
STANISLAUS COUNTY GENERAL PLAN AND
AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLAN UPDATE
FINAL PROGRAM  
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

P R E P A R E D  F O R :

Stanislaus County 
Planning and Community Development Department 
1010 Tenth Street, Suite 3400 
Modesto, CA 95354 
Contact: Kristin Doud, Associate Planner 
209.525.6330 

P R E P A R E D  B Y :

ICF International 
630 K Street, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Contact: Terry Rivasplata 
916.737.3000 

July 2016 

EXHIBIT D 

Planning Commission August 4, 2016



ICF International. 2016. Stanislaus County General Plan and Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan Update Final Program Environmental Impact Report. 
July. (ICF 00203.10.) Sacramento, CA. Prepared for Stanislaus County, 
Modesto, CA. 

 

Planning Commission August 4, 2016



 

Stanislaus County GPU and ALUCP 
Final Program EIR 

SCH# 2014042087 
i 

July 2016
ICF 00203.10

 

Contents 

Page 

List of Tables  .......................................................................................................................................... ii 

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations ...................................................................................................... iii 

Chapter 1   Introduction ............................................................................................................. 1‐1 

1.1  The Final Program Environmental Impact Report ..................................................................... 1‐1 

1.2  The California Environmental Quality Act ................................................................................. 1‐1 

1.2.1  Purpose of this Document ............................................................................................... 1‐2 

1.2.2  General Plan and Zoning .................................................................................................. 1‐3 

1.2.3  Level of Detail in this Document ...................................................................................... 1‐3 

1.2.4  Document Format ............................................................................................................ 1‐4 

Chapter 2   Comments and Responses ........................................................................................ 2‐1 

2.1  Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 2‐1 

2.2  Comments Received and Responses ......................................................................................... 2‐1 

Letter 1. Caltrans, District 10 ........................................................................................................ 2‐2 

Letter 2. Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics ................................................................................... 2‐5 

Letter 3. Chevron USA ................................................................................................................. 2‐11 

Letter 4. City of Ceres.................................................................................................................. 2‐15 

Letter 5. City of Modesto ............................................................................................................ 2‐18 

Letter 6. City of Turlock ............................................................................................................... 2‐20 

Letter 7. Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board ................................................. 2‐28 

Letter 8. Del Puerto Health Care District .................................................................................... 2‐35 

Letter 9. Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission.......................................................... 2‐38 

Letter 10. Ryan Thornberry, for River Oaks Golf Course ............................................................ 2‐43 

Letter 11. Mark Boone ................................................................................................................ 2‐45 

Letter 12. San Joaquin County Public Works .............................................................................. 2‐47 

Letter 13. San Joaquin Valley APCD ............................................................................................ 2‐59 

Letter 14. Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee ............................................... 2‐53 

Chapter 3   Errata ....................................................................................................................... 3‐1 

3.1  Overview .................................................................................................................................... 3‐1 

3.2  Revisions to the DEIR ................................................................................................................. 3‐1 

Chapter 4   References ............................................................................................................... 4‐1 

 

Planning Commission August 4, 2016



Stanislaus County GPU and ALUCP 
Final Program EIR 

SCH# 2014042087 
ii 

July 2016
ICF 00203.10

List of Tables 

Page 

2‐1  Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment Letters Received .................................... 2‐1 

ES‐2  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures ............................................................... 3‐1 

3.15‐1  Existing Local Parks and Recreational Facilities ............................................................... 3‐4 

 

Planning Commission August 4, 2016



 

Stanislaus County GPU and ALUCP 
Final Program EIR 

SCH# 2014042087 
iii 

July 2016
ICF 00203.10

 

List of Acronyms and Abbreviations 

AF  acre feet  

ALUCP  Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan  

CEQA  California Environmental Quality Act  

CSD  Community Services District  

DBCP  dibromochloropropane  

DEIR  Draft Environmental Impact Report  

EIR  environmental impact report  

FEIR  Final Environmental Impact Report  

FHWA  Federal Highway Administration  

ITS  Intelligent Transportation System  

MID  Modesto Irrigation District  

MMRP  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

NOP  Notice of Preparation  

OID  Oakdale Irrigation District  

project  proposed Stanislaus County General Plan update and Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

update  

RHNA  Regional Housing Needs Allocation  

RWQCB  Regional Water Quality Control Board  

TDM  travel demand management  

TDS  total dissolved solids  

TID  Turlock Irrigation District  

 

 

Planning Commission August 4, 2016



Chapter 1 
Introduction 

1.1 The Final Program Environmental Impact Report 
This is the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) that has been prepared for the 
proposed Stanislaus County General Plan update and Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
update, which constitutes the project. As explained below, the FEIR has been prepared in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines to 
disclose to decision-makers and the public the adverse physical changes to the environment that 
would occur if the Project is approved. The FEIR presents the comments received on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), written responses to those comments, and revisions to the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prompted by the comments.  

Although this document is called the FEIR for convenience, the formal FEIR for the Project includes 
this document and the DEIR. The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider this 
FEIR prior to acting on the Project.  

1.2 The California Environmental Quality Act 
The CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) requires public agencies to 
consider the potential adverse environmental impacts of projects under their consideration. Public 
agencies must consider both direct impacts and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts. No 
discretionary project that may have a significant adverse impact on the environment can be 
approved without the preparation of an EIR. This includes land use plans that will authorize future 
development. As such, the County’s Project is a discretionary project subject to CEQA.  

According to Section 15002 of the State CEQA Guidelines, below are the basic purposes of CEQA. 

 Inform government decision makers and the public about the potential significant
environmental effects of proposed activities.

 Identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.

 Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects
through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governing agency finds the
changes to be feasible.

 Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the
manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved.

The process of preparing an EIR involves the following steps. 

 Issuing a notice of preparation (NOP) soliciting the comments of public agencies and interested
organizations and individuals regarding the scope and content of the EIR. Stanislaus County
issued an NOP for the project in April of 2014. A copy of the NOP is in Appendix A of the DEIR.

 Community Meetings/Scoping Meeting. Several community meetings were held to provide an
overview and solicit comments regarding the proposed changes to the General Plan and ALUCP.
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A scoping meeting offers additional opportunities for input prior to preparation of a DEIR. 
Community meetings were held for the public on May 14, 2014 at Patterson City Hall in 
Patterson, and on May 22, 2014 at Gene Bianchi Community Center in Oakdale. Scoping 
meetings were held for public agencies and members of the public at Modesto Harvest Hall on 
May 19, 2014. 

