnd orrc.vi.sed cr.ift t.lS. Oil 
:h~ basis ':>( lhe f=Otential ~isnific,nt imp1cts ia'lo!vcd, ,his p:q:,o:W C':>\/ld be a candidate fo: ,c rctfal to lhc CEQ. 

►from EPA Manu11.l 1040, f Q)lcy E.QrJ Pn:,.;o:llf!S for ,be. R.evl::w ot'Federa Ac.tlons Jmpoc:1t11g 1t.e EnvlJoime.nt 
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Response 2 to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Thank you for your comments; they 

have been included in the Final Environmental Document.  

Response 2A: Chapter 3 details the impacts of the proposed project and the mitigation 

measures, if and when necessary.  

Table 3.6-1 “Future Projects” for Stanislaus County in Section 3.6 (Cumulative Impacts) of the 

NCC Final EIR/EIS has been updated to include additional local projects approved to date (see 

Table 3.6-1: Future Projects in NCC Final EIR/EIS).   

As shown in Table 3.1.6-7, the overall amount of daily travel (reflected in vehicle miles travelled) 

will be slightly less under with-project conditions when compared to no-build conditions for all 

analysis years. As these results show, any project alternative would have positive region-wide 

impacts in reducing travel times and delays caused by congestion. In a comparison for the no-

build scenario, all four project alternatives would either improve or maintain at least LOS D 

operations along the urban street study segments, maintain or improve the LOS reported for 

each two-lane highway study segment, and result in the planned North County Corridor 

freeway/expressway operating at LOS C or better during morning and evening peak hours for 

each project alternative.  

Response 2B: A 404 permit for filling or degrading waters of the United States will be submitted 

during final design.  

A copy of the FED will be mailed to the address provided within this letter.  

  



Appendix N: Response to Comments 
Agency Comments 

23 

Comment 3 
Comment from San Francisco Water Power Sewer 

 

 

nlidDI'" Effl/HS .date 

v m e is: . e;r 

·· rs . 

. · r. sm· h is e re p1a e e nt: a di w ill e• e,rvin,g- a 

r. I w ill ti e - cri gas t he 

te , ical 

co 

rity ( .lit ,o rity) [has initiat,ed t h:e 

ih.e 

d e iqi.ec~ to see• an ·nvi~a~· .n "mm a ._., att s-. 

ra e Ha gle n & Ass: c'iate.s, i e rvi g· as:~ e o·ec~ 

a ind w i II e coo d inati g aJI "ut e me eti gs .. 

add" lo al i · rmc1Uion, feel ·re.e to co e · o r 

a re r,elave dl to th e a 

From: Frye, Karen [mailito:KFrye@sfwat er.org) 

Sent: Thursday, Septem ber 28, 2017 12:48 PM 

To: Torres, Juan@ DOT <juan.torres@dot.ca.gov> 

Subject: RE: Nort h County Corridor EIR/EIS update 

att Sa~O!llr O. 

Hell'o Mr. Torres, I received a notice tha t the North County Corridor Draft EIR/E IS public comment 

period has been extended (we did not receive a not ice when it was publ ished) and we are reviewing 

the document now. 

I saw the following reference in the EIR/E IS: 

Ut ilities and emergency services have been analyzed as part of t he Community Impact Assessment 

ear-
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3A 

3A 

(February 2016) for t he North County Corr idor project. 

Can th is document be provided? I don't see it as an Appendix. Thank you. 

Karen E. Frye. AICP 
San Francisco Wat er Power and Sewer I Services of t he San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Bureau of Environmental Management 

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 6th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
415-554- 1652 (office) 
415-694- 1227 (cell) 

1mu n- Im a ct 

h ,e Ii k e lo 

es me 1r fo tll : N rtih · 

i:liiiljj)) I D=ZsJP e3o'7mJOO!h:7&,c;la imPas;smdJe=K63 ot:WSkSYsii PC3 

1111ido r 

Please• e m e k ow j -= yo 

pr v ide to yo . . 

u 1d lli ke• a · a . co y · ai le to y . r offioe, :I/hie I w Id be• a ppl( t 

Iha k y, u verv m ruc 

:Za di, i p t3 

l.ai e r 

.S u ite 200, F lro , ·;j, 'Si56 

- fo . ii,] 85,!!-0 , 3 
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3C 

3B 

3D 

San Francisco 
Water Sewer 
Operator of ttie Hekh Hetchy Reg ional W.ater System 

Bureau of En~ironmen.tal Managemenl 

525 Golden G.ate Ave:nue, 61h Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

T 4 15 .934 .5700 

F 4 15.934.5750 

TTY 4 15 .554 .3488 

October 16, 2017 

Juan Torres , Senior Environmental Planner 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans} 

855 M Street, Suite 200 

Fresno, CA 93721 

Via Email: juan .torres@dot.ca.gov 

Re: SFPUC Comments on the Caltrans North County Corridor (NCC} New State 

Route 108 Project and Route Adoption Draft EIR/El!S 

Dear Mr. Torres , 

The San Francisco Public Util ities Commission (SFPUC), as a cooperating and 

participating agency pursuant to Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU , is submitting 

the following comments on the Caltrans NCC Draft EIR/EIS. The SFPUC 

received notice on September 18th of the extension of the Draft EIR/EIS public 

comment period to October 16, 2017. SF PUC did not receive notice of the 

publication of the Draft EIR/EIS and has therefore had lim ited time to review 

the document. The SFPUC's comments are organized as fol lows: 

1) The SFPUC prefers Alternative 2B because it has the least impact on 

the HHWP facil it ies. However, depending on the nature of the 

crossings and impacts to SFPUC facilities, Alternative 2A may be an 

acceptable alternative. 

2) A detailed analysis of impacts of the project on utilities and specifical ly 

on the SFPUC Hetch Hetchy Water and Power (HHWP) facil ities is 
needed. W ithout a detailed analysis of utility impacts, the project 

description and environmental analysis are incomplete because the 

EIR/EIS does not include all of the construction activities that are 

necessary to protect and provided continued access to HHWP facilities 

that wil l be affected by the project. 

3) The ana lysis and conclusions regarding historic resources for SFPUC 

properties are problematic and do not take into account previous 

evaluations of some of SFPUC properties in the APE. 

S«vlce:9 of the San Franci9co Public Utllltles Commls!lon 

OUR MISSION: To provide our customers with hig)a.quality, efficient and reliable water, power and 
sewer services in a manner that values environmenta l and community interests and susta ins the 
resources entrusted to our care. 

Edwin M. Leo 
Mavor 

Ike Kwon 
Prasrdem 

Vihee Courtney 
Vr:.e Presrrlent 

Ann Moller Coen 
CommMt0ner 

Fran cue• Vietor 
Comrn6S10ner 

Anson Monn 
Commtsssioner 

Hart.n L. Kelly, Jr. 
General 1\lareger 

} 

} 
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3E 

3F 

Mr. Juan ToJ'lies 
l[kfober 16.. 20117 
Pag,e2 

4) Based on sta1e alld federal i;egulatory ireq ii;emernts ror transmission 
rne clearance aoo ]past engineeJing pracllioe ·nvolving freeway 
,cmss·ngs of SFPUC pipelines, Dle SFPUC has strict 1requ i11ements fo:r 

(a ) 11ri'irn im m clearance unde:r i ts high-voUage power t rarns,missio:n rrres 
.and a ro:uoo ils t rarnsn'1issioo fowers. .and ~b) Jprotediorn of its lhigh
pr8Ssure w-ater tra l'lSmission pipelines. The SFPUC also 11equires 

perrnanen and umestir'jcied access to pi;operty Mle:re access is 
s.e'M'erecl .as ai resul o:'f frieeway oonslruc:tiorn in order to ,ensure t imely 

com.p'.lel!iorn of both ro:ut ine alld ,emer19ency maintena nee a oo rep air of its 
infrastru cimie. Caltra ns muS/ OOl'lSider 1hese i;egu·remenis when 
pre:pariing O,,e erngil"Mfflirnd design for a I NCC cms~fngs. 

The SFPUC operates and maintains two lhigh-lldlla.g,e Jpowe:r t ral'lSmission lines 
f1powe:r l ines) and ll'lree, larg · diamel!er high pressure• wate:r lransmissiorn 

pipel ines (pi pR!ines) as ]part of a l'iOIJional water system su;ppJYling 2 .6 million 
Cl!Jstomers in Dle Sam Fraocisoo Ba,y Al'iea. The poW'ffl'" limes .and p~ernes nm 
over. u ™1er and .alo:ng property owned in fee by O,e, Oily and Cm.miy ,of San 

Francisco under the SFF'l.lC's ·uriisdici'iorn (SFPUC Arop@rty). Addit ional ly, 'the 

SF PUC has ing ress a oo egress riights flhro:ugh lands adjacent t o ll'le SFPUC 
pro,perty ·n order to operate and ma intain its facimies efficiently and safety. A/II 
.alignments pmposed and s fll!.ldied in the Draft EIRIEIS cmss SFPUC pfOptirly at 
m11.lltiple llocatiiol'lS .. 

Caltrans Programmatic Route Mootiiorn E l RIEIS (.2Cll 1 rn 
Ori N'ovember 5 , 2009, 1he SFPUC sent a comment letter to CaUrarns on the 
North Co11mfly Co:rirido:r State Rou te 1108 East Rm.11:ei Adopflion Priojeci □raft 

EIRIEIS (SCH No. 20082011069). The SF PUC iderlltiiftied CorrJdor B as hav'Jng 
sigrnif1icant ly g reater adverse impact on HHWPfadilil ies Dlan Corrido:r A .. The 

Finial EIR, wnich was .apprioved by CaHrans imi /lip ·1 2010, lffi<Sponded to the 
SF PUC comment leU.er .and idernufiied AUemativ@ CorrJdor B as ltle P,refe:l'ired 
Altem at i\!'8, contra ry to 1he SFP.LilC oomme:nts . due to project beneMs ,[i;edl!.liood 
1ravel t imes, ·mproved access. ,etc. ) and fewer e:nv·l'iOOmerntal iimpactis. 

Alt mat ive Cor1ridor Bis 'the norDlemmosl raol!.lti.e, and is carr ied forward in the 

.2Cll17' Aroj ect □ ran EIRIBS as A/ltiematili'es 1A and 1B. 

The .2010 F"nal Pirogram E,I R stated flhat "This is .a programailevol Ell R fo:r rooto 
.adoption .. .. Any fut1me bl!.li'la pmjecis wo:Uld 1req,u'ire .additional coo:rdirnalio:n wjlh 
the San Francisco Public LJIWities Commission to im'in·mize impacts fo Dle Hetch 

HetdhyWater and Power righ ~o:'f-way .. .. The iimpacts of any fu ture lbu ik:I 

projed s o n ut imies wouk:I be exam·ned as Jpart of a pm j,ect-:specifiic EIR. 
CalJT.ans is committed to incorporating avoidance aoo m"nimizatiorn measl!.lres 
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3F 

3G 

Mr. Juan Torres 
Oc1ober 1~ 2017 
Page3 

to reduee lmpacbli to ulllllles (911.Jeh • H9td'I Hetd'lyW•r end Power) 
linclludng .-blshing btdfer ZOMIJ ei,pable of accommodating ~ 
aec:HS and fulun, plar11 lBd impn:wemenbs to 1he Helch Hetchy w•r and 
F'OliMl8r system_ WNle complete avoid8nce may not b8 fea&lblfl, oulrighl ulllly 
raocations are cost prd!IJIIMt_ Thl:N'eforej C8lhns wll coordrn.te wHh the 
apptqJriate agencies l1ilgllf'dlng mp8dB to ulllllies and wll be n,eponslble for 
any a:>sts aesio:cfai11 d wHh those Impacts" -

1'hl!I 2010 Fhal Program EIR --- In Appenclx D. Mlinln•b:.aU.:W. andlor 
Mlllgatlon Sl.mvnary. p1:1ge D-2: "Selectbn of a ntJW Sbde RoullJ 108 ellgnmtlnt 
shall consider the klaat lnvasMt allgnmtlnt wl:h l'Npect to mlnimlz:lr.g crosslnga 
d existir.g can• 8l'ld ulilly corridors. where approprtate_" The SFPUC finds 
that a detallad evaluallon of Impacts on SFPUC ladltlil!IJ Is not lnduded In 1blJ 
Project le1v9I Draft EIRfEIS avmllabl9 for publlc R!M9W now. 

Cooparalfng and Patlcglfng Agency Coordlnalfpn 
In Novtilm.,.,. 2010. the SFPUC '1119S lffllfl9d by~ to~• a 
Cogpendfng and~ Agency. p.nuantto SedkBl 6002 of SAFEl'EA
w and 1he SFPUC accepad_ On April 19. 2011 SFPUC provided commanls 
on 1he 6002 Coordination Pl8ft. the Pl..-poae and Need~ MermJ 
and U1e Albwn8Uves Sct8enlr.g Msthodology Report. SFPUC mo provided 
two SFPUC CEQA. documents for unrelal11d SFPUC profedB that ovadap U1e 
NCC project an,a: 1blJ San Joac:pJn Pipeline System Project Final EIR (2009) 
and U1e Rt:lhabillbdion of 1he Exi9ling San Joaquin Pipellinee Mltig81ed NlegaUve 
DedaraUon (2010i whk:h induded infonnalbn on meny ~ wtlhlin 1he 
pn,jed an,a lnclul:lng ~ ~-SFPUC alb,nded NCC coon:llnation 
meefi1gs from 2010 through 2014_ No fu'ther coordination ffllNlllngs W8l'8 held 
orQX1'881J011denee received from Seplllmber 2014 ~ Septem.,_2017_ 

1'hl!I SFPUC """'91fl'9d 11w foU' elblrn8tlvre al[gnmel lltB (Alll,rndves 1A. 1 B. 2A. 
and 2B) provtded by Calm!lns In Septem.,_ 2014 and sent the fc:llloair.g 
analysis to calnlng In Octot4r 2014 contalinlng 11w n.Hnb• of SFPUC ulllly 
~ for each aleffllilllive allgnment: 

• Algnnl!Jllt 1A 
o Number of Crossings (Includes ll'll8for and minor Cl'OSIJfnglJ): 12 
o Number of Impacted V8hla Boxes: 8 
o Other COl1Cll!ll'1'IS Alben!;. Road V.alwt Houee. Towi,r 6388 

• Algnnl!JI lit 1 B 
o Number of Crossings (lindudes ll'll8for and minor Cl'OSIJfnglJ): 12 
0 Number of Impacted V8N9 Boxes: 8 
o Other COl1Cll!ll'1'IS Alben!;. Road V.alwt Houee. Towi,r 6388 
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3G 

Mr. Jua n Tarries 
October 16,, 20117 
P.age4 

• Aligmmmt .2A 

o Number of Cr,ossings (incl'udes maj or and m·oor crossings):. 16 

o Number of ·mpacted Valve BID:es.: 3 

• Aligmn nt .219 

o Number of Cr,ossings (incl'ud&:s maj or and m·oor crossings): 4 

o N'umber of ·mpacted Valve BID:,es: 3 

wm11 ·the lim· ed infolilllatioo av.a lable at illat time. ille SFPUC ident ified 

.alignment 28 as its preferired alignment, ha,ving the least ·mpact to 1he HHWP 

SY5hm1L 

Ga III.ans New Sta e Route 108 Pmject alllld Route Adop:lion EJIR/ElS (2017) 

Tlhe project specific Draft EIRfEJIS ,[SQl-il N'o. 201082078) was published ·n 

lwgusti. 20117 and ,evaluates lhe same A!ltem aiives 11A, 118 2A and .219 (w ith 

.som.e lllflinor adj1.1stmenls and realignments). The preferired alfemalive wi ll lbe 

identified in the Final EIRIEIIS. 

The Draft EIRIEIIS identifl8S he fallowing iimpads in Table 2 .. 4 -11: 

P1otent ial Impact A!ll 1A Alt 119 

I 

A lt 2A. Alt .219 

Number of 1-ilek:h• 1.2 112 6 5 

Heto'hy Crossings 

Based ,on ~his llimi!ed ·nforrnanion it a,p;pears 1hat A!ltema!li\/81 28 cont inu&:s to 

have the fewest im.pacts on SFPl.llC facilities. However, depeooing on the 

natur,e of ihe a,ossings and iimpads to SFPUC faoi lities, A!lfem alive .2A 1rnay be 
.alfl ace@ptab'le1 alfemalive. A!l!ern alives 11A. and 118 dear,ly lha\/81 the ,gr,eafast 

n1.1mber of impacts to .SFPUC facilities .and , · II req ire ,sxt nsive and e~nsive 

mitigaiNe1 aclions by Cal ii.ans sh ou ld oo.e of those .alignments be :selected as 

the Pireife rried A!l!ennal ive in the Final EJIR/EIB. 

For example, based ,on cursory a rra'lysis, it appears that 14 S.FPL.ll C 

tran s.mission towe:rs .arie wi lhin 100 feet ,of tile Al femal:Ne 1A a lignment If NCC 

c:rios~;"ng fao'ilrnies inte-r:seot wJlh 111.e .SFPUC ROVIJ' .along the trans.mission l"M 
'lhey ·11 have to meet 1min·m1.1m cl'earance r-eqlll irements illat m eel o r ,e.xceed 

OPUC 00 ·95 r,8Ql!.li reme-nts .. To m.eet these clearance requi r, ments C:alir.ans 

w ill be r,ll!Jquired tom· igate arty clearance dfl\ficie llllcy .at illeir e.xpel'lSe: 

mit igations may ·nd ude oonslructioo of an int rsel tower raising a t ra l'lSmissioo 

fower iin height, recond1t.1cioriing full spans of the transmission I ine. or ,oiller 

oomb ina ion of acl io:l'lS. Caltral'lS may detemi"ne ·t.hat some of the proposed 



Appendix N: Response to Comments 
Agency Comments 

29 

 

3G 

3H 

3I 

Mr. Juan Tom!:s 
Ocfober 16.. 2017 
Pa9e5 

a ligmments (1A and 11B) a re cost prohibitive due fo OlesE!: rrE!:qu·red ci.earan ce 

mit igation s. Addit ioma y t h!!!! enviramm:enta11 ·rnpacts of ~hese: mili;at ioos shou ld 

bE!: analyzed as paril: ,af U1e Dr-aff. E:I RJEIS. 

Si rnilarly .. a ny NCC oros.simgs that tramseci. Ole Jpiipe ime and .appun:emant 
infrastl'iucil!.llrre w i rieq. ire am encasement ,or lbnidge design. l"hese 

,!!!Jmcasem.ents or bridge desigms 1rnay be m!!!l!!!lded fur ttie EH'llIDJ!!!l SFPLJI C property 
widHl to aooommodate poten ial tuture SFPUIC inftras1irill'lci1Jrie. WhE!:re NCC 

cr,oss·ngs s!!!lver access roods 111sed by the SFPUC fur mai rlffe:manc!!!l and 

,oper-afion ,of its fadiliUes new accm;s roads may be mquirecl· these additiomal 

,emcasem nts. bfid\g8s. and aCC8ss mads :should be analyzed as pan oJ tti,e 

lilrafl EIR/EllS. 

When maintain·lllJ Li:s piper nes , the SFIPUC m st haw th!!!! capabil -_ t o drain 

driimking w,ater fmmi val'ves a1ong the pi pe'li ne so any pm posed rielocatiio:n ,of 

valve 11:ltID:es must ind . .de a oonside'.ration of the ,emgi:neen·ing requir mer!fms to 

d ischarge w,a.te:r ifo:r maintenance IP' rposes w 'itihoot creali ng muisamce 

oonditiions. as WE!:I I .as maintenamce ,of .a v1able drainage outlet Additiooarily as 

.a ,gr.av.tty-based wati:er tramsmissio:n system, ire1ocati n119 'M'.a lve boMes alon119 ttie 

SJ Pl wi ll l ikely result in engineeri l'll9 and o;peratiomal cllarilenges fillat are 

,e_:q]EI nsive to m i.ligate. llf pu rnping wo Id be 1req 'ilied there arie energy/ 

,greemho SI!!! ,gas imp,ads thati: WOILlld n!!!l!!!ld to Ille addl'i@:SS!!!ld .. 

Rec:reatlonat Use 
The Draft EIR/EllS states (,om pg iii) "tihE!: PfiOposed projed: "ncludes the 
·fol owing:_ ._ vehietil'ar .. [bicycle, and 1pedesilrian .access. _." .amd ttiat Pedesilrian 

.amd bicycle faC:il" ies 'INOILlld be irnprO'li'!!!ld · (SILlmmary tabJe)l. Fgura 3 .. 1.&4 in 

Appendix A. shows at proposed Class II b -k.e facil ity om porliions of a'II folll r 

a ligmments "nciudin9 [poriioms that cross SFlPLJIC prope:rty. Caltrans slhould 

sp&cify ttie !locations amd tyipes of bicycle aoo ped stfiiam access so SFPUC 

can d8fel'irnine iif 1.here are any conflicts wJtih SFP.LJI C policies and imrrastl'iudl!.llr@. 

Im parfiietilar. if the ped8sbia n amd bicycle access w i I be ocmsid@r@d at :separate 

·firai l and considered a recr,eailiomal 1L1se on our property Calt rans Viii I meed to 

agree fo satiisfy o:r implBl!llem1 . .any. m i 'igaoon measures ttia.t may arise: ·n ·time 

future fr,orn CEQA ana1ysis re'lated to . .;my imtermp-Uoo o:r d isrupUom of the 

recti!!!latiio:nal us!!!! on our pmperly from arny SFPUIC ma·ntemance ,or [projects oo 

,our property. 

utiHU'es 
Tlhe IJraft EIR/EllS sum rnary tabl e oo page ii i sla fes that ILl'ti Ii 'ies ino1udimg 

SFPUC raci ili8s. would be rielocatad for a'II a'ILerna·liiJes. Howe·ver page 117 
stia.tes ttiat The B ikl A lternatives woukl reqlll i re riel'ocaoom ,of exist ing uti ili8s. } 
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but l\elocaiion ,af the HB.tch-Hmdhy ,electric 1rari11SH1ission r oos. kletch-Hefdhy. 

l!.lnt:lil~l\griound p·pelines and main Ccilna'ls wou'ld not be l\eq11fred .. "' The summary 

table should be lfflv.Jsed to dlarify ·tihat the SFPUiC pipe'lin.BS and [pmi'rBr l ines . II 

not be11reloCcil.t8d b uti .. access to sOlfle va l've boXl!!:s and .access l\o.ads may loo 

sev..erecl· pole ntia y 1req ui r~ng construdion ,of new access mads and ireloca.oon 
,of va lve lb oxes ,or other appurtenant infrastriuctiurie. Addioo:nalty. i1 appears. r ka ty 

ihat cori11st ruciioo of .additional inlrastrudur@ such as ·ir-ari11SH1·ission and ·ntersel 

towers may be l\eq1.Jfired for sOlfl.e NCC crossings. l"he ,envJmnmenta'I ·mp.acts 

,of such construdion .are 1oot i ocll..lded in too Draft EIRIEl:S, nor .are i he ·mp acts 

Ccilused by relocating 1!.1-militiBs. 

l"lhe Draft EIR/EllS states that I lle North Coumy Corridot and too ace@ss rioad 

.are ,expecied to clear too pipe'lin · and transrnissio:n ·fow:ers. and a lJ cros~f ngs 

.are .ati. ,gr.a de over the wafer pip i oo .and under fflle 1f>OW8r t ransmission !lines.." 

SFIPl.lC l'i@quests ihat iCalirans clariify the methooo'logy i · 11JSecl o 1ma'ke1 l his 

conci usio:n and p 10 '1/iide this analysis. 

Section 3 .1.5, lltiliiies alld Em· rig.ency Services_ incl dM ·nfmmatiion o:n 

l!.l"Uliues indh11d·ng ·tihe HHWP faoilities. Page 134 states m lities and em@l\gency 

s.en.r'ices have been anal'y.z@cl as pa rt of l oo Gommunitiy Impact Assessment 

(February 20116.) for the ol'il1h Gm.mrti.y. Corridor 1p.roj ect .. '"' SFPIJI C revJewed tha'ti. 

repoliit lbl!.lt .a cletai l@d a nal'y-sis of 1uti iti.y. cmssi 111s and potentia l i l'Jil,paci:s is no.I 

provided. Section 4 .3.2.3 1tndl1L1des one paragraph o n impacts to .all uti lit ies .. 

Ohap·t@r .2. Table 2.4-1 Comparison of A!lltem a_llives plio\!ides a summary ,af 

impacts for ead.h a lklmallive .su ch as acres of ~ lancls .and hab'illat ·mpacied 

proj@d. cosl,, num1oor of in1@1idhanges, etc_ This table also p:rovJcles. U1e n nl'ber 

,of lity crossings f ncluding SFPlliC ·faciliti@s) .. HoweVflr. the-re1 iis 1oot :s ffiaiernl 

ideta I of l he e.xrent ,aU he pot n·Ual confil icl wi h u llilities o appropnia1ety "nforrn 

the publ ic m the d@cis ioo, makers. It is not ~l!lst ·the num1be:r of crioss·n,gs that 

idet @rmines the pofimtiia'I ·l'Jil,paot. Oittl@r ·mormallioo sue · .as ~he .acr@ag,e of the 

.aff@ci d ,orossi1IT19s iirntefl'i~tiion of .aOC8ss ·tlo rao"'l ities (fmm 'the· h ighway 1r rming 

paralle'I to o r facilities). diSJl!llpoomi iaf operations r(such as imiting wat r 

d ischarges) nil.Imber of '!1:a l've boxes or access roads ·flhat 11l88d 'f o be l'ieloca!ted 

.and conflicts w ittl existiing fadilillies. sucll as power t ranSffl·ission tffii'fflrs and 

manholes m ust be considered to provide ·flhe full an alysis ,of ·mpacis. 

Fo:rexamp e: 

• V alve bo.xes may oon1ai n .access ma holes blow ,off valves.fair l'ielief 

vatves., ,onf r lflacuum valves.. 

• F1 ~her engineering rw iew· is 1req u'ilied to delermi llB ·the 1p:roposecl 

clBarance I nder and aliol!.lncl he [power r llBS. 
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• If an allgmnent passes betv.19911, two hl"llffllissian 1owarsi a revfew of 
1he propOMd deenmce wil determine I there are additional iq:,;acls. 

• When the road algl'lffltllrit parallels 1he SFPUC property,. I r8$lr'k:bli the 
SFPUC's abilly 1D access 11s fadllles for R!!pl!llr and rnainbmance. 
Aece• l'Ollds o.nenfl)" used for U.. purposes mey no longer be 
avmlabkt to llliL 

• When a road allfJ,ment aosses the SFPUC property. I pubs a heaYil!lr 
bld lh• an~ on the pipe.._ and requ"- ......... ral'll9dlal 
millgallve adkln lin order to p,olad and keep 1he pipdn• furdfonel_ 

The Dr.alt EIRIBS --. that -nte North County Conklor and the acc:en 
roads ant expedad to dear Iha plpeh and lr.!lnsrnstion ~ and all 
ausalngs are at grade over the water pipeline and under ht powlJI' 

lralasmlissian Ines.• 1-1ovtt9ver, the Dr8ft EIRIEIS does not provfda a delaled 
analysis d impacts to DIiiies. A l'IIOnt thorough Slal)18ls must be conducl9d 
lhal ldenlliN speclllc fadllles 1hat would need 1D be relocalad (valwJ boxes. 
manholes. blow off valves. etc.). access roads that woud be reloealed, area of 
dlgturbence for each CIOSllffllJ. ffll!ljor and minor~ 1..Wrades 1hat would 
blJ nl!!ll!!l tlecl 1o prdect 1he 89n Joequn plpelhes. Sid a,_,., of Iha 
lraltSll'lissfon line~-

On)" one mlligallon .,._ore is prow::led, Meesure lITUES-1 i which ls 1D 

~ coonAi8llon letterlli to all ~ utilly companies 1D mnfmize -~ 
lintamlpflans. The il!ll'lalysis is n::ompata to deilllmlina If this is suffldant.. 

Hlslodc~ 
SIJctfon 3.1.8, Culul'al ResalraJs,. ldanfffies three lul envfrot 11119'1111JS(U'Q98 
a.umad ellfjble for the National Regis- d I listoric Places and C.lbria 
~ of Hlslorfcal Resourcas: 1he ~Y Aqueduct. Morx;,asn
Newertt T1'81tSll'lissfon Tawrer Line and lhe assod81BdW8ll'IIJl"Wll9 SuMltalon 
(Figura 3.1.8-1, Map RalenJ111CB 6} as one historic 1'8SCU'Ce. 

The SFPUC fadltles are •assumed eligible per VIII.C.4 d the Sedlan 108 
ProgrammaUc Ag11!1111'118111 lor a. purpo- ol fllla pl'Djllct (emphasis added); 
for indusifln in the National Reglslllr' of Hlslorfc ~ and C&lfomla Register 
d I lstorlcal Raeoul'Q!IIS - part d a larger pob!nlial hlgtone clllb1ct which 
Includes the Hetm-Hetchy dam. aqueduct, elecbfcal 1ransrniisllon b:M8ns and 
Sl.tbstations, .-Kl assodal:ad work eemps". 

The analysis and con:::ll8lone fegll~ aAbnl resourcas forSFPUC 
propertielJi are problemaUc .-Kt do not teka ln1o account prawfous evalu8tions of 
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tune of SFPUC properties In 11e APE. The SFPUC propertlea should not be 
a.urned k, be dgl:ile for lnck.lidan rn ... NRHPICRHP. partlculady - part of 
tune kuger potenHaJ, )191 U1 ldelned. hls1orie cl91rid 1hat c::otAd encomJNi1S$ a 
poltk1n of the SFPUC's S)'Btem. dllserl,ett as lndudlng ihe Heidi Hetd'ly dam. 
aqueduct, ele$ical fr'81'1emlsslon ~ and ~. and •sndated wen 
camp$. wilh no rdentlfled pal8nllal period of srgnHfcance. An auunp1fon of 
.aglbillly of lhis scare should only be undert8kan wtian ..,_. • a lack of 
pnJYtous doclml!lntali0n on whlidl a eonduslon ._.. on sullldelllt ew:lence 
ean be based. Ttis is not the case tor lhe SFPUC l'IJ8tll.Re& 

Issues relalad to historic dli9lrlds have been addr81sed rap1aledt, lin vadaus 
SFPUC arwironmantal documenls. 1119 SFPUC's Wais Sy$19m I~ 
Program Prognlmmatle ~ lmplld: Report (WSIP PEIR) (2008). for 
ewnple, lnduded a t:hon:lugh historic (Xll'l9I of tha SFPUC waler sys1l:un and 
did not fderffy the potential for a lluge historic dlslrfd: encomP98dig wtde 
swalhs of 1he SFPUC S)'lt.em. Ralher, the WSIP PEIR concluded that..,_. 
may be dlslh::t 81'988 Vlilhln secUans ol lhe SFPUC system that a,uld 

~ hlsb::ricdlddds. In addlllon. the SFPUC had a -'udy pn!pl!ll'8d by 
JRP I llstaieal Consun'lg. LLC In 2008 to fi.l'lhar 8X8fflline the Issue of hlslorfc 
dlildlk::ts that a,uld be npad:ed byWSIP ~-1119 JRP tlb.Jdy conduded 
hd: 1here ls no OV81'81 hislorfc distrid wilbln 119 SFPUC s,s18m 1111atec1 to 1he 
devalopmBnt of the Hatch Het.chy water syslam. The SFPUC Is not aware of 
any otllW Sf . .des ttl8I: have drawn ~ 1"99.-dlng a polel 11181 histr;Jrlc 

didrid lhat lncutes 1he SFPUC fadllia:s In the APE. No study suppo1fng such 
a ~n W8S cled fn lhe Hstodcal Re...-ces Evaluallon Report (HRER). 

