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11.1 BACKGROUND  

The Tracy Hills Specific Plan Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) was circulated for 

public review from December 23, 2014 through March 3, 2015 as assigned by the State of California Governor’s 

Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, and consistent with the California Environmental 

Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines).  Copies of the document were distributed to federal, state, regional, 

and local government agencies, as well as organizations and individuals, for their review and comment. 

 

Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: 

 

“The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 

who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.  The lead agency shall 

respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any extension and 

may respond to late comments.” 

 

In accordance with Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Tracy (City), as the lead agency, 

has evaluated the comments received on the Draft Subsequent EIR for the Tracy Hills Specific Plan Project 

and has prepared written responses to the comments received. 

 

All comments on the Draft SEIR, and the responses thereto, are presented in this chapter. Section 11.4 

(Responses to Individual Comments) includes all of the comments received on the Draft SEIR, which are 

reproduced in their entirety, as well as responses to each comment.  

  

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate and respond to all comments on the 

Draft SEIR that regard an environmental issue. The written response must address the significant 

environmental issue raised and provide a detailed response, especially when specific comments or suggestions 

(e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response must be a good faith 

and reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant environmental issues 

associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by the commenter, as long 

as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204).  

 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus 

on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible environmental impacts of the 

project and ways to avoid or mitigate the significant effects of the project, and that commenters provide 

evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be 

considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also 

recommends that revisions to the Draft SEIR be noted as a revision in the Draft SEIR or as a separate section 

of the Final EIR. Section 3 of this Final EIR identifies all revisions to the THSP Draft SEIR. 

 

As previously discussed, the City of Tracy previously circulated for public review and comment the December 

23, 2014 Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) for the proposed Tracy Hills Specific 
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Plan Project.  Subsequent to the close of the public comment period for the Draft SEIR (which extended from 

December 23, 2014 through March 3, 2015), both the City and Project Applicant completed additional technical 

analysis for the Project.  While the majority of the December 2014 DSEIR conclusions did not change, the City 

did identify several transportation improvements that are not within complete control/or jurisdiction of the 

City to implement. Many of these improvements are addressed in the Citywide TMP and are funded either in 

whole or in part by the City’s TIF. However, the timing and/or control of implementation of the identified 

improvement is not wholly within the jurisdiction of the City of Tracy and therefore the timing of its 

implementation cannot be assured. Thus, in these cases, the City has identified the impacts as significant and 

unavoidable until such time as these improvements are constructed.  In an effort to provide full disclosure of 

all potential impacts of the proposed Project and provide additional opportunity for public input, the City has 

elected to recirculate the Draft SEIR in its entirety for an additional 45 days of public review.    Comments 

received on the Recirculated Draft SEIR will be responded to separately than comments on the Draft SEIR. 

11.2 CONTENTS OF THE DRAFT SEIR  

Consistent with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Draft SEIR consists of the following: 

 The Draft SEIR  

 A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the Draft SEIR 

 All comments and recommendations received on the Draft SEIR 

 Written responses to each comment provided on the Draft SEIR 

11.3 CERTIFICATION OF FINAL SEIR AND APPROVAL PROCESS 

In furtherance of Section 15088(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, for a period of at least ten days prior to any 

public hearing during which a lead agency will take action to certify an EIR, the Final EIR must be made 

available to, any public agency that provided comments on the Draft EIR.  Pursuant to Section 15090(a) of the 

State CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR must be certified before the lead agency can take action on the project. 

 

Following Final EIR certification, but prior to taking action on a project, the lead agency must prepare a 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  Before approving (or conditionally approving) the 

project, the lead agency must also prepare written CEQA Findings for each significant impact identified for the 

project, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for the finding, in accordance with Section 15091 

of the State CEQA Guidelines.  If significant environmental impacts that cannot be reduced to a less than 

significant level are identified for the project, the lead agency must prepare a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations, pursuant to Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines.   

 

Certification of a Final EIR may occur at a public hearing independent of project approval or during the same 

hearing. Prior to approval of a project, the lead agency must adopt the CEQA Findings, Statement of 

Overriding Considerations, and MMRP.  Certification of the Final EIR must be the first in this sequence of 

approvals. 

11.4 RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

The remainder of this chapter includes all of the comments received on the Draft SEIR, which are reproduced in their 

entirety, as well as responses to each comment. 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA – THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-7100 
(916) 445-7000   Fax: (916) 445-7053 
calshpo@parks.ca.gov 
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 

January 27, 2015 

William Dean 
Assistant Director 
City of Tracy, Development Services Department 
333 Civic Center Plaza 
Tracy, CA 95376 

Dear Mr. Dean, 

RE: TRACY HILLS SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT ENVIROMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Thank you for including the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) in the 
environmental review process for the proposed Tracy Hills Specific Plan.  Pursuant to 
the National Historic Preservation Act and the California Public Resources Code, the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the OHP have broad responsibility for 
the implementation of federal and state historic preservation programs in California.  
Our comments are offered with the intent of protecting historic and cultural resources, 
while allowing the City of Tracy (Lead Agency) to meet its program needs.  The 
following comments are based on the information included in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Tracy Hills Specific Plan.   

The proposed project included in the DEIR includes an amendment to the 1998 Tracy 
Hills Specific Plan (THSP), which includes subdivision and development of 2,732 acres 
of currently undeveloped land surrounding the I-580 freeway in San Joaquin County.  
The cultural section of the 1998 THSP determined implementation of the THSP will 
result in potentially significant impacts to archeological resources, and includes 
mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to unforeseeable archeological discoveries. 
The 2014 DEIR for the THSP amendment finds that environmental impacts to 
archeological resources are less than significant with future mitigation incorporated.   

The current (2014 DEIR) does not attempt to conduct any sort of additional analysis to 
determine if historic or archeological resources exist within the Specific Plan area.  
Instead, the 2014 DEIR relies entirely on the cultural resource analysis from the 1998 
THSP environmental document (17 years old).  At a minimum the DEIR amendment 
should have conducted a new record search to determine if any archeological resources 
have been identified over the past 17 years in the project area or vicinity.

A complete analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources is critical in the DEIR 
amendment because according to Public Resources Code § 65457, once a specific 
plan has been adopted and the EIR certified, any residential development project that is 
consistent with the specific plan is largely exempt from additional CEQA review.  For 

11-3



William Dean 
January 9, 2015 
Page 2 of 2

this reason the subsequent environmental document should make an attempt to study 
any new impacts to historic and cultural resources that result from substantial changes 
to the proposed THSP.    

The DEIR defers archeological resource investigation and analysis until future phases 
of the Tracy Hills Specific Plan.  As stated above, per PRC § 65457 future residential 
development projects will be exempted from environmental review.  An effort needs to 
be made prior to the adoption of an environmental document to identify the potential for 
archeological resources in the project area and vicinity. If potential sites are identified 
before work begins on the site, they can be addressed early on, before construction 
occurs, and perhaps avoid potential impacts.  The DEIR has addressed archeological 
resources only in terms of future mitigation. Simply referencing the investigation and 
mitigation measures from the 1998 Tracy Hills DEIR, a 17 year old programmatic 
environmental document, is not adequate.   

We also recommend that the Lead Agency engage the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) and pursue efforts to consult Native American tribes regarding the 
presence of cultural materials likely to be impacted by the development of the Specific 
Plan area.  The NAHC was consulted previously (1998); however, given the period of 
time that has passed since the original FEIR, the OHP advises the Lead Agency to 
consult with Native American tribes as part of the amended DEIR review process.  

If you have questions, please contact Sean de Courcy of the Local Government and 
Environmental Compliance Unit, at (916) 445-7042 or at Sean.deCourcy@parks.ca.gov.

Sincerely, 

Carol Roland-Nawi, Ph.D. 
State Historic Preservation Officer
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS FROM STATE AGENCIES 

 

Letter SA1 

State of California, The Natural Resources Agency 

Office of Historic Preservation 

Department of Parks and Recreation 

Carol Roland-Nawi, Ph.D. 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

January 27, 2015 

  

 

Response SA1-1:  The comment states the DEIR made no attempt to conduct any sort of additional analysis 

to determine if historical or archeological resources have been identified over the past 17 

year in the project area or vicinity.  This statement is in fact incorrect.  As noted in the 

Draft SEIR, a records search was performed by Pacific Legacy, Inc. in 2014. The 

discussion of findings is located on page 4.05-16 of the DEIR, however since circulation 

of the Draft SEIR, the applicant has performed an updated cultural resources assessment 

for the THSP area as of February 2015, the scope and findings of which are discussed in 

the recirculated Draft SEIR, Chapter 4.5. This recirculated Draft SEIR updates the 

cultural resources chapter with information, analysis, and findings from the 2015 cultural 

resources assessment. The cultural resources assessment is appended to the recirculated 

Draft SEIR as Appendix J. 

Response SA1-2:  As discussed in Response OHP – 1, an archival records search was performed in 2014. 

Additionally, since circulation of the Draft SEIR, the applicant has performed an updated 

cultural resources assessment for the THSP area as of February 2015, the scope and 

findings of which are discussed in the recirculated Draft SEIR, Chapter 4.5. This 

recirculated Draft SEIR updates the cultural resources chapter with information, analysis, 

and findings from the 2015 cultural resources assessment. The cultural resources 

assessment is appended to the recirculated Draft SEIR as Appendix J. 

Response SA1-3:  The City initiated Native American consultation and discussion with the Native American 

Heritage Commission and applicable tribes is presently underway. Documentation 

associated with this consultation can be found in Appendix J, Cultural and Paleontological 

Resources Assessment for the Tracy Hills Specific Plan. 
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Letter SA2  

State of California, The Natural Resources Agency 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Bay Delta Region 

Scott Wilson 

Regional Manager 

January 28, 2015 

  

 

Response SA2-1:  Per NOREAS, as discussed in detail in this revised Biological Resources Section, the Applicant has 

done exactly that.  To supplement the 2014 surveys conducted by RBF, in 2015, biologists from 

NOREAS conducted reconnaissance surveys of the entire Project Site, including Area C.  In the 

RBF and NOREAS reconnaissance surveys conducted throughout the Project Site, a few wildlife 

species were detected in the Project Site, the majority of which were birds.  (See, Appendix C-2, 

NOREAS Report, Appendix D; see also, RBF Appendix C-1.)  Generally, wildlife species richness 

improved within the residences surrounded by agricultural fields due to increase availability food 

(e.g., bird feeders), water (i.e., irrigation and bird baths), and shelter (e.g., diverse assemblage of 

ornamental trees and shrubs), but on the whole, while the Project is large in total size, the study 

area has very low species richness and diversity; and those lands proposed for development do not 

support habitat for any State or Federal-listed species.  Generally, the study area’s porous soils 

quickly absorb rainfall, and any flows within it are predominately ephemeral - fast and short lived; 

ultimately reducing water availability for plants and wildlife within Project boundaries.  