 Preparing a DEIR and releasing it for public review and comment. The DEIR for the Project was 
available for a review period of 45 days from April 19, 2016 through June 2, 2016 for public 
agencies and interested organizations and individuals to review. Copies of the DEIR were 
available at the County offices, County libraries, and in electronic format on the County’s 
website.  

 This FEIR presents the comments received on the DEIR, written responses to those comments, 
and changes to the text of the DEIR made in response to the comments. The County Board of 
Supervisors will certify the adequacy of and consider the FEIR prior to taking final action on the 
Project. 

 Adopting findings and a statement of overriding considerations. The County Board of 
Supervisors will adopt a set of findings that describe how each significant impact identified in 
the FEIR will be addressed (i.e., whether the impact would be mitigated, would be mitigated by 
another agency, or would be significant and unavoidable). If the County chooses not to approve 
any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR, then the findings will also explain why those 
alternatives are infeasible. Because the Project is expected to result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts, in accordance with Section 15093(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines the 
County will also adopt a statement of overriding considerations that explains the specific 
benefits of adopting the proposed Stanislaus County General Plan and ALUCP updates. 

CEQA establishes a process for analyzing a project’s potential impacts. The FEIR is not a permit and 
CEQA does not mandate that a proposed project be approved or denied. CEQA’s essential purposes 
are to ensure that public agencies make a good faith effort at disclosing the potential impacts of 
projects to decision-makers, the public, and other agencies, and implement actions that will reduce 
or avoid potential significant impacts (i.e., mitigation), when feasible. A project may be approved 
despite having significant and unavoidable impacts.  

The County Board of Supervisors will use the FEIR to inform themselves of the Project’s impacts 
before taking action. They will also consider other information and testimony that will arise during 
deliberations on the Project before making their decision. 

1.2.1 Purpose of this Document 
This FEIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2014042087) has been prepared to evaluate and disclose the 
potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Project. This Project would 
update the County’s General Plan and ALUCP to bring these documents into consistency with state 
planning law. The Project would apply to those areas under the jurisdiction of the County—that is, 
county lands that are outside of city limits and that are not under the jurisdiction of federal or state 
agencies or tribal lands. A small portion of the overflight impact area of the Modesto City-County 
Airport extends into the cities of Ceres and Modesto. The ALUCP policies are advisory for this area. 
Because the Project would have indirect impacts on surrounding areas, the FEIR’s analysis reaches 
beyond the unincorporated areas of the County.  
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Impacts are disclosed separately by resource area for future development to the 2035 planning 
horizon. The potential impacts of the project are analyzed in comparison to existing conditions, 
except where noted.  

When determining whether the project would result in a significant environmental impact, the FEIR 
considers the extent to which proposed plan policies would act to reduce its effects. Where the 
plans’ policies would not be sufficient to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level and there is 
feasible mitigation that would do so, the EIR identifies that mitigation. For purposes of this EIR, 
“mitigation” means specific policies that can be adopted that would avoid the impact or reduce it to 
a less-than-significant level. 

1.2.2 General Plan and Zoning 
California Planning Law requires each county and city to adopt “a comprehensive, long-term general 
plan for the physical development of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which 
in the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning” (Government Code Section 65300). 
Under the law, a general plan must address the essential issues of land use, traffic circulation, 
housing, resource conservation, open space, noise, and safety. Because it is to “consist of a statement 
of development policies and shall include a diagram or diagrams and text setting forth objectives, 
principles, standards, and plan proposals,” the general plan establishes the framework for the 
county’s future development pattern (Government Code Section 65302). The general plan’s land use 
map illustrates the adopted development pattern. When applied to individual properties throughout 
the county, in some cases the general plan reflects current land use, and in others it describes the 
prospective use of the land. 

As a policy document, the General Plan sets out Stanislaus County’s course, much like a constitution 
or charter. The General Plan’s objectives and policies are implemented through specific plans, 
zoning, and other ordinances. Specific plans, zoning, and subdivision actions must be consistent with 
the policies of the General Plan. Consistency is defined by the State General Plan Guidelines as, “An 
action, program or project is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will 
further the objectives of the general plan and will not obstruct their attainment.” 

The County ALUCP acts to minimize conflicts between operating airports and the land uses that 
adjoin them. The ALUCP has been prepared in accordance with Caltrans’ Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook.  

1.2.3 Level of Detail in this Document 
This Program EIR analyzes proposed changes to policies and regulations, not a site-specific 
development project. The CEQA Guidelines state that “[t]he degree of specificity in an EIR will 
correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 
EIR” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146). Adoption of amendments to a general plan or zoning 
ordinance does not, in itself, result in direct impacts on the environment. The FEIR for the Project 
addresses the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the amendments. However, it is 
not as detailed as an EIR on a construction project would be. For example, the traffic analysis in 
Section 3.16, Transportation and Traffic, determines on a gross level whether development pursuant 
to the policies of the Project would result in traffic congestion and where that congestion would 
occur. The analysis cannot, however, determine the specific street improvements that individual 
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future development projects might need in order to avoid their site-specific impacts on the traffic 
system.  

Also, the County is neither proposing the adoption of a completely new General Plan nor proposing 
changes in the General Plan land use diagram. As a result, the impacts of the Project often would be 
similar to those that would occur if the Project were not approved (that is, if the General Plan were 
not amended). The analyses in this EIR identify those key components of the project that are 
expected to result in substantial adverse changes to the existing environment. The No Project 
Alternative discussed in this FEIR allows a comparison of those impacts with the impacts inherent in 
development pursuant to the existing General Plan.  

1.2.4 Document Format  
The format of this FEIR is outlined below to assist the reader’s review of the document. 

 Chapter 1 is this introduction to the FEIR. The discussion reflects the CEQA process through
completion of the FEIR.

 Chapter 2 contains the comments received during the public review of the DEIR and the
responses to those comments.

 Chapter 3 consists of errata. That is, minor changes to the DEIR to clarify or expand upon the
points discussed therein. For the reader’s convenience, the FEIR identifies the page number and
paragraph in the DEIR where each change is being made.

 Chapter 4 identifies the references used in preparing this FEIR.

 

Planning Commission August 4, 2016



Stanislaus County GPU and ALUCP 
Final Program EIR 

SCH# 2014042087 
2‐1 

July 2016
ICF 00203.10

Chapter 2  
Comments and Responses 

2.1 Introduction 
This	chapter	lists	the	comments	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	(DEIR),	provides	copies	of	the	comment	
letters	or	emails,	and	responds	in	turn	to	each	comment	that	is	related	to	environmental	issues.	For	
convenience,	each	comment	has	been	assigned	a	prefix	number	and	individual	number.	The	prefixes	
assigned	are	listed	in	Table	2‐1.	The	numbers	are	assigned	in	the	order	the	comment	is	found	in	the	
commenters	letter	or	e‐mail	submittal.	For	example,	Caltrans’	letter	is	1	and	the	individual	
comments	within	the	letter	are	labeled	1‐1,	1‐2,	and	so	on.	