1he SFPUC pn,vlously provided 119 SFPUC San Joaquin Plpelfne Systam 
Project Anal EIR k, callr8n$. That EIR fden1li9d thal: San Joaquin Plpelfnes 
(SJPl..s) No. 1 and No. 2 appear to be -8gl:IIIJ for 119 Nallonal Regli$ter and the 
ca111omra Regl_. o1 I llslrlrlcal Rea:uces but lhat overall~ l'le SJPL Sy!tern 
and Its •mcklted tllrucues (including SJPL.s No. 11hrough No. 3. 11e 
Oakdale Porbll Fadlly, 119 Tesla Portal Fadllly. the Albaq R09d Valve House. 
119 castman Cl1Nlk Va"'9 House. the San Joaqufn Valve Houae, and 1he 
W8ffl8I rile &m.billlon) do not app w to be -8gl:il9 for 11e Nallonal Reglilds 
and 1he callbria Reglder as an hlslorfc dlddcl The &IPL System EIR also 
de1Bnnlned 11e W8119V119 &mstalion did not BAJ88rlo be eliglble for 1he 
Na1fonal Register and 1119 Qdlfornlia Reg1111Jt CUJ 1o lack of hislorfc 
agn~ and also did not appear In comblnallon wllh ott.. fadltlll!ls 1o be 
-'01:119 as an historic dlslricl. 

Allhough 1he IPR 523 form for the SJPL No. 1 and 2 was cibld once In the 
HRER (Sdulz and Van:lal'lke) for IJPfJdHc hls1orie ilfonn911on. the SJPL 
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s,stsm EIR does nc,t 8RIB81"to b9 among the raferenc::as used bf Caftnlns and 
._, ~ LSA to prepan, .._ HRER Ful1hl!lnnole. SFPUC was not 
Qlllfactecl ragerdlng ollw pdal dialy ralevallt hlldodc resoun::es stu:tr.. 
Pi!fS<J revl9W1he lnfomulllon ~ by lie 8FPUC in 1he SJPLSystem EIR 
and l'9\fise hJ eulund F89DUIQIS a~ IIMDUIDJ evalualion to be 
Qll~ wllh pnnitous evabatb .. 

F~ shlfs• ~ owned bf PG&E. MID2 end Till W 
..,.uatad • part d1he p~ ofht Draft EIRIEIS and WB$ ~ 

wHl'lout mplkln--1o be lnellglble. Tf81..,,_.., lfnes and towers OMIBd by 
PG&I; MID, and TIO and those owned by the SFPUC were~ during 
a slmlar flrne pedod2 using slniler matedals and workmanship, and have all 
been melnlamed and ~ ca ltllstant with modem stc.nda ds. It Is possllla 
1h8t even I hJ Moccaefn.New81k T~ Tower Une hae hlslorfc 
slgnlfic8nce. It may lack sutlicii!I d hr.todc intagrly because of Y8l1ous changas 
and upgrades made to ht fadlly O'l8I' time. PG&E. MID, and TIO 'lnmsmilsskln 
lni'as1rucb.ln, was evalutdlJd and d8l:annlned not to be slgnlllQlnt nJ60Uff;86 

und• CE.QA. The OHP sta1us code for those facn. Is 82, hallglble due to 
__,,., evalluatlcn. G"'9n the smllfsrllB9 d SFPUC transmlseion ~ 
II: Is unlkely ...... Moocsllin-NfJwalk T~ 'fOWlll' Une WflUld be 
911glbl9 under CrlbNta A, B, or C. 

The '8ltt on page 226 of ht EIR tsl'loud be CXJl'l'ed8d to raftect u.t ~ 
2B wll m;a the Helch I letdly fadlll:les 5 times (as shown h Tebkl 2.4-1) and 
requlRJ the relocation dttne val¥9 boxes. Figure 3.1.8-1, Ania of Poblnllal 
Effeds, shOMJi the Hetd1 Hek.:hy Aqueduc;t • an ellgible l'8SOUl'08, but 1he 
W..,.-1'111e SUbslal:lon and Moccasfn-Newa,t Transmission TO'lll9f Une ere not 
spadlieally ldantilled. 

Flgtnt 2 h Appalldlbc C, Sedion4(f) EvalUllllon shows an OYSnfiew:of l'IJ8 
He1ch I letchy ~ewart T1'8118111ii88kJ Lht and the leg81 Id 
rafa,IIIC88 Map RafaBI 1C1t ft133. Should Ila map raferBltat Instead be 1o MR 6 
as shOMI n Flgtnt a 1.8-1? Figure 6 (fii parls) n Appendx c shows an aerial 
map of tt'8 project alignment and the Helch Hatchy AquedudlMoecallin· 
Nlwtark Tf81...,_fon Line. Appendix C has an .Attadmllnt k. Record& end 
Conaspondance, but hJ ~ Is mrsshg. 

SFPUC Prgjad: Reviaw Procau and Real Estate Authuralfon 
Projeds and dvllfies pnJpOMd on SFPUC ROW lands must be """8wed by 
our Pn,jBd: Rll'MiewComrnffllJa (Coml'l'IIHN). TheCommU.. ls comprad of 
..,.th:Jnl the Nab.nl ~ and lands Maltagemerd Dhll-,n (NRLMD), 
Bulll8U dEIMn:JrmlJnl:al Management (REM). H-IWP, Ra &t!lteSm"llicas 
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(RES) .and the Ciitiy Afforney"s Office. This ml!.llti-disci pl inary. teami re-views 
projeds and .activities for oonsistiency with ,oil.Ir EnvJronmental Stewardsh~ 
Po icy, Real Esfiafe Guide illiles Vegetatiion Managem nl .,Hd other land use 

policies., best 1management 1p:radiC!l!!ls: .and oo:mpJetion of fhB CEQA. re·Yiew and 
.app ioab'.le envirio.nm ntal permUf ng prOC8sses. In liaviiewing the pmposed 
pr-djed ·mhe Comm'ittee may "ndicate1 that modiifiioations m avoidance and 
mi · imizatiio:n measl!.lres alie neassary. TheliefOlie, it is important to schedule 
pr-ojeds for li@'iiiew .at ~he earl iest opportunitiy. 

A completed P.rojeci. ReViiew AiRplicatiollil (l"n'k to t tile Plioject ReViiew appl ic.aMon 
.at http:J/.sfwatflr.org/moo hr:slshowdocl!.lment.aspx?doc llilf:nlid=224l0) ml!lst be 

submitted to the S.FPUC con1:acl person llist d ·n ·the HApJ:i11icatiion lnsm!llci'ioos~ 
del a led o:n page 1 of the .app ioatiom 

For eacil NCC crossing (eac:'h al~ nmelll has mu'ltiip e crossings)1, h 

Comm· ee r,eq1L11ires dela led engineered design drawillilgs prior to any 
coostiruction. With he shalied alignment of the [()O'Wer lines and [pipelines, it iis 
c111i.mial to ma·ntain min·mum coverage over the1 p~ernes and m·nimumi gro: nd 
.and sf.rud. Iii!!! dlear-ance to H1e1 lransmissJon towers and powi r lines .. TlhB 
fallowing areas of ccmcem must be coosi.de:red Yilhe:n prepariing lhe engineered 

design for thei NCC cross·ings: 

1. T1ransmission line1 clearances 
Al l orossing locations must ma·intain m·n:im m clearaoces to meet o:r 
,exce d CPUC GQ..95 1req irementis .. SFPUC can [provide plan and 
pr-ofi · drawings or final ro1L11fe. Any cross·il!llgs thal pliopose 

inwas:truc.fm,e ·tiha oouk:I be in oonfiici with these 1fi8quir mern!s wm 
r-eqlLll ili@ mitigative aciicms, iindlud·ng, but oot l"mit:ed to transm"ssion 
fawer rais.es, r 00001L11ctoring ,cd' transmission lines or oonstrudion 
.and ·nstallation of inferset [poles . 

. 2. Pi pel"ne ,oper.a~ion .and p ,aleciioo 

.a_ Oil- ration 
i. Blow offs -w.a'ler discharges, valve boMes 

b. Pl'iol eciion 
i. Al I oms.sings will requiliB an e ocasemeni m bridge des·ign 
ii. Prior 'lo any encasementi. m briidge. and during 1proJect 

COl'lstiructiol!ll, a oonditioo assessmenti. and repairof the 
pipejlines and coatings will be rieq11.f red 

J _ Access to in·fr.as1ruciure 
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In.,.. whse aecess 1oSFPUC hfraslrudu'e 1$ compromised or 
sa'elllld by prajed Q111l1budion, Callr8I IS must nagoliallJ and sacuR:11 
pennsnent access for the SFPUC for opl!f'8lkln and malnten81 K!8 of 
Its f8clllti8e end..,. on. rights the SFPUC CUT9l1fly 8DJl'Clses for 
the operallol1 and malnten81 K!8 of Hs fadlllles. 

M pad af tha Pn;Jted: Review proicess, Callr8I IS wll WOfk wHh SFPUC Rllsl 
Esta1lt Services ndf to obt81n the appropdate ....a--. ag,_menl(s) 
necessary to conlirud the project and operate end malnlain the NCC over Sid 
8(:l"OliliS SFPUC properly. l1NJ SFPUC wll not eulhorbi:r ill,y WOik. on SFPUC 
r.1ds wlhout an executed "11181 est8ta 8(Jl1Jl8fflfJnl 

C.Onduslon and Racolrmmla1lgn 
The SFPUC continues to malnlain Its p...-ed alignment as Allllmallve 2B, as 
this elgnnwnt hes ltl8 ra.t ln.,.:t an 1hlt Hatdl Hldd,yfadllles, although 
depending on hJ nakJr9 of the crosglngg and lmpads to SFPUC fadlllfes, 
AltlJmlltive 2A rney be acceptable. 

The SFPUC nJquesls that th9 NCC pn,Jecl 198111 subml e Projed: Rewklw 
applea1lon ldenlf)1tlg the final alignment and prelinlnary design pl8rlS to the 

SFPUC • PftJjed Rll'WJWCommlttee as soon as U.1t181 81(gnment 18 
lid8nfflled, 88 It wll bike several monlh8 1o complete th9 Pn;Jted: Review process 
and for the NCC projed:taem 1o acquire the nec:assary reel-... 
eutto ttalfon. 

The SFPUC ~• e 11HJ8111ng belween the SFPUC and C.llnlns lo 
dliaaJ86 ttw comments l'llgarding the Draft EIRIEIS and ltl8 SFPUC Profed 
Re\lleW pmcess We wll provide moR:11 de1aa.d co1'1111ffris end inbm8lfon on 
potenHal lmpads to ourfaclm. at that fiffl9_ In order to 8ffange this meeting 
pll•a conlact ffl9et415-664-1652 orvte emel et KFrye@sl\vablr.Olg. 

31nc8191y, 

K4tSlt"fiyS 
K811JD Frye. AICP 
Senior EmlirorHnantal Project Managw 

c::c: Steve Rlchla, SFPUC, Water Enlluprisa 
Inna Torrey, SFPUC. BEM 
Margant Hannaford, ~ HHWP 
Rosauna Russel. SFPUC. Real Eslal8 Sr:ln;k:es 

Fl'lll108ISQI Geanar, SFPUC Gen9ral Coun9al 
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Response 3 to San Francisco Water Power Sewer: Thank you for your comments; they have 

been included in the Final Environmental Document.  

Response 3A: Caltrans apologizes for the late notification of the circulation of the draft NCC 

EIR/EIS. An email was received on September 28, 2017 from the San Francisco Public Utilities 

Commission requesting a copy of the NCC Community Impact Assessment. The document was 

sent later that day.  

Response 3B: The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s preference for Alternative 2B 

and 2A has been noted; however, Caltrans and the Project Development Team have 

determined that Alternative 1B is the preferred alternative. See Section 2.5 of the NCC Final 

EIR/EIS for further information regarding this decision.  

Response 3C: Temporary disruptions may occur to the San Francisco Public Utilities 

Commission Hetch Hetchy Water and Power facilities as part of proposed project activities; 

however, access will be maintained during construction. It is anticipated the project will require 

relocation of approximately eight valve boxes associated with the San Francisco Public Utilities 

Commission Hetch Hetchy. Consultation with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to 

determine the location of these relocated valve boxes will occur during final design.  

Access and clearance of utilities were taken into consideration for the proposed project and 

have been designed in accordance with Caltrans standards. Additional information can be found 

in Section 3.1.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. 

Any potential utility conflicts will be resolved during the right-of-way phase of the proposed 

project; continued utility coordination attempts will be resolved with the owner at that time. 

Coordination during the right-of-way phase will ensure pedestrian and bicycle facilities within 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission parcels will abide by San Francisco Public Utilities 

Commission regulations. 

Response 3D: The Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct, Moccasin-Newark Transmission Line, and 

Warnerville Substation within the Area of Potential Effects are assumed eligible for the National 

Register, for the purposes of this project only, as part of a larger potential historic district that 

includes the Hetch Hetchy dam, aqueduct, electrical transmission towers and substations, and 

associated work camps. The potential historic district is assumed eligible under Criteria A and 

C, at the state level of significance, for its association as instrumental in the growth of San 

Francisco, and for innovative engineering techniques. Within the Area of Potential Effects, the 

Hetch Hetchy aqueduct and transmission line share a resource boundary that includes an 

approximately 200-foot right-of-way; the Warnerville Substation resource boundary is the Area 

of Potential Effects limits. Character-defining features of the resources include the metal lattice 

transmission towers with cross arms, and the substation building. 

Assumption of eligibility is a temporary eligibility consideration only given to a resource during 

the environmental analysis period if it is believed that project will not impact the resource. State 

Historic Preservation Officer concurrence on assumption of eligibility considerations is different 

than State Historic Preservation Officer concurrence on formal eligibility evaluations. For formal 

eligibility evaluations, State Historic Preservation Officer will provide concurrence on whether 

the resource is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of 
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Historical Resources. For temporary assumption of eligibility considerations, State Historic 

Preservation Officer provides concurrence not on the eligibility determination, but on a project’s 

presumed impacts. It merely means that the SHPO is concurring on the project would not 

adversely/significantly impact the resource, assuming it is eligible for the National Register of 

Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources.  This temporary eligibility 

consideration does not change any previous State Historic Preservation Officer concurred upon 

eligibility determinations, it does not actually assign eligibility, and it is not precedent setting for 

future work on the resource, because it is not an actual evaluation of the resource. Future 

projects which have a federal nexus will be required to determine if the resource is eligible/not 

eligible for the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 

Future projects would not be able to point to this document as proof of National Register of 

Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources eligibility, because the assumption of 

eligibility consideration does not assign actual National Register of Historic Places eligibility 

status.  

Had the project not utilized the assumption of eligibility consideration for this resource for the 

purposes of this project only, a full National Register of Historic Places/California Register of 

Historical Resources evaluation of each element of the resource within the project area, as well 

as the entire resource, would have been required, which could have resulted in a determination 

by the State Historic Preservation Officer that the resource is indeed eligible for the National 

Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources. The State Historic 

Preservation Officer is allowed and does make changes to previous determinations, based on 

updated information and based on the current appointed State Historic Preservation Officer, 

regardless of previous determinations.  

As the project instead utilized the temporary assumption of eligibility consideration for the 

resource, and no actual evaluations were conducted, the State Historic Preservation Officer has 

not issued any formal eligibility determinations. As a result, any future work involving the 

resource are not constrained by the findings of the North County Corridor project. As this 

temporary eligibility designation only applies to the North County Corridor project and does not 

affect the resource’s eligibility outside of this project, no correspondence with San Francisco 

Public Utilities Commission was necessary and no additional reference documentation was 

necessary to make the consideration for the purposes of this project only during the preparation 

of the cultural documentation. The State Historic Preservation Officer reviewed the cultural 

documentation and concurred with the findings as found in Attachment J SHPO Coordination of 

the NCC Final EIR/EIS.  

Response 3E: Responsibility for relocation of existing utilities that are within the state and city 

right-of-way would follow state and federal regulations and statutes. All Build Alternatives would 

require relocation of existing utilities, but relocation of the Hetch-Hetchy electric transmission 

lines, Hetch-Hetchy underground pipelines and main canals would not be required.  

Caltrans will consider the state and federal regulatory requirements for transmission line 

clearance and past engineering practice involving freeway crossings of San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission pipelines for the proposed project engineering design for NCC crossings. 

All crossings will meet the minimum regulatory standards. 
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Response 3F: The environmental document discusses minimizing crossings of canals and 

utility corridors in section 2.3. Minimization of canal crossings and utility corridor impacts were 

built into the design as part of the project’s features and through coordination with San 

Francisco Public Utilities Commission engineering staff. Coordination during preliminary design 

with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission provided additional guidance and 

information to ensure the project minimized crossings of San Francisco Public Utilities 

Commission facilities, which is documented in Section 5.2 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Relocation of the Hetch Hetchy power transmission lines and Hetch Hetchy underground water 

transmission lines is not anticipated. The project crosses Hetch Hetchy facilities 4 times. Each 

crossing is described in further detail below: 

• In Segment 1, NCC crosses Hetch Hetchy approximately 1,200 feet west of the 
NCC/Oakdale Road intersection, and Oakdale Road alignment crosses Hetch Hetchy 
approximately 500 feet north of the NCC/Oakdale Road intersection. The crossings are 
at-grade over the water pipeline and under the power transmission lines. 

• In Segment 2, NCC crosses Hetch Hetchy approximately 500 feet east of Langworth 
Road. The crossings are at-grade over the water pipeline and under the power 
transmission lines. 

• In Segment 3, NCC crosses Hetch Hetchy approximately 500 feet south of Warnerville 
Road. The crossings are at-grade over the water pipeline and under the power 
transmission lines. 

Once 1B was selected as the preferred alternative, it was determined that the project would not 

have any longitudinal encroachments on San Francisco Public Utilities Commission facilities 

and a Longitudinal Encroachment Exception will not be needed for the project. This information 

has been included in Section 3.1.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. 

Response 3G: Coordination with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission has occurred 

beginning at the 6002 process kick-off meeting on October 2, 2010 and continued throughout 

preliminary design with multiple coordination meetings occurring in 2011, 2014, 2015, and most 

recently in 2018. Alternative 1B was selected as the preferred alternative and upon further 

analysis, has been identified as only having 4 crossings of Hetch-Hetchy facilities. Table 2.4.1 

has been revised with the correct number of facility crossings. Continued coordination with the 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission will occur during final design and right-of-way 

negotiations. It is anticipated impacts to San Francisco Public Utilities Commission right-of-way 

will be minimized during final design. Slight project modifications may be made during final 

design to further avoid impacts to San Francisco Public Utilities Commission utility corridors. 

It is anticipated that any clearances for Hetchy-Hetchy facilities and North County Corridor 

would not incur mitigation for clearance deficiencies and would meet any CPUC GO-95 

requirements. Additionally, the project will ensure that no access to SFPUC facilities is removed 

as part of the project, and access roads would be maintained to allow for continued access to 

Hetch-Hetchy infrastructure. Valve boxes would be relocated outside of Department right-of-way 

and access would be provided. Known facilities have been included in the preliminary plans and 

anticipated relocation costs have been included in the preliminary project estimates as part of 

utility costs. No additional impacts associated with pumping and/or discharge water for 
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maintenance purposes is anticipated, and no additional analysis related to energy usage or 

greenhouse gases was included in the final environmental document.  

Response 3H: The proposed project could accommodate a Class III bike route in each 

direction on roadway shoulders from Claus Road to the eastern terminus at SR 108/SR 120. 

Local roads could accommodate Class II bicycle facilities. Class II bikeways are on-street bike 

lane facilities designated for bicyclists by a white stripe. The Class II facility is anticipated to  

comply with San Francisco Public Utilities Commission standards. Bicycle facilities will not be 

precluded from being considered that are consistent with the regional bikeway projects in the 

StanCOG Non-Motorized Transportation Master Plan. It is anticipated that the project would 

construct all bicycle and highway facilities within Caltrans right-of-way, and it is not anticipated a 

separate trail or recreational use would occur on San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

property. 2.3 Build Alternative, 2.3.1 has further information on the roadway corridor.  

Response 3I: It is anticipated that San Francisco Public Utilities Commission pipelines and 

power lines will not be relocated; however, the project will require eight valve boxes to be 

relocated and some access roads may be severed, which will require relocation. Valve boxes 

would be relocated outside of Caltrans’ right-of-way, and access would be provided. This 

information has now been included within Section 3.1.5. for Utility and Emergency Services of 

the NCC Final EIR/EIS. 

Further, clearances for Hetchy-Hetchy facilities and North County Corridor would not incur 

mitigation for clearance deficiencies and would meet any CPUC GO-95 requirements. 

Additionally, the project will ensure that no access to SFPUC facilities is removed as part of the 

project, and access roads would be maintained to allow for continued access to Hetch-Hetchy 

infrastructure. Once 1B was selected as the preferred alternative, it was determined that the 

project would not have any longitudinal encroachments on San Francisco Public Utilities 

Commission facilities and a Longitudinal Encroachment Exception will not be needed for the 

project. Valve boxes would be relocated outside of Department right-of-way and access would 

be provided. Known facilities have been included in the preliminary plans and anticipated 

relocation costs have been included in the preliminary project estimates as part of utility costs. 

At this time, it is not anticipated that transmission or intersect towers will be constructed as part 

of this project. No additional impacts associated with utilities is anticipated, and no additional 

analysis or mitigation measures were included in the final environmental document. This 

information has been included in Section 3.1.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. 

Response 3J: The Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct, Moccasin-Newark Transmission Line, and 

Warnerville Substation within the Area of Potential Effects are assumed eligible for the National 

Register, for the purposes of this project only, as part of a larger potential historic district that 

includes the Hetch Hetchy dam, aqueduct, electrical transmission towers and substations, and 

associated work camps. The potential historic district is assumed eligible under Criteria A and 

C, at the state level of significance, for its association as instrumental in the growth of San 

Francisco, and for innovative engineering techniques. Within the Area of Potential Effects, the 

Hetch Hetchy aqueduct and transmission line share a resource boundary that includes an 

approximately 200-foot right-of-way; the Warnerville Substation resource boundary is the Area 
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of Potential Effects limits. Character-defining features of the resources include the metal lattice 

transmission towers with cross arms, and the substation building. 

Caltrans, in accordance with Section 106 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation VIII.C.4, 

determined that these properties within the APE are considered eligible for inclusion in the 

National Register of Historic Places for the purposes of this project only. Assumption of eligibility 

is a temporary eligibility consideration only given to a resource during the environmental 

analysis period if it is believed that project will not impact the resource. State Historic 

Preservation Officer concurrence on assumption of eligibility considerations is different than 

State Historic Preservation Officer concurrence on formal eligibility evaluations. For formal 

eligibility evaluations, State Historic Preservation Officer will provide concurrence on whether 

the resource is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of 

Historical Resources. For temporary assumption of eligibility considerations, State Historic 

Preservation Officer provides concurrence not on the eligibility determination, but on a project’s 

presumed impacts. It merely means that the SHPO is concurring on the project would not 

adversely/significantly impact the resource, assuming it is eligible for the National Register of 

Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources.  This temporary eligibility 

consideration does not change any previous State Historic Preservation Officer concurred upon 

eligibility determinations, it does not actually assign eligibility, and it is not precedent setting for 

future work on the resource, because it is not an actual evaluation of the resource. Future 

projects which have a federal nexus will be required to determine if the resource is eligible/not 

eligible for the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. 

Future projects would not be able to point to this document as proof of National Register of 

Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources eligibility, because the assumption of 

eligibility consideration does not assign actual National Register of Historic Places eligibility 

status.  

Had the project not utilized the assumption of eligibility consideration for this resource for the 

purposes of this project only, a full National Register of Historic Places/California Register of 

Historical Resources evaluation of each element of the resource within the project area, as well 

as the entire resource, would have been required, which could have resulted in a determination 

by the State Historic Preservation Officer that the resource is indeed eligible for the National 

Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources. The State Historic 

Preservation Officer is allowed and does make changes to previous determinations, based on 

updated information and based on the current appointed State Historic Preservation Officer, 

regardless of previous determinations.  

As the project instead utilized the temporary assumption of eligibility consideration for the 

resource, and no actual evaluations were conducted, the State Historic Preservation Officer has 

not issued any formal eligibility determinations. As a result, any future work involving the 

resource are not constrained by the findings of the North County Corridor project. As this 

temporary eligibility designation only applies to the North County Corridor project and does not 

affect the resource’s eligibility outside of this project, no correspondence with San Francisco 

Public Utilities Commission was necessary and no additional reference documentation was 

necessary to make the consideration for the purposes of this project only during the preparation 

of the cultural documentation. The State Historic Preservation Officer reviewed the cultural 



Appendix N: Response to Comments 
Agency Comments 

41 

documentation and concurred with the findings as found in Attachment J SHPO Coordination of 

the NCC Final EIR/EIS.  

Response 3K: The environmental document has been revised and updated, including Figure 

3.1.8-1, which was updated to reflect the identified eligible resources.  

Response 3L: Figure 2 in Appendix C of the Final Environmental Document has been changed 

from “Map #133” to “MR 6” in the legend of the figure. SHPO has provided concurrence, the 

records and correspondence associated with Section 4(f) resources have also been added into 

Attachment A of Appendix C and are included in the Final Environmental Document. 

Response 3M: Coordination with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission has occurred 

beginning at the 6002 process kick-off meeting on October 2, 2010 and continued throughout 

preliminary design with multiple coordination meetings occurring in 2011, 2014, 2015, and most 

recently in 2018. Further, a completed project review application with detailed design drawings 

will be submitted to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission contact person listed in the 

instructions of the application, and consideration for the transmission line clearances, pipeline 

operation and protection, and access to infrastructures will be considered for the engineering 

design of the proposed project. 

As part of the Project Review Process by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, 

Caltrans will work with San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Real Estate Services staff to 

obtain the appropriate real estate agreement(s) necessary to construct the proposed project and 

operation and maintain the NCC over and across San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

property. 

Response 3N: Detailed engineering drawings will be provided to the San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission during final design. All detailed engineering drawings are anticipated to 

meet San Francisco Public Utilities Commission standards and requirements. 

Response 3O: In response to the letter received, the project proponent has continued to 

coordinate with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to help address the concerns 

above, including providing exhibits, CAD files, and impact estimates on 4/25/2018, 6/20/2018, 

7/11/2018, and 9/26/2018. Additional meetings with the San Francisco Public Utilities 

Commission will be scheduled during final design to ensure all requirements are met. 
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Comment 4 
Comment from the United States, Dept. of Army, Dept. of Defense, Base 
Realignment and Closure Division 

 

  

From : Orloski, Ed [m ailto:Edward .Orloski@calibresys.com] 

Sent: Wedne.sday, August 30 , 2017 11:14 AM 

To: Val lejo, Ph i lip@DOT <phil ip.valle jo@dot .ca .gov>; Magsayo, Grace B@DOT <grace.magsayo@dot.ca.gov> 
Cc: Procter, Webster W (Hank) CIV USARMY HODA ACSIM ,(US) <webster.w.procter.civ@ mai l.m il>; Key, Will iam F SWD 

<Wl ll iam.F.Key@usace .arm y.mi l>; Boyd, Kelly CIV USARMY CESPK (US) <Kelly .Boyd@usace.army.mil>; 

david.a.brentl inger.civ@mai l.mil; Orloski, Ed <Edward .Or loski@ca libresys .com> 

Subject: RIVERBANK ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT - "North County Corr idor Projec" t 

Philip, Grace, 
My name is Ed Orloski. I work at the behest of the United States, Department of Army, Department of 

Defense, Base Real ignment and Closure Divis ion (BRAC) who is an owner of 105.32 acres (Riverbank Army 
Ammunition Plant) at the intersection of Claus Road and Claribel Road, City of Riverbank, Stanislaus County, 

CA. Although we have heard rumors about Ca ltrans plans for a "North County Corridor Project" for some 

t ime, we are concerned that appropriate individuals have not received notices, press re leases, or notifications 

of public meetings with regard to th is project. As you are aware, the Army and City of Riverbank 
are important stakeholders that are likely to be impacted by any one of Caltrans proposed routes for this 

project, hopefu lly in a posit ive way. Please keep the individuals on th is distriibution (above) appr ised of 
all future notifications, in particular ... 

1. DAIM-ODB (BRAC Division) Attn: Webster W. Procter. Taylor Bldg/NC3, Rm. 5000, 2530 Crysta l Drive, 
Arlington, VA 22202 

2. U.S. Army District Engineer -Sacramento, Attn: Kelly Boyd, 1325 J Street, Room 802, Sacramento, CA 95814· 
2922 

3. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers -SWD, Attn: William F. Key, 1100 Commerce St., Rm 831, Dallas, TX 75242 
4. Riverbank Army Ammuntion Plant, Attn : David.A.Brent linger, 5300 Claus Road, Riverbank CA 95367 

Thank you. 

Edward Or loski 

570 574-3678 ce ll 

Edward.Orloski.ctr@mail.mil 
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Response 4 to United States, Dept. of Army, Dept. of Defense, Base Realignment and 

Closure Division: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the Final 

Environmental Document. 

The contact information provided will be included on future distribution lists. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMENTS 

Comment 5 
Comment from the Stanislaus County Environmental Review 

 

  

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE 

Jody I.. H~ yo,s 
Chiof Executive Officer 

Pat,ic/a HIii Thom,s 
Chi•f Operation:s Officcd 

Ass/slant Executive Officer 

Keith D. Boggs 
A#t:lci:mt Exocutlvo Offic•r 

Petrico M. Oivtrich 
Assistant Executive Officer 

STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 

Callrans Distric t 6 
Attention: Juan Torres 
PO Box 12616 
Fresno, CA 93778-2616 

October 16, 2017 

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REFERRAL - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
T.RANSPORTATION (CAL TRANS) AND NORTH COUNTY CORRIDOR 
TRANSPORTATION EXPRESSWAY AUTHORITY (NCCTEA)- NORTH 
COUNTY CORRIDOR PROJECT - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT (EIR/EIS) 

Mr. Torres: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced project. 

The Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee (ERC) has reviewed the subject 
project and has no comments al this time. 

The ERC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick Cavanah 
Sr. Management Consultant 
Environmental Review Committee 

PC:ss 

cc: ERC Members 

STRIVING TOGETHER TO BE THE BEST! 
Pos; "thca Bo• .'?404 

1 F ,~. ioa 5➔ -t.6:!2f. 
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Response 5 to Stanislaus County Environmental Review: Thank you for your comments; 

they have been included in the Final Environmental Document.  
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Comment 6 
Comment from the City of Modesto 

 

6A 

6B 

September 22, 2017 

Juan Torres 
Senior Environmental Planner 
California Department of Transportation 
855 M Street, Suite 200 
Fresno CA 93721 

RE: North County Corridor Draft EIR review comments 

Mr. Torres: 

City of Modesto 
Office of the City Manager 

/010 Tenth Street. uite 6100 
\fodesto, CA C)jJ5.J 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject document The following comments are 
intended to assist you in finalizing the environmental review documentation process for the 
North County Corridor: 

1. Text on Chapter 1, Page 1, indicates that " ... Caltrans will relinquish the existing SR-108 
to the County of Stanislaus." Would Caltrans also relinquish to the City of Modesto the 
portion of SR-108 through downtown Modesto along McHenry Avenue to the project 
site? If so, then the City would have continued concerns regarding the potential 
transfer of long-term liabilities associated w· h management and maintenance of 
McHenry Avenue. Prior to any relinquishment of the CalTrans facility to the City, a 
formal agreement that explicitly defines each agency's responsibility for maintenance 
and improvements should be established. These ooncerns should be addressed in the 
NCC EIR. 

2. Table 1.2.2-1 on page 6 indicates the Modesto general plan projects a 2030 population 
for the Oty of 411,788. However, page 1-2 of the Modesto Urban Area General Plan 
Master EIR describes an anticipated 2025 population of approximately 334,000 -
357,000. The 411,788 figure is more than ten percent too high; 370,000 is a more 
accurate figure to associate with a 2030 population projection for Modesto. This figure 
is derived by applying the 1.3 percent growth rate assumed in the StanCOG RTP/SCS to 
the midpoint of the range referenced on page 1-2 of the General Plan Master EIR, from 
2025 to 2030. 

PO Bnx 6-1!. \lodesro. C. I 1535] 1111 11 ,11odeswg1Ji• co,11 fl,nne . (!09) 57'-52(7 • r<L~- (Z09) -N J-P98 
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6C 

6D 

6E 

6F 

6G 

Mr. Juan orres 
September 22, 2017 
Page 2 

3. Text under the subheader "Development Trends' on page 44 states that 
" ... u precedented population growth cont inues to increase pressure to convert 
agricultura l lands to non-agricultural uses (Stanislaus County 1994)." However, recent 
population growth has been flat and even negative during certain years in the current 
decade. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Modesto's populat ion increased an 
estimated 4.5 percent during the six-year period from 2010 to 2016; t his is an 
approximate 0.7 percent annual increase. 