Based on information from the CNDDB, a quarter century of historical surveys, and these updated 

2014 and 2015 reconnaissance surveys, in 2015, NOREAS conducted focused surveys for all listed, 

candidate or otherwise special status species that could potentially occur on Project Site.  (See, 

Appendix C-2, 2015 NOREAS Report.)  Specifically, focused surveys were conducted for rare 

plants, burrowing owl, California red-legged frog, California Tiger Salamander, San Joaquin Kit 

Fox, and Swaninson’s Hawk and other Raptors.  (Appendix C-1, 2015 NOREAS Report, 

Appendices E through J.)  These surveys covered all areas of the Project Site, specifically including 

Area C, and were conducted pursuant to the CDFW’s established protocols.   

As discussed in detail above, these comprehensive surveys show that the proposed Project will not 

result in significant impacts.  No listed or candidate species have been documented on the Project 

Site over twenty-five years of surveys.  The Project Site consists of low grade, highly disturbed 

habitat, and higher quality habitat for all the above-mentioned species occurs adjacent to the Project 

Site, in the 3,500 acre open space preserve area. While small, discrete subset of land within Area C 

of the Project is co-located with USFWS-designated critical habitat for CRLF, that portion of the 

Project Site does not actually support CRLF, and the CRLF has never been documented in that 

area, or any area of the Project Site. (See, Appendix C-2, 2015 NOREAS Report, p.__.) 

Response SA2-2:  Refer to Response SA2-1, above.  

Response SA2-3:  Per NOREAS, as explained in this revised Biological Resources Section, the Project Site contains 

a very small amount (approximately 5 acres) of isolated wetlands that are not subject to federal 

jurisdiction.  The proposed Project will not result in any net loss waters under state jurisdiction 

(e.g., 1600 jurisdictional areas), and as required by Mitigation Measures 4.4-3d, the Project Applicant 
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is required to obtain a streambed alteration agreement from the CDFW, if necessary.  Additionally, 

the content of the commenter’s proposed mitigation measure has been added to this revised 

Biological Resources Section as Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a.   

Moreover, as discussed throughout this revised Biological Resources Section, the Project is 

designed to completely avoid any impacts to any riparian habitat or significant resources. Indeed, 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a implements a 50-foot setback from any stream or riparian resource being 

protected in place.   

Response SA2-4:  Per NOREAS, as discussed throughout this revised Biological Resources Section, the proposed 

Project completely avoid direct impacts Corral Hollow Creek and its associated flood plain and 

alluvial fan area by excluding that area from the proposed Project’s footprint (Appendix C-2, 2015 

NOREAS Report, p. 6-3), and avoids indirect impacts by implementing a 50-foot setback from 

any such areas.  (See, Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a.)  In fact, Corral Hollow Creek itself is actually 

located well off the Project Site, in the 3,500 acre open space preserve area.  (See, e.g., Appendix 

C-2, 2015 NOREAS Report, Figure 6).  Accordingly, as explained above, the proposed project will 

result in no impacts to the Corral Hollow Creek and its associated flood plain and alluvial fan area. 

Response SA2-5:  Per NOREAS, as the proposed Project includes 100-foot setbacks from both California Aqueduct 

and I-580 (in the form of conservation easements – see Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a) and will not 

develop the area that the commenter appears to reference south of Corral Hollow Road, which is 

part of the 3,500 acre open space preserve that will serve as a wildlife movement corridor.   

As has been concluded in twenty-five years of study and confirmed by the 2014 and 2015 updated 

pedestrian-based surveys, the portion of the Project Site that will be developed does not support 

any State or Federally-listed flora and fauna, and is comprised entirely of non-native vegetation and 

low-grade habitat for any native wildlife species.  As such, it is not a high value wildlife linkage 

corridor. 

Additionally, Interstate 580 – which runs through the middle of the Project Site, separating Areas 

A and B from Area C – is a significant barrier which impedes and curtails wildlife movement 

throughout the region, severely limiting the Project site’s utility as a wildlife movement corridor or 

linkage area.  The Project will also implement a 100-foot setback from I-580 in the form of a 

conservation easement to provide for a linkage corridor through the middle of the Project Site 

(between Areas B and C).  (See Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a.) 

The California Aqueduct – which is the border between Area A and B –and Delta-Mendota Canal, 

which is located northeast as functions as the border of Area A/the Project Site, act as stepping 

stone refugia habitat for the dispersal of SJKF and other wildlife species that exist in the region 

outside of the Project Area. These man-made waterways provide unobstructed travel corridors for 

wildlife species to connect to habitats located to the north and south of the Project Site, and would 

not be affected by development of the Project.  The proposed Project includes a 100-foot setback 

from the California Aqueduct, also in the form of conservation easements, to allow wildlife 

movement to persist north/south through a portion of the Project Site (between areas A and B) 

without any significant barriers or blockades.  

The aforementioned 3,500-acre open space area adjacent to Area C was set aside by the Project 

Applicant under a series of conservation easements to protect the integrity of a provides a natural 

corridor to the north and the south extending along the southern coastal mountain ranges of 

11-18



Tracy Hills Specific Plan 

Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

  

  

California. This preserve contains higher quality habitat for all relevant species than the low- grade 

habitat on the Project Site.  

Area C of the Project Site is adjacent to the eastern foothills of the Diablo Mountain Range. The 

Diablo Mountain Range provides a natural wildlife corridor to the north and the south extending 

along the southern coastal mountain ranges of California.  Development of Area C will be limited 

to the relatively flat grasslands south of I-580 and east of the foothills of the mountains, which is 

on the opposite side of the preserve area. As a result, the migration corridor west of the Project 

Site consisting of the Diablo Mountain Range will not be obstructed or significantly impacted.  

Additionally, the Project has been designed such that development of Area C will completely avoid 

direct impacts to the Corral Hollow Creek key linkage corridor (which is located just south of Area 

C) and it corresponding flood plain and alluvial sand movement areas.  (Appendix C-2, NOREAS 

Report.)   Corral Hollow Creek has higher species diversity and value for local and migratory 

wildlife than adjacent locales, and accordingly, the Project complete avoids development of the 

Corral Hollow Creek area to maintain local existing wildlife movement and dispersal linkages. 

Due to the fact that the I-580 completely separates Areas A and B from Area C, even without any 

development of Areas A and B, species are not able to migrate from these Areas to the Diablo 

Mountain Range wildlife corridor.  Accordingly, Area A and B (which encompasses the portion of 

the Project being analyzed by this EIR at the “project-level”) do not function as significant wildlife 

movement corridors nor do they provide linkage to significant habitats.  Additionally, as stated 

above, the 100 setbacks from the California Aqueduct and the I-580, as well as the complete 

avoidance of the Corral Hollow Creek area, provides sufficient wildlife movement such that any 

impacts from the development of the proposed Project would be less-than-significant. (See 

reference within Appendix C-2, Jones & Stokes Evaluation of a proposed Corridor for the San 

Joaquin Kit Fox in the Tracy Hills Development [states that avoiding adverse effects to California 

Aqueduct and Corral Hollow Creek – as explained above, the proposed Project does – would be 

adequate to maintain local existing wildlife movement and dispersal corridors linkages]; see also, 

NOREAS 2105 Report, pp. 4-3, 4-4 [in accord].)   In sum, development of the proposed Project 

(Areas A and B, and adjacent areas of Area C planned for development) will not impede any wildlife 

movement that occurs before development, nor result in any potentially significant impacts on the 

same.   

Finally, it also bears noting that approximately 9 miles east of the Project Site the San Joaquin River 

traverses the agricultural fields on the valley floor of the Central Valley. The River was once 

dominated by riparian forest habitats and provided a major migration corridor through the middle 

of the State. This corridor was primarily used by migratory avian species (Pacific Flyway) but was 

also utilized by mammalian species. The San Joaquin River system is one of the most highly altered 

water systems in the state due to the diversion of water for agricultural purposes. However, the 

Project Site is separated from this regional migratory corridor by extensive existing urban 

development in the City of Tracy and extensive agricultural operations.  There are no natural 

interconnecting habitats between the San Joaquin River and the proposed Project Site. 

Accordingly, the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts on a wildlife movement 

corridor. 

Response SA2-6:  In 2015, NOREAS undertook a focused rare plant survey to determine whether any federally or 

state listed, candidate other special status plant species occur on the Project Site.  (Appendix C-2, 

2015 NOREAS Report, Appendix E.)  As discussed above throughout this revised Biological 
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Resources Section, and consistent with previous surveys, this survey determined that no such plant 

species occur. 

Response SA2-7:  Per NOREAS, the suggested mitigation measure has been added as Mitigation Measure 4.4-1h.  

The revised Biological Resources Section has also added a number of specific mitigation measures 

requiring focused pre-construction surveys. 

Response SA2-8:  Per NOREAS, the suggested additions to the nesting bird avoidance and minimization mitigations 

have been made as part of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1j. 

Response SA2-9:  Per NOREAS, the suggested additions to the wetlands mitigations have been made as part of 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3. 

Response SA2-10:  A focused survey was conducted for the SJKF in 2015, which consistent with all other surveys on 

the Project Site, found that the SJKF is not present anywhere on the Project Site.  (Appendix C-2, 

2015 NOREAS Report, Appendix I.)  The commenter’s recommended change to the mitigation 

measures as made.  (See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c.) 

Response SA2-11:  A focused survey was conducted for the burrowing owl in 2015.  (Appendix C-2, 2015 NOREAS 

Report, Appendix F.)  The commenter’s recommended change to the mitigation measures has been 

made.  (See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1i.) 

Response SA2-12:  A focused survey was conducted for the Swainson’s Hawk in 2015.  (Appendix C-2, 2015 

NOREAS Report, Appendix J.)  The commenter’s recommended change to the mitigation 

measures as made.  (See Mitigation Measures 4.4-1j and 4.4-1k .)  Additionally, there are a very 

limited number of trees on the project Site.  However, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1j ensures that no 

Swainson’s hawk trees will be removed unless infeasible.  Moreover, the 3,500 acre preserve area 

adjacent to the Project Site provides suitable habitat for any Swainson’s hawk displaced by the 

Project (which based on the survey results, such displacement is unlikely in the first instance), 

meaning that no replacement tress on the Project Site are required.   

Response SA2-13:  A focused habitat assessment was conducted for the CTS in 2015.  (Appendix C-2, 2015 NOREAS 

Report, Appendix H.)  The commenter’s recommended change to the mitigation measures as 

made.  (See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1f.) 