The	County’s	responses	follow	each	letter	or	e‐mail.	The	individual	responses	identify	the	particular	
comment	they	are	responding	to	by	its	letter/number	code.	The	responses	are	well‐considered,	
good	faith	responses	to	each	comment	that	relates	to	an	environmental	issue.	In	those	cases	where	a	
comment	does	not	relate	to	this	type	of	issue,	the	response	simply	acknowledges	the	comment.	In	
some	cases,	revisions	have	been	made	to	the	FEIR	for	clarification	purposes	only.	No	new	
environmental	impacts	have	been	identified.	

The	comments	received	are	listed	in	Table	2‐1.		

Table 2‐1. Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment Letters Received  

Comment	Number	 Commenter	 Date	Sent/Received	

1	 Caltrans,	District	10	 May	17,	2016	

2	 Caltrans,	Division	of	Aeronautics	 June	8,	2016	

3	 Chevron	USA		 June	12,	2016		

4	 City	of	Ceres	 May	26,	2016	

5	 City	of	Modesto		 May	23,	2016		

6	 City	of	Turlock	 June	3,	2016	

7	 Central	Valley	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board		 June	1,	2016	

8		 Del	Puerto	Health	Care	District		 May	12,	2016		

9		 Stanislaus	LAFCO		 June	2,	2016	

10	 Ryan	Thornberry,	for	River	Oaks	Golf	Course	 June	1,	2016	

11	 Mark	Boone	 May	20,	2016	

12	 San	Joaquin	County	Public	Works	 June	3,	2016	

13	 San	Joaquin	Valley	APCD	 June	2,	2016	

14	 Stanislaus	County	Environmental	Review	Committee	 May	17,	2016	

2.2 Comments Received and Responses  
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Letter 1. Caltrans, District 10  
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Response	to	Comment	1‐1.	The	commenter	comments	positively	on	the	County’s	General	Plan	
approach	to	developing	a	sustainable	transportation	system.	No	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.	

Response	to	Comment	1‐2.	The	County	has	included	Land	Use	Policy	Twenty‐Nine	and	associated	
implementation	measures,	which	support	sustainable	development	that	reduces	VMT.	In	addition,	
proposed	Land	Use	Policy	Thirty	supports	the	efficient	extension	of	public	transportation	systems.	

The	County	has	also	included	implementation	measures	under	proposed	Circulation	Element	Policy	
One	that	will	be	used	to	require	non‐motorized	modes	to	be	incorporated	into	new	development	
projects,	including	the	preparation	of	project‐level	transportation	impact	analyses	that	would	
identify	project	specific	impacts	(Implementation	Measure	7	under	Policy	One).		

Implementation	Measure	14	under	Policy	Two	provides	that	a	strategy	plan	should	be	prepared	that	
includes	the	identification	of	areas	and/or	projects	to	which	new	multi‐modal	transportation	
guidelines	shall	apply.	Those	guidelines	will	include	provisions	for	bicycle,	pedestrian	and	public	
transit.		

Implementation	Measure	1	under	Policy	Four	provides	that	the	congestion	management	plan	shall	
identify	alternative	strategies	such	as	travel	demand	management	(TDM),	traffic	operational	
improvements,	public	transit	options,	Intelligent	Transportation	System	(ITS),	non‐motorized	
alternatives	(bicycle	and	pedestrian),	and	smart	growth	alternative	land	use	strategies	as	
alternatives	to	manage	congestion.		

In	light	of	these	provisions	of	the	proposed	Project	that	will	address	the	issues	raised	by	the	
commenter,	no	additional	EIR	mitigation	measures	are	necessary.		

Response	to	Comment	1‐3.	This	comment	is	related	to	the	2015	General	Plan	update	functional	
classification,	as	compared	to	the	Caltrans/Federal	Highway	Administration	(FHWA)	classification	
system.	The	general	plan	functional	classification	system	is	used	as	part	of	the	circulation	element	
analysis	to	determine	the	size	and	extent	of	roadway	and	is	serving	a	different	purpose	than	the	
official	Caltrans/FHWA	functional	class	maps,	which	are	used	for	funding	formulas.	This	comment	
does	not	relate	to	the	adequacy	of	the	EIR	and	no	response	is	necessary.		

Response	to	Comment	1‐4.	This	comment	reflects	the	opinion	of	the	commenter	regarding	the	
organization	of	the	DEIR.	It	does	not	raise	substantive	issues	of	EIR	adequacy.	No	response	is	
necessary.		

Response	to	Comment	1‐5.	The	comment	notes	a	minor	error	in	naming.	This	does	not	affect	the	
understanding	of	the	issue,	nor	does	it	raise	substantive	issues	of	EIR	adequacy.		

The	following	change	is	made	in	the	text	of	the	DEIR	on	page	3.16‐11:	

SR	132	from	SR	99	to	La	Grange	Road	is	a	designated	California	Legal	Advisory	Route	where	
only	California	legal	trucks	are	allowed.		

Response	to	Comment	1‐6.	The	commenter	asks	for	more	detail	regarding	truck	routes	and	
parking,	but	does	not	raise	any	substantive	issues	of	EIR	adequacy.	The	level	of	detail	in	the	DEIR	is	
commensurate	with	the	type	of	project	being	analyzed.	A	general	plan	is	a	broad	policy	document	
that	does	not	set	out	truck	routes	or	the	details	of	truck	parking.	Accordingly,	the	EIR	does	not	
examine	these	issues.	No	further	response	is	necessary.		
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Letter 2. Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics  
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Response	to	Comment	2‐1.	Caltrans comments	in	this	letter	relate	to	the	content	of	the	ALUCP	and	
do	not	raise	any	CEQA	issues.		

Caltrans	suggests	that	the	ALUCP	could	be	expanded	to	present	and	demonstrate	the	far‐reaching	
economic	importance	of	the	airport,	the	critical	emergency	service	role	and	the	ease	of	interstate	
and	intrastate	travel.	Then	policies	affecting	the	airport	could	cite	the	discussion	on	this	matter	to	
support	the	policy.	A	discussion	of	this	type	is	not	required	by	statute.	The	County	chooses	not	to	
include	it.	