4. Tabe 3.1.1.1-1 on page 46 indicates thatthe nvoli specific plan area is " .... in a currently } 
unincorporated area of Stanisl.aus County, next to the ... City of Modesto." However, th is 
area (bounded by Claratina Ave., Rose lle Ave., Sylvan Ave. & Oakdale Rd.) has been 
annexed to Modesto since 2008. 

5. Table 3.1.1.2-3 and text on page 166 indicates that "Class 3 bike routes would be } 
accommodated ... " City staff believes that bicycle traffic should be accommodated via a 
Class 2 striped la eat a minimum, while a separated Class I or Class IV facil ity would 
be preferred for the safety of bicyclists. 

6. The land use data file and the roadway network file for the NCC Travel Demand 
Forecast Model (Model) were compared with Table 3.1. 1. 1-1 (Future Projects) 1 n the 
Draft EIR. Comparing the development assumptions of the NCC Model to the 
development projects listed in the Table 3.1.1.1-1 shows they are not consistent. 
Comparisons revea l that although the NCC Model assumed partial development in the 
nvoli Specific Plan area (see Comment # 3, above, for location), it also assumes far 
more development than what is shown in Table 3.1.1.1-1 in t he areas along the NCC 
between Claribel and Claratina. 

7. The land area and land uses in the NCC Model have been compared with those in t he 
Modesto General Plan Model. The comparisons reveal that the land use development 
assumptions of the NCC Model are less than those in the Modesto Genera l Plan 
transportation Model for the area along the NCC within the Modesto General Plan 
bou dary. 

8. The NCC Model land uses for the Trvoli Specific Plan area are inconsistent with the 
adopted Tivoli Specific Plan. ifor example, the Tivoli Specific Plan area covers 454 
acres, while the NCC Model data shows it has 981 acres (also, Table 3.1.1.1-1 indicates 
that the 1voli area is 345 acres). Dwelli ng unit counts and employee assumptions 
based on development potential that are included in the NCC Model are signific~ntly 
less than what's shown in the adopted Tivoli Specific Plan. 
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6G 

Mr. Juan Torres 
September 22, 2017 
Page 3 

9. The issue of inconsistent land use/ development assumptions, described in Comment 
#6, between the project traffic model and the Modesto General Plan traffic model also 
exists gene,·ally along the SR219 / Kiernan Ave. alignment from SR99 to the eastern 
Modesto General Plan boundary. Lane count assumptions for project area roadways 
are also inconsistent between the two traffic models. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments fo llowing our review of the Draft EIR. We 
believe that these comments are important because data and information that is more 
accurate will provlde lmproved bases for drawing conclusions described within the document. 

If you have any questions regard ing this letter, please contact me at 209.341.2938, or by 
emai l at cbirdsjU@modestogov.com (we would be happy to share the Tivoli Specific Plan 
documentation, and/or our general plan traffic model and related data, if you're interested in 
reviewing those to gain additonal insight to certain comments provided above). 

Sincerely, 

{.~ c;~ ~na~r 

cc: Modesto City Council 
Cynthia Birdsill, Director of Community a11d Economic Development 
Patrick Kelly, AICP, Planning Manager 
Brad Wall, AICP, Principal anner 

} 
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Response 6 to City of Modesto: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. 

Response 6A: The existing State Route 108 and McHenry Avenue would be relinquished to the 

County/City and remain in place. Additional discussions regarding relinquishment and 

maintenance agreements between Caltrans and the local jurisdictions are anticipated to occur 

during the right-of-way phase.  

Response 6B: Page I-2 of the 2008 Modesto Urban Area General Plan Master EIR (Executive 

Summary) states that “the future population within the adopted planning area is estimated to be 

428,300”, to be reached “some time after the 2025 planning horizon,” and that current 

infrastructure plans would “accommodate an estimated population between 334,000 and 

357,000 people within the City’s existing Sphere of Interest (SOI)… The planning area is larger 

than the City’s existing SOI.” Per recommendation of the City, an estimated growth percentage 

of 1.3 was applied to the estimated 2025 population midpoint range to determine the future 

population estimation at year 2030 is approximately 370,000. Therefore, Table 1.2.2-1 of the 

NCC Final EIR/EIS was updated to reflect the future estimated population of 370,000 and the 

citation of the Modesto Urban Area General Plan Master EIR and StanCOG RTP/SCS was 

added. 

Response 6C: This sentence will be changed to remove “…unprecedented population 

growth…” and replaced with “…population growth….” 

Response 6D: The reference to Tivoli specific plan area as an unincorporated area of 

Stanislaus County will be omitted from Table 3.1.1.1-1. 

Response 6E: Class III facilities meet the Caltrans design standards for the current NCC 

project; however, Class I or IV may be considered in future projects. 

Response 6F: The NCC specific traffic model is based on data from the 2011 Region 

Transportation Plan Travel Demand Model proposed by StanCOG. The 2011 Regional 

Transportation Plan Travel Demand Model included a wide range of data sources to project total 

regional traffic volumes such as regional growth, local populations, and commercial and 

residential development.  Table 3.1.1.1-1 is a representative list of future projects (e.g. 

Crossroads West Specific Plan in City of Riverbank, Woodglen Specific Plan in City of Modesto, 

and the Tivoli Specific Plan in city of Modesto); however, it is not all-inclusive. Additionally, the 

Traffic Operations Report (2015) incorporated known data from City of Modesto. 

Response 6G: The NCC specific traffic model is based on data from the 2011 Region 

Transportation Plan Travel Demand Model proposed by StanCOG. The 2011 Regional 

Transportation Plan Travel Demand Model included a wide range of data sources to project total 

regional traffic volumes such as regional growth, local populations, and commercial and 

residential development.   
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Comment 7 
Comment from the City of Riverbank 

  

7B 

7A 

September 19, 2017 

Mr. Juan Torres 

City Of Riverbank 

6707 Third Street, Riverbank, CA 95367 

Office (209) 863-7120 FAX (209) 869-7126 

Senior Environmental Planner 
California Department of Transportation 
Central Sierra Environmental Analysis Branch 
855 M Street, Suite 200 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Subject: Stanislaus County North County Corridor (NCC) - New State Route (SR) 108 Project 
and Route Adoption EIRIEIS Comments 

Dear Mr. Torres, 

The City of Riverbank appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NCC EIR/EIS released for 
our review officially on August 8, 2017 . Since 2010 the City of Riverbank has participated in the 
North County Corridor Transportation Expressway Authority (NCC TEA) as a member agency 
along with the Cities of Modesto and Oakdale, as well as Stanislaus County, STAN COG and 
CAL TRANS District 10. We continue to play an active role in the review and administration of 
this vital investment in our community . 

The City of Riverbank remains concerned regarding the potential transfer of any long-term 
liabilities associated with the future CAL TRANS relinquishment of SR 108 to local government 
for management and maintenance. This of course includes any responsibilities for storm 
drainage treatment necessary to satisfy the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The City of 
Riverbank is also concerned wlh the lack of analysis associated with the potential loss of 
commercial revenue associated with the relocation of SR 108 in the proposed locations . The 
fiscal impacts of this traffic shift should be evaluated under a costs-benefit analysis required by 
the EIS process . 

We realize detailed construction drawings have yet to be developed . We are however 
concerned with the future alignment of the new Claribel Road at near Coffee Road on the west 
and Terminal on the East. The drawings presented are not clear as to illustrate what access , if 
any , will be allowed to Terminal and how Terminal Road will be treated near the NCC and the 
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7B 

7C 

new alignmen of Claribel Road. We assume for example that Terminal will pass nderthe 
NCC, bu cannot tell ha happens with Terminal orth o the CC alignment. 

We loo forward to working with Stanislaus County and the CCTEA 10 consider an urban 
interchange of the NCC with Eleanor to the east of town. The City of Riverbank has 
successfully expanded the Sphere of lnHuence to promote job g n rating land use opportunities 
on e east side of Riverbank. In this regard , access to the NCC on the east side of River'ban 
would prove 10 be a vital link for regional job creation associated with the Riverbank Industrial 
complex. The potentia l addition of an urban interohange at Eleanor will provide the necessary 
access n ed for the industrial businesses connectivity to the NCC. 

As requested, below are detailed comments prepared by Riverbank staff o t e rel a ed NCC 
IRI IS complete with page references. Generally the document looks fairly complete. It is 

anticipated that the Riverbank City Council will forward r comm ndatlon on a preferred 
alignment after the comment periodforth1s EIR/ IS has closed . 

Page 5 - Population Assumptions appear to be grossly overstated throug the 2030 time 
frame. Riverbank's population as stated in the NCC EIR/EIS is projected to be 69,508 by 2030, 
while Stanislaus County's population is forecasted to be 821,715. The adopted Riverbank MSR 
and Housing Element project the population to be 34,961 by 2035 and 39,1 98 by 2045. The 
University of Pacific, Eberhardt School of Business , Center of Business and Policy Research 
recently completed a Forecast Summary for Stanislaus County on July 6, 2016 which projec s 
the populations for Stanislaus County nd the associa ed census tracts to b · 
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7D 

7E 

7F 

7G 

hese population numbers appear to present an even lower population projectJon than 
Riverbank has anticipated through 2035, 31 ,1 13 persons versus 34 961 The point is the NCC 
projections through 2030 appear lo be 98% higher than proj cted by the City of Riverbank a d 
28.4% higher than projected for Stanislaus County . If the traffic model ing performed used these 
population numbers to determine traffic volumes, the model woutJ be flawed in that it projects a 
greater traffic volume earlier in the bui ld cycle. 

Pages 25 and 26 • Improvements Anbc1pated to Hwy 108 corridor within the City of Riverb nk
The only Intersection projects listed are Mure signalization projects at First and Claus swell as 
the widening of SR 108 o four lanes from Jackson Street to BNSF tracks. It appears this 
document misses all the traffic improvements contemplated by the Riverbank AB 1600 fees 
(Table 3-12, page 19) worth nearly $43 mi llion. 

Page 31 - Project Costs Summa')' Does the projected costs include Agricultura l Mitigation fees 
and Mitigation f s for loss of Swainson Hawk Habitat as wen as the possible loss of habitat for 
other sensibve species? 

Page 44 - Reference is made to Figure 3 1.1.1-1 in Appendix A which shows current zoning 
with in the project area. The area which includes the Riverbank Industrial Complex is zoned 
Specific Plan #2 and not Industrial. The area westerly of Claus Road 1s not in the City limits and 
is zoned by the County as xciusive Ag-1 O and not Industrial. 

Page 44- Reference is made to Figure 3.1.1.1-2 showing the pattern of land use and Table 
3.1.1.1-1 a list of potentially influential projects . These exhfbits do not ~st several projects in 
Riverbank and does not accurately reflect development potenbal in the Rrverbank Industrial 
Complex. Approved and/or pendlng projects in Riverbank inc de 

1) Riverbank Industrial Comple>t'- 146 acre Specific Plan could generate 119,058 sq. ft. of 
Comm rcial/Retail , 1,411 ,541 sq ft of Industrial and 116.637 sq. ft. ofOfftce/R&O. 

2) Bruinville Development East Side of Riverbank- 515 potential single fa mily homes plus 
Riverbank Family Apartments 72 units of HDR. 

3) Crossroads West Specific Plan-390acreSpecific Ian could generate 1,872 LOR 
Units , 192 MOR Units ,388 HDRUni ,550,000 ft of commercia l/retai l, fi r tion 
slte, expanded parks and r gional sports complex as well as schools. 

In th NCC traffic model an appreciable amount of fu ture development is assumed in the area 
that 1s south of Claribel around the NCC. Roughly 2,900 new residences are assumed. Th is 
issue is important since while all of the dwellings were assumed to have access to Oakdale 
Road or Roselle, they were also assumed to access Claribel north of the NCC, which will 
increase traffic in the area of Crossroads West. Why are areas south of the NCC ssumed to 
get access to Claribel? 

Almost no growth is assumed in the North Modestomvoli Specific Pa area , which is one of the 
areas illustr.ted in the CC traffic model. The difference between bas line and year 2042 
models was only 24 new residences and 43 new employe s in this area. D velopment in the 
most northerly end of Modesto is unlikely by 2042 and the 3,000 r sid nces assumed along 
NCC should instead be moved to Tivoli as p rt or that site's bulldout. Tivoli could then be 
assumed to be fully built out with rts maxi um residential and retail potentia l. Why ,sn1 Tivoli 11 

the land use set? 
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7K 

7L 

7M 

7N 

7O 

7P 

7Q 

7R 

Page 57 - Riverbank Gener-al Plan Polices and Compliance - The City of Riverbank 's General 
Plan relies on connectivity of local streets to roads managed by the State of California as well as 
Stanislaus County. Tlhe proposed NCC cuts off the eastern circulation of the City from 
accessing the NCC easterly of Claus Road beyond Lang,worth Road. This design is 
inconsisterit with the Riverbank General Plan land Use and Circu lation Elements . Attention 
needs io be focuse<J o:n analy.zing the impacts associated with this proposed ciq-culation pattern. 

Page 71 -Table 3.1.2.-1, Population Pmjeciion • Same comment as abov-e . The NCC EIRIEIS 
assumes a County wide population of 953 ,580 peop e by 2060 v · rs us the projections provided 
by UOP of 836,635. 

Page 98 - Planned Residential Devefoprnent withi11 Project Vicinity- Tlher-e is no mentbn of the 
Crossroads West Specific Plan Area. 

Generali Note-All data is ta ken from the U S. Census. \Miy not os m , ltiple sources? 

Page1 05- Paragraph 3 - Them isaspel lingerror. "Riverside"shou ld be"Rivernank. '' 

Pa.ge il41 -With the po!ential development of ~he Riverbank Industrial Park and Crossroads 
West , the Claus Road/Cia ribel Road intersection may warrant an overpass instead of an al
grade signa l. 

Page 171 ~ Paragraph 3- The EI /EIS states 'While some of the motorists wou Id be residents, 
a larg:e number o,f motorfsts are likely to be commuters and tourists goi~ to Yosemite ... " What 
data or estimates are being used to determine the number of commuters vs. to-urists? Would it 
not be the case that the majority of commUrters will be· local residents? 

Page 176- .Key View 2 - The EIR/EIS states "visual quality in th is view is moderat~low'' y 
also states that there is a ''lack of memorable features." Moderately-low is defined as 'fow 
negative ohang.e .. .wi~h a moderate viewer response . or mode· ate negative change .. . with a low 
viewer response." Given the proposed overpass, there ·11 be .a significant impact to the visual 
quallity of the neighborhood to residents liviing on Claribel Rd. between Litt Rd. and Termina l 
Ave. and on Terminal between Plainview arid Claribel Rd . 

1Page 177- Visual Assessment Unff 1 (VAU1) Resource Change & Visual Assess,rnenf 2 (VAU2) 
Resource Chang&- Botih assessments oonclude that "th.e overall visual resource change ... as a 
result ofA!ternative 1A is eJ<ipected o be moderate-low" yet VAU1's visua l charac,ter and qualtty 
would cihange mh1imalfy, whil'e VAU2's would change (no indroa1 iori of the lev I) . Given 1his 
assessment, the use of the term "moderate-low" seems to lbe inconsistent. 

Page 178 -Bw1d Alternative 2A -sentence states ''Alternative 2A wi ll also include 24 -canal 
crossings, 21 aI-grade arid six elevated .... " Oo the 2 1 at-grade and 6 elevated cros-sing:s refer to 
the 24 canal crossings? The sente ce is confusing . 

Page 178~ Visual Assessment Unit 2 (VAU2) Resource Change- VAU2 visuall qualify change 
for Arternative 2A is described as moderate, an-d the visual resouroe change for 1 B is moderate
high. Both explariations provide the exact same reason ing yet the determination is different. 
The terms seem to be used incons1istenHy based on 1he exact same e::,::p lariations. 

P·age 180 - Change to Visuaf Quality/Character - The project will create a new overpass over 
Terminal .Ave. he explanation states hat " ... visual encroachment. In the view is the new North 
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7S 

7T 

7U 

7V(a) 

7V(b) 

7V(c) 

7V(d) 

County Corridor tructure, which is simi larly appropriate for the area " There is currently no 
over ass in the rea, how was it determined that the new structure is "appropriate''? 

Page 180- Viewer Response- The EIR/EIS states that " .. there would be a change in the view, 
but it would fit in with the existing visual character and quality of the existing road " It seems out 
of place to visually compare an expressway to a local road . 

Page 216- Regulatory Setting, Paragraph - Reference is made to Appendix C. Append ix C 
has a header that marks it as Appendix 8 . 

Page 218 - Buried Archaeological Sites - states that "archeological site identification and 
evaluation Is no complete" This s ction comments throughout that there were right-of-entry 
limitations and that once the preferred alternative is selected then they will make further attempts 
to obtain right-of-entry. What are the alternatives should they not obtain it? How will a ull 
evaluation be made? 

Pages 264 and 265 - High Risk Sites, Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant - This section of the 
document inaccurately states that a mding of Suitability for Ear1y Transfer ("FOSET") was 
prepared in 2010 and that he FOSET transferred the management of the property from the 
Army to the Riverbank Local Redevelopment Authority ("RLRA'l In fact the RLRA Is leasing 
the former Army Ammunition Plant from the Army through an Interim Master Lease (' ILM) 
executed in 2016. The IML allows for the RLRA to perform operations and maintenance 
functions on behalf of the Army until conveyance. 

A FOSET is a document between he Army and the regulatory agencies that will allow for a 
covenant deferral or a transfer of the property prior to full remediation . There is a FOSET for 
the Riverbank facility In draft form and under review by Federal and State regulatory a encies. 
The responsibility for cleanup of the property was not transferred to he RLRA. The Army 
retained the responsibility for remediation of Parcels 1 and 1a under discussion. 

The Army has not sold any of the RBAAP and there are no parcels cu ntly up for sale . A sale 
of the property must be preceded by a clean bill of environmental health, via a Finding of 
Suitability for Transfer ("FOST') or with regulatory and gubematorlal concurrence for an early 
transfer. The Army has delennlned that they will sell remediated portions of the property but no 
sa le has bee scheduled. 

Remediation of the polychlorinated biphenyl contamination on Parcel 1 and 1a is substanllally 
complete under the supervision of the Sacramento Army Corps of Engineers. Revie v of the 
sampling analysis by regulatory agencies Is In process o clear the srtes prior to any transfer or 
sale. 

It is worth noting that the Army retains all responsibility now and i he M ure for cleanup for any 
contamination caused by military activitie under S ction 330 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act. 

The City is in close communications with the Army regarding the former Riverb nk Army 
Ammunition Plant. The Army has shared concerns over the lack of coordination with regard to 
the preferred alignment going through Parcel 1 and 1a The City recommends direct interaction 
wrt:h th proj ct manag r at the Headqua ers of the Army. Base Closure and Realignment 
Office. 
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7Z 
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Page 310- Tenninal Avenue to Claus Road , Paragraphs 1 and 2 - Paragraph 1 states th AC 
is "exceed" at this location so a barrier is under conside ation. P ragraph 2 states that at this 
location, no substantial increase from existing noise levels to build noise levels is anticipated so 
no barrier is considered. Is there or is there not a barrier considered for this location? "ExceedH 
should be changed to ··exceeded" throughout the noise section. 

Page 333- Abate ent Measures, Temporary Construction Impacts - Measure NOl-1 states: 
Standard Special Provision (SSP 14-8.01 will be edited sp cifically fort is project during the 
PS&E phase and included to reduce noise impacts dunng construction. How will it be edited? 
What options are available? 

Page 348- Plant Spe<:les, Regulatory Setting- Paragraph 1 refers to Threatened and 
ndangered Species Section 3 3.5 Figure 3.3.5-1 Speciat,.Status Mapping page 1 of 2 is 

missing . 

Page 394 - SWainson Hawk Mitigation Measure B10-43- states a 600 setback and nest 
onitoring . It notes that no compens tory mibgation is proposed and instead the project will 

simply try and void/minimize potential impacts to suitable foraging habita t. Given the I rge size 
and scale of this proJect rt ,s difficult fathom why this wou ldn't fall into a category of a project that 
is required to pay mitigation fees. The mitigation measures (for example on ederally protected 
bat species) are in order of magnitude more expensive and complete. B10-44 states foraging 
habitat areas shall be avoided where possibl Seems hke if most development of rural vacant 
land in this area is required to pay the fe so should this project. Development Projects in 
Riverbank that are converting foraging habitat to urban uses are required to mitigate th impact 
of lo foraging ground 

Page 402- Table 3.6-1 - Lists a number of City of Modesto, Stanislaus County and City of 
Oa dale projects but only lists one Riverban project (the LRA project). There is no mentmn of 
Crossroads West , or Brulnvl lle, the Res dential Development on the eastern side of town, which 
Is certainly within the area of concern for routes 1a and 1b. Those should be added to the chart. 

Ftnalty the City of Riverbank would lik to verify that the City o Riverbank Police Services will have 
no direct jurisdictional responsibility for the public safety services of this roadway/pro] ct 
Regardless of route altemative the vast majority of the proJect will exist outside of City limits and 
those parts that may be within City limits (now or in the future) should be the sponsibility of Cal 
Trans and the California Highway Patrol. 

We look forward to discussing this project in greater detail. Should you have any questions 
please feel free to contact me at 209-863-7115 or sscully@riverbank.org 

~~ J;; --
Sean Scully 
City M nager 
City of Riverbank 

Cc: Riverbank City Council 
Kathleen Cleek, Development Services Admmis ration Manager 
Donna Kenney , Planning and Building Manager 
Debbie Olson , Riverbank Local Redevelopment Authority, Executive Director 
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Response 7 to City of Riverbank:  Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. 

Response 7A:  The existing State Route108 would be relinquished to the County/City and 

remain in place. Additional discussions regarding relinquishment and maintenance agreements 

between Caltrans and the local jurisdictions are anticipated to occur during the right-of-way 

phase. 

Caltrans understands your concerns regarding this project and the potential for the project to 

change the existing economic character of downtown Riverbank. Exact changes to the 

economic character of downtown cannot be predicted; however, many project features have 

been designed to improve characteristics in the region, such as improving traffic circulation. Any 

relocated businesses will be compensated for their relocation and potential economic impacts 

will be minimized by locating directional signage to key commercial centers and providing for 

accessible ingress/egress routes into parking lots.  Additionally, the new state routes will have 

restricted access, which will limit development along the corridor. 

Response 7B: Terminal Avenue continues on its existing alignment to the north and south of 

NCC, and will pass beneath the NCC structures. Access to the realigned Claribel Road and 

existing Terminal Avenue will still be available along local roads. Claus Road will provide the 

most direct access to Claribel Road and existing Terminal Avenue. The project will continue 

coordination with the City throughout final design to ensure necessary access is maintained. 

Response 7C: The NCC specific traffic model is based on data from the 2011 Region 

Transportation Plan Travel Demand Model proposed by StanCOG. The 2011 Regional 

Transportation Plan Travel Demand Model included a wide range of data sources to project total 

regional traffic volumes such as regional growth, local populations, and commercial and 

residential development.  The 2035 population estimates for the City of Riverbank will be 

updated to reflect the 2016 StanCOG Forecast Summary of 31,113. 

Response 7D: The following State Route 108 improvements will be added to the document, as 

cited in the 2015 City of Riverbank Nexus Fee Study Administrative Draft: Widen Callander 

Avenue (State Route 108)/Santa Fe Street intersection 

• Reconstruct Callander Avenue (State Route 108)/Patterson Road intersection to create 

second northbound lane and modify traffic signal 

• Construct a traffic signal at Atchison Street (State Route 108)/Claus Road 

• Widen State Route 108 to four lanes from Jackson Street to BNSF overcrossing 

• Widen to four lanes from McHenry Avenue to Coffee Road 

• Widen to four lanes from Oakdale Road to Jackson Street 

• Widen to four lanes from Santa Fe Street to 1st Street 

• Widen to four lanes from Claus Road to Snedigar Road 

• Widen to four lanes from Squire Wells Way to Roselle Avenue 

• Widen to four lanes from Roselle Avenue to Terminal Avenue 

• Widen to four lanes from Terminal Avenue to Claus Road 

• Widen to four lanes from Claus Road to Eleanor Avenue 

• Widen to four lanes from Terminal Avenue to Snedigar Road 
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• Build to ultimate configuration from Patterson Road to Claribel Road 

• Widen to four lanes from State Route 108 to Patterson Road 

• Widen to four lanes from Townsend Street to Claribel Road 

• Construct a traffic signal at State Route 108/Coffee Road 

• Construct a traffic signal at Retail Access/Claribel Road 

• Construct a traffic signal at Roselle Avenue/Glow Road 

• Construct a traffic signal at Patterson Road/Terminal Avenue 

• Construct a traffic signal at Patterson Road/Snedigar Road 

• Construct a traffic signal at Claus Road/California Avenue 

• Construct a traffic signal at Claus Road/Kentucky Avenue 

• Construct a traffic signal at Claribel Road/Eleanor Avenue 

• Improve a railroad crossing at Patterson Road and Snediger Road and Patterson Road 

west of Terminal Avenue 

• Widen bridge at Coffee Road north of State Route 108, northwest of Claribel and 

Oakdale Roads 

• Relocate utilities at Morrill Road to Claribel Road and Claus Road between State Route 

108 and Claribel Road 

• Construct a traffic signal at Claribel Road/Terminal Avenue 

 

Response 7E: The estimated project costs included in the environmental document include all 

environmental mitigation fees. 

Response 7F: The area westerly of Claus Road will be removed from the City of Riverbank’s 

limits and changed from “Industrial” zoning to “Exclusive Ag-10” zoning. 

Response 7G: The three pending projects provided (Riverbank Industrial Complex, Bruinville 

Development East Side of Riverbank, and Crossroads West Specific Plan) have been added to 

Table 3.1.1.1-1.  

Access via local roads will be maintained to Claribel Road for planned development south of the 

NCC including anticipated development of the Tivoli Specific Plan. 

The NCC specific traffic model is based on data from the 2011 Region Transportation Plan 

Travel Demand Model proposed by StanCOG. The 2011 Regional Transportation Plan Travel 

Demand Model included a wide range of data sources to project total regional traffic volumes 

such as regional growth, local populations, and commercial and residential development. The 

NCC has been identified as an improvement measure to accommodate regional east-west 

traffic and to improve north-south network connectivity, which includes access to Claribel Road.    

Response 7H: The NCC project has been designed to be consistent with the City of 

Riverbank’s General Plan.  Policy CIRC-3.7 identifies a future east-west expressway through 

northern Stanislaus County to ensure that transit service is provided along the route, including 

potentially the use of High Occupancy Vehicle/transit-only lanes during peak hours, which is 

consistent with the planned expressway.  

Changes in regional traffic circulation as a result of this project have been evaluated to ensure 

that adverse traffic impacts to local agencies are minimized where feasible.  A detailed 
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discussion of traffic and circulation is provided in Section 3.1.6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.  

Stanislaus County and Caltrans intend to continue to coordinate with the City of Riverbank 

during final design of the project to ensure that specific concerns for access to the new facility 

are addressed, and where appropriate incorporated in the project. 

Response 7I: Population forecasts published by the California Department of Finance through 

2060 suggest that population growth and its associated development will continue in the study 

area and surrounding region. Table 3.1.2.-1 summarizes the population projection for Stanislaus 

County. The Stanislaus County population is expected to increase by 76.3 percent over the 45-

year period from 2015 to 2060. In comparison, the general population for California is 

forecasted to grow 35.8 percent.  

Table 1.2.2-1 – Projected Population in Northern Stanislaus County (with data sources) has 

been altered to reflect the 2008 Modesto Urban Area General Plan Master EIR, Executive 

Summary and the 2016 Riverbank Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update. 

The table is referenced below to indicate the project populations used for the proposed project 

(found on page 6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS Volume I of II):  

The 2035 population estimates for the City of Riverbank will be updated to reflect the 2016 

StanCOG Forecast Summary of 29,300. 

Response 7J: The Crossroads West Specific Plan Area was added to Tables 3.1.1.1-1 and 

3.6-1 – Future Projects – in Chapter 3 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. The 2035 population estimates 

for the City of Riverbank will be updated to reflect the 2016 StanCOG Forecast Summary of 

29,300. One source was used for consistency throughout the document; StanCOG 2016 has 

been added as a reference in Table 3.1.2-1. 

Response 7K: “Riverside” was changed to “Riverbank.” 

Response 7L: An overpass at Claus Road/Claribel Road is not feasible without additional right-

of-way impacts to local businesses. The proposed at-grade signalized intersection will have the 

smallest project footprint at this location and will minimize right-of-way acquisitions.  

Response 7M: Language has been changed to reflect that while some motorists would be 

residents, including local commuters, motorists also include long distance commuters and 

tourists traveling to Yosemite. Due to the motorists brief exposure to the visual environment, 

they are less likely to value aesthetics within the project area. 

Response 7N: The document states the visual impact will be moderate due to the proposed 

overpass near Claribel Road between Litt Road and Terminal Avenue and on Terminal Avenue 

between Plainview and Claribel Roads. The visual impact was in part determined to be 

moderate due to the existing exposure for residents along Claribel Road from vehicles exiting 

the State Route 99 corridor. This existing exposure to highway traffic, along with the change in 

viewer response for residents in the area, will result in a moderate visual impact and will be 

minimized with the incorporation of measures VR-1, VR-2, and VR-3.  

Response 7O: The term “moderate-low” will be changed to “low” to reflect the minimally 

changed visual impact in VAU1 and VAU2. 
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Response 7P: Alternative 2A includes 25 canal crossings, including 21 at-grade and four 

elevated canal crossings. The section has been revised for consistency with the current design 

of the Build Alternatives. 

Response 7Q: Visual quality changes are based on a quantitative evaluation. While qualitative 

descriptions may be similar to one another in VAU2, the determinations for impacts to visual 

changes are based on the quantitative evaluations. Please refer to Section 3.1.7 of the NCC 

Final EIR/EIS – Visual Resources – and the Visual Impact Assessment (2014) for the NCC 

project for detailed tables, analyses, and discussions of the visual impacts for Alternatives 2A 

and 1B. 

Response 7R: Determinations regarding the proposed new overpass are based on the existing 

residential, commercial, and industrial development in the area as well as proximity to State 

Route 99. The overpass was determined to be visually appropriate and have moderate visual 

impacts due to the existing proximity to State Route 99 and proximity and exposure for residents 

along Claribel Road from vehicles traveling along and exiting the State Route 99 corridor. The 

visual conditions from existing residential, commercial, and industrial developments and their 

encroachment into the visual landscape were factored into the visual impacts determination and 

the new overhead structure was determined to contribute to moderate intactness. This existing 

exposure to highway traffic, along with the change in viewer response for residents in the area 

results in a similarly appropriate overhead structure and a moderate visual impact. 

Response 7S: The visual comparison is of the views from the local road as they currently exist 

and after project implementation. The Visual Impact Assessment (2014) determined that the 

visual impact would be moderate, as the expressway would be introduced as an element in the 

viewshed. Impacts were established as moderate based on the existing built environment due to 

the visual conditions from existing residential, commercial, and industrial developments, and 

their encroachment into the visual landscape was factored into the visual impacts determination. 

It was determined the proposed expressway would only slightly lower the visual quality of the 

area. 

Response 7T: References will be corrected to accurately reflect the nomenclature as “Appendix 

C.” 

Response 7U: The North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended 

Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Caltrans has prepared a Programmatic Agreement 

to implement a phased approach to complete identification, evaluation of potential historic 

properties, effect finding determinations, and mitigation requirements (if applicable), after right-

of-entry to the remaining parcels has been obtained for those within the right-of-way of 

Alternative 1B. As access is acquired, then identification and evaluation will occur during the 

right-of-way phase of the NCC project and be completed before the start of construction. 

Response 7V(a): The document has been revised to state that the Riverbank Local 

Redevelopment Authority is leasing the Army Ammunition Plant through an Interim Master 

Lease executed in 2016.  

Response 7V(b): The document has been revised to state that these parcels are not currently 

for sale by the U.S. Army because a Finding of Suitability for Transfer has not yet been 
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completed nor has the parcel been granted regulatory and gubernatorial concurrence for an 

early transfer.  