Response SA2-14:  A focused habitat assessment was conducted for the CRLF in 2015.  (Appendix C-2, 2015 

NOREAS Report, Appendix G.)  The commenter’s recommended change to the mitigation 

measures has been made.  (See Mitigation Measure 4.4-1g.) 

 

11-20



11-21



Cont.

11-22



Cont.

11-23



Cont.

11-24



Cont.

11-25



11-26



Tracy Hills Specific Plan 

Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

  

  

Letter SA3 

State of California, California State Transportation Agency 

Department of Transportation 

District 10 Director 

Tom Dumas 

Chief, Office of Metropolitan Planning 

February 5, 2015 

  

 

Response SA3-1:  The City of Tracy has collected data on the typical travel patterns of residents and 

businesses and has developed customized trip generation rates. These trip generation rates 

are more accurate compared to published ITE rates and are representative of the Tracy 

community. These customized trip generation rates have been used to develop the City 

TMP Horizon year (2035) and TMP Buildout Travel Demand Model (TDM); they are for 

used in the evaluation of potential impacts generated by all future development 

assumptions. Land use growth for the model is consistent with the City of Tracy General 

Plan. In addition, the Tracy Travel Demand Model tiers off the San Joaquin COG Travel 

Demand Model for regional roadway connections within San Joaquin County as well as 

travel to and from Alameda County and further west. The Tracy Travel Demand Model 

trip generation rates are overall higher when compared to ITE trip generation rates as 

shown in Table 3.6: Tracy Travel Demand Model Peak Hour Vehicle Trip Generation 

Rates vs ITE Peak Hour Trip Generation Rates, of the City of Tracy TMP. The City 

respectfully disagrees with Caltrans comment is position; using ITE rates would have 

underestimated the number of trips anticipated based on the mix of land uses in Phase 1. 

Phase 1 would generate approximately 1,542 trips in the AM peak hour and 2,299 trips in 

the PM peak hour based on the Tracy Travel Demand Model trip generation rates. Using 

ITE trip generation rates, Phase 1 would generate 1,088 trips in the AM peak hour and 

1,524 trips in the PM peak hour. Using ITE trip generation rates, project buildout would 

generate 6,942 trips in the AM peak hour and 10,042 trips in the PM peak hour. Using the 

City Model rates, project buildout would generate 7,831 trips during the AM peak hour 

and 14,064 trips during the PM peak hours at buildout conditions.  The Model rates were 

used in the analysis. The Draft SEIR evaluates the potential impacts of the entire project 

through buildout. 

Response SA3-2A: Contrary to the Caltrans comment that the trip distribution is inaccurate, the City believes 

the traffic model, developed for City General Plan Buildout, tiering off the SJCOG model 

for 2035, is accurate. In this Draft SEIR, traffic analysis consistency was also observed 

between the City model and the Alameda County model, which further supports the 

finding that the model is indeed accurate. 

 The model is accurate because it is consistent with the following: 

 Regional land use growth forecasts for both San Joaquin County and Alameda County 

 Regional planned transportation improvements 
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 Regional economic historic data and forecasts 

 Local General Plan development forecasts, as adopted by City Council 

 The community and regional governing agencies 

 Several development projects, which are currently in construction and final map 

phases and areconsistent with local and regional planning efforts. 

 The Tracy Travel Demand Model tiers off the San Joaquin COG Travel Demand Model 

for regional roadway connections between and through the City and within San Joaquin 

County as well as travel to and from Alameda County and further west.  In addition, the 

adopted San Joaquin County General Plan Buildout projections, City Buildout 

projections, and land use development scenarios indicate an improved jobs-to-housing 

balance resulting in a greater number of future traffic trips staying locally within the City 

of Tracy and in the County. The City Transportation Master Plan indicates forecasts 

64,182 employed persons for year 2035, an increase of 40,078 (or 166.3 percent) from 

24,104 in 2006. Dwelling units are forecasted to increase from 26,789 to 40,506 in 2035, 

a 51.4 percent increase from 2006. The number of jobs are thus forecasted to increase 3 

times more when compared to the increase in housing. Increased jobs would result in a 

reduction in the percent of traffic leaving the City on a daily basis. This is clearly reflected 

in the traffic generation and trip distribution.  

 The City recently approved the Cordes Ranch Specific Plan which includes approximately 

1,462 net acres of commercial, office, manufacturing, warehouse, and distribution uses. 

This increase in employment is forecasted to ultimately decrease traffic onto the regional 

road system. This increase in employment is forecasted to decrease traffic on the regional 

road system. FedEx, Cordes Building 1 and Medline are already under construction. The 

City also recently approved the following development projects that would  create local 

employment opportunities: SuperLube, Prime Car Wash, McDonalds, Red Robin, WinCo, 

Bevmo, FasTrak car wash, Arco gas station, new Animal Shelter, St Bernard’s Pre-school, 

CMC Rebar, El Pollo Loco, Dunkin Donuts, Tracy Collision Center, Sutter Hospital, 

Amazon and Shops at Northgate Village. These projects are anticipated to provide 

employment opportunities, furthering the City’s 2013-2015 Economic Development 

Strategy,   thereby resulting in greater internal trip capture and fewer trips leaving the City. 

 In addition, the jobs-to-housing balance identified in the Sustainable Community 

Strategies for the region (see Page 1-3 in Chapter 1) results in many trips staying local 

within Tracy. It illustrates that there is an increased demand in external travel towards the 

Stockton area and less growth in travel demand to Alameda County and points further to 

the west. In addition, implementation of the more recently completed Sustainable 

Community Strategies for the region (Page 5-3 to 5-5, Chapter 5) would result in higher 

densities and reduced Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and could further reduce regional 

travel demand. The assumptions for the Project distribution are based on the adopted 

SJCOG Travel Demand Model and the Tracy Travel Demand Model. Both of these 

correlate with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Tracy Transportation 

Master Plan (TMP). The trip distribution  
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Response SA3-2B:  Contrary to the Caltrans comment that the trip distribution is inaccurate, the City believes 

the traffic model, developed for City General Plan Buildout, tiering off the SJCOG model 

for 2035, is accurate. In this Draft SEIR, traffic analysis consistency was also observed 

between the City model and the Alameda County model, which further supports the 

finding that the model is indeed accurate. 

 The model is accurate because it is consistent with the following: 

 Regional land use growth forecasts for both San Joaquin County and Alameda County 

 Regional planned transportation improvements 

 Regional economic historic data and forecasts 

 Local General Plan development forecasts, as adopted by City Council 

 The community and regional governing agencies 

 Several development projects, which are currently in construction and final map 

phases and are consistent with local and regional planning efforts.  

 The City of Tracy Roadway Transportation Master Plan Buildout assumptions for the City 

of Tracy were adopted by the City Council in 2012 and are consistent with the General 

Plan update adopted in 2011. Caltrans’ disagreement with the General Plan land use 

growth assumptions, as stated in their comment, are inconsistent with City of Tracy, San 

Joaquin County and San Joaquin Council of Governments policies and goals. These goals 

and policies are also reflected in the City Sustainable Action Plan, which aims to reduce 

GHG and reduce VMT for Tracy residents. Regional trips to and from Tracy are 

consistent with the San Joaquin COG Travel Demand Model, as adopted by SJCOG and 

widely used within the County by all local agencies. In addition, the SJCOG model is 

calibrated to reflect regional trips to and from Alameda County and thus consistency has 

been established between the two travel demand models at the County line. The City and 

COG models both reflect the anticipated improved jobs-to-housing balance within San 

Joaquin County and more specifically within the City of Tracy, consistent with City land 

use growth and subsequent travel patterns.  

 The THSP Project is expected to be implemented over the life span of the General Plan. 

As future land uses in the General Plan develop, the road network will be expanded within 

the City and the County, and travel patterns would change compared to the existing 

conditions. The existing and future conditions analyses reflect this anticipated change 

accurately and reflect future conditions and changed travel patterns. The expansion of the 

road network is adopted in the City of Tracy Citywide Roadway and Transportation 

Master Plan. A more balanced jobs-to-housing ratio would result in more trips having 

origins and destinations within Tracy. The re-distribution of trips with origins and 

destinations within the City as more development occurs and jobs are created, is consistent 

with the assumptions under the 2011 General Plan and the THSP, and is clearly reflected 

in the Draft SEIR analysis. Within the THSP, as more employment -related land uses 

develop, internal distribution within the THSP and the City would increase, thus resulting 

in less regional trips traveling outside of the City boundaries.   
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 The City just approved the Cordes Ranch Specific Plan which includes approximately 

1,462 net acres of commercial, office, manufacturing, warehouse, and distribution uses. 

This increase in employment is forecasted to decrease traffic on the regional road system. 

FedEx, Cordes Building 1 and Medline are already under construction. The City also 

recently approved the following development projects that would  create local 

employment opportunities: SuperLube, , Prime Car Wash, McDonalds, Red Robin, 

WinCo, Bevmo, FasTrak car wash, Arco gas station, new Animal Shelter, St Bernard’s 

Pre-school, CMC Rebar, El Pollo Loco, Dunkin Donuts, Tracy Collision Center, Sutter 

Hospital, Amazon and Shops at Northgate Village. These projects are anticipated to 

provide employment opportunities, furthering the City’s 2013-2015 Economic 

Development Strategy,   thereby resulting in greater internal trip capture and fewer trips 

leaving the City. Thus, a change in travel patterns as a result of recent land use decisions 

is already occurring. 

 The City Transportation Master Plan indicates 64,182 employed persons in the City for 

year 2035, an increase of 40,078 or 166.3 percent from 24,104 in year2006. The TMP also 

indicates that dwelling units will increase from 26,789 in 2006 to 40,506 in 2035, a 51.4 

percent increase.  The number of jobs are thus forecasted to increase 3 times more 

compared to the increase in housing. Increased jobs would result in a reduction in the 

percent of traffic leaving the City on a daily basis. This is clearly reflected in the traffic 

generation and trip distribution. . 

 The Tracy Travel Demand Model indicates that the growth in Tracy traffic (from existing 

conditions to year 2035) would result in the internal trip distribution increasing from the 

existing 48 percent to 49% percent in the AM peak hour and  decrease from 64% percent 

to 49% percent in the PM peak hour.  Tracy Trips headed westbound on I-580 towards 

Alameda County and beyond, would decrease from 7% percent to 1% percent in the AM 

peak hour and stay at about 1% percent in the PM peak hour. Trips from Alameda County 

and beyond to Tracy would remain at about 1% percent during the AM peak hour and 

decrease from 3.5% percent to 1.3% percent in the PM peak hour.  