Caltrans	requests	that	the	ALUCP	include	a	description	of	the	Airport	Land	Use	Commission	
membership	and	how	that	complies	with	Public	Utilities	Code	Section	21670(b)(4).	ALUCP	Section	
1.2	includes	a	definition	of	and	the	membership	of	the	Stanislaus	County	ALUC.	Section	1.1	of	the	
ALUCP	will	be	amended	to	include	the	definition	of	the	ALUC	membership.		

Caltrans	suggests	that	the	ALUCP’s	definition	of	land	use	should	follow	the	Airport	Land	Use	
Planning	Handbook.	The	Handbook	definition	is	a	suggestion,	not	a	requirement.	The	definition	of	
existing	conditions	was	developed	based	on	input	from	County	staff,	and	it	reflects	the	authority	and	
processes	implemented	by	the	jurisdictions	within	the	Airport	Influence	Area	regarding	existing	
land	uses	and	discretionary	review.	

Caltrans	requests	that	the	ALUCP	include	more	detail	about	the	process	by	which	the	ALUCP	may	be	
overruled.	ALUCP	Chapter	1,	Introduction	(page	1‐8),	discusses	the	process	that	is	available	to	local	
agencies	to	overrule	an	ALUCP	and	the	procedural	requirements	associated	with	that	process.	
Because	the	requirements	vary	somewhat	based	on	the	make‐up	of	the	city	and	county	legislative	
bodies,	more	detail	is	not	warranted.		

Caltrans	notes	that	consistency	of	legislative	actions	with	the	ALUCP	can	only	be	determined	by	the	
ALUC.	The	ALUCP	does	not	contradict	this	provision	of	state	law.	The	review	process	is	described	in	
ALUCP	Policy	1.5.		

With	regards	to	schools	in	the	Oakdale	Municipal	Airport’s	safety	zone,	ALUCP	Chapter	5	
“Background	Data:	Oakdale	Municipal	Airport	and	Environs”	does	not	identify	any	schools	within	
that	zone.	Any	proposed	school	would	be	subject	to	the	statutory	requirements	for	siting	review	and	
consistency	with	the	ALUCP.	Table	2	of	the	ALUCP	will	be	amended	to	clarify	that	children’s	schools	
will	not	be	allowed	in	Safety	Zone	6	unless	there	are	no	other	available	sites	outside	of	the	safety	
zone.	No	change	is	needed	to	the	discussion	of	existing	conditions	and	therefore	no	change	is	
necessary	to	the	EIR.		

Caltrans	notes	that	background	information	for	Oakdale	Municipal	Airport	runway	O27	cites	a	left	
turning	pattern	as	the	basis	for	the	angling	of	Safety	Zone	for	in	a	westerly	direction	instead	of	
northwesterly	consistent	with	the	generic	safety	zones	found	in	the	Handbook.	According	to	the	
Division’s	aviation	safety	officers,	though	a	majority	of	aircraft	take	a	left	turn	pattern,	many	take	a	
straight	out	pattern.	If	there	are	other	reasons	for	modifying	the	safety	zone,	please	include	such	
reasons	in	the	discussion	or	modify	the	safety	zone	to	include	that	are	that	would	be	part	of	Safety	
Zone	4	as	illustrated	in	the	Handbook.	ALUCP	Chapter	5	explains	that	approximately	60	percent	of	
the	flights	at	027	operate	using	a	left	traffic	pattern,	and	approximately	40%	operate	using	a	straight	
out	pattern.	Safety	Zone	4	was	created	by	adjusting	the	generic	patterns	shown	in	the	Handbook	to	
accommodate	both	a	straight‐out	pattern	and	a	left	turn	pattern.	Exhibit	Oak	9A,	which	illustrates	
the	Safety	Zones	identified	for	027	overlaid	upon	the	General	Plan	land	use	map,	shows	the	location	
of	Safety	Zone	4	as	extending	westward	to	S.	Stearns	Road	and	northward	to	Sierra	Road.	Exhibit	
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OAK‐6	illustrates	the	generic	zones	provided	by	the	Handbook.	A	comparison	of	the	exhibits	
indicates	that	Safety	Zone	4	encompasses	a	greater	area	than	the	area	identified	by	the	generic	
safety	zones	shown	in	the	Handbook.	The	greater	area	accommodates	the	predominant	left	traffic	
pattern	while	encompassing	nearly	all	of	the	area	identified	by	the	straight‐out	pattern.	Safety	Zone	
4	as	described	in	the	Handbook	would	include	only	a	portion	of	the	parcel	southeast	of	the	
intersection	of	Sierra	and	S.	Stearns	road,	whereas	the	ALUCP	encompasses	the	whole	of	the	parcel.	
We	acknowledge	that	the	generic	pattern	includes	2.7	acres	of	a	large	parcel	located	northeast	of	the	
intersection	of	Sierra	and	S.	Stearns	Road,	which	is	not	included	in	ALUCP	Safety	Zone	4.	This	2.7‐
acre	area	was	not	included	in	order	to	provide	a	more	easily	defined	boundary	based	on	nearby	
geographic	features	and	the	predominance	of	the	left	pattern.		
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Letter 3. Chevron USA  
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Response	to	Comment	3‐1.	The	commenter,	Chevron,	provides	information	regarding	abandoned	
pipelines	and	the	potential	for	asbestos	contaminated	soils	in	those	locations.	County	staff	will	keep	
this	information	on	record	for	consideration	in	future	projects.	The	comment	does	not	address	
CEQA	issues.	No	response	is	necessary	in	the	EIR.		
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Letter 4. City of Ceres  
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Response	to	Comment	4‐1.	A	detailed	displacement	analysis	was	conducted	for	the	DEIR	that	
identified	vacant	parcels	within	the	City	and	their	location	within	the	proposed	ALUCP	Safety	Zones.	
The	analysis	identified	areas	in	which	residential	development	could	conflict	with	the	City	of	Ceres	
General	Plan	and	determined	whether	the	proposed	ALUCP	policies	would	prevent	the	City	from	
meeting	its	Regional	Housing	Needs	Allocation	(RHNA)	requirement.	The	displacement	analysis	
identified	specific	parcels	and	the	restrictions	associated	with	the	Safety	Zones	in	which	they	occur.	
The	analysis	concluded	that	a	true	displacement	of	up	to	32	housing	units	could	occur	in	four	areas.		

ALUCP	Policy	3.3.2	and	Table	2	identify	the	allowable	densities	of	residential	development	in	terms	
of	dwelling	units	per	acre	in	Safety	zones	1	through	6.	The	density	for	Safety	Zone	2,	however,	was	
inadvertently	omitted.	