Response 7V(c): The document notes that the U.S. Army is obligated to continue remediation 

on the site and will complete all necessary remediation of the property, including remediation of 

contaminated groundwater, groundwater monitoring, and long-term monitoring of the landfill 

cap, even while Riverbank Local Redevelopment Authority is the manager of the property.  

Response 7V(d): The project proponents will continue to coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers regarding proposed impacts to the Riverbank Ammunition Plant.  

Response 7W: The term “exceed” was replaced with “exceeded” in appropriate areas 

throughout the section. A barrier was considered at this location because the NAC was 

exceeded.  

Response 7X: Work hour restrictions will be edited to be project-specific. 

Response 7Y: Page 1 of 2 will be added to Figure 3.3.5-1. 

Response 7Z: Section 3.3.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS provides a detailed discussion of 

Swainson’s Hawk present in the project area, potential impacts the project could have on habitat 

and on the species, and recommended minimization and avoidance measures to best protect 

the species.  Compensatory mitigation was determined to not be appropriate since the project is 

not expected to have substantial impacts on Swainson’s Hawk or its habitat. A mitigation 

summary is available in Appendix F. 

Response 7AA: The Crossroads West Specific Plan and the Bruinville Specific Plan were 

added to Table 3.6-1. 

Response 7BB: Yes. Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol will have the jurisdictional 

responsibility for public safety services of the NCC. 
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Comment 8 
Comment from the City of Oakdale  

  

8A 

8B 

CflY 

ADMINISTIIATION 
280 r1. Third M e. 

Oakdale, CA 95361 
(209) 945.3571 

1209) 84 7-6&34 fix 

Facility Rentals & 
Recre•Uon Dlv~ion 

( 2091845·3S91 

PUBUCSUMCU 
DEPARTMENT 
455 s. 5~ Ave. 

Oakdale, CA 95361 
(209} 848-4344 Fax 

Administntion# 
Enalne,irht & 
M nten,.nce 

Divisions 
{20918~5-3600 

Bulldio, & Plannlr.& 
OIVISlon 

(2091845-3625 

ARE DEPARTMENT 
Sta~on No. 1: 

325 East "G" St. 
Station No. 2 · 

4SO S. Wlllov,ood Or. 
Oakd•le, CA 9S361 

(209) 845-3660 
(2091 847 s,01 F"" 

POLICE OEPAIITMENT 
24S N. Second Avt. 
Oa dale, CA 9S36L 

(209) 84H231 
(209) 347-3790 F;,x 

CITY OF OAKDALE 
WEBSITE 

www.doakdaleca.us 

C· MAll 

nfo@cloakdale.ca us 

CITY OF OAKDALE 
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 

280 North Third Avenue• Oakdole, CA 95361 • Ph; (209) 845·3571 • fax: (2091847-6834 

September 19, 2017 

Mr. Juan Torres 
Senior Environmental Planner 
California Departmen t of Transportation 

ent ral ierra Environmental Analysis Branch 
855 Street, uite 200 
Fresno, California 93 721 

ubject: Stan islaus County North Co11nty Corridor CC) - Comments on 
the New State Route (SR) 108 Project and Route Adoption 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 

tatement (EIS), dated August 2017 

Dear Mr. Torres: 

The ity of Oakdale appreciates the opportunity to review and provid comment on the 
CC EIR/EI . ince 20 10, the City of Oakdale, along with the Cities of odesto and 

Riverbank, County tanislaus tan O , and CAL TRAN Di trict 10, has 
participated in the orth County Corridor Transportation Expressway Authority 

C TEA) as a member agency. We appreciate the ongoing oppommity to continue 
to play an active role in the review and administTati n of the C in our county and 
community. 

Similar to the City of Riverbank. the ity of Oakdale continues to remain concerned 
regarding the potential transfer of an_ long-term liabi liti s associat d ·with the future 

AL TRA S relinquishment of SR 108 to local government for management and 
maintenance. This of course includes any responsibili ties for current and ongoing 
issues and potential storm drainage rreatment necessary to satisfy the Regional Water 
Quality ontrol Board. 

In addition. this is of specific importance to the City of Oakdale within its ity limits, 
west of the SR I 08/ R 120 int rsection. The City's 2030 General Plan de ignates this 
sccti n of R I 08 primarily for commercial land uses, highlighted by existing 
commercial uses along this corridor and planned land uses for the adopted Crane 
Crossing pecific Plan. Thus, the City is concerned with the lack of analysis asso iated 
with the potential loss of commercia l re enue associated with the relocation of 'R 108 
in the proposed lo ations. 

The EIR/El comments provided herein are organized into three (3) sections· 
Background, IR/El Comments, and Conclusion. 

} 
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8C 

8D 

8E 

On O tob .r 2016 the Oakdale ity Coui ii discussed deli. erated and rec-.ei red p b lic 
te" 1im ftL ' · g0!rdirt the four ( 4 route alt. . Li · _ oon. · deredl iili th EJ · ~I .. Upon 
re,ceiviri a sign.iii t Lmount f pub I" c t.e tim, ny, tt ir un -ii, by a vot · · 4-0, op~ 
Resohltion No. 2016- 1 l7 (e:nclosed henrin). [11 sumn1.a:tJ\ 'esofoti,m No .. 2016 117 offers 
preliminmy support of align:men~ Aft mati v 1 B and · B and adlopts the foUmYin ~~ idin · 
pri:nci l '~ · 1 n selecmin lhe locally pr fen,ed. altem 1v,e: 

• A111 alt 1a1ive that mini mu, tl: nwnb r of home .a rti s 1ha1 t e.d to acq Lli d · 
• An ahemailive that do . non tie ·~nto r terminate at a re id.e:mial u ighborhood; 
• An altemaili¥e that routes a majority, f •. C traffic around. tl Oa.kda!l.e mmunity· 
• An alternative thiU has th least amount of imp.'-lct to th.e City · eneral Plan and . riou. 

''pecific Phm doc n1ent · ari:id, 
•· An alternative ••itlii n . roundabout 

··o. 2016-- l [ 7 ·~encl 'ed h rem, :a d th C:it1• · p ctfully que -ts llh~t i be · ncluded 
in the administimtiw record prep red as p rl f th N C HR/EI . 

EIR/EIS o.mme:nrts: 

Below are delai led comments prepared by 'ity of akdlale staff 11 as di sed. ith the O :da.le 
o ricil., on t ~ rele~sed N , ~ rRJEIS dated Augu . 201 7. Each comment b Jow ~nor; · 
C ~ lR/H p gc nU111ber. 

Pa~,e 2 - aod 26, 

· 25 and 26 ass.um th C " o-Bui !di Ahen1ativ.e . Th s.e 
team. flood from 2 to 41 e~ , and traffic 
of lllas, . ill , d t - d! Orange 

The City of akdalc· adopted treets Master Phm m Capital Fa iHtics F cxus iudy inclu · s 
the following improv m m : Widening tr cl from a 2 lane fad] ity to a fume faci lity frrn , 
Maag A · nue to AtlaR l11e 5 lane facility allmvs for two travel lru in each direction,, .and a 
mi die-mm Ian 

U app ar th . N EIR! I Onlit the impro nts. 

Dollh_ 
bio1ogi . 

ricultural Mitigation F . s and miti. tion fee for the I 
peci .) l'iabitat? 

of } 
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8F 

8G 

8H 

CC Comments 

Page44 

Reference is made to Figme 3. 1. U-2, illustrating the pattern of land use within the "Affected 
Environment." While the Figure illustrates the Crane rossing Specific Plan, East F Street 
Corridor pecitic Plan, the ierra Pointe Specific Plan, and the South Oakdale Industrial Specific 
Plan, it does not illustrate Future Specific Plan Area 5, which is discussed subsequently in the 
document on Pages 46 and 47. ·uture Specific Plan Area 5 s ould be included in Figure 3.1. I, I• 
2, and contemplated as part of the "Affected Environment" if it is not. The City also respectfully 
requests clarification ifth.e C Traffic Model assumes the accurate amount and type of land uses 
within the City's future growth areas, including land use assumptions for the Future Specific Plan 
Area 5. 

In addition this Figure illustrates existing development, such as the Riverbank Industrial Complex. 
In this regard, this Figure, w1d the NCC EIR/EIS Affected Enviromncnt' and subsequent 
environmental analysis should include existing developments in the City of Oakdale, such as the 
Blue Diamond facility and ConAgra. Both faci lities are located within the City' s industrial area, 
along S. Yosemite Avenue, near where future CC connections are planned under Alternatives 
lA and IB. 

Pages 46 and 47 

Table 3.1. l. 1-1 - Future Projects depicts that the Sierra Pointe Specific Plan East F Street Corridor 
Specific Plan, and rane rossing Specific Plan are "Future Project/Master Planned" wh il e other 
projects such as the South Oakdale Industrial Specific Plan is noted as Adopted." 

The Sierra Pointe Specific Plan, East F Street Corridor pecific Plan, ood Crane ros ing peci.fic 
Plan have a ll been adopted by the City of Oakdale. Thus, they should be referenced as "Pending 
Implementation." In the case of the East F Street Corridor Specific Plan development within this 
Specific Plan has commenced with the current development of an active-adult residential project 
known as Tesoro. The documen.t should accurately reflect the current status of these projects. In 
addition, please note, this reference as "Future Project/Master Planned· for these Specific Plans is 
made throughout the document, and should be corrected. 

Page 76 

This page provides a brief summary of future growth areas in the City of Oakdale, including the 
South Oakdale Industrial Specific Plan Crane Crossing Specific Plan, Sierra Pointe Specific Plan, 
and future Specific Plan Area 5. The ex:isting status of the fu re growth areas is as follows: 

• outh Oakdale Industrial Specific Plan - The entire South Oakdale Industrial Specific Plan 
area is located within the existing City limits, and is zo ed for Light Industrial and Limited 
Industrial land uses. 

• nme Crossing Specific Plan - A portion of this Specific Plan has been annexed into the 
City of Oakdale. The area noted as the ' South Area" in !he pecific Plan is within the 
existing City limits. 
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8H 

8K 

8I 

8J 

omment 

• ierra Pointe pecific Plan - As not d previou ly, this pecific Plan ha been adopted by 
tht: ity of Oakdale, and is a potential future annexation area. 

• Future Specific Plan Area 5 - The £IR/El is correct that Future Specific Plan Area 5 
contain approximately 707-acres, and i planned for a variety of land uses. including low, 
medium and high den ity re idential, commercial, parks, and an elementary chool. The 

ity' 2030 Oakdale General Plan (Pages LU-52 and LU- 3) also notes the pecific Plan 
Area 's importance to providing comm rcial opportunities and circulation connections to 
the NCC. In this regard, th City believes Alternative I B pro ide this connection at rane 
Road, achieves compliance with the ity's 2030 General Plan, and preserves the City 

ouncil's guiding princip1 outlined in Resolution o. 2016-117. 

The document should be revised to accurately reflect the iry' furore growth area a noted abo e. 

Page 96 

This pa e identifies "plann d r idential development areas in 1he vicinity of the prop ed project"' 
but doe not include remaining r idential development within the adopted Bridle Ridge pecific 
Plan, nor the future pecific Plan Area 5. It is important to note that planned residential 
development within the Bridle Ridge Specific Plan include approved Tcntati c ubdi vis ion Maps. 

The di ussion referenced on this page should be revised to accurately reflect planned residential 
development for the ity of Oakdale. 

Page 10-

The document states that Alternatives I Band 28 would relocate 114 home under the e route 
alternative . This r pre cnts the least numb r of homes that would be required to be relocated, a.s 
opposed to Alternatives IA and 2A that will relocate 124 homes and 136 homes respectively. The 

ity of Oakdale is in favor of a route altemati e that results in the minimal number of home and 
businesses that need to be acquired and/or relocated. 

Page 108 

Table 3.1.4.1-10 - Business ffected by the Project 

noted previoLt ly by the City s mment above on Pag 44, thi table d e not includ bu in ss 
located in the ity of Oakdal , notably busine se located within the ity ' industrial area along 
the S. Yo emite Avenue Corridor. The document should address how these businesses will be 
affected by the CC. 

onclusion: 

Th City of Oakdale again appreciates the oppo11unity to review and provide comment on the 
EfR/El . Ba ed on o r revi w, the ity belie es Route Alternative I B to be the preferred 
alternative and have the least negative impact on the goals and policies of the City' s 2030 General 

4 I ) g \,; 
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NCC Comments 

Plai . In addition, Route Alternative 1 B achieves the "guiding principles" adopted b the Oakdale 
City Council as referenced herein. 

Route Alternative 1 B displac s the least amount of homes and businesses, as referenced 
throughout the EIR/ElS, notable Table 2.4-1, Comparison of Alternatives. Thus Route 
Alternative 1 B assists in minimizing relocation efforts and costs for homes and business affected 
by the NCC. 

Route Alternative 1B al o connects to the City·s Future Specific Plan Area 5, along Crane Road, 
and the City's South Oakdale Industrial Specific Plan area. Whi le as noted the City's outh 
Oakdale Industrial Specific Plan area is planned exclusively for industrial land u es. For the City' 
future Specific Plan Area 5, the City's 2030 General Plan (Page LU-52) anticipates a commercial 
~ite along Crane Road to accommodate future connections to the CC. Tow, Route Alternative 
1B and its future conn~tions to the City of Oakdale ac-commodates connections to ex.isting and 
planned industrial and commercial land uses, thereby eliminating any connection to e isting or 
planned residential neighborhoods. 

Route Alternative 1B is primarily located south of the City's ex1st111g core whi le provid"ng 
connections for future growth areas of the ity (as noted previously) . Route Alternative 1B also 
provides its connection to State Route 120 near Lancaster Road. This alternative achieves this 
'guiding principal" simply by its design, by diverting traffic armmd the City of Oakdale, and 

connecting easterly of the Oakdale Community at Lancaster Road/State Route 120. 

The City has 11e"iewed Altemative I B in comparison to its 2030 General Plan, the adopted Bridle 
Ridge Specific Plan, Future Specific Plan Area , the adopted South Oakdale Lndustrial Specific 
Plan, and the adopted Sierra Pointe pecific Plan. The City believes Route Alternative 1B has the 
least impact on these Policy documents. and in general, is consistent with these docwnents . While 
Route Alternative l B provides connection to Crane Road (the westerly boundary of the B.ridle 
Ridge Specific Plan) its connection point is south of thi peci6c Plan area, and is primarily 
located within the City's Future Specific Plan Area. As previously noted, the City 's 2030 Genera] 
Plan contemplated this connection, by providing land use guidance for this future Specific Plan 
area as it relates to the location of the CC/Crane Road connection. 

Concurr nt with the adoption of the City's 2030 General Plan, th City adopted the Sierra Pointe 
Specific Plan. which is located in the eastern portion of Oakdale, along the State Route 120 
Corridor. Land uses planned for this Specific Plan include General Commercial Mixed Use, and 
ResldentiaJ uses of varying density, among other land llSe classifications. Route Alternative 18 is 
consistent with the Sierra Pointe Specific Plan as it provides its connection point to State Route 
120 easterly of the Plan Area. Thereby avoiding future planned land use, development, and growth 
contemplated tmder this Specific Plan. In conclusio , Route Alternative 1 B allows the Sierra 
Pointe Specific Plan to be developed as adopted by the City. 

Route Alternative I B also provides a direct connection lo 1he City' s planned development within 
the South Oakdale lndustJiial Specific Plan. This connectioo will allow for the efficient 
transportation of goods and services between industrial users \.Vithin the: City to the State Highway 
99 e-orridor. In its Summary, the NCC EIR/EI state that part of the' Purpose and eed" for Lh1: 
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N C mment~ I 

CC is to "support the efficient movement of goods and services throughout the region for the 
benefit of the regional economy by providing a more direct and dependable truck rou1e. increasing 
the average operating speeds of all vehicles, and reducing the number of areas of conflict berween 
mmorized lrajjic and non-motorized means oftrme/" and ''improve the efficiency of interregional 
travel by reducing travel times for long distance commuters, recreational traffic, and interregional 
goods movement 

The ity' s outh Industrial Specific Plan is a critical component to the City' s existing and planned 
economic development. By providing this direct connection to the City' s South Oakdale [ndustrial 
Specific Pl n area, the CC achieves its purpose and need b enhancing the efficient movement 
of goods and services, as well as enhancing the interregional economy. 

We look forward to d iscussing the City of Oakdale's comments in the near future ond in. greater 
detail. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (209) 845-3574 or via 
email at bwhitemyer@ci.oakdale.ca us. 

Bry '\Vhitcmycr 
City Manager 
City of Oakdale 

Enclosure: 2 

cc: Oakdale City Council 
Jeff Gravel Public Services Director 
Tony Marshall, City Engineer 
Mark Niskanen, Contract Planner 
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I TN CITY OOUN.CIIL 
Of THE CITY OF O·AKIDALE 

STATE OF CAI.IFO~N'IA 
·CITY C:OU NCIL RESOLUTl,ON 2016-11? 

A RESOLUTION OF TIHE CITY OF OA!KDAlE CliY COUNCIL 
flROVlDINC3 PRELIM,INARY SUPPORT FOR NORTH COUNTY CORRIDOR 

ALTERNAT1IVES, 1B A.ND 2B AND• ADOPTIING, GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
FOR SELECTING A LOCALLY PREFFEREO ALTER.NATIVE 

WHEREAS,, the Cl y of Oakdiale is a member j isdic,I00 Gf lhe Norllm County Corridor Transportation 
Authonly aool Cily Slaff h ve been aciively in..,o ed in Hie de'fellJpmeirrt of lhe 1Nor11h Qounty Corridor 
.alignmerrl attematives: and 

WHEREAS, City Slaff has raised concerns regarding a1ignmenl Attema!lvM 1A andl 2A, which ooth 
Impact lh0 City's C3eneral Plan, ,and 1in particular, previous!~ devebped specif,ie, pr.ans near e Cllf s 
eaatem border wllh Slanislaus Counly; ar;id 

'WHEREAS, ReS:iden.ts haYe voloed con~ms regarding aligiwent Alternatives. 1A and 2A, a&. these 
two .a e:matlveg, wi ha'118 the greatest impael otn homes arid nelg 'hllorlm□ods. 

NOW, THEREFORE, B, IT RE&OLV1EI) that ttie CITY COUNCIL of llile CITY OF OAKCAI E hereby 
offers prel minary Sllpport of al ignment Alternatives 1 B and 2B and hereby ad□pls Hie following g · ng 
prim;ipl&s when selecting the lloca!I~· preferred alternative: 

• An alternative that min·mues lhe number of homeslpro,pllrties ht need to be aoq; Ired ; 
• An alternative that does not lie into or lermll'late at a restdenlial 1ne!ighoo11lood; 
• An alternative that routes a majorily of CC treff"ic aroond the Oakdale c□mmunity ; nd 
• An allermi tive ~h,a h<acS th!! l~st amoun of impac lo the Cit¥'& Genera Plan and 1tanioos 

Spe1;iflc Plan do~umenl 
• A,u ~matl'ifl wiUn no roundabout. 

THE FOREGOIN,G RESO'LUTIONI IS HBREJBYADOPT1ED THIS 3rd D.AY OF October 201·8, by lhe 
foll'owing vote; 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT; 
ABS AINl:D: 

Oil)' Clerk 

COU Cl MEMBERS: 
COU CIL MEMBERS: 
COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
COUNCIL MEMBER:S: 

Bairos. MGCa.rty, Murdoch arid Paul 
None 
Nohe 
Dunlop 

SIGNED: 

Pal Paul, Mayo 

{4) 
(0) 
{O) 
(1 > 
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Exhibit A 
Ma of NCC Alternatl~e 
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IN 'lltl! CITY CO'UNCI.L 
,op THI! CITY OF ,o,.~DAI.IE 

STATI!! 0 CALlfORNIA 
CITY COUNCIi:. RDOI.UTION 20111-1 Uli 

A RES®IJIIION OF THE CITY OF OAKDALE CfTY COUNCIL 
A.PPROVi NG A COMMIENT !LETTER TO BE SEHT TO CAL TRANS 
REGARDING NORTltl COUNTY CO'RRIDOR STAliE ROUTiE 108 
EAST ROUTE ADOPTION! PROJECT ST"'1Nl$LAUS COUNTY, 

CAUFORNIASTATE ROUTE 1418 (PM R27,5'R45.5) 
AND STATE ROU E 1211 fIPiM R10.5JR1:2.5) 110-0SBOO; 

Fl NAL ENVI RONMENT .A!L IM PACT RIEPORT SCH NO. 2008201069 

THE, CITY o :F OAKDALE CliY coiutrtCIL DOES HE!REB,Y RESOLVE THAT: 

WHEREAS , on October 3, 2016, the Oaloclale City Council diseu&sed , d' liberated , and! 
received public testimorw ~arding1 the, four (4) route alllsrnatives considered i11 the North 
County Corridor EIR/EIS; and, 

WHEREAS, LIJXm receiving a sign ificarnt amount of public testimony, tli,e• City Council, by 
a vot-e· of 4-0, adopted Res.olution No. 2016-117; arnd, 

WIHIE:REAS, Ci,ty staff has spent considerable time and efforil: reviewing and evalualing 
the NCC EIR/EIS; and, 

WIMll!RliAS, 1his review has determined 1hat Route Alternative 1 B is ~he prefeued 
alternative for Iha City of Oakdale as ,it has lhe least negative impact on t he goats and 
policies of the City's 200i0 General Plan: arid, 

WHIERE'AS, ths, publ1ic commen,t period for 1h@ NCC EIRIEIS. closes on, October 16, 2017 
and comment letters must be sL1bmit.ed to Caltrans prior to this dlate: and, 

WHIEREAS, City staff recomme els lhat the City Council app,rove a comment letter that 
se1ed$ NCC Alternative 11 B as the prefe~red local alte malive .ind auttiorize the City 
Manager to send this letter to Callians .. 

,N:OW., THEREFORE, B:'E IT !RESOLVED that the CITY ,COUNCIIIL of the CITY O'F 
OAKDAl!E hereby approves a oomme nt letter (Exhlb[t 1) and a: lhmizes fhe City Manager 
to send said I tt r to, Ca . rains. 
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Response 8 to City of Oakdale: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. 

Response 8A: Consistent with the initial objectives of the NCC Project for the relinquishment of 

existing SR 108, Caltrans District 10 and cities of Riverbank and Oakdale and Stanislaus County 

will complete relinquishment agreements during the next phase of the project. It is anticipated that 

costs to bring the existing SR 108 to a state of good repair, including any improvements to storm 

drain facilities associated with Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements, will be a 

project cost.  

•Cl'fY OIP OAl!IDAL! 
on.~ councn llai<alulio11 21117-11., 

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION IS HEREBY ADOPTED THIS 1811h DAY OF 
SEPTEMBEIR: 2017, by th following VO , 

AYES: 
NOES: 

COUINGIL MEMBERS: Bairos, McCarty, Murdoch and Paul 
COUNCIL MEMBERS: None 

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBEHS: None, 
ABSTAINIEO: COUNCIL MEMBEIRS: Dunlop 

ATil:S-T: 

. d~Ow.·~ 
~a CMG 
City Clerk 

SIGNED: 

(4) 
(0) 
t0) 
(1) 

I reb',' cerofy that the for go~ g Is a rull, coned llrue copy of R8SOlu11:m 2.017-115 dol)10d by th~ C y Counci 
0 lne City of Oa'kdale, :a Mui icipal Corpora.lion of the C<:,unty of St.ani us, Slate ,of ~liforn ia, at a regular meeting 
held C111 ltie 18th day of September 20'17, and I further c . thats · re:!Qlutio i5 in fllll force and effe~ and has 
never be rescinded or mod·fiecl. 

IOated: September 21 , 2017 

' /1 \ 
( ~ ~ 
Kalhy Teixeira, CMC 
Ctty er 1c: of lti9 c 'i Of Dak:dal9 



Appendix N: Response to Comments 
Local Government Comments 

71 

Response 8B: Caltrans understands your concerns regarding this project and the potential for it 

to change the existing economic character of Oakdale. Exact changes to the economic 

character cannot be assessed; however, many project features have been designed to improve 

characteristics in the region. The project is designed to accommodate future population and 

economic growth in northern Stanislaus County that would presumably benefit businesses along 

the new corridor, as well as the existing SR-108. Implementation of the North County Corridor 

would benefit businesses in the study area and in the region by reducing travel times, increasing 

the average operating speeds, and improving travel time reliability. The project would also 

improve goods movement efficiency at a regional level, which would strengthen the agricultural 

and general economy of Stanislaus County. Section 3.1.1.1 of the EIR details coordination and 

analysis of frontage roads to adjacent properties.  

Response 8C: The City of Oakdale’s support of Alternatives 1B and 2B, and Resolution No. 

2016-117, have been included in the Public Response to Comments section of the NCC project. 

Response 8D: The City of Oakdale’s adopted improvements for State Route 108 have been 

added to the No-Build Alternative discussion in Section 2.3.4. 

Response 8E: The estimated project costs included in the environmental document include all 

environmental mitigation fees.  

Response 8F: Future Specific Plan Area 5 will be added to Figure 3.1.1.1-2. The NCC specific 

traffic model is based on data from the 2011 Region Transportation Plan Travel Demand Model 

proposed by StanCOG. The 2011 Regional Transportation Plan Travel Demand Model included 

a wide range of data sources to project total regional traffic volumes such as regional growth, 

local populations, and commercial and residential development. 

Figure 3.1.1.1-2 shows the planned land use and is not in reference to existing land use. 

Riverbank Industrial Complex is shown in the figure because it is not fully developed at this 

time. Therefore, Conagra and Blue Diamond facilities will not be added to Figure 3.1.1.1-2. 

Response 8G: Sierra Pointe Specific Plan, East F Street Corridor Specific Plan, and Crane 

Crossing Specific Plan will be changed from “Future Project/Master Planned” to “Adopted” in 

Table 3.1.1.1-1. 

Response 8H: Descriptions for the South Oakdale Industrial Specific Plan Area, Crane 

Crossing Specific Plan Area, Sierra Point Specific Plan Area, and Future Specific Plan Area 5 

were updated. 

Response 8I: Bridle Ridge Specific Plan and Future Specific Plan Area 5 were added to the list 

of planned residential development areas. 

Response 8J: The City of Oakdale’s preference for Alternatives 1B and 2B is noted and is 

included in the Response to Comments of the NCC project. 

Response 8K: The businesses included in Table 3.1.4.1-10 include only those directly 

impacted through right-of-way acquisition by the proposed project. 
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COURT REPORTER COMMENTS 

Comments 9 through 32  
Comments received via court reporter during Public Hearing 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

NORTH COUNTY CORRIDOR 

September 7, 2017 

Gene Bianchi Community Center 

110 South Second Avenue, Oakdale, CA 
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9 

10 

11 

---o0o---

2 1. D ebra DeShon 

3 5404 Epperson Court, Oakdale 

4 (209) 853-2812 

5 So I just want to say that 1-A and 1-B affec t our property. Our parcel number is 062-025-

6 023, and you're proposing to put an access road direc tly behind our property and fun neling out in 

7 the court in front of our house. And basically, most of the traffic tha t will be on that will be large 

8 farm trucks. And l'm wondering if they do do it, if there's going to be improvements to the court 

9 itself going to Langworth. And so I'm against 1-A and 1-B. 

10 2. James D eShon 

11 5404 Epperson Court, Oakdale 

12 (209) 613-5368 

13 First, I am a new land owner to this area, but I did not receive any notification of this meetin~ 

14 until I saw it in the local newspaper. So I feel that some type of notification to all the affected 

15 property owners should have been sent out prior to this meeting. 

16 If reducing traffic congestion and improving traffic flow, and thus improving air quality, are 

17 tbe goals of this project, then I would be able to support plan 2-B. Also, after reviewing all the plans 

18 available today, I feel that plan 1-A and 1-B would cause the greatest conflict, more with the existing 

19 major power lines, fo r example, leading from Hetcl1 Hetch y and the Sierra Railroad tracks that are 

20 located in the area. 

21 As a result of this initial examination of the plans avai lable to me tonight, I could support 

22 plans 2-A. And preferably 2-B, would be my first choice. And I would activclywork against plans 1-A 

23 and 1-B. 

24 3. D avid Hendricks 

2 
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11 

12 

1966 Alta Court, Oakdale 95361 

2 (209) 848-4803 

3 Nobody seems to know how much this is going to cost for the alternatives. How can you 

4 make a decision if you don 't know the cost? I've lived here for 11 years; country people don't know 

5 how to drive through roundabouts. 

6 l left San Jose 11 years ago. l t was orchards when l moved in in 1958, when my fo lks did, 

7 and it became a jungle of cement and asphalt. And I moved out here in the country to be in the 

8 orchards again. And this is going to turn in to another jungle of asphalt and concrete. 

9 You know, I know this project has been on the books for a long time, and I understand 

10 about proi-,rress. Some of their people that l've talked to tell me, "It's going to help your 

11 grandchildren." And I don't sec how turning the orchards that I grew up in into cement jungles is 

12 going to help my grandchildren. 

13 And I still want to know when we're going to build a bullet train from San Francisco to LA 

14 that we start in Fresno to Madera. The biggest problem in this extension of freeways that limit 

15 congestion needs to be on the Altamont Pass on 580 going from the Bay Arca out here to the valley. 

16 And if they want to spend any money, they ought to start doing something with that before they 

17 worry about the traffic in downtown Oakdale and Ri verbank to allevi ate congestion. 

18 My doctors were in Stanford I Iospital; I had a heart transplant three years ago. If I leave at 

19 4:00 in the morning, I can make an 8 o'clock appointment. If I leave at 6:00, I'm lucky to get there 

20 by 11 :30 or 12:00. That's the congestion that needs to be addressed, not an expressway to bypass 

21 Oakdale and Riverbank. And I asked people who the project was to benefit, and it seems to be from 

22 people going from the Bay Arca to Yosemite or the mountains and stuff. And I don't sec how it's 

23 goi ng to help people li ving around here with the congestion on 580 and 205. 

24 4. Larry NyclahJ 

3 
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12 

13 

5936 Claribel Road Oakdale 

2 (209) 996-5776 

3 l'm recommending 1-A and 1-B. The reason why is that goes up closer to O akdale. It will 

4 impact the less population. lf th ey go down Claribel to Albers, it's like 50 to 55 homes it ,,~ 11 affect. 

5 If they go the other way, it's probably 15, 20. And if you go up that way, it's going to be a lot longer 

6 before our farmland is taken up. l f you go Claribel, it's further from Oakdale. lt's going to be just 

7 like the Manteca bypass up here, the 120 bypass; it's going to be Walmarts and Bass Pros all the way 

8 out to Claribel within 20 years. l'd appreciate it if they'd go the upper rou te, the northern route. 

9 5. James Godkin 

10 837 Townhill Avenue, Oakdale 

11 (510) 747-9959 

12 We're adamantly opposed to any 1-A or 2-J\. :No As at all. We want 1-B or 2-B. And the 

13 reason for tl1at, it impacts way too many people if iliey go anything outside of 1-A and 1-B. The cos1 

14 is just prohibitively more expensive. 

15 We bought the property in refuemem. As a result, iliey're taking our retirement dream away. 

16 It's a dream that we've had, to move out here, and now it's being dashed. And we've been to many 

17 meetings, every meeting possible here. And we just need an answer because we're trying to develop 

18 our property. And there's no point in pouring money into developing our property if it's basically 

19 goi ng to be destructed. We were never told anything. 

20 The big problem right now is nobody knows ·what they're doing. Caltra.ns doesn't know 

21 what's going on, and the Ci ties don't, and th e County doesn't. It's almost li ke being tortured. What 

22 we're going tl1rough is like a torture. And I hate to put it mat way, but it's kind of what it feels like. I 

23 they'd make a decision, just shoot LI S and get it over with, it'd be fine; but th ey're draggi ng this thing 

24 

4 
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14a 

15a 

13 

14b 

out. l t's a slow bleed, basically, is what it comes down to. We're desperately asking them not to take 

2 our property. So, please go 1-B or 2-B, but defin itely no As. No way with J\. 

3 6. D ave and Linda Kline 

4 4336 Claribel Road, .\1odesto 95357 

5 (209) 480-4561 

6 Parcel Number 014-001-011 

7 That little access road, the access road comes right on our property, like right down the 

8 property line. And next to us is open field. \Xf e are asking that tl1e access road tliat goes to me cul-

9 de-sac to the houses near us be pushed over 20 or 50 feet more towards the open field rather than 

10 right smack on our house. 