 Economic development data received from the City of Tracy indicates that between 2000 

and 2008, the jobs-to-housing ratio remained consistent at approximately 1.19 

(approximately 12 jobs for every 10 homes). Between 2008 and 2014, the jobs-to-housing 

ratio showed a gradual improvement, increasing to 1.46 (approximately 15 jobs for every 

10 homes). This increase already results in more trips staying local to Tracy. The City 

recently approved the Cordes Ranch Specific Plan which includes approximately 1,462 

net acres of commercial, office, manufacturing, warehouse, and distribution uses. This 

increase in employment is forecasted to ultimately decrease traffic onto the regional road 

system. This increase in employment is forecasted to decrease traffic on the regional road 

system. FedEx, Cordes Building 1 and Medline are already under construction. The City 

also recently approved the following development projects that would  create local 

employment opportunities: SuperLube, , Prime Car Wash, McDonalds, Red Robin, 

WinCo, Bevmo, FasTrak car wash, Arco gas station, new Animal Shelter, St Bernard’s 

Pre-school, CMC Rebar, El Pollo Loco, Dunkin Donuts, Tracy Collision Center, Sutter 
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Hospital, Amazon and Shops at Northgate Village. These projects are anticipated to 

provide employment opportunities, furthering the City’s 2013-2015 Economic 

Development Strategy,   thereby resulting in greater internal trip capture and fewer trips 

leaving the City. The City strongly disagrees with the Caltrans statement that less residents 

will live and work in the City compared to what is presented in the regional and local 

planning records indicated above. The data presented here also indicates that the trend of 

increased jobs in Tracy is already occurring with the approval of more employment related 

development in the past few years. 

Response SA3-2C: The commenter notes that Phase 1A (near term) trip distribution percentage to I-580 is 

higher compared to 2035 and Buildout.  This is an accurate statement, but not a reflection 

of inaccuracy in the calculations. In the near term, fewer jobs are available in Tracy and 

San Joaquin County and the traffic would distribute onto I-580. As the City and the 

County develop and employment opportunities within the City grow, the road network in 

Tracy would also expand, additional interchanges would be constructed (e.g. Lammers 

Road Interchange), and less traffic would distribute to I-580 along Corral Hollow Road. 

Spine Road will be extended to the future Lammers Road as the THSP builds out and 

Phase 1A trips would connect to both Lammers Road and Corral Hollow Road. Long 

term demand would decrease on the southerly leg of Spine Road at Corral Hollow Road.  

 The General Plan Buildout jobs-to-housing balance within the City of Tracy and the 

THSP results in changed travel patterns and more trips having origins and destinations 

within Tracy and within the THSP. The change in THSP traffic volumes from starting 

with Phase 1A to through Year 2035 (General Plan) and Project Buildout clearly indicates 

this substantiates the change in travel patterns.  Within the THSP Project Area, the 

development of mixed land uses between Phase 1A, for Year 2035, and for Buildout 

would also result in an increase in internal trips and a reduction in external trips and overall 

trip lengths for the Project. Thus, trip reductions on the City and regional road network 

decrease due to THSP mixed land use development and more employment related 

development within the City of Tracy. The THSP Project is expected to be implemented 

over the life span of the General Plan. The analysis accurately reflects this anticipated 

change in development and distribution of traffic and accurately reflects future conditions, 

as adopted in the City of Tracy Citywide Roadway and Transportation Master Plan. The 

shift in the jobs-to-housing balance to accommodate more jobs in Tracy would result in 

more trips having origins and destinations within Tracy. The re-routing of Project Phase 

1A trips away from I-580 as the City road network is expanded and more Project trips 

stay local, is consistent with the General Plan. This is clearly reflected in the Draft SEIR 

analysis. The City strongly disagrees with the Caltrans statement that less residents will 

live and work in the City compared to what is presented in the adopted regional and local 

planning documentation indicated above. The data presented here also indicates that the 

trend of increased jobs in Tracy is already occurring with the approval of more 

employment related development in the past few years. 

Response SA3-2D: Contrary to the Caltrans comment that the trip distribution is inaccurate, the City believes 

the traffic model, developed for City General Plan Buildout, tiering off the SJCOG model 
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for 2035, is accurate. In this Draft SEIR, traffic analysis consistency was also observed 

between the City model and the Alameda County model, which further supports the 

finding that the model is indeed accurate. 

 The model is accurate because it is consistent with the following: 

 Regional land use growth forecasts for both San Joaquin County and Alameda County 

 Regional planned transportation improvements 

 Regional economic historic data and forecasts 

 Local General Plan development forecasts, as adopted by City Council 

 The community and regional governing agencies 

Several development projects, that are currently in construction and final map phases and are consistent with 

local and regional planning efforts. The SJCOG Travel Demand Model forms the basis 

of the City of Tracy Travel Demand Model. The Buildout of the San Joaquin County cities 

would result in increased employment in the County and subsequently travel patterns 

would change. The trip distribution for the THSP was calculated based on the City Travel 

Demand Model for existing, 2035 conditions, and on anticipated buildout year of Phase 

1A. Currently and for buildout of Phase 1A, more trips travel to Alameda County. 

However, the model and the City General Plan indicates a more balanced jobs-to-housing 

ratio for General Plan buildout within the City composed compared to existing conditions. 

Subsequently, more trips would stay in the City and the San Joaquin County area and 

future trips would divert to the Stockton area. Thus, the change in travel patterns would 

result in a lower distribution towards the west along I-580. The assumptions for the 

distribution are based on the adopted SJCOG model and the Tracy TDM which correlates 

with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The traffic distribution and assignment 

reflects this forecast accurately. The analysis is deemed complete and accurately identifies 

the potential project impacts. The City strongly disagrees with the Caltrans statement that 

less residents will live and work in the City compared to what is presented in the adopted 

regional and local planning documentation indicated above. The data presented here also 

indicates that the trend of increased jobs in Tracy is already occurring with the approval 

of more employment related development in the past few years. 

Response SA3-3:  The Existing Plus Phase 1a conditions analysis evaluates the Project on the existing 

roadway network because occupancy of the first phase is expected within the e near term 

(next 4-5 years). Cumulative projects are thus not included in Phase 1a conditions. The 

location of THSP Phase 1a close to I-580 and the Corral Hollow Road Interchange 

accurately reflects near term conditions. Cordes Ranch traffic, a project currently in 

construction utilizes Mountain House Parkway interchanges to I-580 and I-205 and Old 

Schulte Road to the City.  

 Interim improvements have been identified for Phase 1a conditions to mitigate short term 

impacts. These improvements are either non TMP, which will be funded by the developer, 

or partial TMP improvements for which the developer will receive a fee credit. The Phase 

1a improvements shall be implemented at   the time development thresholds identified in 

the traffic analysis are triggered. Longer term improvements that would include 

11-32



Tracy Hills Specific Plan 

Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

  

  

cumulative projects, as accounted for in cumulative conditions analysis, with subsequent 

mitigation and additional roadway improvements. 

 All approved projects with the City General Plan are included in the Cumulative 

Conditions analysis for 2035 conditions. The Cumulative Conditions analysis indicates 

Tracy TMP improvements and also identifies any additional improvements that may be 

required beyond the TMP improvements. Phase 1A is expected to start construction 

within the next couple of years and would be fully developed in the next four to five years. 

This is considered a near term condition. The additional traffic volume demand for 

approved projects is identified in the cumulative analysis along with funding strategies for 

roadway infrastructure. In the immediate vicinity, approved major projects include the 

Ellis and Cordes Ranch Specific Plans. The analysis adequately addresses the roadway 

infrastructure needs for all approved projects. Thus, the comment stating that approved 

projects are not analyzed is plainly incorrect.  

Response SA3-4A: For the level of service (LOS) and vehicle delay analysis, Synchro traffic engineering 

software was used to evaluate operating conditions (arriving volume versus capacity) at 

the study intersections. Synchro's unsignalized intersection delay is based on the methods 

in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). The City and Caltrans uses the 2010 

version of the HCM for analysis of intersection operations. Signalized and unsignalized 

intersection delay is based on the ability of vehicles to progress through the intersection. 

The HCM LOS and delay analysis methodology does not include queue delay in the 

calculation, because the queues are a result of the ability of the vehicle to progress. Thus, 

if a vehicle cannot pass through the intersection, and arrivals continue to occur, the queues 

will continue to build up.  Queue results are indicated on the output sheets from Synchro 

and then utilized to make recommendation for increased storage, if required. If queues 

are observed during field visits or in the analysis they will further be evaluated in a separate 

analysis (i.e., SimTraffic). Also, if the overall intersection delay is unacceptable (LOS E or 

F), queues will typically exceed the available storage length and are identified as such. 

Segments within Synchro were modified to obtain turning movement queue demand for 

concept design purposes, and does not impact intersection levels of service. 

 The I-580 westbound and eastbound ramp intersections at Corral Hollow Road have low 

existing traffic volumes; the level of service is acceptable (LOS B or better on the ramp 

approaches), and queues are negligible.  The ramps widen out at the intersections and have 

de facto turn lanes (i.e., two vehicles can wait side by side to make turns in different 

directions). Coding the ramps with only one off-ramp lane versus two makes no difference 

in the analyzed delay or resulting LOS for the intersection. Having the ability to service 

two cars at the same time does improve operations, and this is then reflected in the 

analysis, which correlates with queues observed in the field. The following comparison 

between one versus two lanes on the ramp segment illustrates this result. The Synchro 

files were changed to reflect the Caltrans comment. The eastbound and westbound off-

ramp geometry at Intersections #1 and #2 were updated to reflect the one-lane ramp 

geometry but also to accurately depict the widening of the roadway geometry under 

existing conditions.  
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 The results for the changed layout at Intersection #1 are as follows: 

 The changed delay (LOS) for Existing Conditions at Intersection #1: Corral Hollow 

Road / I-580 eastbound Ramps for Existing Conditions is 3.0 s/veh (A) and 10.5 

s/veh (B), for the AM and PM peak hours respectively, compared to 2.9 s/veh(A) 

and 10.1 (B), for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.  

 The changed delay (LOS) for the intersection for Existing Plus Phase 1a Conditions 

is 8.5 s/veh (A) and 290.1 s/veh (F), for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, 

compared to 7.9 s/veh (A) and 280.7 (F) for the AM and PM peak hours, 

respectively, as in the Draft SEIR.  

 The analysis results indicate that no additional impacts are identified, and thus, no 

change to the mitigation measures are required at for Intersection #1. The updated 

analysis shows that the delay and LOS results would have negligible impact from 

the results identified in the Draft SEIR. It should be noted that the updated results 

for Intersection #1 are also affected by the change in left-turn signal control to split 

phasing (See response to comment SA3-7). 