ALUCP	Policy	3.3.2	(a)	2	will	be	revised	as	follows:	

New	residential	development	shall	be	allowed	as	long	as	dwelling	unit	is	not	situated	within	the	
zone	boundaries	at	a	maximum	density	of	1	dwelling	unit	per	10	acres	(0.1	dwelling	per	acre),	
and	the	dwelling	unit	site	shall	be	situated	outside	of	the	safety	zone	policies	when	feasible.	

The	same	clarification	shall	be	provided	on	Table	2	of	the	ALUCP.	

This	change	does	not	require	additional	EIR	analysis	because	the	displacement	analysis	provided	in	
the	EIR	clearly	discloses	and	describes	the	residential	densities	associated	with	each	Zone	and	its	
potential	effects	on	vacant	parcels	in	the	City	of	Ceres.	

Response	to	Comment	4‐2.	The	City	of	Ceres	presents	comments	on	the	proposed	Draft	General	
Plan	policies.	No	changes	are	proposed	in	response	to	the	comments	provided	by	the	City	of	Ceres	
on	the	Draft	2014	General	Plan	Update.	In	accordance	with	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	51369,	non‐
discretionary	development	includes	ministerial	projects	which,	“involve	little	to	no	personal	
judgment	by	the	public	official	as	to	the	wisdom	or	manner	of	carrying	out	the	project.”	Generally,	
ministerial	projects	are	permitted	uses	requiring	only	the	issuance	of	a	building	permit	and/or	
business	license.	In	response	the	city	of	Ceres’	comment	regarding	Land	Use	Element	Policy	28,	IM	2,	
this	implementation	measure	is	intentionally	reinforcing	the	existing	role	of	LAFCO.	Existing	policies	
adequately	cover	the	comment.		

Response	to	Comment	4‐3.	The	City	of	Ceres	has	offered	clarifying	information	about	the	park	and	
recreation	facilities	listed	on	DEIR	Table	3.15‐1.	The	table	has	been	revised	in	the	FEIR	to	include	
this	information.	The	revised	table	is	found	in	Chapter	3,	Errata.		

Response	to	Comment	4‐4.	The	City	of	Ceres	has	offered	clarifying	information	on	the	domestic	
water	source	for	the	Monterey	Park	Tract.	The	EIR	has	been	revised	to	include	this	information.	The	
revisions	are	found	in	Chapter	3,	Errata.	No	changes	to	the	Disadvantaged	Unincorporated	
Communities	Report	are	needed,	as	it	already	contains	a	sufficient	description	of	the	Monterey	Park	
Tract	on	page	2‐49.	No	changes	to	the	conclusions	in	the	FEIR	are	necessary	as	a	result	of	the	new	
information.	

Response	to	Comment	4‐5.	The	City	of	Ceres	has	offered	additional	information	about	its	park	and	
recreation	facilities.	The	FEIR	has	been	revised	to	include	this	information.	The	revisions	are	found	
in	Chapter	3,	Errata.	No	changes	to	the	conclusions	in	the	FEIR	are	necessary	as	a	result	of	the	new	
information.		
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Letter 5. City of Modesto  
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Response	to	Comment	5‐1.	The	City	presents	a	comment	on	the	proposed	Draft	General	Plan.	This	
is	not	a	comment	on	the	adequacy	of	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.		

By	way	of	background,	Principal	Arterials	may	be	urban	or	rural,	which	is	defined	by	the	
environment,	and	may	be	either	four	or	six	lanes.	The	right‐of‐way	dedications	are	the	same	for	all	
four	cross‐sections	and	the	network	will	be	constructed	per	project.	From	Chapter	2	of	the	
Circulation	Element:	“The	number	of	lanes	that	are	required	will	be	determined	at	project	build	time	
for	the	20‐year	design	life	of	the	roadway.”		

From	Chapter	2	of	the	Circulation	Element:	

The	access	restrictions	of	Principal	Arterials	are	defined	as:	

(1)	Partially	access‐controlled	Principal	Arterial	roadways,	formerly	identified	as	“Class	B”	
Expressway	(See	Figure	II‐2	–	Previous	Expressway	Access	Classes),	with	are	traffic‐controlled	
intersections	at	Principal	and	Minor	Arterials.	Collectors	and	Locals	are	permitted	right‐in,	
right‐out	access	only	at	1/4‐	to	1/2‐mile	intervals.	

(2)	Limited	access‐controlled	Principal	Arterial	roadways,	formerly	identified	as	a	“Class	C”	
Expressway	(See	Figure	II‐2	–	Previous	Expressway	Access	Classes),	with	are	traffic‐controlled	
intersections	at	Expressways	and	Principal	or	Minor	Arterials.	Intersections	at	Collectors	and	
Locals	may	or	may	not	be	controlled	by	a	traffic	signal.	

The	title	and	reference	to	Circulation	Element	Figure	II‐2	will	be	updated	to	clarify	where	access	is	
partially	limited	and	where	it	is	limited.	The	main	objective	for	roadways	that	are	defined	as	
Principal	Arterials	is	mobility,	but	it	must	be	noted	that	reasonable	access	is	allowed	to	all	
properties.	All	properties	are	allowed	one	access	from	adjacent	roadways.	Freeways	and	
Expressways	are	the	only	classifications	with	prohibited	property	access.	It	is	expected	that	all	
developments	are	to	maintain	proper	spacing	of	access	and	combine	access	with	adjacent	
properties.	

Response	to	Comment	5‐2.	As	described	in	the	Draft	General	Plan,	access	to	Principal	Arterial	
roadways	would	not	be	provided	from	driveways,	but	through	roadway	connections	to	other	
Principal	Arterials	and	Minor	Arterials	at	signalized	intersections.	Access	from	Collector	and	Local	
Streets	may	be	provided	with	right‐in/right‐out	restrictions,	and	potentially	full	access	signalized	
intersections	depending	on	the	roadway.	This	comment	does	not	change	the	analysis	presented	in	
the	EIR	and	no	additional	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.		
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Letter 6. City of Turlock  
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Response	to	Comment	6‐1.	The	EIR	examines	the	substantial	changes	in	the	existing	environment	
that	would	occur	as	a	result	of	the	Project.	Groundwater	overdraft	is	an	existing	condition	that	is	
discussed	under	“Groundwater”	beginning	on	page	3.9‐10	of	the	DEIR.	The	state	legislation	noted	in	
the	comment	is	discussed	under	“Groundwater	Planning	Legislation	Passed	in	2014”	on	page	3.9‐5.	
Impact	HYD‐2,	beginning	on	page	3.9‐17	of	the	DEIR,	identifies	the	depletion	of	groundwater	as	a	
significant	and	unavoidable	impact.	