11 Because our house is not, what, 20 feet from the property line. I t's real close to that side of 

12 the property line. And they're showing me road going right next to us, and then it's open field on tl1t 

13 o ilier side. So we're just asking that me access road from Claus to our little cul-de-sac and then 

14 Claribel -- so it's the access road to Claribel -- would be adjusted easterly as much as possible. 

15 And if we had a vote, we would vote for 1-A or B, because we have 30-year-old trees in me 

16 front of our house. I don't know if there's an option of no t taking those or if they have to go. Bu t if 

17 they have to go, they have to go. But it was the adjusting th.is way. B takes a lot more of our 

18 property, the corner. 2-A or 2-B takes more of our - and I've got roses my kids gave us, and my 

19 son is no longer with us. The trees, they're just big, old trees. I can't claim that they're th e kids' 

20 Christmas trees. I'd be lying. So that's it, if they would consider that in the final design. But I'm 

21 thankfol that the house is staying. 

22 7. 

23 

24 

D arla Wincentsen 

3961 D avis /\venue, .\1odesto 95357 

(209) 345-0558 

5 
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15b 

15c 

15a 

D avis Avenue at Claus Road is going to have a cul-de-sac at the end of it, according to the 

2 plans here. The first problem I have wi th that is that D avis Avenue fl oods continually in front of 

3 our house. It's flooded every year. Whether it rains, whether it' s irrigation water, whatever, it floods. 

4 Right now, the County has dug some trenches down to Claus Road fo r drai nage. l f we're a cul-de-

5 sac there, my concern is what's going to happen . There's no drainage to Claus Road that way, so 

6 we're going to be sitti ng there with a swimming pool in front of our house at the end of a cul -de-

7 sac? I don't know. So that's a major concern for us, is the flooding on D avis Avenue. W/e've heard 

8 there aren't going to be any road improvements. That's a problem. Okay, that's one. 

9 N umber 2, the plan over there shows that Claus Road is going to change our property line 

10 to cut right down the middle of an existing shop that has been there for 15 years or more. We have 

11 a huge 40-by-60 shop. And it goes right down the middle of our shop. My husband talked to 

12 someone at the las t meeting two years ago, and they ac tually came out and looked at the area and 

13 said to him, "This won't happen. \Vc'll make sure this won't happen. \Vc'll adjust it. W/c won't take 

14 your building. " So that's a big concern, huge concern -- a $75,000 building. I'm going to cry. Yeah, 

15 big concern because you're going right down the middle of o ur building. So those arc my concerns. 

16 I don' t know what's going to happen with the railroad tracks at -- I'm going to assume tha t --

17 I can't tell, but I'm going to ass LUnc that there's going to be overpasses at the rail road tracks, whi ch, 

18 driving on Claribel Road all the time, it won't do any good to have an overcrossing at the railroad 

19 tracks unless there are also irnprovement,5 made all the way down Claribel. Because there's going to 

20 be a backup. Right now, there's huge backups at Roselle all the time in every direction when school 

21 lets OLtt. There's huge traffic back ups there. So improvements wi ll have to be done. Overpasses o r 

22 stoplights or something will have to be done at every one of those intersections in order to make 

23 anything work feasibly. Otherwise, we're all going to be sitting in traffic like we do now, and that' s 

24 not good. 

6 
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17 

16 

15c 

So basically, the two big concerns are the building, the property line going right down the 

2 middle of o ur building. J\nd the second big concern is the fl ooding in from of our house and the 

3 drainage to Claus Road if they make that a cul-de-sac at the end of our road. 

4 8. J\ lfred H. Burtschi 

5 9113 Alvarado Road, Oakdale 

6 (209) 847-2661 

7 My concerns are ,,1th 2-A and 2-B. They cut my property off by 25 to 30 percent. And my 

8 deep wells and diesel pump and fil tration system will be on the north side of the corridor, and the 

9 res t of my orchard will all be on the south side of my orchard. So I will not have any access to the 

10 deep well or diesel pumps if 2-A and 2-8 go through. l would prefer 1-A and 1-B because of the 

11 sin1ation. 

12 In losing 20 to 30 percent of my 80 acres, I would lose my potential crop for my trees fo r a 

13 substantial amount of time, and it will make my farming gross revenue be a lo t less. 

14 H opefully we can resolve this and if anybody has any qu estions, they can give me a call. I 

15 just think this would be a little bit of a hardship on my trees since I've invested a lot of money in 

16 planting of all these trees. And counting on 80 acres instead of 60 or 65 acres, the gross profit per 

17 year is a little bit discouraging. 

18 9. John Crim 

1 9 10306 Dixon Road 

20 (209) 847-5819 

21 My wife, Tammy Crim, and Tare very much in favor 2-B as our first choice.J ust because, if 

22 there's not as much traffic. Property values were a concern a long time ago, a sound wall was a 

23 problem for me. J\ 11 the trucks and heavy traffic coming down the road and trying to slow down in 

24 

7 
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17 

18 

19 

that turnaround, it just wouldn't work. Plus, l found out they were going to have to raise the surface 

2 of the highway something in th e neighborhood of 10 to 12 feet. I don't understand that. 

3 So we like 2-B as our first choice and 1-B would be our second choice. And we are not in 

4 favor of th e As at all. It would be right there in our backyard. And that would just kill our property 

5 value. 

6 l wish somebody would have taken a look at Wam erville Road. l 'rn sure they did somewhere 

7 along the way, but that just seems to connect right along with Claribel. And it would have taken it all 

8 the way out, and still you could have cut in ·wherever you wan ted to. l 'rn sure the people of 

9 Lancaster are not happy about this either, but it's got to go somewhere. 

10 10. H ans Burtschi 

11 6466 Bendler Road, Oakdale 

12 (209) 485-0104 

13 I feel 1-A and 1-B arc the better routes to pick. But the extension on Bendler Road itself is 

14 not necessary because you could find access -- shorter routes than using the whole road of Bendler 

15 and extending Bendler Road. 

16 11. Mike Musick 

17 6349 Smith Road, Oakdale 95361 

18 (209) 404-3675 

19 I'm concerned about the main reason for the bypass corning south of Oakdale when, aft.er 

20 living here since 1957, all the traffic has come from the north side of Oakdale and come from 

21 Manteca and the Bay Area to the foothills and to the lakes and stuff in the Sierras. 

22 The routes that they have now for a bypass that arc in the south side of Oakdale, the ones 

23 that I see that are -- that would be as acceptable as they could be are 1-A or 1-B. 

24 

8 
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21 

20 

19 

l cannot imagine why they would spend almost a billion dollars -- $800 million. l can't 

2 imagine them spending the money that they're going to spend that's not goi ng to alleviate a traffic 

3 problem for a bypass. And my concept of a bypass is to alleviate traffic congestion. And only the 

4 north side would all eviate the congestion, in my opinion. 

5 12. Pauline Ferguson 

6 10813 Bond Road, Oakdale 

7 (209) 847-9309 

8 \Xie were discussing about we would probably be in the 2-B part of it, and l don't like it. 

9 We've been there for 31 years. It's been nice and quiet. \Ve don't want a bunch of traffic. But this 

10 part that l was discussing with the lady, she said l would have dead ends here where the traffic 

11 would not be coming through Stoddard Road. It would be blocked, and they would be using the 

12 bypass and we would not be affec ted. So on my part of it from where we live, it seems fine because 

13 I'm further back away from the new project. 

14 What I like about it is the dead ends, and that's about it. I don't like having anything with a 

15 bunch of traffic. That would certainly be what we would hear all the time. 

16 13. Scott Nelson 

17 4823 and 4825 Roselle A venue 

18 Modesto, California 95357 

19 (209) 534-8037 

20 I'm the lead pastor of Covenant Grove Church that is at those addresses. And since we've 

21 moved in, our church has grown from 150 to over 300 people on a Sunday morning. \X'l,en we first 

22 moved in, we were told that the environmental study wasn't going to greatly impact our land, and 

23 now we're kind of being told that it's going to. 

24 

9 
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22 

23 

21 

So the first thing is we're hoping to keep our buildings because the line goes right through 

2 the middle of the building right now, and we hope to move it down a little bit, and then, if possible, 

3 to have as much access to the south part of the property as possible, the 4823 property. And then --

4 oh, yeah. I want to add one more thing. We also want to make sure that we continue to have a left

s turn access into the property from Roselle Avenue. 

6 14. Robert Lawrence 

7 10248 Buck Meadows Drive, Oakdale 

8 (209) 848-1989 

9 My feelings are that the Route 2-B is the one I'm in favor of. My basic comments are I 

10 would prefer that Claribel continued straight all the way out to where they have the existing four 

11 lanes. And that's just past the 50's Diner. That way, it will alleviate. When you join at Lancaster, yoL 

12 immediately have to go into all of the turns where it's two lanes, and that's where the majority of the 

13 accidents happen on 120/ 108. 

14 15. Thomas Epperson 

15 4501 Epperson Court, Oakdale 

16 (209) 869-3219 

17 There's several, but the ones that I like tha t would -- th ese two would eli minate everybody 

18 on that court, those four houses on the court that I live on. It would eliminate that because of that 

19 access road, 2-A and 2-B. The only difference between those, they're both the same where it goes 

20 across. These arc the ones I like because they stay up, like down toward Claribel. And they don't --

21 they're about a mile away versus going right over the top. And of course both of those, 2-A and 2-B, 

22 both come out cast of Oakdale. Tbey continue down Claribel quite a ways before they make the 

23 swing to east Oakdale. 

24 

10 
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24 

23 

25 

26 

So that's -- did l explain it right? 1-A and 1-B, both of those would eliminate, you know, our 

2 property. We're not big farmers. We've got three acres a piece. It's been a nice, guiet place to raise 

3 kids. It's a cul-de-sac, so there's just one way in and one way out, and the street is less than 100 

4 yards. And so 2-A and 2-8 would affect less property and houses, you know, less disturbed --

5 eliminated. 

6 16. Ester Epperson 

7 5401 Epperson Court, Oakdale 

8 (209) 869-3219 

9 2-A and 2-B is our preference for the -- because the other ones will go right through our 

10 property, right through. That's it. 

11 17. Jerry Fouts 

12 9937 Poppy Hills D rive, Oakdale 

13 (209) 681-5613 

14 I'm vehemently opposed to bringing North County Corridor north. The best alternative 

15 should have been \Varnerville Road to \Villms Road. That is true planning. Any other alternative is 

16 planning to bring bad air, congestion, and danger to my family and the families near the proposed 

17 Atlas outlet for the North County Corridor. 

18 I wish somebody would stand up and raise their hand and tell me whose idea it was in 2010 

19 to come north through my neighborh ood, just somebody. J have ca lled the county; the county says 

20 it's tl1e state's idea. I called the state; tl1ey said it was tl1e county's idea. And now my home values 

21 and my fam ily's health is at ri sk for no good reason. This is not planning. This is a disaster. And T 

22 will fight it till my dying day. 

23 18. 

24 

Tom Washburn 

867 T ownllill A venue, Oakdale 

l1 
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27 

26 

(209) 847-1050 

2 Okay. T don't want 1-A or 2-A because it's goi ng to take my house out, my property, and it's 

3 too close to town. And they're going to have the same thing as what they did in Sonora. Ten years 

4 later, th ey had to spend millions to extend the thing they already did once because it was brought 

5 out too close to the county of Sonora. And I'm in favor of the other rou te that takes it further out 

6 by Lancaster, which would be the -- what is it? 2-i\ and 2-B. 

7 19. Curt Porter 

8 305 South Stearns, Oakdale 

9 (209) 480-4080 

10 Well, you obviously want to know the route that we're going to be taking. So we're not for 

11 the South Stearns route. So we've been dealing with this for about six years now, since we got 

12 involved, and we never thought in our wildest that the city would be wanting to put a road through 

13 our house. \We're set about 1200 feet off the road. We're kind of in our own nice little haven back 

14 there. Somehow or other, the road has found our house. So, no, we're not happy about that. 

15 And we've tried to take a stand against this whole situation, and it's been looming over us 

16 for the last six years. D o we make more home improvements, or do we just kind of let things sit 

17 idle? It really puts a damper. We couldn't sell the place right now if we wanted to. Yfaybc we could 

18 give it away, but I don't think we could sell it. So it's pretty heart-wrenching. We're having a hard 

19 time with it. 

20 Anyway, with all that being said, we don't want the road there. Most of our neighbors don't 

21 want the road there. Tt needs to go fart.her east near Wamble Road, the far easterly route that they're 

22 looking at. I just really firmly believe that our identity on Stearns Road is way more important tl1an 

23 what you're going to fin d -- shrimp or cel l matters that they're testing fo r in the ground. We've got 

24 

12 
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14 years invested in our place that we've put a lot of money into development. And to have the 

2 thought o f a road come through to t_ake that away from us, it doesn't seem right. 

3 I really, trnly believe that by them choosing Stearns Road, if they did, that would put a total 

4 cap on the city of Oakdale for fu ture growth. It doesn't seem smart. It seems as though we should 

5 go easterly to give the city more room to grow. There's a lot of agricultural land up there that could 

6 go into areas like Del Webb development, things like that. 

7 And of course that horror story of that North County Corridor on the north side that got 

8 abandoned. We still hear stories in Oakdale that those people basically lost their homes. And the 

9 story goes that Caltrans is now renting those houses back, in some cases, even to employees, for 

10 hardly next to nothing. We're hearing comments, you know, from individuals on the board of orth 

11 County Corridor tha t, you know, they now have those homes on the north side that they can sell for 

12 a great profit. And doggone it, I want to take a stand and say if somebody's going to sell my 

13 property for a good profit, I want it to be me and my family, not some county official. So I hope anc 

14 I pray tha t they will listen to us. It's hard. All right. Thank you. 

15 20. George H ansen 

16 725 T ownhill Road, Oakdale, California 

17 (209) 847-7392 

18 It concerns Map N umber 16, routes 1-A and 2-A. And we would be a partial acquisition, 

19 accordi ng to thei r maps. My concerns are on the northeast corner of our property, there's an old 

20 OID improvement district 31 deep well, irrigation well. It is in the right-of-way of what they have 

21 proposed. All the properties, let's see, on the east side of our property going south irrigate away 

22 from the proposed road. If they change -- and there is -- let's sec, how do I say this? 'l11crc is an 

23 OID mai n irrigation line running southward from th e northeast corner of our property southward 

24 that all the properties irrigate off of. If the road moves or the right-of-way moves that irrigation 

13 
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29 

mainline, it would totally devalue all those properties because they would have to relevel everything 

2 to set up a new irrigation schedule o r a new way to irrigate because they're irrigatJng away from the 

3 proposed road map, the way they have it shuwing now. 

4 J\nd my concern is that if they only buy a portion of the property, but yet you have to releve 

5 the rest of it in order to irrigate, they're not paying you for having to do all the extra work to relevel 

6 the property in order to irrigate and keep th e value of it. And if they only take a portion of it, it 

7 devalu es the rest of the property. 

8 That would be our main concern, l guess, is the method and the changing of all the 

9 irrigation, the flow of water. And it changes the whole flow of water and the way that everyone 

10 irrigates on all that road right-of-way, that the proposed right-of-way 1-A or 2-A. But all the 

11 mainline runs from north to south right along all those properties. When you take that mainline out, 

12 they can move a line over, but then you have to relevel everything to keep the value of your 

13 property. Otherwise, it just dries up, and you lose the value of your property. 

14 \Y/e have trees, we have almond trees, on the rwo parcels of ours that are affected. I guess 

15 that would be our main concern. There is an OID improvement district deep well on -- it would be 

16 the northeast corner of our property. It's just off our property. And that deep well would have to be 

17 moved, obviously. And then you're talkfog big dollars for moving wells. They ob viously can't move 

18 them. And they'd have to redrill a new one. 

19 21. Sue K. Field 

20 9700 Partridge Court, Oakdale -- acrually we're in cast Oakdale, not in the city itself. 'flrnt 

21 may be important. 

22 (209) 845-9093 

23 Nfy concern is th at they are bringing foLtr lanes of highway onto one existing, 120/ 108 going 

24 cast towards Jamestown, onto that particular stretch of road. 108/ 120 cast toward Jamestown has an 

14 
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31 

accident almost daily. l t has some very bad road. They are not planning to fix that in any way. He 

2 te ll s me they are dumping 8,000 cars opening day onto the traffic circle, which wi ll be four lanes of 

3 cars corning to two lanes of cars going 60, maybe, hitting a road that isn't fit for 50. And I think that 

4 it is -- "criminal" seems like too big a word, but it is something they should at least think about 

5 before they do it. 

6 l t's true, l'm in a neighborhood that wi U have trouble goi ng to Oakdale if they put that mud 

7 traffic on those. Those are the -- where you get off your road onto the highway. I'd much rather 

8 have an onramp for Knights Ferry, for Orange Blossom Road, and all the houses on Orange 

9 Blossom. They have Sunset Oaks -- there are three or four tracts of homes there, not huge numbers. 

10 But they will also be forced to drive through neighborhoods and go to a very bad -- to even get on 

11 the highway without fighting all the traffic. And I do think that it's shortsighted of Cal trans not to 

12 make a bigger study of the impact of traffic. Thank you. 

13 22. Joseph Collins 

14 5931 Claribel Road, Oakdale 

15 (209) 541-4180 

16 I was wanting to put my -- I would rather see 1-A or 1-B because it would affect less people. 

17 Otherwise, you have take my home or whatever if they go down that directfon. 

18 That's it. Thank you. 

19 23. Matthew Steinberg and Joy Bloomi ngcamp 

20 10528 Highway 120 

21 Oakdale, Cali fornia 95161 

22 010-022-005. Land R turns. Herc's the background: In 1959, Caltrans took the frontage of 

23 the property, and th ey've done nothing with it. Okay? And so we've lost th e ability to fa rm that land 

24 for 60 something years or whatever it is. Okay. \Vhat we need -- there's land there for a left-tum lane 

15 
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coming from the east, and we need access from our property when we go ou t to Highway 108 to 

2 make a left tum. So we need left-tum lane access, and we need left-turn access from th e property 

3 onto -- so that our property accesses north, and we would make the access when turning west. 

4 J\nd we have a busi ness on the property. And as she said, the reason they need the left one i~ 

5 access, but we also have a business on the property which would require access. So if they go 

6 forward ,vith the project, we want to make sure that we have good access to the property from all 

7 directions, eas t and wes t. 

8 24. Vicki G odkin 

9 837 T ownhill Avenue, Oakdale 

10 (510) 747-9959 

11 I , and my family, arc adamantly opposed to 1-A and 1-B. And 1-A and 1-B affects far too 

12 many people. For us, we came from the Bay Area to get away from traffic and the noise. We bought 

13 our property in retirement. \'Vc'rc making changes, spent hundreds of thousands of dollars 

14 improving farmland. We're right at the cusp of doing a remodel. Now what do we do' I t's extremely 

15 frustrating. It's one of these things that I don 't know when plans like this arc developed, if they 

16 actually consider the human impact. What do we do' Will we be able to sell our property? Will we 

17 lose money? \Ve'rc no t working any longer, so it's going to affect us deeply and many, many of our 

18 neighbors. 

19 Again, no 1-A and 1-B. We were never told anything about. this NCC when we bought the 

20 property, notlung. And afterwards, tl1c engineers at Caltrans said, "You know, we realized we didn't 

21 info rm the property owners." \Ve would never have broLtght our property had we known what the 

22 possible plan would be for the NCC. 

23 ---o0o---

24 

16 
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Response 9 to Debra DeShon: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

The proposed project design does not currently include work from Epperson Court leading into 

Langworth Road. However, improvements to the south, southwest, and southeast portions of 

Epperson Court are currently proposed as part of this project. Please refer to Figure 2.3-1 of the 

NCC Final EIR/EIS. 

Response 10 to James DeShon: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. Your property has been identified as having potential partial 

acquisition to accommodate realignment of Epperson Court.  

Response 11 to David Hendricks: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. 

The Summary of Major Potential Impacts from Alternatives located in the NCC Final EIR/EIS 

Vol. I (page iii) provide the following costs for each of the proposed project alternatives:  

Potential 
Impact 

Alternative 
1A 

Alternative 
1B 

Alternative 
2A 

Alternative 
2B 

No-Build 
Alternative 

Cost $660 million $688 million $676 million $699 million None 

 

Traffic conditions, field observations, analysis, and discussion of traffic congestion and the need 

to alleviate such conditions are explored further in Section 3.1.6 Traffic and Transportation/ 

Pedestrian and Bicycle of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. Traffic through the NCC is a combination of 

commuter, local, commerce, and goods movement, and a large component of recreational 

traffic. This traffic currently conflicts with local traffic on State Route 108, creating congestion 

and safety concerns, as well as noise and air pollution issues. These conditions are expected to 

worsen over time as development continues and traffic increases in the region. 

Response 12 to Larry Nydahl: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Response 13 to James Godkin: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Response 14 to Dave and Linda Kline,: Thank you for your comments; they have been 

included in the Final Environmental Document.  
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Response 14A: During final design and right-of-way negotiations, potential options such as 

minor modifications to the design to address these concerns will be analyzed by Stanislaus 

County and Caltrans.  

Response 14B: The North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended 

Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the NCC Project 

Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Final acquisitions and relocations will be determined by Stanislaus County and Caltrans during 

the final right-of-way and design phase of the project.  

Response 15 to Darla Wincentsen: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document.  

Response 15A: This information regarding flooding issues will be passed on to Stanislaus 

County. The NCC project includes detention basins and other drainage improvements to 

accommodate the additional surface runoff. Road improvements are proposed at the eastern 

end of Davis Avenue (at its intersection with Claus Road), as well as a small section of Davis 

Avenue between Terminal Avenue and Claus Road. The design will take drainage into account 

when determining necessary features such as basins or roadside ditches at this location.  

During final design and right-of-way negotiations, potential options—such as minor 

modifications to the design to address these concerns—will be analyzed. Potential modifications 

will be further analyzed during final design and right-of-way negotiations. 

Response 15B: Final acquisitions and relocations will be determined by Stanislaus County and 

Caltrans during the final right-of-way and design phase of the project. Images presented at the 

public meeting were the best representation of what the project may impact; however, precise 

survey data taken from the field would be used to determine the exact impacts on property.  

Response 15C: Please refer to the Final Traffic Operations Report for the North County 

Corridor (March 2015) for the traffic analysis and report of the project area. This study indicates 

that the NCC will cross over the existing railway lines at the intersection of Claribel Road and 

Terminal Avenue with a grade-separated overpass. Also, the traffic study found that no 

additional improvements are needed because the intersection will operate at an acceptable 

level in the future. 

Response 16 to Alfred H. Burtschi: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

The local jurisdictions (City of Modesto, City of Oakdale, City of Riverbank, and Stanislaus 

County) unanimously support the selection of Alternative 1B as the locally preferred alternative.  

Response 17 to John Crim: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 
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recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

The surface of the highway will be elevated at overcrossings because local roads will pass 

under the elevated structures; however, the roadway elevation will be slightly elevated 

compared to the existing roadways. 

Response 18 to Hans Burtschi: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Response 19 to Mike Musick: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

The four proposed Alternatives—1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B—have been determined to alleviate traffic 

congestion along the existing State Route 108 and State Route 120 routes. Please refer to 

Section 3.1.6 – Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle of the Final Environmental 

Document for more information regarding the traffic data analyses used to address traffic-

related issues for each of the proposed routes. 

Response 20 to Pauline Ferguson: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

The local jurisdictions (City of Modesto, City of Oakdale, City of Riverbank, and Stanislaus 

County) unanimously support the selection of Alternative 1B as the locally preferred alternative.  

 

Response 21 to Scott Nelson/Covenant Grove Church: Thank you for your comments; they 

have been included in the Final Environmental Document. 

Final acquisitions and relocations will be determined by Stanislaus County and Caltrans during 

the final right-of-way and design phase of the project. The project team’s response indicated the 

preliminary design did show an impact to property; however, the design would be reviewed to 

seek ways to minimize or eliminate any impact to the church property.  

Response 22 to Robert Lawrence: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. 

Response 23 to Thomas Epperson: Thank you for your comments; they have been included 

in the Final Environmental Document. 

Response 24 to Ester Epperson: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. While Caltrans acknowledges your alternative preference, 
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the North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the 

Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the NCC Project Development Team as 

provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Response 25 to Jerry Fouts: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. Prior to in-depth analysis of the four proposed Alternatives 1A, 

1B, 2A, and 2B, 18 other alternatives were considered in an Alternative Analysis Report; 

however, they were eliminated due to the excessive environmental impacts that would have 

been caused from their selection. Section 2.6 of the FEIR/EIS contains information regarding 

these 18 other alternatives, and the rational behind their elimination from further consideration. 

Alternative 1B was chosen as the preferred alternative. Other alternatives were dropped as they 

did not meet the purpose and need.  

Response 26 to Tom Washburn: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative, which takes the alignment out to 

Lancaster Road.  

Response 27 Curt Porter: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the Final 

Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS and takes 

the alignment further out to Wamble Road and up to Lancaster Road, thus avoiding the South 

Stearns Road community.   

Response 28 to George Tim Hansen: Thank you for your comments; they have been included 

in the Final Environmental Document. 

The North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the 

Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the NCC Project Development Team as 

provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.  As a result, it is not anticipated the proposed 

project will affect your properties.  

For properties impacted by the project, right-of-way acquisition will take into account potential 

additional and specific impacts to the property and will be addressed and/or fairly compensated 

for by Stanislaus County and Caltrans during the final phase of the right-of-way negotiations. 

Also, the parcels will still be required to have irrigation, even after acquisition, and Stanislaus 

County and Caltrans will be responsible for any new irrigation required as a result of the 

proposed project in this area. 

Response 29 to Sue K. Field: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. 

The following information was added to the Final Environmental Document in Section 3.1.6 – 

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle: 
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An Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) summary, per Caltrans Policy Directive 13-02 (Traffic 

Operations Policy Directive), was performed at each of the proposed at-grade state highway 

intersections to identify the most effective intersection traffic control strategy (i.e., roundabout or 

traffic signal). Signalized and Unsignalized Intersection Design and Research AID (SIDRA) 

software package operations tools were also used for assessing effectiveness of roundabouts at 

the proposed intersections.  

An evaluation of all applicable warrants has been conducted, and additional factors (e.g., 

congestion, approach conditions, driver confusion) were considered before the decision to 

install a signal was made. Detailed signal warrant calculations are provided in Appendix L of the 

Final Traffic Operations Report for the North County Corridor (March 2015) for the traffic 

analysis and report of the project area. This report encompasses an analysis and discussion of 

existing traffic operations and impacts as well as those related to each of the proposed 

alternatives within the project description.  

Roundabouts were selected through the Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) summary, per 

Caltrans Policy Directive 13-02 (Traffic Operations Policy Directive), which continue to operate 

at an acceptable level of service in the future (2042), and the roadways have sufficient capacity 

for the future volumes of traffic. 

The project was proposed by the project development team (PDT), which is composed of 

members from Caltrans District 10, Stanislaus County, the cities of Modesto, Riverbank and 

Oakdale, and engineering, environmental and public relations consultant members. 

Prior to analysis of the four proposed Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B, and the selection of 1B as 

the preferred alternative, 18 other alternatives were also considered in an Alternative Analysis 

Report; however, they were eliminated due to the excessive environmental impacts that would 

have been caused from their selection.  

As part of the Alternative Analysis Report, the alternatives were screened through a preliminary 

screening process that focuses on determining if a specific alternative will meet the 2030 traffic 

needs and if any major engineering considerations would affect the safety or function of the 

facility. From this preliminary screening, 18 alternatives were considered during the alternative 

screening process. 

Seven broad-based criteria of the Project Development Procedures Manual were used to 

screen the initial Build Alternatives. These criteria include the following:  

• Purpose and need: Would the alternative meet the project’s purpose and need?  

• Excessive project cost: Would the alternative result in a substantially higher overall cost? 

• Relocations and acreage: Would the alternative require excessive removal of 

businesses, residences, or urban or rural acreage? 

• Operational or safety problems: Would the alternative result in operational or safety 

problems? 
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• Adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts of extraordinary magnitude: Would 

the alternative disrupt or divide an established community or result in economic or social 

impacts? 

• Cumulative impacts: Would cumulative impacts result due to relocations, operational or 

safety problems, or social, economic, and environmental impacts?  

• Rejected at an earlier stage: Was the alternative rejected at an earlier stage of project 

development? 

 

Ultimately, the four chosen alternatives were found to best meet the purpose and need of the 

NCC project. Please refer to Section 2.5 of the Final NCC Final EIR/EIS for more information 

regarding all alternatives explored. 

Response 30 to Joseph Collins: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Response 31 to Matthew Steinberg and Joy Bloomingcamp: Thank you for your comments; 

they have been included in the Final Environmental Document. 

If the accessibility requests are feasible for the location, they will be taken into consideration and 

addressed during the final design of the proposed project. At this time, however, no turn lanes 

along State Route 108 are proposed as part of the project. Additional improvements along 

existing State Route 108, including turn lanes, may be considered in the future. 

Response 32 to Vicki Godkin: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. 

The proposed project was designed with input from the community. The project development 

team (composed of members from Caltrans District 10, Stanislaus County, the cities of 

Modesto, Riverbank and Oakdale, and engineering, environmental and public relations 

consultant members) conducted and participated in a number of community outreach meetings 

with the general public, public entities, and interested stakeholders since 2011 in a 

comprehensive effort to gather input and comments from people in the surrounding 

communities.  

During scoping of the corridor, two public scoping meetings, eight community focus group 

meetings, and six public information meetings have occurred between September 2010 and 

March 2014. Also, one environmental focus meeting related to the environmental document 

occurred on March 6, 2014. Two more public information meetings related to the environmental 

document were held in October and November 2014. Announcement of these public meetings 

was made in both English and Spanish through mailed postcards, public notices placed in 

newspapers, and news releases.  

For additional information, please see Chapter 5 of the environmental document, which 

identifies all project-related coordination efforts. 
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We understand your concerns regarding this project and the potential for it to change the 

existing character of your neighborhood.  

The Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation 

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, and Title 49 Code 

of Federal Regulations Part 24. The purpose of the Relocation Assistance Program is to ensure 

that persons displaced as a result of a transportation project are treated fairly, consistently, and 

equitably so that such persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects 

designed for the benefit of the public as a whole.  

In accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 

Act of 1970, as amended, your Relocation Advisor will provide specific information regarding 

comparable, functionally equivalent decent, safe and sanitary properties that are available for 

purchase. Such information will be provided in writing at least 90 days prior to any requirement 

to vacate the displaced property. As part of this process, we encourage displacees to advise 

their assigned Relocation Advisor of any concerns and special needs warranting consideration 

in the selection of potential replacement properties. These factors will be considered to the 

greatest extent possible under existing law. Exact changes to individual property values cannot 

be assessed; however, many project features have been designed to improve characteristics in 

the region. See Appendix E of the NCC Final EIR/EIS for a summary of the Relocation 

Assistance Program. 

You can find additional information on the Relocation Assistance Program at: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/. Under Publications, you will find the following:  

• Relocation Assistance for Residential Relocations  

• Your Property, Your Transportation Project  

These publications augment the information contained here and may provide another source of 

valuable information that could assist you in discussions with your assigned Relocation Advisor 

who will be integral in guiding you through this process to ensure that you receive all benefits for 

which you are entitled. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Comment 33 
Comment from [No Name]  

   

I f : --------

Ill : ---------------

L L 
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Response 33 to [no name]: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 34 
Comment from Ctvrtlik  

 
 

Fnini: M agsayo, Grace, B@ DOl' 

Sent: Monday, A~gust 14, 201.710:.40 AM 
fo: j eff'@,f,bpartnersllc.net 
CC: Torres, Juan@DOT <ij 11an:torres@d ot.ca,.g:ov.>; M!ah Satow jms.rtow@dra'kehaglan.comj 

<msal:ow@drakeha_glan.m m~; Kisme,t ian, Ant on@OOl' <'.anton.k!ismetian@oot .ca1.go1t> 
Subject: 10-0SSOO Call from Mr-. Jeff Ctvrtlik re ,4 6,28 Cl a.us litoad 

Good Morning M.-. Gt,,,rtli k, 

Tlilank you fo.- your· ililterest o n t he prnjed. I have attached a, map s!howi ng ·t he general alignments 11ooer study ro r tihe 
North County Corr idor project. l,t looks like r£1ga rdles:s of a · erna,ti Ye chosen your property al: 4628 Claus litoad will have 

some im pad s. I also included l:wo other pages. -l'rnm the Draft Envi ronmental document l:hat shows more del:ai ls fo.
yom parcel. I have included a link t o the Draft El'IVironmenta l Documenttiha,tyou ca n access electronica lly a:s we ll . The 

a.Uached map,s calil also be ro und i lil l:he Draft Environmental Document. 