 The changed results for Intersection #2 are as follows: 

 The changed delay (LOS) for Existing Conditions at Intersection #2: Corral Hollow 

Road / I-580 westbound Ramps for Existing Conditions is 3.7 s/veh (A) and 1.1 

s/veh (A), for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, compared to 3.6 s/veh (A) 

and 1.1 s/veh (A), for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, as stated in the 

DSEIR 

 The changed delay (LOS) for the intersection for Existing Plus Phase 1a Conditions 

is 4.3 s/veh (A) and 1.6 s/veh (A), for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively, 

compared to 4.0 s/veh (A) and 1.6 s/veh (A), for the AM and PM peak hours, 

respectively, as in the Draft SEIR. 

 The Draft SEIR previously reported the following delay (LOS) for Intersection #2 in 

Tables 4.13-16 and 4.13-59, respectively: 

 In Existing Conditions, 3.6 s/veh (A) and 1.1 (A), for the AM and PM peak hours 

respectively 

 In Existing Plus Phase 1a Conditions, 4.0 s/veh (A) and 1.6 (A) for the AM and 

PM peak hours, respectively. 

 The analysis results with the changed segment layout indicate that no additional 

impacts are identified, and thus, no change to the mitigation measures are required 

at Intersection #2. The updated analysis shows that the delay and LOS results 

would have a negligible change in operations compared to the results identified in 

the Draft SEIR. No additional impacts are identified.  

Response SA3-4B: For the level of service (LOS) and vehicle delay analysis, Synchro traffic engineering 

software was used to evaluate operating conditions (arriving volume versus capacity) at 

the study intersections. Synchro’s unsignalized intersection delay is based on the methods 

in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). The City of Tracy and Caltrans use the 

2010 version of the HCM for analysis of intersection operations. Signalized and 
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unsignalized intersection delay is based on the ability of vehicles to progress through the 

intersection. The HCM LOS and delay analysis methodology does not include queue delay 

in the calculation, because the queues are a result of the ability of the vehicle to progress. 

Thus, if a vehicle cannot pass through the intersection, and arrivals continue to occur, the 

queues will continue to build up.  Queue results are indicated on the output sheets from 

Synchro and then utilized to make recommendation for increased storage, if required. If 

queues are observed during field visits or in the analysis, they will further be evaluated in 

a separate analysis i.e. SimTraffic. Also, if the overall intersection delay is unacceptable 

(LOS E or F), queues will typically exceed the available storage length and are identified 

as such.   

 In the case of the I-580 westbound and eastbound ramp approaches at Mountain House 

Parkway (Patterson Pass Road), existing volumes are low and the LOS at the approaches 

are acceptable; therefore, the queued vehicles are not considered. Furthermore, at the 

ramp terminals, the roadway geometry widens to allow two vehicles to progress from the 

limit line side-by-side, which improves capacity at the intersection. The eastbound and 

westbound off-ramp geometry at Intersections #13 and #14 has been revised to 

accurately reflect the one-lane ramp geometry and also to accurately analyze the widening 

of the roadway geometry in existing conditions.  

 The results of the analysis are as follows: 

 For Intersection #13 (Mountain House Parkway/I-580): 

 The changed delay (LOS) for Existing Conditions Intersection #13: Mountain 

House Parkway / I-580 eastbound ramps for is 3.9 s/veh (A) and 62.6 s/veh (F), 

for the AM and PM peak hours respectively.  

 The changed delay (LOS) for the intersection for Existing Plus Phase 1a Conditions 

increases to 4.3 s/veh (A) and 101.3 s/veh (F), for the AM and PM peak hours, 

respectively.  

 The Draft SEIR reported the following delay (LOS) for Intersection #13 in Tables 4.13-

16 and 4.13-59, respectively:  

 In Existing Conditions, 1.3 s/veh (A) and 59.3 (F), for the AM and PM peak hours 

respectively 

 In Existing Plus Phase 1a Conditions, 3.7 s/veh (A) and 96.9 (F) for the AM and 

PM peak hours, respectively. 

 The results for Intersection #14 are therefore as follows: 

 The changed delay (LOS) for Existing Conditions Intersection #14: Mountain 

House Parkway / I-580 westbound ramps is 10.1 s/veh (B) and 1.7 s/veh (A), for 

the AM and PM peak hours respectively.  

 The changed delay (LOS) for the intersection for Existing Plus Phase 1a Conditions 

is 11.3 s/veh (B) and 2.5 s/veh (A), for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.  
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 The Draft SEIR reported the following delay (LOS) for Intersection #14 in Tables 4.13-

16 and 4.13-59, respectively: 

 In Existing Conditions, 2.1 s/veh (A) and 1.6 (A), for the AM and PM peak hours 

respectively 

 In Existing Plus Phase 1a Conditions, 9.9 s/veh (A) and 2.3 (A) for the AM and 

PM peak hours, respectively. 

 The updated analysis shows that the delay and LOS results would have a negligible 

change compared the operations identified in the Draft SEIR. No additional 

impacts are identified. 

Response SA3-5:  Coding these off-ramps with only one lane makes no difference in the analyzed delay or 

resulting level of service (LOS). The following explanation of the methodology applied 

justifies why: 

 Synchro traffic engineering software evaluates operating conditions (arriving 

volume versus capacity) at the study intersections. Synchro's unsignalized 

intersection delay is based on the methods in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual 

(HCM), which are used by the City and for the analysis of intersection operations. 

 Signalized and unsignalized intersection delay is based on the ability of vehicles to 

progress through the intersection. The HCM LOS and delay analysis methodology 

does not include queue delay in the calculation because the queues are a result of 

the ability of the vehicle to progress. Thus, if a vehicle cannot pass through the 

intersection, and arrivals continue to occur, the queues will continue to build up.   

 Queue results are indicated on the output sheets from Synchro, then utilized to 

make recommendation for increased storage, if required. If queues are observed 

during field visits or in the analysis they will further be evaluated in a separate 

analysis i.e. SimTraffic. Also, if the overall intersection delay is unacceptable (LOS 

E or F), queues will typically exceed the available storage length and are identified 

as such. 

 The analysis results will be updated to include the correct lane configurations (one through 

lane northbound) in the AM peak hour.  

 The results for Intersection #13 (Corral Hollow Road/I-580) are as follows: 

 The delay (LOS) for Intersection #2: Corral Hollow Road / I-580 westbound 

Ramps for Existing Conditions is 3.7 s/veh (A) and 1.1 s/veh (A), for the AM and 

PM peak hours respectively.  

 The delay (LOS) for the intersection for Existing Plus Phase 1a Conditions is 4.3 

s/veh (A) and 1.6 s/veh (A), for the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.  

 The resulting delay (LOS) for the intersection for Existing Plus Project 2035 

Conditions is 7942.1 s/veh (F) and 238.9 s/veh (F), for the AM and PM peak hours, 

respectively.   

 The Draft SEIR previously reported the following delay (LOS) for Intersection #2 in 

Tables 4.13-16, 4.13-59 and 4.13-19, respectively:  
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 In Existing Conditions, 3.6 s/veh (A) and 1.1 (A), for the AM and PM peak hours 

respectively 

 In Existing Plus Phase 1a Conditions, 4.0 s/veh (A) and 1.6 (A) for the AM and 

PM peak hours 

 In Existing Plus Project 2035 Conditions, the LOS in F in both the AM and PM 

peak hours.  

 The updated analysis shows that the delay and LOS results would have a negligible 

changed compared to the Draft SEIR results. No additional impacts are identified, 

and thus, no change to the mitigation measures are required. 

Response SA3-6:  Peak Hour Factor (PHF) is a factor that is used in the algorithms to calculate delay and 

adjust traffic volumes fluctuations (expressed in 15 minute intervals) over the course of 

the peak hour analyzed. If volumes are consistently the same during each 15 minute 

increment over the hour, the PHF is at or close to 1. If traffic volumes during one 15 

minute interval is high and the others are lower, the PHF decreases. Urban conditions and 

congested operating conditions are typically characterized by a higher PHF, closer to 1. 

Many agencies utilizes a PHF of 1 for cumulative analysis, including VTA, SFMTA, and 

Alameda CTC. The City of Tracy TMP has adopted the use of a Peak Hour Factor 1.0 

(PHF) for all future conditions in their TMP, a policy document. As traffic grows in the 

future, the peak hours are expected to spread out (e.g., from 5-6 AM to 5-9 AM) as hourly 

volumes will be close to capacity and very consistent when measured over 15 minute 

intervals over the peak hour. This phenomenon is already occurring on the I-205 freeway 

as the peak hours are spread out over a longer morning period (e.g. 5-9 AM) and afternoon 

period. Using existing PHF values for future conditions would overestimate the demand 

for capacity. For the THSP future conditions the PHF is projected to be at or close to 1.0, 

the LOS, delays, and queues are not underestimated. Using the existing PHF for 

cumulative conditions would result in an overestimation of required improvements, and 

would be inconsistent with the City of Tracy TMP and TIF. 

Response SA3-7:  Installation of signal control at intersections are governed by the 2014 California Manual 

of Uniform Control Devices (CA MUTCD) which allows for permissive phasing which 

was used in the Draft SEIR analysis.  The phasing was however changed per Caltrans 

request to split phase; only one approach will have a green signal display while other 

approaches have a red signal display.  

 The results, when implementing split phased signal timing indicate that the intersections 

would continue to operate at acceptable LOS. The resulting delay (LOS) for Intersection 

#1: Corral Hollow Road / I-580 eastbound Ramps are as follows: 

 for Existing Plus Phase 1A Mitigations, 7.4 s/veh (A) and 15.3 s/veh (B), for the AM 

and PM peak hours, respectively 

 The Draft SEIR previously reported the following delay (LOS) for Intersection #1 in 

Tables 4.13-16 and 4.13-59, respectively: 
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 for Existing Plus Phase 1A Mitigations, 6.6 s/veh (A) and 25.2 s/veh (C), for the AM 

and PM peak hours, respectively  

 

The updated analysis shows that the delay and LOS results would not result in any 

impacts and that the results are consistent with the Draft SEIR results. 

Response SA3-8:   The updated Synchro files will be provided to Caltrans. 

Response SA3-9:  The Commenter notes that Phase 1a (near term) trip distribution percentage to I-580 is 

higher compared to 2035 and Buildout conditions.  This is an accurate statement, and not 

a reflection of inaccuracy in the calculations. In the near term, less jobs are available in 

Tracy and San Joaquin County. As a result of this assumption, the traffic distributes onto 

I-580 and the traffic distributes into I-580. As the City and the County develop and local 

jobs increase, the road network in Tracy will also expand, additional interchanges 

constructed, and less traffic will distribute to I-580 along Corral Hollow Road. Spine Road 

will have been extended to the future Lammers Road as the THSP builds out. Long -term 

demand will decrease on the southbound approach of Spine Road to Corral Hollow Road. 