The	DEIR	focuses	on	urban	water	use	because	that	has	the	potential	to	increase	as	a	result	of	future	
development	that	is	foreseeable	under	the	General	Plan’s	land	use	designations.	Urban	water	use	
will	increase	as	agricultural	and	other	lands	are	converted	to	urban	and	suburban	uses.	However,	
the	General	Plan	does	not	change	the	amount	of	agricultural	land	currently	designated	for	that	use,	
nor	does	it	prescribe	the	types	of	crops	that	may	be	grown	on	agricultural	land.	Therefore,	the	
existing	conditions	of	agricultural	water	use	are	not	anticipated	to	change	as	a	result	of	the	Project.	
Although	groundwater	problems	are	expected	to	remain	at	their	existing	level,	at	least	until	a	
Sustainable	Groundwater	Management	Plan	is	adopted	for	the	affected	basins,	this	is	an	existing	
condition	and	not	the	result	of	the	proposed	2015	General	Plan	update.		

The	commenter	requests	that	the	DEIR	be	recirculated	after	impacts	are	identified	and	analyzed.	
Recirculation	is	required	when	significant	new	information	is	added	to	the	EIR	before	the	Final	EIR	
is	certified.	“Significant	new	information”	includes	a	new	significant	effect	that	was	not	considered	
in	the	draft	EIR;	a	substantial	increase	in	the	severity	of	an	environmental	impact	identified	in	the	
draft	EIR	unless	mitigation	measures	are	adopted	that	reduce	the	impact	to	a	less	than	significant	
level;	a	feasible,	effective	alternative	or	mitigation	measure	that	is	considerably	different	than	any	in	
the	draft	EIR	is	proposed	and	the	county	declines	to	include	it;	or	the	draft	EIR	was	so	
“fundamentally	flawed”	that	it	has	been	extensively	revised.	(CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15088.5)		

The	comment	does	not	rise	to	the	importance	of	significant	new	information.	As	explained	above,	
this	impact	was	identified	in	the	draft	EIR.	No	information	provided	by	this	comment	indicates	that	
the	impact	would	be	substantially	more	severe	than	described	in	the	draft	EIR,	and	no	alternative	or	
mitigation	measure	is	being	proposed.		

Response	to	Comment	6‐2.	The	additional	background	information	on	groundwater	provided	by	
the	commenter	is	useful	in	explaining	the	existing	conditions.	It	clarifies	and	expands	upon	the	
discussion	in	the	DEIR.	This	information	has	been	added	to	Chapter	3,	Errata,	of	the	FEIR.	No	change	
in	the	EIR’s	conclusions	will	result.	The	references	will	be	added	to	the	references	included	in	
Chapter	4,	References,	of	this	FEIR	document.	

Response	to	Comment	6‐3.	The	text	of	the	discussion	in	the	DEIR	has	been	modified	in	Chapter	3,	
Errata,	of	the	FEIR	in	response	to	this	comment	in	order	to	clarify	the	reasons	for	the	deterioration	
of	water	quality.		

Response	to	Comment	6‐4.	The	text	of	the	FEIR	on	page	3.9‐12	of	the	DEIR	has	been	modified	in	
response	to	this	comment	in	order	to	clarify	that	hexavalent	chromium	is	a	pollutant	of	concern.	The	
revision	is	found	in	Chapter	3,	Errata.	
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Response	to	Comment	6‐5.	The	Irrigated	Lands	Program	is	an	ongoing	regulatory	program	of	the	
Central	Valley	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	that	minimizes	runoff	from	agricultural	fields.	
The	purpose	of	the	program	is	to	minimize	the	discharge	of	pollutants	from	farm	fields	into	surface	
waters.	This	regulatory	program	helps	maintain	water	quality	in	the	Central	Valley’s	rivers,	streams,	
and	canals,	thereby	reducing	the	potential	for	agriculture	to	contribute	pesticides,	silt,	and	other	
pollutants	to	those	water	bodies.	Please	see	the	response	to	comment	6‐1.		

Response	to	Comment	6‐6.	The	City	of	Turlock	presents	a	comment	on	the	proposed	Draft	General	
Plan.	In	response	to	the	City	of	Turlock’s	Land	Use	Element	policy	suggestion,	the	Land	Use	Element	
currently	includes	Policy	24	and	25	which	require	future	growth	to	not	exceed	the	capabilities/	
capacity	of	public	service	providers,	and	require	that	new	development	pay	its	fair	share	of	the	cost	
of	cumulative	impacts	on	circulation	and	transit	systems.	Additionally	Goal	5,	Policy	26	and	27	
provide	guidance	for	how	development	within	a	City	Sphere	of	Influence	shall	be	developed	in	
accordance	with	City	standards	and	with	city	input.	The	additional	policy	language	was	presented	to	
the	General	Plan	Update	Committee	and	the	Committee	stated	that	they	felt	that	the	existing	policies	
were	adequate	in	addressing	concerns	regarding	development	paying	its	fair	share	to	mitigate	the	
impacts	of	growth	and	recommended	no	change	be	made.	No	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.	
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Letter 7. Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board  
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Response	to	Comment	7‐1.	The	Central	Valley	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	(RWQCB)	
presents	information	on	water	quality	regulations	that	will	apply	to	future	development	projects	in	
the	county.	This	is	not	a	comment	on	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.	
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Letter 8. Del Puerto Health Care District  
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Response	to	Comment	8‐1.	The	Del	Puerto	Health	Care	District	presents	a	comment	on	the	Draft	
General	Plan.	This	is	not	a	comment	on	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.	However,	
the	words	“health	care	district”	will	be	added	to	Land	Use	Element	Policy	Twenty‐Four,	
Implementation	Measure	Four.	
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Letter 9. Stanislaus Local Agency Formation Commission  
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Response	to	Comment	9‐1.	The	Stanislaus	LAFCO	presents	comments	on	the	proposed	policies	of	
the	Draft	General	Plan.	This	is	not	a	comment	on	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.	
Policy	6,	IM	3	of	the	Draft	Land	Use	Element	was	amended	to	be	consistent	with	other	policies	in	the	
Land	Use	Element	in	terms	of	language	regarding	restricting	development	from	occurring	until	
annexation	to	or	formation	of	the	required	district	is	completed.	A	paragraph	regarding	annexation	
was	deleted	from	the	Land	Use	Designations	Section	specific	to	the	Planned	Industrial	land	use	
designation,	for	purposes	of	consistency	with	the	content	of	the	Planned	Development	land	use	
designation	section.	Language	was	also	amended	within	the	Sphere	of	Influence	section,	Educational	
Facilities	section,	Industrial	Transition,	and	Urban	Transition	section	of	the	Land	Use	Element,	to	
more	clearly	distinguish	between	the	urban	transition	land	use	designation	and	a	LAFCO	adopted	
sphere	of	influence,	and	to	be	consistent	with	state	law.	
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Letter 10. Ryan Thornberry, for River Oaks Golf Course 