Prel iminary design :shows 1:haUhere w ill be an impact to the most west ern mobile homes on the parcel a pa rl:ial 
a;cq11isition will be l ikely. The map s!how ing the 4 alignmelil't!i also show that t he parcel was evaluat ed for so undwalls. At 

th is this t ime, the design is.prel im inary aoo subject to change pe nding the f i nali!Zallion oh he teclilil ical studies aoo t he 
elilvirolilmelilta I documelilt PleacSe do not hesitate to call if you haYe further questions. Thalilk you. 

http://www.dotca.gov/c:110/prnject-<locs/sta ni sJa1JS/srl 08northcountycorridor /NCC-ID raft EIREIS 8-2-17-voli .pelf 

Gra;ce B. M~gsayo, P.E. 
Pt oject: M anager 
P'rogram/Project M'ana_gemelilt 

Office 209-948-797i6, 
Mobi le 209-48:1-1734 
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Response 34 to Ctvrlik: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the Final 

Environmental Document. It should be noted that the initial inquiry was received by telephone; 

however, this form of inquiry is no longer accepted as an official comment.  

Preliminary design shows that there will be an impact to the most western mobile homes on the 

parcel, and a partial acquisition will likely be required. The parcel was also evaluated for 

soundwalls, and a soundwall (SW-3) is proposed along the east side of Claus Road. Please 

refer to the NCC Noise Study Report (2017) and the NCC Noise Abatement Decision Report 

(2017) for more information regarding soundwalls. 
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Comment 35 
Comment from Jackson [No First Name] 
 

  
  

-----Original M essage---

From: Magsayo, Grace B@DOT 

Sent: Fr iday, August 18, 2017 10:07 AM 

To: Jackson <Ghost lightmater@yahoo.com> 

Cc: Torres, Juan@DOT <juan. torres@dot.ca.gov>; Matt Satow (msatow@drakehaglan .co m) 

<msatow@drakehaglan .com>; judith@buetheco mmunicat ions.com 

Subject: RE: Project upda tes and const ru ctio n updates regard ing the SR 108-north co unty corridor project 

Good morn ing, 

Thank you for yo ur interest on the North County Corridor Project . We w ill add you to the project 's mailing list . Thank 

you . 

Grace B. Magsayo, P.E. 

Project Manager 

Program/Project Management 
Offi ce 209-948-7976 
Mobile 209-483 -1734 

-----Original M essage---

From: Jackson [mailto :Ghost l ightmater@ya hoo .com] 

Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2017 9 :33 PM 

To : Magsayo, Grace B@DOT <grace.ma gsayo@dot.ca .gov> 

Subject: Project updat es and const ruction upda tes regarding the SR 108-north county corridor project 

Hi I wo uld like to sign up for project updates and construction updates regarding the SR 108- no rth county corr idor 

proj ect 

Sent from ghost lightmater@yahoo.co m 
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Response 35 to Jackson: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the Final 

Environmental Document. 

The contact information provided will be included on future distribution lists. 
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Comment 36 
Comment from [No Last Name], Christie 

 

  

From: Magsayo, Grace B@DOT 
Sent: Friday, September 0 1, 2017 3:10 PM 
To: christiebpmz@gmail.com 
Cc: Torres, Juan@DOT <juan, torres@dot.ca,gov>; machadom@stancounty.com; Matt Satow 
(msatow@drakehaglan.com) <msatow@drakehaglan.com>; Kismet.ian, Anton@DOT <anton.kismetian@dot.ca .gov> 
Subject : North County Corridor Project 5404 Epperson Ct. Oakda le 

Good afternoon Christie, 
I'm following up on our phone conversat ion yesterday regard ing the project' s impacts to your client's new ly purchased 
property. I have checked with our technica l t eam and the following information shou ld be sha red with them . I also 
encourage t hem to attend the schedule Public Hearing on Sept., 7, 2017 at the Gene Bianchi Com mun ity Center in 
Oakda le from 4 pm to 8 pm to learn more abou t the project. Please do not hes itate to contact me if you'd like to fu rt her 
discuss. 

The propert y would have some potent ia l temporary and permanent impacts as follows: 
Temporary Impacts: Construct ion period impacts include reconstruct ion of a roadway at the southern end of 
the sa id property to build access for pro pert ies located south of the said propert y and north of NCC roadway 
and access control State Right of Way, 

Indirect Permanent Impacts: Roadway for access to Langworth similar to exist ing dirt pa thway and new 
overc ross ing structu re and vegetated (grasses - not lawn type bu t typ ica l highway grasses) sideslopes for 
Langworth Road Overc ross ing and roadway improvements (over NCC) fo r providing access across NCC to ei ther 
proposed Cran e Road intersect ion or exist ing Claribel Road . 

Direct Permanent Impacts: Potential acq uisi t ion and constructio n of the Kentucky Avenue or st reet to be named 
later roadway for providing access. 

To be determ ine w it h ROW phase for details but assumed for OED as 
ac.quisit.ion as fo l lows: 

• See Figure 3.1.4.2-2 as ID# 203 as a partia l acquisition for local 
road access . 
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Response 36 to Christie: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the Final 

Environmental Document. This response is in regard to details that pertain to a phone 

conversation between Grace Magsayo and the commenter. 

The property would have some potential temporary and permanent impacts as follows: 

Temporary Impacts: Construction period impacts include reconstruction of a roadway at 

the southern end of the said property to build access for properties located south of the said 

property and north of the NCC roadway and access control to the state right-of-way. 

Indirect Permanent Impacts: Roadway for access to Langworth similar to existing dirt 

pathway and new overcrossing structure and vegetated (grasses – not lawn type, but typical 

highway grasses) side slopes for Langworth Road overcrossing and roadway improvements 

(over NCC) for providing access across NCC to either the proposed Crane Road 

intersection or existing Claribel Road. 

Direct Permanent Impacts: Potential acquisition and construction of the Kentucky Avenue 

or street to be named later as the roadway for providing access. 

• To be determined in the right-of-way phase for details; assumed for the Draft 
Environmental Document as acquisition as follows: 

o See Figure 3.1.4.2-2 as ID# 203 as a partial acquisition for local road 
assistance. 

 

Exact placement of the access road will be determined by Stanislaus County and Caltrans 

during the final right-of-way and design phase of the project. Stanislaus County and Caltrans 

are sensitive to the importance of the role housing and land plays in our lives and will take into 

account potential additional and specific impacts to the property to determine the necessary 

acquisition during the right-of-way negotiations. If it is determined that your property will be 

impacted by the proposed project and/or access road, then the Uniform Act will be followed. 

Caltrans, in coordination with Stanislaus County and Modesto City shall implement all property 

acquisition and relocation activities in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 

Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 (Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat. 1894). 

The Uniform Act mandates that certain relocation services and payments be made available to 

eligible residents, businesses, and nonprofit organizations displaced by the project. The Uniform 

Act provides uniform and equitable treatment by federal or federally assisted programs of 

persons displaced from their homes, businesses, or farms, and establishes uniform and 

equitable land acquisition policies. See Appendix E in Volume 2 for more information on the 

Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program.  

Also, Mitigation Measure RLC-1 (Section 3.1.4.2) includes measures that may be considered by 

Caltrans for incorporation into the relocation plan to minimize impacts to displaced businesses 

and residences. Accordingly, acquisitions would be conducted as necessary to build the 

approved project, and displaced residents would be provided just compensation in accordance 

with the Uniform Act.  
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Comment 37  
Comment from Hansen, George Tim 
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Response 37 to George Tim Hansen: Thank you for your comments; they have been included 

in the Final Environmental Document. 

The North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the 

Preferred Alternative, which will not impact your properties at the two APN parcels noted. 
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Comment 38 
Comment from Abell, Belinda K.  
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Response 38 Belinda K. Abell: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 39 
Comment from Absher, Ann  
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Response 39 to Ann Absher: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document.  

Prior to in-depth analysis of the four proposed Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B, 18 other 

alternatives were considered in an Alternative Analysis Report; however, they were eliminated 

due to the excessive environmental impacts that would have been caused from their selection. 

Section 2.6 of the FEIR/EIS contains information regarding these 18 other alternatives, and the 

rational behind their elimination from further consideration. The North County Corridor Project 

Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 

1B was selected by the NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC 

Final EIR/EIS.  

In addition, the traffic analysis within Section 3.16 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS discusses the 

additional backups on the main cross streets that will continue to worsen in the current 

configuration.  The chosen alternative, Alternative 1B, will improve travel times on several of the 

main streets that cross highway 108/120.  Also, the chosen Alternative will also improve the 

operation of the current 108/120 route through Oakdale and Riverbank.  
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Comment 40 
Comment from Absher, Mike  
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Response 40 to Mike Absher: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The project has been designed to minimize impacts to 

properties to the maximum extent feasible.  
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Comment 41 
Comment from Adams, Jerry 

 

October 16, 2017 

Re: North County Corridor Project 

Subject: Rode Industrial Park Ingress/Egress 

Attn: Matt Machado- Stanislaus County Public Works Director 

I spoke to you briefly regarding my concerns, as far as isolating the business park to a single 

entrance/exit point at the cal Trans September 7.,,, meeting at the Bianci Center in Oakdale, CA.. The 

following is a copy of our comments pertaining to this matter. 

Jerry Adams 
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October 13, 2017 

Public Outreach Coordinator 

P.O. Box4436 

Stockton, CA 95204 

Re: Rode Industrial Business Park 

CAL TRANS COMMENTS 

NORTH COUNTY CORRIDOR PROJECT 

Pentecost Ave., Charity Way, Bitritto Ave, Jeruselm Ct., Northwest Quadrant at Kiernan & McHenry Ave. 

Attn: Public Outreach Coordinator 

The business park area (including areas developed and undeveloped that will be served by the proposed road access 
Charity Way off of McHenry Ave is approx. 190 acres. It is currently divided into 2 areas (East & West) by the abandoned 
Tri Valley rail spur. The "West'' area is bordered to the North by the MID canal; to the South by SR219, to the West by 
parcels fronting Tully Road, and to the East by Rode Industrial Business Park. 

West Area - (Approximately 70 Acres), though largely undeveloped (46 acres), currently consists of 
1) 24 Acre mini warehouse complex/Recreational vehicle storage lot 

2) 5 Acre landscaping company parcel 
3) 21 Acre almond farm 

4) Approximately 20 acres bare ground 
This area is currently entered and exited by Tunsen Road and various driveways (6) onto Kiernan Avenue (SR219). 
The area, even in its largely undeveloped state has considerable traffic flow of its own, due to the storage facility 
And landscape company. This area (particularly once built out) needs to be served independently. 

East Area - (Approximately 71 Acres+ 35 Acres additional), the "East Area" is commonly referred to as Rode Industrial 
Business Park. It is bordered to the North by an MID canal, to the East by McHenry Ave., and to the South by Kiernan 
Ave (SR219). 

The park consists of approx. 71 acres of which approx. 50 acres is developed, 20 acres which are improved, but as yet 
undeveloped plus an additional approx. 35 acres to the N/E currently in agricultural use. 

The Park is currently occupied by some 150 varied business ventures, (see attached list), to include large 
equipment rental, multiple large HVAC/Plumbing/Solar entities, construction, automotive and a (200) member 
Elks Lodge to reference but a few. There is over 600,000 sq. ft . of business enterprises at this time with another 
estimated 300,000 sq. ft. planned. 

It is currently served by Charity Way onto McHenry Ave. to the East, and Pentecost Ave. to the South onto Kiernan Ave. 
(SR219). There is a tremendous amount of traffic, (Heavy truck, Light truck, and auto), creating congestion at these 
two exit/entrances now, without the balance of the designated park area having yet to be built. 
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41A 

41B 

The Cal Trans plan as designed directs the 70 acres to the West, back via a frontage road through the current Rode 
Industrial Business Park, while simultaneously eliminating the Pentecost Drive access/exit. This will reduce the area to 
one ingress/egress point while potentially doubling the traffic count. 

The Charity Way access/exit is currently a massive safety issue as is. There doesn't appear to be any design details 
regarding Charity Way improvements or McHenry Ave. for this location. What is the 20 year design build-out level of 
service for Charity Way/McHenry Ave. intersection? When will it be signalized? A single access/exit for an 
approximately 190 Acre. business park is enormously insufficient regardless of design. The park was originally designed 
for multi access/exit locations. Multi access is also required by California State Fire Code. as well as the Fire Dept. per 
Stanislaus County Fire Marshall Dale Skiles. Charity Way will be accessing and crossing a multi-lane wide McHenry Ave .. 
There will be copious heavy truck multi-trailer, agricultural , and tremendous light truck and auto traffic. 

Local County, (and City) Fire Departments, as well as Planning need to be involved in this design. This one access/exit 
approach is a disaster waiting to happen, should there be the inevitable fire, toxic chemical release, evacuation, medical 
or other emergency services required into the business park. The one entrance/exit approach is but one accident away 
from shutting down the entire 190 acre, or for that matter any acre size business park. Health and Safety should not be 
sacrificed for design convenience. 

Millions of dollars were invested in the design and building of Rode Industrial Park. It was done with public safety in 
mind, as well as, reasonable ingress/egress of the businesses located within the park. The continual viability of these 
business entities needs to be a consideration as well. 

We believe alternative ideas need to be developed such as connecting the frontage road at the West end cul-de-sac to 
Tully Road via the Tully facing properties (at some location) possibly further to the north away from the Kiernan/Tully 
intersection. The addition of accel/decell lanes into and out of the park, at Pentecost Ave. onto SR219 bringing traffic 
up to speed prior to merging, or decell lanes providing speed reduction opportunity prior to exiting onto Pentecost Ave. 
into the park would work idealy. A perfect example being the Hwy 99 Pelandale on ramp/ SR219 off ramp on 
Northbound Hwy. 99. 

Jerry Adams 

412 Bitritto Way Suite 11 

Modesto, CA 9S356 

209-614-6692 

Email - jerrydadams@gmail.com 

cc: Matt Machado -Stanislaus County Public Works Director 
Dick Monteith - County Supervisor - Dist rict 4 

Dale Stiles - Stanislaus County Fire Marshall 
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PARTIAL LIST IMPACTED BUSINESS' AND OWNERS GROUP {EAST AREA) 
RODE INDUSTRIAL PARK ONLY 

DeHart-Plumbing/Heating-A/C-Solar 
United Sign Co. 
Cal Sign Wholesale 
Velocity Solar 

Zaninnis Cabinets 
Safelite Auto Glass 

Novo Technologies 
Central West Ballet 
Otts Auto Sales 

Elks Lodge 

Hi Heat Softball Academy 
Strut Performing Arts 
Al's Furniture Dist. Warehouse 
Martin Moran Roofing 
Blessed Auto Sales 
The Simon Companies 
McGrew and Companies 
M .D. Detailing 
Jaydens Journey 

Hidden Valley Crossfit 
All Pro Pest Services 
Forbidden Motor Sports 
Kredit Constrution 
Party Rentals 

Next Level Customs 
Resolute Fitness 
Valley Plumbing 

Golden Slate Plumbing 
Mid Valley Surgical 
Pacific Rents & Equipment 
Calif. High Reach Equip. Rentals 
Lucas Business Systems. 
Thomas Pool Cleaning & Repair 
PX3 Sport Science 
Lynn Lima CPA 
Joann Guito CRTP 
Royal Summit 
Hutton Lovewell Inc. Painting 
ATI West Inc. 

RGI Pacific 

E3 Diagnostics 
Natural Remedies 

R&S Erection 

Norcal Valley Baseball Club 
Auto Body Solutions 
Gatewood Guitars 
Paper Habit Studio 
Right Now Couriers 
Message In A Bottle 
Industry Sound Studios 
Honeys Air 

Executive Electric 

Michaels AG Vest 
Kiwi's Classics 
Tri Y Drafting 

K&M Driveline Service 
Modesto Auto Restyling 
Auto And Fleet Mechanic 
Conways Personal Training 
K & M Motor Cars 
Hex Printing & Design 
Royal Summit Inc. 
Jubilee Farms 

Platinum Physical 
Jay & Laura Ward 
Charles & Linda Cheek 
R.T. Productions 
Sargon Younan 
J & G Enterprises LLC 
Sarkis Angilbert 

Apothiki Properties LLC 
West Valley Concrete 
Sandwich Monkey 
R.T. Financial Inc. 
Tri County Inc. 
Jim Lima 

Bryce Russo 

Willow Floral 
Sunrise Condos 
Bottoms Up Espresso 
William Maurer 

Willaim Maurer Jr. 

209 Motors 
Noral Auto 

Joseph & Mary Miceli 
Gary & Charlotte DeHart 

Thomas F. & Donna Jay Gehring 
Linard & Nedhal Younan 
Kelly Bus. Park - Julie Boersma 
Danny & Josephine Collins 
Bene Family Trust 

Steve Espinosa Proservices 
Mr. & Mrs. George Rawe 
J.D. & Laura Ward 
Helder & Laurie Garcia 
Kevin & Pamela Gouttula 
Brian P. French 
Keith & Jill Parks 
Harless Properties Inc. 
Varni Properties 
Rod DeHart 

Kerry Walker 
Dan Andrade 

Phil Mastagni 

Carl Gillihan 

MRG Group/Roger Johnson 
Mark Johnson-Greg Johnson 
Brian Shelton 
Richard Barzan 

Matt Stall 

MS Jayne Inc. 

Nathan Grimmett 
Greg Barzan 

Charlie Menghetti 

Jumping Things 
Watson Bros. Upholstery 
Danny Rays Precision Cycles 
Tonis Escrow 

Malakian Financial 
AFLAC 

Keystone Properties 
Mitri's Rugs 

Hot Striker Kick Boxing 
JL Adams LLC Properties 
Donaco Sales 

Lucky Seven Taxi 
Orion Construction 
Tri Power Systems 
Riverbank Motors 
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Ramos Auto 
The Body Shop Fitness 
Dennis Lanigan 
H&H Heating & Air 
Precision Stairs 
Kar Tunez 

Selecting Alternative Treatment Solutions 
Audio Outlaws 

Shelton Lee Flooring 
Gymstars 

Trewin Framery 
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Response to Jerry Adams: Thank you for your alternative ideas provided to improve access to 

the business park; they have been included in the Final Environmental Document and will be 

considered during final design. 

Response 41A: The intersection at Charity Way/McHenry Avenue will be signalized as part of 

the proposed NCC project. The Level of Service (LOS) can be found in Table 6-2 of the Final 

Traffic Operations Report for the North County Corridor (March 2015), below, and is also 

discussed in Section 3.1.6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS – Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 

and Bicycle. The intersection is anticipated to operate at LOS A during the morning and LOS B 

during the afternoon, under all future-year build alternatives. 

Response 41B: During property owner discussions, a variety of access methods were 

discussed. These access methods are preliminary and will be further analyzed by Stanislaus 

County and Caltrans during final design and right-of-way negotiations. There are two methods 

of restoring multiple points of access, which will likely be either through extending existing 

access from Tunson Road to Tully Road or by extending their access to the north toward 

Thieman Road over the MID Main Canal.  
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Comment 42  
Comment from Albert, Mario  

 

42A 

BROWMAN DEVELO ENT COM PANY. I C. 

ENT VIA E-mail nd F d- x 

Septe ber 20, 2017 

Mr. Juan Torr s 
Mr. Philip Vall Jo (,...,..===c=.o=== 
enior E vironmental Planner 
llfornla Department ofTransport t lon 

C-entral Sierra Environm Mal Analysis Sran 
855 M S re , Su lt 200 
Fr no, CA 93721 

Subject: Sta islaus County orth County Corri or { 
Rou e doption EIR Comments. 

De r Mr. Torres and Mr. Vallej o: 

n rn ~ 

l 108 Proj ct and 

first Rive an .P. a pre iat s tt e opportu ity to comme<1t o e NCC IR/EIS rele sed or 
r vi w officially on Augun 8, 2017. First River ank l .P.' th own r of th e Crossroads Regi nal 
Shopping Center in Riverbank, CA (th "Shopp ing Center" ), Wed velo th Sh pp ing C nt r 
In 2004 an continue to own, man g and I ase equal ity, regional Shop Ing Center nchored 
by Targ t, ome Depot, chi's, Best B y, S v Mart, aples, P tco and any others. The total 
retall portion of the Shopp in Cent r I early 600,000 squa fe t, which al o i dud d th 

development of an djacent 2 sin I f m lly homes. 

As a Ion term landowner within Sta islaus County and e Ci y of RI erbank, we are remely 
con r ed al>out the potential devastat iOn t e NCC ma h ve on our existing r t aiters i e 
Shopping Center. Additi nally, th pot nti I for blight d rba n decay is compounded w it h 
tra c b ing t aken away fro our aln ast/West arterial (State Route 218) d th ~atlon of 
ne~ competit ive retail s tes dlr ctly orth of the proposed off-ram . Furth o e, t h 
signifi ca t lo of co lence d traffic dela)'s at wi lt occur along Stat Route 218 during 
the 3-4 y a~ duration of t he construction ofthe CC vii fore hoppers at our Shopping 
C nt r's int rs ction to see permanent, Ion term rep laceme t re all centers for their 
hopping eeds.. 

1 6 PARKS ! E DRIVE, WAL J T CREEK, CA 4 96- 5 • 92!>) 88-?2 0 • FAX 9251 568·2230 
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42A 

42B 

42C 

Further economic analysis needs to be performed regarding the potential loss of retail sales, 
subsequent loss of jobs within the City of Riverbank and the Shopping Center, and especially 
the potential for urban decay and blight specifically at the Shopping Center. 

The population projections for the City of Riverbank and Stanislaus County on Page 5 of the 
NCC EIR are grossly inaccurate. The NNC EIR states that by 2030, the City of Riverbank's 
population assumption is projected to be 69,508 and Stanislaus County is projected to be 
821,715. The City of Riverbank's current population is 24,389 and Stanislaus County, based on 
US Census data, is approximately 541,000. The population assumption for the City of Riverbank 
in the NCC EIR is nearly triple the 2017 actual population and the adopted City of Riverbank 
MSR and Housing element analysis projects only a population of 34,961 by 2030. The City of 
Riverbank's MSR population data should be used and the resultant traffic and population 
should be modified. 

1. The NCC EIR is legally inadequate and failed to adequately study and address the 
environmental effects on the change in traffic patterns that would result from the 
closing of the businesses within the Shopping Center and opening at a different location 
along the NCC. 

Changing the traffic patterns away from the Shopping Center will cause it and 
the businesses within it to relocate and/or fail. It has been our experience in 
similar circumstances that major tenants will vacate the Shopping Center and 
smaller regional tenants will vacate the Shopping Center and/or go bankrupt. 

- The foregoing environmental impact will not only occur at the Shopping Center, 
but also all other retail locations including downtown Riverbank and other areas 
in proximity to the NCC because customers and travelers will bypass the City of 
Riverbank without otherwise stopping. A significant amount of business at the 
Shopping Center occurs by passerby traffic. High vehicle passerby and regional 
traffic is strongly correlated to a successful retail shopping center. 

- These environmental impacts and the resulting economic blight that will occur 
need to be addressed in the NCC EIR and an economic blight analysis and study 
of the change in traffic patterns need to be completed. 

2. The NCC EIR failed to study the economic impact on the City of Riverbank and 
surrounding communities that would result if retailers in the Shopping Center and other 
businesses throughout the City of Riverbank closed as a result of the NCC and the 
opening of new shopping centers outside of the community. 

- The City of Riverbank's budget depends on revenue from sales tax and property 
tax generated by the Shopping Center. 

- If the Shopping Center loses all or a significant number of tenants, it will have a 
major impact on the City of Riverbank's ability to fund necessary community 
services, resulting in an environmental impact on the community. 
If the impact is significant on the City of Riverbank, the potential for loss of jobs 
and the potential of a City bankruptcy will become a real threat. 
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42D 

42C 

3. In general, the need for the NCC is not supported by the current population or expected 
growth in the City of Riverbank. 

- The NCC EIR grossly overstates the City of Riverbank and County of Stanislaus 
populations, which artificially lowers the cost and increases the benefit. 

- Impact and devast ation t o the Shopping Center and Riverbank downtown can't be 
mitigated. 
Existing roads including the recent widening of Claribel Road can handle the traffic in 
question and keep cities, downtown and retai l projects successful w ithout the NCC. 
There are numerous examples throughout California where shoppi ng center projects 
and traffic as projected in 2042 work well together and both survive and function wel l. 

- The NCC will be growth inducing for housing sprawl without accompanying jobs. 
- Waste of public resources in time when those resources could be better used elsewhere 

on existing infrastructure on expanding existing infrastructure to deal with growth at 
significantly less costs - probably 10% of costs or $50 million vs $730 million project. 

- All reasonable alternatives need to be looked at including improvement to existing 
improvements rather than a cost prohibitive $700-800 million project that will likely be 
in excess of $1 billion at construction start. 

As a potential interim solution, we recommend State Route 218 from Tully to Oakdale to be 
widened from four (4) travel lanes to six (6) travel lanes and Oakdale Road to Claus Road be 
widened from two (2) travel lanes to four (4) travel lanes. This widening would be considerably 
more cost efficient than a projected $700 mill ion project. 