The General Plan Buildout jobs-to-housing balance within the City of Tracy and the 

THSP results in changed travel patterns and more trips having origins and destinations 

within Tracy and within the THSP. The change in THSP traffic volumes between Phase 

1a, 2035 and Project Buildout indicates substantiates the change.  Within the Project, the 

development of mixed land uses between Phase 1a, 2035 and Buildout also changes 

internal reductions and travel patterns. The Project is expected to be implemented over 

the life span of the General Plan. The analysis accurately reflects this anticipated change 

in development and distribution of traffic and accurately reflects future conditions, as 

adopted in the City of Tracy Citywide Roadway and Transportation Master Plan. The shift 

in the jobs-to-housing to accommodate more jobs will result in more trips having origins 

and destinations within Tracy and instead traveling north on Lammers road and Corral 

Hollow Road. In addition, the construction of Lammers Road and the Lammers Road 

interchange with I-580 will result in traffic traveling north-west on Spine Road. Note that 

Spine Road is not connected to Lammers Road for Phase 1a conditions. The diversion of 

Project Phase 1a trips away from I-580 as the City of Tracy road network and land uses 

areas expanded and more trips stay local, is consistent with the General Plan. This is clearly 

reflected in the analysis. 

Response SA3-10A: Table 4.13-27 correctly refers to the widening of the Corral Hollow Road overpass over 

I-580, as indicated in the City TMP, addition assumes a widened bridge/new bridge to 

accommodate a southbound left -turn pocket and a northbound left -turn pocket for the 

I-580 eastbound and westbound ramps, respectively. The addition of a southbound left 

and a northbound left are continuous across the bridge and presents a “trap lane” in both 

directions. Widening of the bridge to four lanes is included in the City TMP and identified 

in the Draft SEIR. No additional widening would be required.  This improvements is 

funded through the City TMP and City Impact Fee Program. The corresponding Synchro 

files correctly show this lane configuration and thus, does not affect the analysis 

results.  The signal timing changes made to the analysis indicated in Comment SA3-7 do 
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affect the intersection delay and& LOS but it continues to operate at acceptable LOS (see 

Response to Comment SA3-7). The two dedicated off-ramp lanes on eastbound and 

westbound I-580 were incorrectly coded and updated to reflect only one off-ramp lane. 

This change does not affect the intersection delay and LOS result because the ramp 

terminus would still be widened to accommodate the intersection approach lanes shown 

in the Synchro files for the respective scenarios.  

Response SA3-10B: The proposed mitigations in the Draft SEIR are accurate and consistent with the 

geometric/lane configurations in the Synchro analysis. The analysis in the Draft SEIR and 

the City TMP indicates that the ramp intersections at the Corral Hollow Road/I-580 

interchange have specific movement LOS worse than D as stated by Caltrans.  However, 

the LOS D on these individual movements does not affect queuing adversely and the 

overall LOS C standard for Caltrans is maintained with the proposed mitigation in Table 

4.13-20. Queuing is reported in the individual Synchro output sheets in the Appendix to 

the Draft SEIR.  Signals at the ramp intersections will be coordinated per Caltrans 

standard requirements. 

Response SA3-10C: Table 4.13-27 correctly refers to the widening of the Corral Hollow Road overpass, as 

indicated in the TMP, as the addition of a southbound left turn pocket and a northbound 

left turn pocket for the I-580 eastbound and westbound ramps, respectively. The addition 

of a southbound left and a northbound left are continuous across the bridge and presents 

a “trap lane” in both directions. Widening of the bridge to four lanes will be required.  The 

corresponding Synchro files correctly show this lane configuration. The signal timing 

changes made to the analysis indicated in Comment SA3- do affect the intersection delay 

& LOS but it continues to operate at an acceptable LOS (see Response to Comment SA3-

7). The two dedicated off-ramp lanes on eastbound and westbound I-580 were incorrectly 

coded and updated to reflect only one off-ramp lane. This change does not affect the 

intersection delay & LOS result as the ramp intersection would be widened to 

accommodate the intersection approach lanes shown in the Synchro files for the 

respective scenarios. The proposed mitigations are accurate and consistent with the 

proposed geometric/lane configurations in the Synchro analysis. The indicates specifically 

for the Corral Hollow Road ramps in the TMP and beyond TMP lane configurations in 

Table 4.13-27 have movement delay or LOS results worse than LOS D.  The queues at 

these movements do lower not impact overall operations and the overall LOS standard 

Caltrans require is met.  

Response SA3-11: The westbound loop onramp is coded correctly as being controlled and not free. The 

controlled movement would provide improved opportunities for bicycles and pedestrians 

to cross the bridge and improve mobility for non-automotive modes of transport, 

consistent with City General Plan Policies and Caltrans Policies. 

Response SA3-12:  Appendix H in the Draft SEIR indicates a conceptual layout of the interchange geometry 

to accommodate the westbound loop-on ramp and receiving lanes at Corral Hollow Road 

and I-580. This layout would result in relocating the westbound ramp terminal farther to 
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the north on Corral Hollow Road. The comment from Caltrans has been adhered to in 

the analysis.   

Response SA3-13: The Draft SEIR addresses STAA and other truck routes in detail for the internal Project 

road network and the City road network in Section 4.13-2. Furthermore, the Tracy TMP 

does not identify Corral Hollow Road north of Linne Road as an STAA truck route. 

Between Linne Road and the I-580 interchange it is a STAA route in the TMP. During 

the design review process and future submittal of tentative maps, truck turning geometric 

requirements and maneuvers will be adhered to per the City and State (Caltrans) 

requirements.  The Draft SEIR adequately addresses truck and STAA traffic and roadway 

design requirements to accommodate heavy vehicle traffic.  No further analysis is 

required. 

Response SA3-14: The Lammers Road interchange at I-580 is a key access location in the future City of Tracy 

road network. This interchange was previously identified in the 1999 Transportation City 

of Tracy Master Plan and is again included in the General Plan and in the 2012 City of 

Tracy Transportation Master Plan. The interchange is also funded in the City TIF 

program. The City TIF is an AB 1600 mechanism through which the City collects fair 

share traffic impact fees from all future development to provide funding for expansion 

and improvements of the existing roadway system to maintain acceptable traffic operating 

conditions. The Lammers Road interchange is a new interchange and will be constructed 

to maintain the required City and Caltrans operating conditions. Maintaining acceptable 

operating conditions on the regional road network is also a requirement of Caltrans and 

SJCOG. The City TIF includes a collection of funds from all future Citywide development 

and other grant funding sources to fully fund the construction of the new Lammers 

Road/I-580 interchange.  The Lammers Road interchange is thus an acceptable and 

feasible mitigation for the Project as identified in the Draft SEIR. If the Lammers Road 

interchange is not constructed, the Applicant shall improve the Corral Hollow Road 

interchange to beyond what is identified in the TMP. The traffic analysis indicates the 

additional improvement that will be needed and installed, refer to Section 3.13, Mitigation 

4.13-5a and 4.13-6a. 

Response SA3-15: Additional analyses has been performed to accommodate and further clarify Caltrans 

questions and concerns The additional analysis includes protected signal phasing at the 

interchange ramp instead of split phasing. Synchro files have been updated and re-

submitted to Caltrans for further review.  The levels of service at the intersection are 

indicated in Response SA3-4A and -4B. No additional impacts are identified, and no 

additional improvements are needed. Thus, the Draft SEIR analysis, inclusive of the 

responses to comments and revisions included herein, are sufficient. The City strongly 

disagrees with Caltrans that this traffic analysis is inadequate to evaluate the impacts of 

the project on the roadway system. The analysis has been purposely extensive and all-

inclusive of multiple scenarios through implementation and full occupation of Specific 

Plan buildout.  

* 
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Letter SA4 

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Scott Morgan 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

February 6, 2015 

  

 

Response SA4-1:  This is not a comment letter, but an acknowledgement from the Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, (SCH) that the City 

compiled with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental 

documents pursuant to the requirements of CEQA. 
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Letter SA5 

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Scott Morgan 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

February 10, 2015 

  

 

Response SA5-1:  This is not a comment letter, but an acknowledgement from the Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (SCH) that additional 

comments were received after the close of the state review period on February 5th, 2015. 

These additional comments are responded to herein. 
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Letter SA6 

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Scott Morgan 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

March 4, 2015 

  

 

Response SA6-1:  This is not a comment letter, but an acknowledgement from the Governor’s Office of 

Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (SCH) that additional 

comments were received after the close of the state review period on February 5th, 2015. 

These additional comments are responded to herein. 
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

555 E. Weber Avenue • Stockton, California 95202

209.235.0600 • 209.235.0438 (fax)

www.sjcog.org

The DEIR should contain a section that specifically addresses requirements and standards of 
the RCMP, which includes the Regional Travel Demand Management Action Plan. 

Additionally, the California Education Code (Section 17215) requires the California 

Steve Dresser 
CHAIR

Anthony Silva
VICE CHAIR

Andrew T Chesley
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Member Agencies
CITIES OF
ESCALON,
LATHROP,

LODI,
MANTECA,

RIPON,
STOCKTON,

TRACY,
AND

THE COUNTY OF
SAN JOAQUIN

October 30, 2014

Mr. Bill Dean  
Assistant Director
City of Tracy, Developmental Services Department
333 Civic Center Plaza, Tracy CA 95376 

Re:  ALUC Review - Updated Notice of Preparation– Tracy Hills Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Dean: 

The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG), acting as the Airport Land 
Use Commission (ALUC), has reviewed the Updated Notice of Preparation for the 
Tracy Hills Specific Plan (THSP) Amendment. The project would allow the 
development of 2,732 acres with up to 5,499 residential dwellings, schools parks, 
commercial, industrial, and other land uses. 

The project site is located within Tracy Municipal Airport’s Area of Influence 
(AIA), and pursuant to the State Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code Section 
21676), the project is subject to a Consistency Determination by the San Joaquin 
County ALUC.  Upon receipt and review of the Draft Final EIR, the designated 
ALUC will determine the THSP’s consistency with the 2009 Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan.

The ALUC requests that the DEIR contain a complete consistency analysis of the 
proposed land uses relative to the 2009 ALUCP zones for Tracy Municipal 
Airport as well an analysis of environmental effects.  

In particular, the ALUC wishes to draw attention to an area of the proposed 
specific plan located along Coral Hollow Road directly south of the Delta-
Mendota Canal. The specific plan assigns a zoning designation of M-1-TH Light
Industrial to this area. A portion of this area lies in the Inner Approach/Departure 
Zone and Inner Turning Zone as specified in the 2009 ALUCP for Tracy 
Municipal Airport. Attachment C to this letter lists the uses specifically
prohibited in these zones; in particular all business  personal services,
manufacturing, and industrial uses are prohibited in these zones. 