	
	

 

Planning Commission August 4, 2016



Stanislaus County  Comments and Responses

Stanislaus County GPU and ALUCP 
Final Program EIR 

SCH# 2014042087 
2‐44 

July 2016
ICF 00203.10

Response	to	Comment	10‐1.	The	commenter,	on	behalf	of	the	golf	course,	asks	how	this	property	
will	be	affected	by	any	changes	in	restrictions	related	to	the	ALUCP.	The	golf	course	is	an	existing	
use	located	southeast	of	the	Modesto	City‐County	Airport.	Pursuant	to	ALUCP	Policy	1.4.3,	existing	
land	uses	are	not	subject	to	the	requirements	of	the	ALUCP.	Should	the	golf	course	owner	propose	a	
change	in	land	use,	that	change	would	be	subject	to	the	ALUCP	and	compatibility	findings	by	the	
Airport	Land	Use	Commission;	the	restrictions	would	vary	depending	upon	the	type	of	use	being	
proposed.	This	is	not	a	comment	on	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.	
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Letter 11. Mark Boone  
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Response	to	Comment	11‐1.	The	commenter,	a	property	owner	in	the	Salida	area,	asks	about	the	
schedule	for	the	future	paving	of	streets	in	his	community.	County	staff	have	responded	to	the	
commenter	about	paving.	The	area	included	in	the	design	guidelines	for	Salida	has	no	impact	on	the	
locations	selected	for	future	paving	projects.	This	is	not	a	comment	on	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	
required	in	the	FEIR.	
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Letter 12. San Joaquin County Public Works 
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Response	to	Comment	12‐1.	The	San	Joaquin	County	Public	Works	Department	states	that	it	has	
reviewed	the	DEIR	and	has	no	comments.		
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Letter 13. San Joaquin Valley APCD 
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Response	to	Comment	13‐1.	The	SJVAPCD	presents	information	on	regulations	that	will	apply	to	
future	development	projects	in	the	county.	No	changes	to	the	General	Plan	or	ALUCP	are	required.	
This	is	not	a	comment	on	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.		

Response	to	Comment	13‐2.	The	SJVAPCD	presents	a	comment	on	the	proposed	policies	of	the	
Draft	General	Plan.	Policies	relating	to	reducing	VMT	can	be	found	in	the	draft	Land	Use,	Circulation,	
and	Conservation	elements.	Existing	and	proposed	policies	sufficiently	cover	this	comment.	No	
changes	to	the	General	Plan	are	required.	This	is	not	a	comment	on	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	
required	in	the	FEIR.		

Response	to	Comment	13‐3.	Stanislaus	County	is	addressing	the	AB	170	air	quality	element	
requirements	in	the	Conservation	element	(see	Goal	6,	Air	Quality).	Combining	general	plan	
elements	is	authorized	under	Government	Code	Section	65301.	No	changes	to	the	General	Plan	are	
required.	This	is	not	a	comment	on	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.		

Response	to	Comment	13‐4.	The	SJVAPCD	presents	information	on	the	agency’s	requirements	for	
review	of	future	development	projects	in	the	county.	No	changes	to	the	General	Plan	are	required.	
This	is	not	a	comment	on	the	EIR,	and	no	response	is	required	in	the	FEIR.		
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Letter 14. Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee  
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Response	to	Comment	14‐1.	The	Stanislaus	County	Environmental	Review	Committee	states	that	it	
has	reviewed	the	DEIR	and	has	no	comments.		
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Chapter 3 
Errata 

3.1 Overview 
The following revisions are being made to the DEIR in response to comments received during the 
review period and for purposes of clarifying the DEIR’s discussions. As part of the FEIR, these 
changes supersede the text that they replace in the DEIR. For the reader’s convenience, text 
deletions are shown in strike-out and additions are shown in underline. The revisions are shown in 
the order of appearance in the DEIR. Where possible, a representative section is text is presented in 
order to put the revisions into context.  

These revisions are clarifications of the DEIR and are not substantial new information. 

3.2 Revisions to the DEIR 
Page ES-6, the entry for Impact AQ-1 and BIO-4 in Table ES-2 is revised as follows: 

Table ES-2. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Level of Significance 
before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of Significance 
after Mitigation 

Impact AQ-1: Generate 
construction-related 
emissions in excess of 
SJVAPCD thresholds 

Significant 
(individual and 
cumulative) 

No mitigation available Significant and 
unavoidable 

Impact BIO-4: Interfere 
substantially with the 
movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with 
established native resident 
or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the 
use of native wildlife 
nursery sites  

Significant 
(individual and 
cumulative) 

No mitigation available  Significant and 
unavoidable 
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Page ES-8, the entry for GHG Impacts in Table ES-2 is revised as follows:  

Table ES-2. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Level of Significance 
before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of Significance 
after Mitigation 

Impact GHG-1: Generate 
greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the 
environment 

Less than significant 
 

– – 

Impact GHG-2: Conflict 
with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases (less 
than significant)  
 

Less than significant 
 

No mitigation available  Significant and 
unavoidable 

 

Page ES-9, the entry for Impact HYD-2 in Table ES-2 is revised as follows:  

Table ES-2. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Level of Significance 
before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of Significance 
after Mitigation 

Impact HYD-2: 
Substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge, 
resulting in a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local 
groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level that 
would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have 
been granted) 

Significant 
(individual and 
cumulative) 

No mitigation available  Significant and 
unavoidable 

 

 

Planning Commission August 4, 2016



Page ES-10, the entry for Impact NOI-1 in Table ES-2 is revised as follows:  

Table ES-2. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 
Level of Significance 
before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of Significance 
after Mitigation 

Impact NOI-1: Expose 
persons to or generate 
noise levels in excess of 
standards established in a 
local general plan or noise 
ordinance or applicable 
standards of other 
agencies 

Significant 
(individual and 
cumulative) 

No mitigation available  Significant and 
unavoidable 

 

Page 3.9-10, insert the following text after the fourth paragraph under Groundwater: 

A water balance study of the Turlock Subbasin was prepared in 2003 and updated in 2007 to 
estimate the inflows and outflows from the Subbasin between 1952 and 2006. Outflows from the 
Subbasin result from municipal, domestic, and agricultural supply and drainage well pumping, 
discharge to the local rivers, discharges from subsurface agricultural drains, and consumption by 
riparian vegetation. The estimated average total outflow for the 1997–2006 period was 541,000 
AF/yr. The majority of outflow comes from estimated agricultural, municipal and rural residential, 
and drainage well pumping, which collectively averaged 457,000 AF/yr for the 1997–2006 period. 
(TGBA 2008, p.3).  