Respectfully, 

~~~ 
General Counsel 

CC: Darryl Browman 

} 
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Response to Mario Albert: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the Final 

Environmental Document.  

Response 42A: Caltrans understands your concerns regarding this project and the potential for 

it to change the existing economic character of downtown Riverbank. Exact changes to the 

economic character cannot be assessed; however, many project features have been designed 

to improve characteristics in the region, such as improving traffic circulation. Response 42B: 

Population forecasts published by the California Department of Finance through 2060 suggest 

that population growth and its associated development will continue in the study area and 

surrounding region. Table 3.1.2.-1 summarizes the population projection for Stanislaus County. 

The Stanislaus County population is expected to increase by 76.3 percent over the 45-year 

period from 2015 to 2060. In comparison, the general population for California is forecasted to 

grow 35.8 percent.  

Cities in the county have proposed or are considering significant expansion of their spheres of 

influence to accommodate anticipated growth. Most development would not be approved by the 

County unless first approved by the city within whose sphere of influence it lies. This policy aims 

to discourage developments that are inconsistent with the land use designation from a specific 

city’s general plan or exceed the existing service level of a sanitary sewer district, domestic 

water district, or community service district that provides service to the unincorporated area.  

Table 1.2.2-1 – Projected Population in Northern Stanislaus County (with data sources) has 

been altered to reflect the 2008 Modesto Urban Area General Plan Master EIR, Executive 

Summary and the 2016 Riverbank Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update. 

The table is referenced below to indicate the project populations used for the proposed project 

(found on page 6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS Volume I of II):  

The 2035 population estimates for the City of Riverbank will be updated to reflect the 2016 

StanCOG Forecast Summary of 29,300. 

Response 42C: Construction of the project would require conversion of residential, commercial, 

industrial, and agricultural lands to public right-of-way to accommodate the proposed expansion 

of roadway. The project would pose impacts to a wide range of business uses, including retail, 

restaurant, automotive, office, and consumer services. All Build Alternatives would directly affect 

5 manufacturing, 8 retail, and 13 service businesses. These businesses are shown in Table 

3.1.4.1-10. Most of these businesses are in Segment 1 of the project. 

Displaced businesses would be relocated within the county. Businesses requiring relocation will 

be provided relocation assistance payments and advisory assistance in accordance with the 

Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program (RAP), based on the Federal Uniform Relocation 

Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49 Code 

of Federal Regulations Part 24. See details below in Section 3.1.4.2, Relocation.  

The project is designed to accommodate future population and economic growth in northern 

Stanislaus County. Implementation of the North County Corridor would benefit businesses in the 

study area by reducing travel times, increasing the average operating speeds, and improving 
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travel time reliability. The project would also improve goods movement efficiency at a regional 

level, which would strengthen the agricultural and general economy of Stanislaus County.  

The Final Traffic Operations Report for the North County Corridor (2015) study for the project, 

and information provided in Section 3.1.6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS – Traffic and 

Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle concluded that traffic redistribution as a result of any of the 

alternatives (1A, 2A, 1B, and 2B) would improve the level of service throughout the region, and 

without this project, future level of service and delays would increase throughout the region to 

unacceptable levels.  

Further, fixing existing roads does not meet the purpose and need of the project; however, the 

current design of the project meets the purpose of the project, which is to reduce average daily 

traffic volumes and current traffic congestion and accommodate anticipated future traffic on the 

existing SR-108 and the surrounding regional transportation network in Stanislaus County and 

the cities of Modesto, Riverbank, and Oakdale. Further information regarding the purpose and 

need of the project can be found in Section 1.2 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.  

Lastly, Section 3.1.1.1 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS discusses the process of frontage road 

development and benefits of these roads for the businesses. 

 

Response 42D: The Final Traffic Operations Report for the North County Corridor (March 

2015) encompassed the entirety of the proposed project area and did not identify an increase in 

traffic on the Claus Road corridor south or north of Ceres as a result of the proposed project. 

Please refer to the traffic operations report for more information and Section 3.1.6 of the NCC 

Final EIR/EIS – Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle. 

Prior to analysis of the four proposed Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B, and the selection of 1B as 

the preferred alternative, 18 other alternatives were also considered in an Alternative Analysis 

Report; however, they were eliminated due to the excessive environmental impacts that would 

have been caused from their selection.  

As part of the Alternative Analysis Report, the alternatives were screened through a preliminary 

screening process that focused on determining if a specific alternative would meet the 2030 

traffic needs and if any major engineering considerations would affect the safety or function of 

the facility. From this preliminary screening, 18 alternatives were considered during the 

alternative screening process.   

Seven broad-based criteria of the Project Development Procedures Manual were used to 

screen the initial Build Alternatives:  

• Purpose and need: Would the alternative meet the project’s purpose and need?  

• Excessive project cost: Would the alternative result in a substantially higher overall cost? 

• Relocations and acreage: Would the alternative require excessive removal of 

businesses, residences, or urban or rural acreage? 
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• Operational or safety problems: Would the alternative result in operational or safety 

problems? 

• Adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts of extraordinary magnitude: Would 

the alternative disrupt or divide an established community or result in economic or social 

impacts? 

• Cumulative impacts: Would cumulative impacts result due to relocations, operational or 

safety problems, or social, economic, and environmental impacts?  

• Rejected at an earlier stage: Was the alternative rejected at an earlier stage of project 

development? 

 

A widening of State Route 219 (Claribel Road) from Tully Road to Claus Road would not have 

met the project purpose and need and was not considered as a feasible project alternative.  

Ultimately, the four chosen alternatives were found to best meet the purpose and need of the 

NCC project, and all four serve to simplify traffic exposure from west to east. The North County 

Corridor Project Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred 

Alternative. Please refer to Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS for more information regarding 

all alternatives explored.  



Appendix N: Response to Comments 
Public Comments 

126 

Comment 43 
Comment from Alford, Francine  
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Response 43 to Francine Alford: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

The Final Traffic Operations Report for the North County Corridor (March 2015) encompassed 

the entirety of the proposed project area and did not identify an increase in traffic on the Claus 

Road corridor south or north of Ceres as a result of the proposed project. Please refer to the 

traffic operations report for more information and Section 3.1.6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS – 

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle. 

According to the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction and 

Reconstruction Projects (May 2011), a noise impact occurs when the predicted future noise 

level with the project substantially exceeds the existing noise level (defined as a 12 dBA or more 

increase) or when the future noise level with the project approaches or exceeds the noise 

abatement criteria (NAC). Approaching the noise abatement criteria is defined as coming within 

1 dBA of the noise abatement criteria.  

A Noise Study Report (July 2016) and Noise Abatement Decision Report (July 2016) were 

prepared for this project. The Noise Study Report analyzed existing and future noise at sensitive 

receptors in the project vicinity. Your home is located approximately 3 miles from the connection 

of the North County Corridor and State Route 120, and no noise impacts associated with the 

project are anticipated at your home. 

The Air Quality Report (January 2017) and Section 3.2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS – Air Quality 

– for the proposed project discusses and addresses the existing and potential air quality 

impacts. The study was conducted in accordance with the air quality analysis guidance provided 

in the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 

Control District Guide for Assessing and Mitigation Air Quality Impacts (2002).  

We understand your concerns regarding this project and the potential for it to change the 

existing character of your neighborhood. Property values are assessed based on a large 

number of variables, many of which may change as a result of this project; however, not all the 

changes will necessarily be detrimental to existing property values. Exact changes to individual 

property values cannot be assessed; however, many project features have been designed to 

improve characteristics in the region. 
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Comment 44 
Comment from Allen, Ron 

 

44A 

> =-=- " Ro n" -< n:m.a@cr::so et..org > 91/8/20 7 2:06 F'M =- =-,. 

I would Il k@ my foJlow [n,g comments flied as po.Int of record conoenning the No.rllh County Gorrido,r P~oj @C)t.. 

:S@pt@mb@r 8, 2,(ll. 7 

Kr f.s 111 DnSi!!sn; Matt Machado, and/or NGOP PlubUc Outreac:h Goordi1rrtator,. 

I have eva luated each ohh@ proposed mute.s. aind am opposed lo r,oute 11A or 2A whlM,e I1:t @nds .at. ll!llB/'120 
and Adas Road_ I am not op posed to, 2A or 28. 

A!!. ai hom,e owur oHhe .Atllas Road Area and havlngtravel@d for years up and down, 1~,/120 f rom Sonora to 

Oakdale. I mow the traffic pattem.s. and no.ls@ assod ait@d ' th th is trarmc V@IV well. Hallin~ th@ roundabout at: 
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44B 

44C 

Atlas road wiU definitely cause traffic congestion at Atlas and 108 for the thousands of area residents. It will 
also have grave concerns during indement weather . 

This roundabout is also a deterrent for new home buyers, which will drive the resale value down. Also, when I 

purchased my home, t he roundabout and/or North county Corridor Project w as never disd osed in my 
purchase agree.ment which could raise concems with the selling realtor. All of which is not fair or good 
business for California. 

Another concern is t.he traffic speeds will be adversely effected at Stearns Road and 108, where the.re have 
be-en many fatality or serious vehicle accidents; however placing the roundabout at/or about Lancaster Road 
and 108 '-NOuld almost eliminate traffic all accidents at that location and continue to slow traffic into Oakdale. 

As a point of reference: weekend 01 holjday travel from Sonora tov.,ards Oakdale is atways heavy traffic, 

making It impossible to make- the left hand tum f rom eastbound 108/ 120 to Atlas Road throughout the-
day. However, it Is always possible- to make- t.he left hand tum at Oill'WOOd where the traffic is spread ouL This 

is where- many k>cal residence turn to cross 108/120 to get home- safely on the weekends and/or holidays 
(Many residents stay home on these heavy traffic days). 

Based on the aforementioned, I urge you not to use routes 1A or 2A. 

Feel free to contact me for additional questions and concerns. 

Ron Allen 
State Board Secretary / 
Administrative Labor Liaison / 
Go,·emment Relations Officer 
California Correctional Supen-isors O rgani.z.ation 
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Response to Ron Allen: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the Final 

Environmental Document. 

Response 44A: The North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended 

Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the NCC Project 

Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Response 44B: Please refer to Section 3.1.6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS – Traffic and 

Transportation/ Pedestrian and Bicycle – for the traffic analysis and report of the project area. 

This report encompasses an analysis and discussion of existing traffic operations and impacts, 

as well as those related to each of the proposed alternatives within the project description. It is 

anticipated any proposed roundabouts will operate at a Level of Service A or B under the future 

2042 afternoon peak hour.  

Response 44C: Alternative 1B begins near Warnerville Road and continues northeast for 3.3 

miles, and then crosses the Sierra Railroad with a grade-separated structure before turning 

northward toward Fogarty Road and its State Route 108/State Route 120 end, 1.5 miles east of 

the State Route 108/State Route 120 and Wamble Road intersection.  

The South Stearns Road intersection (east of Bendler Road and northeast of Oakdale Irrigation 

District South Main Canal) with the proposed NCC alignment will consist of an at-grade 

intersection with two 12-foot-wide through lanes in each direction along the NCC alignment.  

Fogarty Road will be elevated over the NCC alignment with an overcrossing structure along its 

current alignment. A new local road intersection will cross the proposed NCC alignment at 

approximately 5,000 feet south of the State Route 108/State Route 120 eastern end with an at-

grade four-way roundabout. The roundabout will consist of one combination through/exit lane 

and one exit lane. 

The intersection of State Route 108/State Route 120 with the proposed NCC alignment will 

consist of an at-grade three-way roundabout with one 12-foot-wide combination through/exit 

lane and one exit lane for all directions except along westbound State Route 108/State Route 

120. 

The following supplemental information was added to the Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 

and Bicycle (Section 3.1.6) of the Final Environmental Document: 

An Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) summary, per Caltrans Policy Directive 13-02 (Traffic 

Operations Policy Directive), was performed at each of the proposed at-grade state highway 

intersections to identify the most effective intersection traffic control strategy (i.e., roundabout or 

traffic signal). Signalized and Unsignalized Intersection Design and Research AID (SIDRA) 

software package operations tools were also used for assessing effectiveness of roundabouts at 

the proposed intersections.  
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Comment 45 
Comment from Amos, Anna 
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Response 45 to Anna Amos: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document.   

The Final Traffic Operations Report for the North County Corridor (2015) study for the project, 

and information provided in Section 3.1.6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS – Traffic and 

Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle concluded that traffic redistribution as a result of any of 

the alternatives (1A, 2A, 1B, and 2B) would improve the level of service throughout the region, 

including downtown Oakdale. These regional traffic improvements will benefit those traveling 

throughout Stanislaus County, as well as those traveling to and from northern and southern 

California.  
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Comment 46 
Comment from Ayre, Jonna  
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North County Corridor By Poss 

Sept 7th, 2017 

To Whom it May Concern, 
The need for a by pass is obvious when you drive 

through Oakdale on a week end or holiday as the 
traffic is backed up and stopped in many cases trying 
to get from the Sonora, Yosemite or other areas east 
of Oakdale on Highway 120/108. I live east of town 
and make sure that I am not having to travel from my 
area off of Dillwood Rd to town on those days. 

They have talked about a :iypass for the 33 years 
that I have lived here and hopefully it is getting closer 
to a reality, however I feel that two of the routes that 
are being considered are very wrong, and that is route 
IA and 2A, they do not actually BYPASS Oakdale, they 
come in at a place that will impact hundreds of homes 
that travel the highway daily and why should they have 
to deal with bypass people that are going vacationing? 
Route 2B seems to go around the town, neighborhoods 
and end in an area that is far enough out of town to be 
called a BYPASS and it can take care of an area that 
has a lot of accidents at a very dangerous curve. 
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Route 18 ends up in the right place, but how you get 
there is flawed, it goes through neighborhoods and 
then turns and goes toward Lancaster Rd. 
It seems that government and Cal Trans don't look far 
enough in the future. Some of the areas locally that 
have had streets widened and street lights put in, a 
few years later they come back, tear up the street 
again, widen it and put in new lights costing hundreds 
of thousand of dollars, when with a little forethought 
it could have been done right the first time. 
So my point being, please look to the future as Oakdale 
is growing and it is growing to the east where you are 
looking to come out on two of your routes and again, 
that will not be a BYPASS. 

Thank you, 
Jonna Ayre 
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Response 46 to Jonna Ayre: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. This 

alternative takes the alignment further east bypassing Oakdale and improving the level of 

service in the region.  The project also analyzed local/frontage roads to account for the future 

needs of the traffic conditions.  
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Comment 47 
Comment from Baker, Charlonia M. 

 

I ~===========================~ 
North Coun~ Corrido 

Name (Please print): {!,/211£LJ/J/ 4 /1}. l14X?K, Date: 1-JZ>-/ 7 

Mailing address: __lq l) J /),f} V J,S dv: -e. IT),!) dam Cd- 9..r3J-7 

Phone:A~~ L/ 2 71 Email: B,41< e.Jt.Y J?2 )9~(!_ rJ? c.!/;4/2~) 
~ Please add my name to the North County Corridor Project mailing list. (!;;;; }?,-y 

I would like the following comments filed in the record. (Please print.) T /2 }zV 6 

f;/2S7 he-/i±__ 

f 7 J 
w h ta: e cJ tt 11 I" &:Uc! ss . 5zne,e r ,//'re: ,&--J/'s 

'---f?) Jc__-. Please drop comments in the comment box, email or send U.S. mail-to: /J-£L (j It,,?(_ 

P L Xl-1') Y) rJ C, /J /) North County Corridor Project /11 {) )/ L h_j ~ 
) ~ Public Outreach Coordinator 1.. /) )J . f ---J--fu_ 

Vl),L,vU t, l1nt?J. P.O. Box4436 /4)11/r-T 'tJ l/ 
1 Stockton, CA 95204 /' , / 

hotline@buethepr.com /f:5 7i1 V --jC1/n C, / lJ , 
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Response 47 to Charlonia M. Baker: Thank you for your comments; they have been included 

in the Final Environmental Document. 

The project has been designed to provide drainage improvements to accommodate the excess 

stormwater as a result of the increased impervious surfaces. The cul-de-sac at Davis Avenue is 

necessary to provide an alternative intersection approximately 500 feet north of the existing 

Davis Avenue terminus; however, it is not anticipated to worsen drainage. 

The North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the 

Preferred Alternative, and final acquisitions and relocations will be determined by Stanislaus 

County and Caltrans during the final right-of-way and design phase of the project based on this 

selection. Right-of-way acquisition and relocation will take into account potential additional and 

specific impacts to the property, including irrigation systems, and they will be addressed and 

modified/replaced and/or fairly compensated for during the final phase of the right-of-way 

negotiations. Similarly, any impacted valves, irrigation lines, or pasture fences will be relocated 

as necessary, and any animals contained within the pasture will remain within the relocated 

fence.  

Based on the results of the noise study, the existing noise level at the property immediately 

adjacent to your property, 3973 Davis Avenue (Receiver ID 16.3 in Table 3.2.6-3) is 58 dBA. 

The modeled noise level at design year is 62 dBA. Also, the existing noise level at the property 

south of your property, 3874 Davis Avenue (Receiver ID 16.1 in Table 3.2.6-3) is 47 dBA; the 

modeled noise level at design year is 58 dBA. The Noise Abatement Decision Criteria for 

residential properties is set at 67 dBA. Further, a noise impact is considered significant if a 

change of 12 dBA or greater occurs between existing and design year dBA. As the modeled 

noise level at these adjacent properties did not approach or exceed the Noise Abatement 

Decision Criteria, and as the change in noise level from existing to design year does not exceed 

12 dBA, sound impacts are not considered significant, so no sound protection is necessary for 

your property or other properties on Davis Avenue. 

Further, we also understand your concerns regarding this project and the potential for it to 

change the value of your property. Property values are assessed based on a large number of 

variables, many of which may change as a result of this project; however, not all the changes 

will necessarily be detrimental to existing property values. Exact changes to individual property 

values cannot be assessed; however, many project features have been designed to improve 

characteristics in the region.  
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Comment 48 
Comment from Barbano, Anthony 
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Response 48 to Anthony Barbano: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 49 
Comment from Barbano, Carolyn 
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Response 49 to Carolyn Barbano: Thank you for your comments; they have been included 

within the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development 

Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was 

selected by the NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final 

EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 50 
Comment from Barnes, Brandy J. and Sousa, Eric J. 

  

50A 

Teny Withrow, Chairman 

RQDARAKIS 
&5ousA 

October 31, 2017 

North County Corridor Transportation 
Ex.pre ay Authority 

to 10 10 Street, Suiie 6500 
Modesto, CA 953.54 

Re; North County Corridf'N' - New State 108 Project and Route Adopli,m (the 
"Project") 

Dear Mr. Withrow: 

Thi: o ce represents John P. Brichetto, a local funner and landowner affected by the 
proposed Proj:cct. We understand dla.t p:imuam to the ag(tlda ru.r tamoffOw•s meet,:i:ng, the 'Board 
of D 'rectors foe the North County Corridor TrallSpcnta.tion ;q:iressv. y Auth.ori1y ("NCC TEA'') 
is sclie,dluled to make a motion to d.ect- IUld recommend a prcfwrod alignment aJtern.11.tivc for the 
Project.. The purpose ofthi letter i to advise you ofMr. Brichetto• opposition to the Project, 
arn::I in pmicnlar, to the altemafo1c idootilficd as Ahem tive lB. 

On October 16, 20 l 7, this office, on behalf of Mr. Brichetto, sent a lette£ to the California 
Department ofTransportation (the '~Dupartmeut'') in opp ·oon to the Project and Alternative 
1 B. In that letter. a copy of which is attached for your raefcrence, we e:xpres cd oonoems with the 
August 2017 draft Environmental hnpact Report:1E.nvironmcmal Impact Statement ,and Scotion 
4{f) De Minimis Finding ("EIR.") pliepared by or at the request ofth.e Department. Specitfoatly, 
we expressed concerns with the EIR.'s failure to properly address the cmnulative adverse effects 
th t the Project, and AJternative 1 B iin particular, will have on agriculturaJ lands located within 
the Oakdale Irrigation District and lilD.der contract p'lll"SUant to the Wi Hamson Act. We also 
expressed conccms wi1!h th.e E.IR•s failure to address impacts on local agricultural operattom, 
including but not limi~ to, the processing operatiOilil of ConAgra floods, a significant 
Slanislaus County agribusiness and employer. 

We suspect that the CC TEA will foJlow the direction of the Oakdale and Riverbank: 
City Councils in expressing their preference for Alternative tB. If the NCC TEA does so. it will 
be disregarding a number ofknown negative impacts that have not been addressed by these city 
governments. Namely, the cities of Oakdale, and Riverbank have expressed that Alternative 1 B 
is prefe.rud in part bllCaU6e it purportedly preserves local bosinesse:s and creates jobs. 11ris 

1301 L Street, Suite 4 Modesto, talifom 953'54 
Tel; 2:09.554,5232. • Fi 2.00.544.108~ • Emalt esoo58.8Prodso~law.oom 
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fi.rnd:ing ignores the impact that AJtemative 1B wil1 have on a great number of individual 
employed in the agriculture and ~business sectors. ConAgra Foods alone employs over 1,000 
local residents in the City of Oakdale. Alternative 1 B p1a.ces these 1,000 jobs at ris by taking 
away 1 d that ConAgra requires for ils operations. Though the: City of Oakdale generally 
sumiises that it ·u l'.hak.e ConAgra whole, it does not address how it will compensate for 1hc: 
potenf loss of these employees. · f ConAgra :is required to ce.:ase onednce its operations. 

Without question, Altern tive 1 B has the greatest cumulative impact on agrioultm-e and, 
as such, it poses sign:i.fic!ID.t !meat to an integral part of our local economy. Ahemativc 1 B wi11 
cau e the loss of at least 576 acres of farmland and will pcmnanentl'.y impact 540 aae:s, within the 
Williamson Act. These fannin_g operations ar bein,g ignored when assessing the impact on local 
busines:ii as lhese farmers cannot simply )lack up their operations ll!Dd move to a new location. 
With fmmland becoming incr,easingly scaroc. paniCU:larly withm the Oakdale Irrigation District, 
A.11.emalive 18 takes away en invalruahle resource. These farmers and their workeri cannot so 
easily be mad.e wbota 

Overa.U, Alternative lB l:Wl !he most significant imp11c:k. on agriculw.e and agribusiness. 
As such, it poses the greatest threat to local Jo~ and local business . ·, and it thv.'artii the policies 1 

contamed m the City of Oakdale and. Sta:nislaus County Gcmtmtl Plans. Coupled with this 
~iderable agricultural amd economic mpact, Alternative IB ·, also the secol\d,-most wstly 
ailterrurtivc md. it has: the gooatest impact on the n.atural environment and wildlife habitats. 

These concerns mus ot be minitni7..ed by the NCC TEA in. eJecti~ 11 route thatmee 
the needs of our commooity. F'o.r the reasons described aoovc, .Ahe_m,ative l Bis not the:: 
appropriate route to serve those nlileds. 

Si:n.c:crei y, 

En.cl 

1 81.1.C.h poli.c:ies inclnde:, b-ut are not Limilro to: Cour11y Policy 2. 14 (a.s!!C55ing mwoew1.e.11tal mqiiret of Q0JlVllfflOJl of 
agTiculturat l1m ) and Oudale City Por ·uEV-3 (to rer.a.inandjroWexi:slio.gllusincsscs), NR-2-l lhroup2-3 (to 
pres~ •gricu].tlll".!.l lancf}, and. NR.-4 (to pre= waler . ources, fnoluding drninq,e areas) 
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EMAIL (.J\T ,TORREs@DOT.CA.OOV) 

Juan Torres 
Caltrans Central Sierra 

Environmental Analysis Branch 
P.O. Box 12616 
Fresno, CA, 93778-2616 

October 16, 2017 

lk North County Com'dor - New State 108 Prqject and Roule Adoption (the 
''Project'') 

This office rcprcscmts John P. Brichetto, a local famnrr and landowner affected by th 
propo PiOj cct. This letter shall serve to oonvcy I\,lr. Bric.h.etto •s q . osition to tho Project in ·its 
cunent form and to provide hi comments and oonccnas regardin_g the August 20 7 draft 
Environmental Impact RepoctJ'Environmen t Impact Statement and Section 4{f) De Minimis 
Finding ("EIR'1 prepared by the State ofCalifomia. Department of Transportation 
(''Dc:partme11t''). Since e outset of lhis Projo::t., Mr. Bri.clletw has ra · sed a umber of coneen,.s 
as to the impact of this PrQ,ject o.n local agricu.lture and business. Unfortunately. mos of'lhose 
OOlioctns rom.ain unaddresscd in the draft EIR, which does oot mitigate certa.ill. negative 
,consequences to th:e community of Oakdale and the greater Stanislau County region, As s11.cb, 
this office addresses some of the more egregim1s ooncems, as set forth below. Notably, the 
concerns aiscd herein do not represent an ~ . ustive Jist of the comnu:nts reganling the:: '.mR or 
objections to the overnJl Project_ Mr. Briclietto reserves th.e right to p esent additional comn:umts 
or opposition at a later dni.e, including any concerns raised by hls feJlow residents and other 
interested persons. 

Fa11u re tg Properly Addms Cumu]a.tlyo Adverse E.ffectu:llloss of Agrk.ultural 
Lands. 

From Mr_ Brichetto•s perspective, the most glaring omission from the 1R. is any 
concrete ana1ys:is of the effectli of this Project oo valuabie and increasmgly scarce agricultura.1 
land in om region. Each of the routes propo~ will take a substantial portion of agricultural 
land out of use, including prime farmland, fannland of statewide importance, and famdand 
wifuio the:: Williamson Ac.t. Th.e rouie preferr d by local leadm, Alternative lB, wiU have the 
most dramatic curn.rulative impact on local fam:tland. Route l B will caus8 the loss of 576 acres of 
fannland and will penne.mmtl'y impact 540 acres withjn lhe Williamson Act. The EIR does not 

1301 L 5-ltcm., S~ll:e ~ • Mociesto, California 9.>354 

Tel: 209-!i:54.5232 • Fa 209.~108S • cm I: tiwrn ,s,@rod50ulaw.co111 
www.rodsouli1!Jw.ccrn 
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and cannot adequately account foi: 'this loss because this impact cannot be mitigated. On page 
449 of the EIR, the Department notes that this Project will "potentially re.sull[] in an irucremental 
loss ofthls li'CS.Ouroe." (emphasis added.) In reality, this Project rwill undoubledly result in the 
actual and immediate loss of 576 acres of farmland. 

Failure to Properly Mitigate Adverse Effeds..2U..on of Agric_uJ r tLaods. 

In this regard, th.e EIR's mitigation proposals are idle. The IR propose1l replacement of 
agriculturaJ laoo at a t ratio °'where feasible.'' In truth, this 5716 crcs ofvahmble, scaree 
famihmd, much o which lies withl tlilc ooveted Oakd te Irrigation District, will be lost and 
cannot be rq,laced. Though a supposed mitigation po.Hey is presented, it is unclear whether any 
such policy can a:nd wiU be applied by each localityunifonnly. Moreover, bc:c-ause this policy is 
ot imposed as II separate mi,tigati.on measll[(; and is not included in the Project Description 

where it ca.n be built into the Proj eel, it provides little assurance. Quire plainly, lihe draft EIR 
docs not a.dll(l!uately addirc.-.s the cumulath •e losses ofmrmfand :in Stfillislaus. County and in the 
separate communities of Oakdale, Modesto, !llld R iverbank. 

IFalblti-.Jo ProperJy Address aod Mhfg ~Jl Cumulatif\'e Advege Effects of L:9. · · of 
Existi g wm·amson Act Col!Unlcts. 

The EJR. also distorts the effect that fl:ris Project will have on llCil'eqe wittrin the 
Will' wnson Act, which serves to promote voluntary land conserva · on, particu.l.arly farm:tand. 
oonserve.tion. The ElR smw that Dcpanment is not roqt.iiroo. to complete further n ·ce and . 
.eview rcquin..·mc.mts under CEQA because no one parcel affected by lhe Project exceeds 100 
acres. owevcr, the EIR also notes that the Project may roq;ain, canoell lion of William on Act 
contracts with property owncr.i who own multiple parcels. each ofwhich are les than. JOO acre$, 
but which may cumulatively r uh in the cancelation of more tihan l 00 acres of Williamson Act 
oontrac-ts for an individual. property owner. According to the EIR: 

. .. there are no feasible avoidance,. nrinimiza:tioo, mitigation, o:r design measures !!hat 
could be: implemented to diminish potentla.] impacts on Wi.Jliiamson Act-enroI!cd ancls. 
Whi1e the project will be mitigating for impacts lo fann:tand, the project wills.rill be 
~moving large quantities of farmlrmd from the e.mtl,;g community. Including pot&ltialfy 
tJJUJl'()'l4abie significant impacts to William~<m .4.ctfarmlands. Therefore, even wiru 
mitigation, there would b~ a signfficant and unavoidable impact to mnnland. 

(emphasis added.) Overal'l, under Route IB, 89 parcels and 540 tota] acres ofWiUiam.son Act 
property will be affected by the Project I This favored route (1 B) hasi 1he most substantial irmpact 
to gricllilture property withirn the Williamson Act. Again, the EIR provides. o anaJysis as to the 
cun1.ulative effect of such lo s nor does it provide any means by which tnitigalion can assuage 

1 As compared to 75 parceb/305 acres under Alternative 2A, 72 pa.rcels/351 acres under 
Alternative IA, and. 77 paroels/4!,15 .acres under Alt:emative 2B. 
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these conoems and preserve tho polic.ies contairn:id m the Stan· 1 s County and City of 08kda1e: 
General. Plam. This is wholly insufficient and is ·nconsistcnt with the nee-els. md goals oflhese 
communities. 

Failure t:9 Pr-0nerl);· Addn-ss andj\:fitig11te Adverse M~of Loss of .Agrlculhmd 
L11ndLon Operations of Local Farmeai. 

The impact of this loss of agricultural land is reaJ and the effects will be drastic. Thouwa 
certain effects are known, the draft ElR provides little mention of and no answers to th.ose 
inevitable usults. By way of example. there is no denying that 1his Project and the route 
preferred (Altema.ti"c: l B) will affect !Mr. Brichetto •s land md farming operati n , Route B 
threatens 10 tak.e over 100 acres ofMr. Brichetto's land and render another 100 acres or mcm: 
useless. Overall, Route 1 B will impact a least 32 parcel lhat Mr. Brichetto owns or lsases. As 
to the farmland that remains, Ml'. Brichetto;s opera.hons will be permanently and substantiaUy 
affected. Roule l B likely wm cau e the Temoval ofw,etls, pumpi:ng stll.tio s, and irri.gation l'nes 
lhat service hid properties, roquiring substantial rcinvtsbne11t. It will also di:ssect or bisect Mt. 
BrichetlO's propcrtins.. resulting in a i;ubsrantial increase in recurring O[)erational costs. gre!lter 
]tability cxposuro. deerea~cs in tho fiumable portion of his properties, and. olhcr ongoing 
operational incfficic:ncic1. It is likely lb.al many other fanncrs will !i ffer the same £'ate. In 
rcspons to these coneems, lhe EJR generally statcs tlmt, atcc!Jli will be "ocmmctcd where 
feas'ble" to allow bisected Land I.O remain viable for f.armiqgoperalions.. This statement provides 
little by way of mitigation and minimal. llSSUWlOCS that Local farmers will be ab]e to use their 
tand efficiently and without experienc-ing the ongoing financial and practi 1 . urde:ns ofth. 
Project. 

Failnu ro Properly Addres • Mitigate Ad vmg FJl'ects or Loss of,AgricnJtural 
Lauds OD Ooeratipn\_or Local Bwiitteu 110d Surrounding Ctmmnnity. 

In addition, the Joss of farmland required by Alternative l B will also drastically impact 
the community by placing ConAgra's op,c:ratioos in jeopardy, As discussed by Mr. Brichetto i:n 
mc:ctings with your Department, over 1,100 acres of his property is used by ConAgra kl dispd 
waste water from it. food prooess:ing operations put uant to an Order by and detailed 
requirements of the California Regional Watler Quality Control Board. ConAgra in ted 
substantial capita] into develop· g this system, which permits clfflllin flows of waste water based 
upon the land availa.bJc, to oomply with the Board's requirm1ents and to prevent overloading any 
one area of land. Route 1 B will take or render useless over 200 acres of Mr. Brichetto's property 
that was med by ConAgra for thi purpos The taking ofthis propmty will reduce !ho surface 
~ vailable to ConAgra to dis~l its waste water, potentially impacti11g soils conditions 
ground.water conditions, and requiring the Water Board to impO'.SC new requirements. It will also 
affeet ConAgra' s ongoing operabons. making it impracticable, if not impossible, to operate at its 
current capacity with no place to dispel all of this waslie water. These losses ma:y also cause 
ConAgra to call into question the viability of its operations and may jeopardize the emp1oyment 
of over 1,000 individuals whom the company employ . At illo very least, these foreseeable 

} 
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effects must be addressed and mitigated to tile fu]l extent possible, which the draft Em. wholly 
fails lo do. 

Failure to Prop,rrlx.,address and Mitigate Alhene Effects o:f l,9U--ofHabitat to 
ruJangered Species. 

As a fin.ail point, it is also surprising that the EIR makes only brief mention of certain 
endangered species d habiitats that will be affected by the proposed acquisition, including 
endangct1ed vernal poo1s, amongst others, wirthout providing any further assessmen Ostensibly, 
the Department i waiting witil a Jater date to learn the true effect of this Project on these &pecies. 
This repn::.cnts yet another environmental impact of this Project that remains \ID8mlwered. 

By asserting his opposition to the Project as I)Fesentcd and as reflected in thc: ECR, Mr. 
Brichetto requ.ests th t your Department address 1!he concerns contained herein and if the Project 
progws:=, select a route that minimizes the impact to local agriculture. Please fuel fioo to 
contact our office nould you wis'1 to d1 CIJ/is this matter further, 
Sincerely, 

RODARAKIS & SOUSA 
A Professional Law Corporation 

~Aatr\djct ~Mb 
Brandy L. Barnas 

cc; philip.vallejo@clot.ca.gov 

} 
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Response 50 to Brandy J. Barnes and Eric J Sousa: Thank you for your comments; they 

have been included in the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project 

Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 

1B was selected by the NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC 

Final EIR/EIS.   

Response 50A: Further discussion with ConAgra since circulation of the Draft Environmental 

Document and engineering analysis has determined that, with slight modifications to the design 

during final design and additional analysis, the irrigation demands can be met even with the 

proposed acquisitions. 

Loss of lands will be mitigated through the fair purchase and relocation of comparable lands. 

Right-of-way acquisition will take into account potential additional and specific impacts to the 

property and will be addressed and/or fairly compensated for by Stanislaus County and Caltrans 

during the final phase of the right-of-way negotiations. Displaced businesses will be relocated 

within the county. Businesses requiring relocation will be provided relocation assistance 

payments and advisory assistance in accordance with the Caltrans Relocation Assistance 

Program (RAP), based on the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations Part 

24. Details are provided in Section 3.1.4.2, Relocation, of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. 

Brichetto’s opposition to Alternative 1B has been noted and will be included in the Final 

Environmental Document; however, The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Section 3.1.3, Farmlands, of the environmental document states the project would result in 

adverse impacts to agricultural resources and could not be fully mitigated, which resulted in the 

preparation of an NCC Final EIR/EIS. The project has been designed to be consistent with 

state, regional, and local plans and programs to the extent feasible. During final design, effort 

would be made to further avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate construction and operational impacts 

to existing farmland and be consistent with Stanislaus County policies. 

Various types of agriculture are anticipated to be affected by all four Build Alternatives under 

consideration. Due to the frequency of mixed-use properties (farmland and residential) in the 

area, it is anticipated that businesses, residential owners and tenants, and employees working 

on a farmland would be relocated. In addition, disruption to critical structures such as irrigation 

lines and other facilities vital to farm activities are anticipated. Partial impacts to these facilities 

have the potential to render affected commercial farms as fully relocated. Under Alternative 1B, 

approximately 130 acres of ConAgra northern irrigation land would be removed and potentially 

have its water irrigation access impacted from the interchange, frontage roads, and change in 

grade. The types of impacted agricultural lands are shown in Table 3.1.4.2-3 of the NCC Final 

EIR/EIS.  

Response 50B and 50C: The project area includes Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide 

Importance, discussed in Section 3.1.3 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS – Farmlands. Construction of 

all four Build Alternatives would directly affect between 397 and 576 acres of designated 