1 | P a g e ALUC Comments THSP NOP
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Additionally, the California Education Code (Section 17215) requires the California Department of 
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, to conduct a site investigation for the acquisition of every 
proposed public and charter school site within two nautical miles of an existing or planned runway. The 
Division shall evaluate the compatibility of the site with the California Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook, the local airport land use compatibility plan, and other factors prior to making its 
recommendations to the State Department of Education for use in determining whether state funds can be
expended on the school. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. Please forward all documents to this office.
If you have any questions please call ALUC staff David Ripperda, at (209) 235-0450

 We would be pleased to meet with the city to provide any necessary information, support and guidance.    

Sincerely,

David Ripperda 
SJCOG Regional Planner 

Attachments:  Attachment A: Map of Project Location in relation to Tracy Municipal Airport ALUCP Zones
Attachment B: Inset of Project Location Map
Attachment C: Except of 2009 Airport Land Use Plan for Tracy Municipal Airport
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TABLE 3A 
Safety Criteria Matrix 

Maximum 
Densities/Intensities/Required Open Land Additional Criteria 

Zone 

Dwelling 
Units per 

Acre1 

Maximum 
Non-

residential 
Intensity2 

Req’d 
Open 
Land3 Prohibited Uses4 

Other Development 
Conditions5 

Zone 1 
(RPZ) 

None None All unused All structures except ones with loca-
tion set by aeronautical function 

Assemblages of people
Public & quasi-public services
Objects exceeding FAR Part 77 height

limits 
Storage of hazardous materials
Chemicals and allied products & sto-

rage 
Petroleum refining & storage
Electrical & natural gas generation &

switching 
Oil & gas extraction
Natural gas & petroleum pipelines11

Dumps or landfills, other than those
consisting entirely of earth & rock. 

Hazards to flight6

Avigation easement 
dedication 

Zone 2 
(IADZ) 

1 d.u. per 10 
acres 

50 persons 
per acre 

30% Residential, except for very low resi-
dential 

Manufacturing and industrial uses
Chemicals and allied products & sto-

rage 
Petroleum refining & storage
Rubber & plastics
Passenger terminals & stations
Radio, TV & Telephone centers
Electrical & natural gas generation &

switching 
Oil & gas extraction
Natural gas & petroleum pipelines11

Petroleum truck terminals
Businesses & personal services
Hotels, motels, restaurants
Public & quasi-public services
Children’s schools, day care centers,

libraries 
Hospitals, nursing homes
Places of worship
Schools
Recreational uses, athletic fields,

playgrounds, & riding stables 
Theaters, auditoriums, & stadiums
Dumps or landfills, other than those

consisting entirely of earth & rock. 
Waterways that create a bird hazard
Hazards to flight6

Avigation easement 
dedication 

Locate structures max-
imum distance from ex-
tended runway centerline 

Minimum NLR of 45 dB
residences (including mo-
bile homes) and office 
buildings8 

Airspace review re-
quired for objects > 35 feet 
tall9 

Zone 3 
(ITZ) 

1 d.u. per 5 
acres 

120 persons 
per acre 

20% Same as Zone 2 Same as zone 2

Zone 4 
(OADZ) 

1 d.u. per 5 
acres 

180 persons 
per acre 

20% Children’s schools, day care centers,
libraries 

Hospitals, nursing homes
Bldgs. with >3 aboveground habitable

floors 
Highly noise-sensitive outdoor nonre-

sidential uses7 
Hazards to flight6

Minimum NLR of 25 dB
in residences (including 
mobile homes) and office 
buildings8 

Airspace review re-
quired for objects >70 feet 
tall10 
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TABLE 3A (Continued) 
Safety Criteria Matrix 

Maximum 
Densities/Intensities/Required Open Land Additional Criteria 

Zone 

Dwelling 
Units per 

Acre1 

Maximum 
Non-

residential 
Intensity2 

Req’d 
Open 
Land3 Prohibited Uses4 

Other Development 
Conditions5 

Zone 5 
(SSZ) 

1 d.u. per 2 
acres 

160 persons 
per acre 

25% Same as Zone 2 Same as Zone 2 

Zone 6 
(AP) 

None No Limit No
Requirement 

Hazards to flight6 Airspace review re-
quired for objects >70 feet 
tall10 

Zone 7 
(TPZ) 

No Limit 450 persons 
per acre 

10% Hazards to flight6

Outdoor stadiums
Airspace review re-

quired for objects >100 feet 
tall10 

Zone 8 
(AIA) 

No Limit No Limit No 
Requirement 

Hazards to flight6 Airspace review re-
quired for objects >100 feet 
tall10 

Notes: 
1  Residential development must not contain more than the indicated number of dwelling units (excluding secondary units) per gross 

acre (d.u./ac).  Clustering of units is encouraged.  Gross acreage includes the property at issue plus a share of adjacent roads and any 
adjacent, permanently dedicated, open lands.   

2  Usage intensity calculations shall include all people (e.g., employees, customers/visitors, etc.) who may be on the property at a single 
point in time, whether indoors or outside.  Multiplier bonus for Special Risk-Reduction Bldg. Design is 1.5 for Zone 2 and 2.0 for 
Zones 3, 4, 5, and 7.  (Appropriate risk reduction measures are specified in the California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2.) 

3  Open land requirements are intended to be applied with respect to an entire zone.  This is typically accomplished as part of a com-
munity general plan or a specific plan, but may also apply to large (10 acres or more) development projects. 

4  The uses listed here are ones that are explicitly prohibited regardless of whether they meet the intensity criteria.  In addition to 
these explicitly prohibited uses, other uses will normally not be permitted in the respective compatibility zones because they do not 
meet the usage intensity criteria. 

5  As part of certain real estate transactions involving residential property within any compatibility zone (that is, anywhere within an 
airport influence area), information regarding airport proximity and the existence of aircraft overflights must be disclosed.  This re-
quirement is set by state law.  Easement dedication and deed notice requirements indicated for specific compatibility zones apply on-
ly to new development and to reuse if discretionary approval is required. 

6  Hazards to flight include physical (e.g., tall objects), visual, and electronic forms of interference with the safety of aircraft operations.  
Land use development that may cause the attraction of birds to increase is also prohibited. 

7  Examples of highly noise-sensitive outdoor nonresidential uses that should be prohibited include amphitheaters and drive-in thea-
ters.  Caution should be exercised with respect to uses such as poultry farms and nature preserves. 

8. NLR = Noise Level Reduction, the outside-to-inside sound level attenuation that the structure provides.

9 Objects up to 35 feet in height are permitted.  However, the Federal Aviation Administration may require marking and lighting of 
certain objects. 

10 This height criterion is for general guidance. Shorter objects normally will not be airspace obstructions unless situated at a 
ground elevation well above that of the airport. Taller objects may be acceptable if determined not be obstructions. 

11 Natural gas & petroleum pipelines less than 36 inches below the surface. 

RPZ  Runway Protection Zone  SSZ -  Sideline Safety Zone 
IADZ  Inner Approach/Departure Zone AP -  Airport Property
ITZ  Inner Turning Zone  TPZ -  Traffic Pattern Zone 
OADZ  Outer Approach/Departure Zone AIA -  Airport Influence Area 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS FROM REGIONAL AGENCIES 

 

Letter RA1 

San Joaquin Council of Governments 

David Ripperda 

SJCOG Regional Planner 

October 30, 2014 

Response RA1-1:  Comment noted. 

Response RA1-2:  Pages 4.10-14 to 4.10-17 of Section 4.10, Land Use, of the DSEIR address the proposed 

Project in relationship with the Tracy Municipal Airport. The DSEIR finds that the 

proposed locations of THSP Project land uses in the Outer Approach/Departure Zone 4 

and Traffic Pattern Zone 7 are in conformance with the Airport Land Use Commission’s 

(ALUC) Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The DSEIR identifies a conflict 

of allowable land uses within the M-1 Light Industrial designation, the Inner 

Approach/Departure Zone 2, and the Inner Turning Zone 3; this is identified as a 

potentially significant impact. Because of the potential conflict with the San Joaquin 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan or the ALUCP, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 requires 

that all tentative and final maps within the THSP Project Area conform to the provisions 

of the 2009 ALUCP (or the ALUCP in effect at the time of Project submissions) and that 

all proposed schools within a two-mile radius of the airport runway must obtain approval 

from the State Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics. The DSEIR 

concludes that implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure that potential 

impacts regarding compatibility with the Tracy Municipal Airport are mitigated to a less 

than significant level. 

Response RA1-3:  As noted in the response to Comment RA1-2, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 identifies that 

all proposed schools within a two-mile radius of the airport runway must obtain approval 

from the State Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics  
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

555 E. Weber Avenue • Stockton, California 95202

209.235.0600 • 209.235.0438 (fax)

www.sjcog.org

The DEIR should contain a section that specifically 
addresses requirements and standards of the RCMP, which includes the 
Regional Travel Demand Management Action Plan. 

Steve Dresser 
CHAIR

Anthony Silva
VICE CHAIR

Andrew T Chesley
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Member Agencies
CITIES OF
ESCALON,
LATHROP,

LODI,
MANTECA,

RIPON,
STOCKTON,

TRACY,
AND

THE COUNTY OF
SAN JOAQUIN

October 30, 2014

Mr. Bill Dean  
Assistant Director
City of Tracy, Developmental Services Department
333 Civic Center Plaza, Tracy CA 95376 

Re:  Updated Notice of Preparation (NOP) – Tracy Hills Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Dean: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the Tracy Hills Specific Plan 
(THSP) project.  As the County’s designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA), the Congestion Management Agency (CMA), and the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO), the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) has reviewed 
the above-referenced document. 

State Govt. Code, Section 65088 – 65089.10, the County’s Measure K Renewal Ordinance, 
and federal congestion management process planning requirements require maintaining a 
Regional Congestion Management Program/Process. The primary purpose of the RCMP is 
to monitor the cumulative transportation impacts of growth of the regional roadway system, 
establish operational standards, identify deficient regional roadways, develop plans to 
mitigate or correct the deficiencies, and to facilitate travel demand management and 
operational preservation strategies for existing and planned development.    

On November 15, 2012 the SJCOG Board of Directors adopted the 2012 update to the 
Regional Congestion Management Program.  Chapter 6 of the 2012 RCMP describes the 
updated Land Use Analysis Program, including Tier 1 and Tier 2 review/analysis 
requirements, analysis methods, impact significance criteria, and mitigation. The program 
plan is available at the following link: http://www.sjcog-rcmp.org/.   