Within the Turlock Subbasin, a cone of depression has formed on the eastern side of the Basin, 
largely due to pumping groundwater to irrigate lands east of TID, where surface water supplies are 
not available (TGBA 2008, pp. 37-38). 

In 2015, a hydrogeologic characterization of the eastern portion of the Turlock Subbasin was 
conducted by the Turlock Groundwater Basin Association to evaluate changes in land use and 
impacts to groundwater over time. The Study Area covers approximately 114 square miles, 
representing the eastern 20 percent of the subbasin, and is defined by the Tuolumne River on the 
north, Merced River on the south, and by the groundwater subbasin boundary on the east. The 
western boundary is coincident with boundaries of the Eastside Water District and the Merced 
Irrigation District. The Study Area lies east and outside of water and irrigation district boundaries 
and is also referred to as the eastern non-district lands. 

A groundwater balance analysis, based on the hydrogeologic conceptual model and numerical model 
simulation results, indicates that groundwater storage was depleted by approximately 58,000 acre 
feet (AF) from 1999 to 2013. The largest components of the groundwater balance are irrigation 
pumping and associated return flows, Turlock Lake leakage, Merced River leakage, and western 
boundary subsurface outflow. 

Furthermore, a numerical groundwater flow model developed for Turlock Irrigation District by 
Timothy J. Durbin and Associates was used to evaluate groundwater resources in the Study Area. 
The model indicates that groundwater storage decreased approximately 57,000 AF in the Study 
Area from 1991 to 2012. 
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The 2015 Study developed a groundwater model to simulate three potential future pumping 
scenarios over a 30-year time period, from 2013 to 2042: 1) continued current pumping: 2) 
increased future pumping: and 3) decreased future pumping. Model results show that if current 
pumping continues with no new irrigated lands being developed, and if future hydrology is similar 
to 1998–2012, water levels will decline approximately 10 to 30 feet over the planning period. Future 
storage loss (i.e., 2014 to 2042) will be approximately 100,000 AF, which is greater than 1.5 times 
the storage loss that occurred from 1991 to 2014. If pumping increases in the future, assuming that 
irrigated lands continue to increase at the current rate of development until most of the available 
area is developed, water levels will decline over 200 feet in parts of the Study Area. Future storage 
loss will be approximately 17,000 AF, which is almost triple the storage loss from 1991 to 2014 and 
approximately 70,000 AF more than if pumping remains constant. If pumping decreases in the 
future, assuming that crops with a limited lifespan are not replaced, there will be a net water level 
rise of up to 20 feet throughout most of the Study Area. Future storage loss will be approximately 
50,000 AF, which is less storage loss than occurred from 1991 to 2014. 

Page 3.9-11, first paragraph under Surface Water is revised as follows: 

Surface water quality for the three major Stanislaus County rivers is excellent at their sources in the 
Sierra Nevada Mountains. However, as each river flows through the San Joaquin Valley water quality 
declines bywith each successive use. Agricultural and domestic use-and-return both contribute to 
water quality degradation. During dry summer months, the concentration of pollutants increase, 
particularly in the San Joaquin River, which drains agricultural, domestic and industrial wastewater 
for the entire San Joaquin Valley. Water quality in the Stanislaus and Tuolumne rivers declines 
significantly by the time they discharge into the San Joaquin River. Comparatively, water quality 
declines more in the Tuolumne River than the Stanislaus River from agricultural wastewater returns 
and gas well wastes. (County of Stanislaus General Plan.) 

Page 3.9-12, first paragraph under Groundwater is revised as follows: 

Groundwater quality throughout the San Joaquin Valley region is suitable for most urban and 
agricultural uses. However, there are areas of localized problematic areas with the following 
primary constituents of concern: high total dissolved solids (TDS), nitrates, boron, chloride, arsenic, 
selenium, dibromochloropropane (DBCP), and radon (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 2011). In addition, 
the presence of hexavalent chromium is coming under increased scrutiny.  

Page 3.15-8, the entry for Parklawn Park in Table 3.15-1 is revised as follows, no other change is 
made to this table:  

Table 3.15-1. Existing Local Parks and Recreational Facilities 

Park/Facility Name Location Park Operator Acreage 
Parklawn Park CeresModesto Stanislaus County 4 

Page 3.16-11, the following change is made: 

SR 132 from SR 99 to La Grange Road is a designated California Legal Advisory Route where only 
California legal trucks are allowed. 
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Page 3.17-7, first paragraph under Water Supply is revised as follows: 

The Crows Landing Community Services District (CSD), Denair CSD, Keyes CSD, Knights Ferry CSD, 
Modesto Irrigation District (MID), Monterey Park Tract CSDCities of Ceres and Modesto, Oakdale 
Irrigation District (OID), Riverdale Park Tract CSD, Stanislaus County Housing Authority, Turlock 
Irrigation District (TID), Western Hills Water District, and Westley CSD all provide drinking water to 
parts of Stanislaus County. Sources of drinking water vary. 

Page 3.17-8, the first bullet is revised as follows: 

 The City of Ceres, under an agreement with Stanislaus County and the Monterey Park Tract CSD,
provides domestic water to the unincorporated Monterey Park Tract. 

Page 4-2, section 4.2.5 Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources is mistakenly listed as a 
significant impact. To clarify the FEIR, this has been removed from the list. 

4.2.5 Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources 
 Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,

injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction; or landslides. 

 Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature. 

Page 5-5, the first paragraph is revised as follows: 

Ceres also faces a shortage in neighborhood and community parks. The city’s general plan requires 
1.4 acres of neighborhood parks and 2.6 acres of community parks per 1,000 residents (City of Ceres 
1997:5-2). It has 38 acres of neighborhood parks and 85 acres of community parks (Butler pers. 
comm.). With a 2013 population of 46,714 (U.S. Census Bureau 2014a), it should have 65 acres of 
neighborhood parks and 121 acres of community parks.1 The City of Ceres currently provides its 
residents with 13 city parks and owns over 170 acres of park land. River Bluff Regional Park is the 
largest of these with a total of 76 acres of property, both developed and undeveloped. (Ceres 2016) 

1 46,714/1,000=46.71 (46.71*1.4 = 65.4 acres of neighborhood parks; 46.71*2.6= 121.45 acres of community 
parks). 
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