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farmland, potentially resulting in an incremental loss of this resource. Also, according to CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15206, cancellation of Williamson Act contracts for parcels exceeding 100 

acres is considered to be “of statewide, regional, or area wide significance.” The project is 

anticipated to require cancellation of at least one or more Williamson Act contracts, including 

Williamson Act contracts with property owners that own multiple parcels which individually are 

less than 100 acres, but cumulatively could total to a cancelation of more than 100 acres of 

Williamson Act contracts for an individual property owner. Even though in some instances 

impacted Williamson Act properties may stay enrolled in the Williamson Act program, there are 

no feasible avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or design measures that could be implemented 

to diminish potential impacts on Williamson Act-enrolled lands. While the project will be 

mitigating for impacts to farmland, the project will still be removing large quantities of farmland 

from the existing community, including potentially unavoidable significant impacts to Williamson 

Act farmlands. Therefore, even with mitigation, there would be a significant and unavoidable 

impact to farmland. 

Existing policy within Stanislaus County provides for conversion of farmland to non-farmland 

uses to be mitigated by preserving an equal amount of agricultural land within the county in 

those areas that have not been approved or proposed for urban uses. Implementation of the 

following measures by Stanislaus County will ensure farmland impacts are minimized: 

• Conversion of farmland to non-farmland uses will be mitigated by preserving an equal 

amount of agricultural land within the County in those areas that have not been 

approved or proposed for urban uses. This is consistent with Stanislaus County’s current 

policy in the Farmland Mitigation Program Guidelines of requiring 1:1 replacement for 

agricultural land impacted by proposed projects where feasible. 

• If 1:1 replacement is not available in the County, agricultural easements administered by 

land trusts (examples include Ducks Unlimited, The Nature Conservancy, American 

Farmland Trust) or other non-profit entities on agricultural parcels will be considered as a 

means to mitigate for the permanent loss of agricultural land within the Stanislaus 

County region. 

• Mitigation at a 1:1 ratio for acquired agricultural lands will be accomplished through 

purchase of credits through an organization such as the Agricultural Land Stewardship 

Program established by the California Farmland Conservancy, administered by the 

Division of Land Resource Protection, to mitigate for the permanent loss of agricultural 

land within the Stanislaus County region. The Agricultural Land Stewardship Program is 

a grant program that aids in purchasing and/or partially funding agricultural easements. 

Under this program, any property proposed for easement must meet certain criteria 

(e.g., location, soil quality, water availability) that make it a priority for the potential 

easement holder organization to pursue an easement. If the potential easement holder 

wishes to pursue an easement on the proposed property, the organization would 

negotiate terms with the landowner, including price (unless the easement is to be 

donated) and restrictions. If the easement is to be purchased, the potential easement 

holder may seek grant funding under this program. 
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• Where parcels are bisected by a segment of the proposed project, but enough usable 

land remains on either side of the highway to be cultivated, access for livestock, 

machinery, and/or drainage shall be constructed where feasible in order to provide 

access to both portions of the property so that the land is still viable for farming 

operations. 

Loss of lands will be mitigated for through the fair purchase and relocation of comparable lands. 

Right-of-way acquisition will take into account potential additional and specific impacts to the 

property and will be addressed and/or fairly compensated for by Stanislaus County and Caltrans 

during the final phase of the right-of-way negotiations. Displaced businesses would be relocated 

within the county. Businesses requiring relocation will be provided relocation assistance 

payments and advisory assistance in accordance with the Caltrans Relocation Assistance 

Program (RAP), based on the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations Part 

24. Details are provided in Section 3.1.4.2, Relocation, of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. 

Response 50D and 50E: Further discussion with ConAgra since circulation of the 

environmental document and engineering analysis have determined that, with slight 

modifications to the design during final design and additional analysis, the irrigation demands 

can be met even with the proposed acquisitions. 

Under Alternative 1B, approximately 130 acres of ConAgra northern irrigation land would be 

removed and potentially have water irrigation access impacted from the interchange, frontage 

roads, and change in grade. Displaced businesses will be relocated within the county. 

Businesses requiring relocation will be provided relocation assistance payments and advisory 

assistance in accordance with the Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program (RAP), based on the 

Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as 

amended) and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations Part 24.  

The project is designed to accommodate future population and economic growth in northern 

Stanislaus County. Implementation of the North County Corridor would benefit businesses in the 

study area by reducing travel times, increasing the average operating speeds, and improving 

travel time reliability. The project would also improve goods movement efficiency at a regional 

level, which would strengthen the agricultural and general economy of Stanislaus County. 

Response 50F: Impacts to endangered species habitat are disclosed in Section 3.3.5 – 

Threatened and Endangered Species, of the NCC Final EIR/EIS. A Natural Environment Study 

was completed for the proposed project in May 2017 and includes discussion and analysis of 

habitat and endangered species.  

Final mitigation ratios for impacts to state and/or federally listed species have been determined 

through consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service. Mitigation will occur through the purchase of mitigation credits from an 

approved mitigation bank or banks and/or through creation of a project-specific mitigation site.  
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Comment 51 
Comment from Barnes, Elizabeth and Jay 

   

51A 

51B 

51C 

ame(Plcaseprint): J().._J tf /,'20--/Jclh &,l";z)()S Date: 1-·zJ;-7 __ 
Mailing add re : / J. qL./2,_ If U) j LcU) 

Phone: LfD '-I -:LiaL mail: VYlD±n erp,-r..1-.@aol.ca~ 
q?J.. Please add my name to the North County Corridor Project mailing list. 

I would like the following comment filed in the record. (Plea e print.) ____ ___ _ 

Q? i) 1lo.$e.., +~-ere. be ei> -saft±j -s+u.d l e<.S 

Please drop comment in the comment box, emai l or send U.S. mail to: 

orth ounty Corridor Project 

Public Outreach Coordinator 
P.O. Box 4436 

Stockton, CA 95204 
hotl ine@buethepr.com 
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Response to Elizabeth and Jay Barnes: Thank you for your comments; they have been 

included in the Final Environmental Document. 

Response 51A: Roundabouts were selected through preparation of an Intersection Control 

Evaluation (ICE) summary, per Caltrans Policy Directive 13-02 (Traffic Operations Policy 

Directive), which was performed at each of the proposed at-grade state highway intersections to 

identify the most effective intersection traffic control strategy (i.e., roundabout or traffic signal). 

Signalized and Unsignalized Intersection Design and Research AID (SIDRA) software package 

operations tools were also used for assessing effectiveness of roundabouts at the proposed 

intersections.  

According to the Federal Highway Administration, roundabouts have been “proven safer and 

more efficient than other types of circular intersections” 

(https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/). The Federal Highway 

Administration website provides case studies regarding the effectiveness of roundabouts in 

California, Colorado, Florida, Kansas, Maine, Maryland, South Carolina, and Vermont. More 

information can be found at the following website: 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/research/deployment/roundabouts.cfm.  

Response 51B: The sale of land previously purchased by the State will be handled under a 

separate contract by Caltrans.  

Response 51C: The proposed project does not extend farther east along State Route 120/State 

Route 108. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended 

Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the NCC Project 

Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

  

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/innovative/roundabouts/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/research/deployment/roundabouts.cfm
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Comment 52 
Comment from Barzan, Richard 

 

October 12, 2017 

Calt nrn5 Di5trict 6 

Attention Juan Torres 

Chief, Central Sierra Environmental Analysis Branch 

P.O. Box 12616 

Fresno, CA 93n8-2616 

RE: North County Corridor Project 

Dear Mr. Torres: 

1 am the owner of a light Industrial project located at 5150 Pentecost Drive, Modesto, CA which wil l be 
impacted by t he proposed North County Corridor Project. I •Nanted to e><press my concern regarding the 

eliminat ion of the access to Kiernan Road via Pentecost Drive . This 1vill exacerbate the access issue for 
this area and leave only one point of ingress and egress via Charity Way from this area which I believe to 
be insufficient. It was my understanding that Stanislaus County was planning on the installation of a 
street light at the inter,ectlon of McHenry Avenue and Charity Way which should completed upon 
construct ion of the propoSt!d project. 

Should access to Kiernan Road be ellmlnated I would also request that the frontage road located along 
the north side of the e)lpressway be extended t o Carver Road. This would provide two points of ingress 

and elilress to the lands located between McHenry Road and Carver Road. 

Please add t hese comments to the permanent record opposing the Project as present ly proposed. 

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me at 209-765-0997 or my e-mail at 
Oa i<dal!l)rkk l@ya hoo .com. 
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Response 52 to Richard Barzan: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. 

As shown in Table 3.1.6-9, for peak hour intersection operation at McHenry Avenue/Charity 

Way, the intersection will continue to operate through the year 2042 at LOS A during the 

morning peak hour and at a LOS B or better during the afternoon peak hour. Property owner 

discussions have resulted in a variety of potential additional access methods. These access 

methods are preliminary and will be further analyzed by Stanislaus County and Caltrans during 

final design and right-of-way negotiations. There are two methods of restoring multiple points of 

access, which will likely be either through extending existing access from Tunson Road to Tully 

Road or by extending their access to the north toward Thieman Road over the MID Main Canal. 
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Comment 53 
Comment from Bevan, Jon 
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Response 53 to Jon Bevan: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 54 
Comment from Boyett Petroleum 

 

September 22, 2017 

Juan Torres, Senior Environmental Planner 
California Department of Transportation 
855 M Street, Suite 200 
Fresno, CA 93721 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 
#7010 1060 0000 4184 1469 

Subject: North County Corridor Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental 
Impact Statement - Response to Comments 

Dear Mr. Torres: 

Stan Boyett & Son, Inc. dba Boyett Petroleum ("Boyett Petroleum") is a Modesto
based fuel distributor and retailer that owns and operates severa l nationally and reg ionally 
branded fuel stations / conven ience stores in the upper San Joaquin Va lley and Sier ra 
Foothills of Northern California. Boyett Petroleum is the owner of the Cruisers-branded 
outlet at 4391 McHenry Avenue in unincorporated Stan is laus County, just north of the City 
of Modesto. The outlet occupies approximately 0.85 acre of the southwest quadrant of the 
Kiernan Avenue (State Route 219) and McHenry Avenue (State Route 108) intersection, 
and features a convenience store, car wash, and 6 fuel pumps (12 fueling positions) under 
a canopy. Driveway access is avai lable from both Kiernan Avenue and McHenry Avenue 

The California Department of Transportation ("Caltrans") issued a Joint EIR/EIS for 
the North County Corridor / New State Route 108 Project and Route Adoption Project in 
August 2017. The EIR/EIS identifies four "bui ld" alternatives (lA, lB, 2A, and 2B) for the 
North County Corridor that would link SR-2 19 near Modesto and SR-120 near Oakdale . Al l 
four alternatives would requ ire expansion of the State right-of-way along Kiernan Avenue 
by at least 50 feet of each side of the roadway . The EIR/EIS lists Cruisers as a business 
affected by displacement in Table 3 .1.4 .1-10 and notes that "Fu ll Acqu isition" and 
"Relocation" will be required in Table 3.1.4.2-4. 

601 McHenry Ave • Modesto, California 95350 • (209) 577-6000 • (209) 577-6040 f'AX 
1-800-545-9212 • www.boyett.net 
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54A 

54B 

54C 

September 22, 2017 
Page 2 of 2 

EIR/ EIS Tables 3.2.5-4, 3.2.5-5, 3.2.5-6, and 3.2.5-7 show t hat average annual da ily 
traffic volumes wil l increase substantially at the Kiernan Avenue / McHenry Avenue 
intersection under the "No Bui ld Alternative." Given that we serve the travel ing public, 
these traffic vo lumes effectively represent our current and future customer base for our 
4391 McHenry Avenue outlet. 

The Cruisers outlet on McHenry serves as Boyett Petroleum's largest income 
producing site which will not be easily replaced given the route alternatives presented by 
the EIR/EIS. Furthermore, given the current proposed budget set forth in the EIR/EIS, it is 
a foreseeable certaint y that Cal Trans does not have an accurate or adequate budget to 
compensate Boyett Petroleum for the earning potential and va lue of this outlet. Thus, 
pursuant to EIR/EIS Measure RLC-1, we would like to engage Ca ltrans as ea rly as possible 
regarding relocation of our outlet at 4391 McHenry Avenue and valuation of our outlet. We 
desire to stay as close to the planned SR-108/McHenry Avenue intercha nge as possible, but 
are wil ling to consider other options such as a land exchange elsewhere within our service 
region. I t is paramount to Boyett Petroleum that any relocation package offered by 
Caltrans maintains, at a minimum, the maximum earning capacity currently recognized at 
the McHenry outlet. 

Also, we note that EIR/ EIS Measures CR-1, HW-2, BI0-13, and BI0-40 (and perhaps 
others) wil l li kely require Caltrans personnel or consultants to access our property to 
conduct surveys or investigations while Cruisers is stil l in business. This will require 
coordination and respectfully ask for sufficient advance notice. 

In closing we wish to have a positive and productive working relationship with 
Caltrans as the planning, design, and construction process for the North County Corridor 
progresses. On t hat note, we would like to request early consultation wi th Caltrans in 
regards to the proposed relocation of our property. Because a rather vague mitigation 
measure was presented for relocation, we would also like further clarification and detai ls as 
to how Caltrans is intending to formally engage with Boyett Petroleum in this regard in 
accordance Mitigation Measure RLC-1. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact me at (209) 577-6000 or via email at khollowell@boyett.net. 

cc: Da le Boyett, President 

601 McHenry Ave. • Modesto, California 95350 • (209) 577 6000 • (209) 577-6040 FAX 
1-800-54!:J-9212 • www.boyettnet 
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Response to Boyett Petroleum: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document. 

Response 54A: Caltrans, in coordination with Stanislaus County, and the Cities of Modesto, 

Riverbank, and Oakdale, shall implement all property acquisition and relocation activities in 

accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 

(Uniform Act) of 1970 (Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat. 1894). The Uniform Act mandates that 

certain relocation services and payments be made available to eligible residents, businesses, 

and nonprofit organizations displaced by the project. The Uniform Act provides uniform and 

equitable treatment by federal or federally assisted programs of persons displaced from their 

homes, businesses, or farms, and establishes uniform and equitable land acquisition policies. 

See Appendix E in Volume 2 for more information on the Caltrans Relocation Assistance 

Program. Also, Mitigation Measure RLC-1 (Section 3.1.4.2) includes measures that may be 

considered by Caltrans for incorporation into the relocation plan to minimize impacts to 

displaced businesses and residences. Accordingly, acquisitions would be conducted as 

necessary to build the approved project, and displaced residents would be provided just 

compensation in accordance with the Uniform Act. 

Response 54B: Any necessary permissions to enter will be requested with sufficient advanced 

notice to allow for Boyett Petroleum to accommodate the environmental surveys. 

Response 54C: Final acquisitions and relocations will be determined by Stanislaus County and 

Caltrans during the final right-of-way and design phase of the project by Stanislaus County and 

Caltrans. Any acquisitions as a result of the project will be fairly compensated for, including 

relocation and reestablishment of the affected Cruisers-brand outlet. Right-of-Way staff will 

coordinate with property owners at the appropriate time in the project’s development. 
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Comment 55 
Comment from Brentlings, David 
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Response 55 to David Brentlings: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document with all other public comments available to the public.  

The project does not anticipate the impacts to any historic properties along the corridor which 

would necessitate condemnation. There are five historic properties within the Area of Potential 

Effects, including two properties, the Sierra Railroad Mainline and adobe shop building at 3212 

Claribel Road, were determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places/California 

Register of Historic Places, one property, the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant District, was 

previously determined eligible was assessed and found to be still eligible, and two properties, 

the Hetch-Hetchy Aqueduct, Moccasin-Newark Transmission Tower Line, and Warnerville 

Substation, and Modesto Irrigation District, were assumed eligible for the purposes of this 

project only, per VIII.C.4 of the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement. The project will not 

directly affect the Sierra Railroad, but would have a visual effect due to a necessary 

overcrossing. Similarly, the project will have no direct effects on the Riverbank Army 

Ammunition Plant District or any of its contributing resources and will have no adverse visual 

effects from the project; however, the road widening would have a minor indirect effect on the 

historic resource’s setting but would not change the characteristics of the industrial plant. The 

project will have no direct effects to the adobe shop building, or any other structure, within the 

parcel at 3212 Claribel Road; however, the introduction of an overcrossing and new roadway 

would have an indirect effect on the historic resource’s setting but this indirect effect would not 

change the characteristics of the historic structure that make it eligible. The project will have 

minimal direct effects to the Hetch-Hetchy Aqueduct, Moccasin-Newark Transmission Tower 

Line, or the Warnerville Substation and a minor indirect effect on the historic resource’s setting, 

but would not change the characteristics of the resource that make it eligible. The preferred 

alternative, Alternative 1B, will cross the resource 12 times (two major crossings and 10 minor 

crossings) and require the relocation of eight valve boxes.Additionally, the project will have a 

direct effect to the Modesto Irrigation District Modesto Main Canal and Lateral No. 6, in which 

the North County Corridor will cross over the resource three times, including two elevated 

crossings and one at-grade crossing; however, the project will not adversely affect the function 

of the canal or affect the eligibility. See Chapter 3.1.8 for further information regarding the 

proposed impacts Cultural Resources, which avoid condemnation of any historic properties.  

Section 5.3 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS notes the public participation of the project. A public 

hearing took place on September 7, 2017 during the environmental document public circulation 

period. Written comments were also received from the public at this time. These comments are 

included in the NCC Final EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation. The final environmental 

document has been modified to reflect substantive public and agency comments, responses to 

comments, and decisions.  
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Comment 56 
Comment from Brunn, Gerald E. of Law Offices of Brunn & Flynn  
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Response 56 to Gerald E. Brunn of Law Offices of Brunn & Flynn: Thank you for your 

comments; they have been included in the Final Environmental Document. The North County 

Corridor Project Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred 

Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the NCC Project Development Team as provided in 

Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   

Prior to analysis of the four proposed Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B, and the selection of 1B as 

the preferred alternative, 18 other alternatives were also considered in an Alternative Analysis 

Report; however, they were eliminated due to the excessive environmental impacts that would 

have been caused from their selection.  

As part of the Alternative Analysis Report, the alternatives were screened through a preliminary 

screening process that focuses on determining if a specific alternative will meet the 2030 traffic 

needs and if any major engineering considerations would affect the safety or function of the 

facility. From this preliminary screening, 18 alternatives were considered during the alternative 

screening process. 

Seven broad-based criteria of the Project Development Procedures Manual were used to 

screen the initial Build Alternatives. These criteria include the following:  

• Purpose and need: Would the alternative meet the project’s purpose and need?  

• Excessive project cost: Would the alternative result in a substantially higher overall cost? 

• Relocations and acreage: Would the alternative require excessive removal of 

businesses, residences, or urban or rural acreage? 

• Operational or safety problems: Would the alternative result in operational or safety 

problems? 

• Adverse social, economic, or environmental impacts of extraordinary magnitude: Would 

the alternative disrupt or divide an established community or result in economic or social 

impacts? 

• Cumulative impacts: Would cumulative impacts result due to relocations, operational or 

safety problems, or social, economic, and environmental impacts?  

• Rejected at an earlier stage: Was the alternative rejected at an earlier stage of project 

development? 

Ultimately, the four chosen alternatives were found to best meet the purpose and need of the 

NCC project. Please refer to Section 2.6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS for more information 

regarding all alternatives explored. 
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Comment 57 
Comment from Bryant, Fran and Dan  
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We appreciate the opportunity for input to the eventual planned Oakdale Bypass route. 
This has been a long time coming! Currently, Stearns Road, where we live between 
Sierra Road & Warnerville Road, is the unofficial bypass from Tuolumne County and 
parts east, to the west of us. 

We have been aware of numerous serious, sometimes fatal, accidents near our property, 
& constant excessive speeding of motorists in front of our home. God help us all, if an 
animal gets out on the road! Dan is currently a witness in a near fatal accident lawsuit 
which occurred in May, 2016, in which a "crotch rocket" motorcyclist suffered permanent 
brain damage & will need total care for the rest of his life because of his excessive speed! 
A tractor driver was exiting a neighbor's property when the motorcyclist was going as 
fast as he could, south from Sierra Road, saw the tractor too late, & wrecked disastrously. 

We must stand out in the roadway as lookouts in order to safely exit our property. 
We are awakened all hours of the night by motorcyclists & motorislS speeding at 90 mph 
Past our house. 

Our area is a ranching/farming area with residences all along the road. We do not want 
this bypass anywhere near our 6 acre property! We have been here for over 41 years. 
When we moved from Oakdale to our ranchette, we could safely allow our children to 
ride up & down the road on their bicycles. We rode our horses from ow- house to the 
Wamerville area & even to town. Not any longer! Dan is careful to listen for veliicJes 
going recklessly & at high rates of speed when he is at or near the roadway. He often 
backs away from our fenced yard near the road due to fear of injury by passing vehicles! 

A bypass near the back of our property will be just as harrowing! We have horses and 
our neighbors have children & animals which will be put in the same dangers as we are 
experiencing now! We have lost numerous pets up & down the road because of 
excessive speed & constant. traffic! 

We are sick to death of the noise & fear of injury! 

We would choose the bypass fart.best east, away from our area! There are many small 
ranchettes, orchards, homes, businesses, & ranch properties on or near Stearns Road. We 
are to the point of lawsuit against the cow1ty & state to stop the bypass from the Stearns 
Road area alternative! 

It does not make sense to buy more expensive properties along this route, when property 
farther east would be much cheaper! It does not make sense to disrupt the lives of the 
many who Jive near this route, when going farther east would cause the least local 
resistance and fewer lawsuits! It does not make sense to build closer to town when infill 
will be the inevitable result! We certainly do not want fast food restaurants motels or gas 
stations added to our area! 

Fran & Dan Bryant 
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Response 57 to Fran and Dan Bryant: Thank you for your comments; they have been 

included in the Final Environmental Document.  

The North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the 

Preferred Alternative, which takes the alignment further out to Wamble Road and up to 

Lancaster Road, thus avoiding the South Stearns Road community. As mentioned in Section 

3.1.6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS, traffic is anticipated to decrease on local roads and function at 

improved levels of service.  
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Comment 58 
Comment from Burchell, Tom, The Burchell Nursery, Inc.  

 

I 
I. 

THE 

BURCHELL 

NURSERY 

INC. 

Matt Machado 
County Public Works Department 
1716 Morgan Road 
Modesto, CA 9535& 

Dear Matt: 

September 25, 2017 

Thanks for tal<lng time to taJk to us at \Jle recent Oakdale open house to present the various 
bypass options. As we told you then, and pointed out on the maps, the 1B and 2B options 
seriously affect The Burchell Nursery's function and flow for propagating nursery stock. We 
plant on a three year rotation. Each year we farm between 150 and 200 acres of nursery trees, 
depending on the anticipated market and varieties being grown. The ''B" options both talce what 
we view as about 70 acres from our direct farmjng options, and probably more acreage as it is 
impacted by other accesses, rights of way and construction issues. 

[ will not declare categorically that this would put us out of business in Stanislaus County, but I 
can assure you that it would seriously impact us and compromise how we do business. As one of 
the larger ,employ,ers in Eastern Stanislaus County we regularly employ upwards of250 workers 
annually. If the proposed bypass receives approval and funding as presented for either route I B 
or 28 we will seriously have to consider the future of our business. Our options include 
downsizing (less employees) and/or movin_g much of our growing to Fresno County where we 
operate a secondary nursery (moving employees out of Stanislaus County). 

None of these are pleasant thoughts. At the same time we recognize the overdue needs for a 
reasonable bypass and lessened traffic. We suffer from those traffic issues on holidays and many 
weekends ourselves. 

We will keep our options open, but we want to go on record to state how the "B" options would 
affect the future of our business as presented. 

Very truly yours, 

The Burchell Nursery, Inc. 

:z.=~ 
Tom Burchell, President & CEO 

Main Offlca I Frnno Ollie. 
1200081ahr Highway 120 117058. O1oYlaA"", fowle,, OA 113525 
OJi.kdale. CA 953&1..8887 !Shi 1134-111111 • fa 11Ui9) 834-150& 

(800) 823-TREE • (209) 145.117H • Fax (209) 1147. 1172 N CA, ,QR, WA Contact. (5$0) TTIP1105 

Website, www.burchelln,ursery.com • E-Mall lnfo@bur-ch,eUnurs11,y.com 
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Response 58 to Tom Burchell of The Burchell Nursery, Inc.: Thank you for your comments; 

they have been included in the Final Environmental Document.  

The North County Corridor Project Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the 

Preferred Alternative. We understand your concerns regarding this project and the potential for 

it to change the existing character of businesses and neighborhoods. Right-of-way acquisition 

will take into account potential additional and specific impacts to the property or business and 

will be addressed and/or fairly compensated for by Stanislaus County and Caltrans during the 

final phase of the right-of-way negotiations. 

Caltrans, in coordination with Stanislaus County, and the Cities of Modesto, Riverbank, and 

Oakdale, shall implement all property acquisition and relocation activities in accordance with the 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 

(Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat. 1894). The Uniform Act mandates that certain relocation services 

and payments be made available to eligible residents, businesses, and nonprofit organizations 

displaced by the project. The Uniform Act provides uniform and equitable treatment by federal 

or federally assisted programs of persons displaced from their homes, businesses, or farms, 

and establishes uniform and equitable land acquisition policies. See Appendix E in Volume 2 for 

more information on the Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program. Also, Mitigation Measure 

RLC-1 (Section 3.1.4.2) includes measures that may be considered by Caltrans for 

incorporation into the relocation plan to minimize impacts to displaced businesses and 

residences. Accordingly, acquisitions would be conducted as necessary to build the approved 

project, and displaced businesses would be provided just compensation in accordance with the 

Uniform Act. 
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Comment 59  
Comment from Burtschi, Alfred H.  

  

  

~ Ill ail: ________________ _ 

me: t t it~ · 011:IJ ' o:unty 01Tidor :Proj«r· iling Ii 

. pnnt.) ___________ _ 

comm , mail or - nd U.S. mail lo: 



Appendix N: Response to Comments 
Public Comments 

173 

Response 59 to Alfred H. Burtschi: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. Your name will be added to the project mailing list.  
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Comment 60 
Comment from Calderon, Adan  
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Response 60 to Adan Calderon: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in 

the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development Team has 

recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was selected by the 

NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 61 
Comment from Camillo, Carrie and Ramon  
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Response 61 to Carrie and Ramon Camillo: Thank you for your comments; they have been 

included in the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development 

Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was 

selected by the NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final 

EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 62 
Comment from Casey, Sandi 
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Response 62 to Sandi Casey: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document.  

The Final Traffic Operations Report for the North County Corridor (2015) study for the project, 

and information provided in Section 3.1.6 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS – Traffic and 

Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle concluded that traffic redistribution as a result of any of the 

alternatives (1A, 2A, 1B, and 2B) would improve the level of service throughout the region.  

Fixing existing roads does not meet the purpose and need of the project; however, the current 

design of the project meets the purpose of the project, which is to reduce average daily traffic 

volumes and current traffic congestion and accommodate anticipated future traffic on the existing 

SR-108 and the surrounding regional transportation network in Stanislaus County and the cities 

of Modesto, Riverbank, and Oakdale. Further information regarding the purpose and need of the 

project can be found in Section 1.2 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS.  
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Comment 63 
Comment from Cordano, Robert and Colleen  
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Response 63 to Robert and Colleen Cordano: Thank you for your comments; they have been 

included in the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development 

Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was 

selected by the NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final 

EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 64  
Comment from Connolly, Richard and Jill K.  
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I would like the following comment fi led in the record_ (Please print.) l I/Jl1 1A) /lqlllftJlt4J(f-

f1J/fA dzt ciiy:couue,I af J2MK0Nt ///_ si/eclntlf: , 13 

fr5 tft.t f21:diYrcd rau..V: 1r:f'I-A.1; (:OYJ,lj)O& - vhtru /l11J///j/o/ 

ff ,a tc f r. 

Please drop comments in the commenl box, email or send U.S. mai l to: 

orth County orridor Project 

Public Outreach Coordinator 
P.O. Box 4436 

Stockton, CA 95204 
hotl ine@buelhepr.com 
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Response 64 Richard and Jill K. Connolly: Thank you for your comments; they have been 

included in the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development 

Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was 

selected by the NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final 

EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 65 
Comment from Corey, Peggy and Brad 

  

• 

lb/trans· 

ame (Pl prinl): ---""'--"='--"'"'O<f'=-+1-+-='-=--'-.c.....=t--- Dat : Q:foh> C I =? 28 I J 
M iling Jdd : Cf 2-: Oa./tc a_.{J t4 ,S • / 

Phon: (1C'{,J ¥Ll - Z?J.Jo Email: peki@,set191cfn_l.nc t: . 
CfL l'IC' c ~cld m n:une to th rth o nty orridor J>roj I mamn 11, 1. 

I would like the following ·omment~ flfod in the cord. (Plea e print.) (,ur t"N l{,S are J:ralA.ft:i 

~~ fuce9 ll Htl Uk1 11Je '.fit£ r SIMttfs if ()0 Ihool•Lt lL Ave ,'r1 Ca.;,Jttir. lL~ l BW 

!n {~LtOz11 Arftl +tt:/1 ta.nvµdro1 ctwUvti.s, lNJut, f..Q. we 2'.UtJ +ii.a.f &cll'ttl 

u)(15 !1pml1r19 dr0£mt6.il(1 tJ.R deiirol ±o lrw 1'n a.pkLeu 411a.t t,ad ·:sln:9 
0(,;1Se oi?frn111Y1N ~ il/Y!,-lr,i/1 hM ufvm, t«'!:~ ==l ~,1/;,;; 
~f!ift, ;P Dol!Mt ,n I qf 1 J/lil11.i1,lf htm ., ( r◄ • . vS· /,/(Pf$ 

I J 

tiL,lu µ,~ lx•{~J we-heme ~M,;tt w cud. {~Vi'' l,tMQ"k,zJ, r:et ,~· J · 
~'-IT , f'11Lffr-kJ i1£4J'I r ~'l:iw,~+ ink, 7J?<r:f1mt ~ u:tl-h 0-dreu1 o-Prrbu~ h<re. 
fur ,fMf hl{(mvfl ., hll5MrlJ wtlt fl ho.~ ~1{7f£fu '?tmf:11 nd' 1111\f' (!JJ_'<j£(/f(11.1r 

(' 1t1'Mi1lk r'. We Lt@~ IJlfzfw ?fl[ am,iiit~/rr; gmiuUJJ ,1'\ ~rtu3 IYfruli&I 
J l . 

WMllliwth1 Ofkt 0)1 rue IA.nJ 1Jitcl iil l a-A ttu' JHtsf ti~l!:RJ ~iwmcrits a~ fil 
~i,fh ~1£ P.''.'Vptr5a,)-fcc-tl';,.St?J ~-·l\b¼~~(1)]1t~ar-· ~GJ 2 I or.a:l, 1trt/-
1m•ut~ 1WRJQ..~1~2 dteaJ11 [(1511[ tcmrr1wt rrufL::&blc We mm ~{ff ')Wt'L 7 

Plet1:-e d ll cnmlllfflts in the C-Oct'lon I box, e m:a, I or Sffld U . mt i I 10 : 

orth ounly orrid r P j ct 
Publi Oureach Coon1inator-

P.O. Box 4436 
tockton, 95204 

hotline@buerhep, eocn 
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.bi~)it5~ c.fht{-- tAJ ru11Jli1-1·n Df1..r- )1D1.fLiz. afrf ltsmr,1 mr ktnd 
&r~ our hfJU!. rxt:?J..d d.:Vit~- ~ 1 l:Jtt;l~0..1rt.1. ·w~u· lr:,1 ·, 
. lu1+11. rj,ti..f( Uff!Cfrti1t9 i11e/S)'[i"n {tl'-'+f . f!.IJU.ft/-i; (!¢yyMJJr; 

.. LVl-- ?> krt~ lLfo/ yt1l1 -ft, fi.d- rtc.Jl t-L~ IA o,~ 2-Attt-S 
cJ./.u._: wm.Jd k>aw_ ug, iui· 11'~ e>{,t,r- f\n,Yte__.,_ 

<-ti\tLalJl {frtt k r --f {L(LJ ~ '--M"Lli. i?nu. 11' 1r~a.d ,;./u~ f 
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Response 65 to Peggy and Brad Corey: Thank you for your comments; they have been 

included in the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project Development 

Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 1B was 

selected by the NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC Final 

EIR/EIS.   
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Comment 66 
Comment from Corwin, R.J.  

  

  

Pl prinr): J' C 1'241'""'1 "'---

Pb 

m ili11 • l. 

I ~ ould li p ·nt.) I L i~ ; i:he 

Pl c rop dU . • Ill n,u. 
Orth 
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Response 66 to R.J. Corwin: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document.  

The proposed project could accommodate a Class III bike route in each direction on roadway 

shoulders from Claus Road to the eastern terminus at SR 108/SR 120. Local roads could 

accommodate Class II bicycle facilities.   Bicycle facilities will not be precluded from being 

considered, and incorporation of the bike routes would enhance the existing bikeway network in 

Stanislaus County and is consistent with the Non-Motorized Transportation Master Plan 

(StanCOG, 2013). 
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Comment 67 
Comment from DeMelo, Vic 

  

 

• 

mt (I' ra.Jt prt t : 

aili 

r.1. 
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Response 67 to Vic DeMelo: Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the 

Final Environmental Document.  

A widening of State Route 219 (Claribel Road) would not have met the project purpose and 

need and was not considered as a feasible project alternative.  Ultimately, the four chosen 

alternatives were found to best meet the purpose and need of the NCC project, and all four 

serve to simplify traffic exposure from west to east. The North County Corridor Project 

Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Please refer 

to Section 2.5 of the NCC Final EIR/EIS for more information regarding all alternatives explored. 
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Comment 68 
Comment from Denison, Benjamin and Helga 

 

  

From: helga den ison [mailto:dehelga@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 5:50 PM 
To: Va llejo, Phi lip@DOT <phil ip.vallejo@dot.ca .gov> 
Subject: North County Corridor in Oakda le, Ca 

Gentlemen, since both my husband and I are disabled to come to any meetings, we want to write to you and let you 
know where we stand on the by pass. We may not even live long enough to be around once you get to the point of 
building it. But the plan 1 B seems to be the very best option. It leaves most houses standing and away from newer 
construction. It takes more empty land and Con Agra should approve this option also. 1 B is not intruding on homes 
as much as 1A. We are only concerned with the direction when it comes to Oakdale, Ca. Thank you 
resident of Oakdale, Ca 

Benjamin and Helga Denison 

have a nice day, B and H 
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Response 68 to Benjamin and Helga Denison: Thank you for your comments; they have 

been included in the Final Environmental Document. The North County Corridor Project 

Development Team has recommended Alternative 1B as the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 

1B was selected by the NCC Project Development Team as provided in Section 2.5 of the NCC 

Final EIR/EIS.   

  