The trip generation for this project is expected to trigger a “Tier 2 Review”.  A Tier 2 review 
will entail addressing the Tier 1 consistency review as well as a quantitative analysis of 
RCMP impacts – project specific and cumulative plus project conditions.  Please refer to 
Chapter 6 of the 2012 RCMP for details regarding analysis/mitigation requirements for land 
development projects. 

1 | P a g e SJCOG Comments THSP NOP
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The DEIR should contain a section that specifically addresses requirements and standards of the RCMP, 
which includes the Regional Travel Demand Management Action Plan.  

Travel Demand Management

Travel demand management is an integral part of San Joaquin’s congestion management program.   To show 
consistency with the Regional Travel Demand Management Plan, the DEIR should include a detailed look at options 
that will provide support for trip reduction planning.   

The THSP should be conditioned to ensure that, as development plans are processed, they include provisions to 
promote participation in San Joaquin COG’s Commute Connection program (www.commuteconnection.com).  
Commute Connection is the regional rideshare program operated by the San Joaquin Council of Governments whose 
mission is to reduce traffic congestion and improve air quality. The program is designed to help commuters make 
the transition from driving alone to a convenient ridesharing option such as carpooling, vanpooling,
bicycling/walking or riding transit. The program serves San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced Counties.   The 
program includes free services such as commuter ride-matching, Guaranteed Ride Home and Employer Services.  

The following development types require coordination with Commute Connection services/programs: 

- All business or industrial parks
- All event centers or stadiums
- Schools with greater than 150 students  
- All commercial, industrial, and retail offices with greater than 50 full-time equivalent employees

As a means of mitigating any potential significant effect regarding a conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative transportation SJCOG requests that measures be added that will ensure that future 
development per the THSP will include provisions for alternative travel and that the land uses listed above will 
participate in SJCOG’s Commute Connection Program.   

Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) Terminal Access Routes

The proposed project includes a variety on non-residential development that may depend on large trucks for the 
movement of goods.  If these operations will depend on STAA rated trucks to serve their needs the roadways must 
be designed and built to accommodate STAA rated trucks. 

Regional Transportation Impact Fees as Mitigation

For projects subject to RCMP review, the Regional Traffic Impact Fee (RTIF) program establishes a specific 
mitigation fee program relative to cumulative regional impacts. To satisfy these requirements, project applicants are 
required to pay their fair share contribution into the RTIF program. These “fair share” contributions must be 
committed to funding priorities established in the CIP of the RCMP, the RTP, or the Federal TIP.   

However, to better inform the public and stakeholders, the environmental document’s mitigation language must 
convey that payment into the RTIF program does not guarantee that the lead agency (local agency) will necessarily 
spend these developer fees on the identified mitigation improvement. SJCOG will administer the RCMP/RTIF  

2 | P a g e SJCOG Comments THSP NOP
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Mitigation Monitoring Program to track the “actual” funding/implementation of identified mitigation improvements 
(i.e., conditions of approval) identified as part of environmental documents. SJCOG will periodically report each 
local agency’s implementation progress of identified mitigation measures as part of mandated RCMP and RTIF 
program compliance hearings to the SJCOG Board. SJCOG will also provide this status update mitigation 
improvement information to local agencies as part SJCOG’s state and federal flexible funding cycle “call for 
projects”.

Consistency with other Regional Plans
As stipulated within the RCMP Project Review Criteria in Chapter 6 of the 2012 RCMP, the DEIR is required to 

show consistency with all applicable regional transportation planning documents, such as:  
Regional Transportation Demand Management Plan 
Park-and-Ride Master Plan
Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School Master Plan
Regional Smart Growth Transit Oriented Development Plan 
Regional Transit Systems Plan
Regional Transportation Impact Fee Program 
Regional Transportation Plan
Interregional STAA Study for I-5 and SR-99 

SJCOG staff is available to assist with project specific guidance and narrowing the scope of the relevant 
regional plans that need to be included within the EIR.  

Lastly, if any new principal arterials will be built to serve this planning area, Govt. Code 65089
requires that the arterial(s) be designated as part of the state RCMP system.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. Please forward all documents to this office.
If you have any questions please call RCMP staff David Ripperda, at (209) 235-0450

.  We would be pleased to meet with the city to provide any necessary information, support and guidance.

Sincerely,

David Ripperda 
SJCOG Regional Planner 

Attachments: Attachment A: 2012 RCMP Network
Attachment B: 2012 RCMP, Chapter 6_Land Use Analysis Program
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Page 52 | Land Use Impact Analysis Program

2012 Congestion Management Program 
San Joaquin Council  of  Governments

6.1 INTRODUCTION

    
6.2 LAND USE PROJECTS REVIEW CRITERIA

1. 

2. 

this stage.   

  
       

1. 

2. 
week. 

6.3 RCMP IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

11-68



Land Use Impact Analysis Program | Page 53

2012 Congestion Management Program 
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1.

2.

 
 

3.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6.4 MITIGATION MEASURES

1.

 
standard

 

 

 

into the RTIF program does not guarantee that the 

measures as part of mandated RCMP and RTIF 

2.

3.
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Figure 6-1

6.7 REGIONAL TRAFFIC MODEL
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Letter RA2 

San Joaquin Council of Governments 

David Ripperda 

SJCOG Regional Planner 

October 30, 2014 (Also sent as attachment to letter dated 2/10/15) 

Response RA2-1:  The traffic analysis prepared for the Tracy Hills Specific Plan (THSP) includes both a Tier 

1 and Tier 2 analysis as required by SJCOG. It also includes a consistency review using 

SJCOG requirements consistent with the 2012 Regional Congestion Management 

Program (RCMC) and the 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The CMP network 

has been identified in Section 4.13-2 for both Project and Cumulative Plus Project 

conditions. These road networks are analyzed per the CMP requirements. The road 

network includes intersections and segments along Interstate 580, Eleventh Street 

(Multimodal Corridor), Lammers Road, Corral Hollow Road, Linne Road, and Tracy 

Boulevard. The THSP identifies TDM measures on page 4-18 of the THSP. These 

measures are also indicated in Impact 4.13-4b. As tentative maps are approved, these 

TDM measures will be identified in a TDM Action Plan consistent with the tentative map 

land use. The DSEIR fully complies with the SJCOG requirements for CMP analysis and 

has identified TDM measures consistent with the SJCOG requirements. 

Response RA2-2:  TDM measures are identified on page 4-18 of the THSP and in Impact 4.13-4b. As 

tentative maps are approved, the specific TDM requirements will be identified in a TDM 

Action Plan consistent with the tentative map land use. These measures are consistent 

with SJCOG’s Commute Connection Program, which includes rideshare programs, 

carpooling, vanpooling, commuter ride-matching, guaranteed ride home and employer 

services. The Project also proposes to construct a park-and-ride facility at the proposed 

Lammers Road interchange to further promote TDM measures, as required by the City 

of Tracy and the SJCOG. The TDM Action Plan that would be developed with each 

tentative map application, would be consistent with the SJCOG RCMP TDM Program 

(as indicated in Impact 4.13-4b), which also includes adherence to the Commute 

Connection programs (Rule 9410), which services San Joaquin, Merced and Stanislaus 

Counties. 

Response RA2-3:  The City of Tracy Transportation Master Plan (TMP) has identified future Surface 

Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) routes and Local Truck Routes to serve the THSP 

area and connect to both the regional and City road network. Figure 4.13-2 on page 4.13-

15 of the DSEIR depicts the location of the City of Tracy truck routes. The THSP is 

consistent with the TMP. These roads will serve the truck trip related land use designations 

in the THSP efficiently and will be designed and constructed to accommodate STAA 

and/or other truck traffic per the designated classification. 

Response RA2-4:  The Applicant would be required to pay fees per the RTIF program. This program 

establishes a mitigation fee program relative to cumulative impacts and constitutes a fair 

share payment per AB1600 requirements for regional impacts resulting from development 

within the THSP. As the primary regional planning organization in San Joaquin County, 
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the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) established the Regional Traffic 

Impact Fee (RTIF) to help in funding major transportation projects countywide. All 

County jurisdictions have adopted the fee. The funds will be paid with issuance of each 

building permit for each phase of the Project.  

 Projects include:  

 I-205 Wideing HOV 

 I-205/Chrisman Road Interchange 

 I-205/11th Street Interchange 

 I-205/Grant Line Road Interchange 

 Corral Hollow Road widening 

 Lammers Road construction 

 Linne Road constrction 

 ACE corridor improvements 

Response RA2-5:  The THSP is consistent with the following regional transportation planning documents: 

1. Regional Transportation Demand Management Program: The THSP has identified 

TDM strategies on page 4-18 of the THSP and on page 4.13-168 and Impact4.13-

4b of the DSEIR. As tentative maps are approved, these TDM measures will be 

identified in a TDM Action Plan, consistent with the tentative map land use. 

2. Park-and Ride Master Plan: The THSP will construct a park-and –ride facility at the 

Lammers Road interchange with I-580 and will participate in the SCJOG Commute 

Connection Program to promote carpooling and vanpooling. 

3. Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Safe Routes to School Program: As identified in 

Chapter 3, Project Description of the DSEIR, the THSP will include an internal 

bicycle and pedestrian network and connections to the City pedestrian and bicycle 

system, consistent with the City TMP, which also supports the SJCOG policies and 

goals. The development of a school site in Phase 1a of the Project is required to 

develop a SRTS program for the school. 

4. Regional Smart Growth Transit Oriented Development Plan and Regional Transit 

Systems Plan: The THSP is located approximately 2-3 miles from the ACE station 

in the City of Tracy. Access to the station would be along Corral Hollow Road and 

Linne Road from the Project site. The driveway to the parking lot is located on 

Tracy Boulevard. In addition, the THSP would accommodate the extension of 

transit routes and bus stops/pullouts throughout the Project site, based on demand, 

along all major roadways (Spine Road and Lammers Road, which will be extended 

to the south from its current location). As identified in the Project Description and 

Section 4.13, Transportation, of the DSEIR, these roads would accommodate the 

local TRACER bus service. As tentative maps are reviewed and specific land use 

access locations are known, more transit stops and routes will be identified in 

collaboration with TRACER staff.  

5. San Joacquin Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Program: The THSP 

will pay fees per the RTIF program. This program establishes a mitigation fee 

program relative to cumulative impacts and constitutes a fair share payment per 
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AB 1600 requirements. The funds will be paid with the application of each phase 

of the Project.  

6. Interregional STAA Study for I-5 and SR-99: The Project would generate STAA 

traffic to and from the THSP area and would connect to the regional freeway system 

at the proposed Lammers Road Interchange on I-580, which connects southward 

to I-5 and to SR 99 via SR 132. The growth in the THSP is included in the SJCOG 

model and subsequently traffic to the I-5 and I-99 is incorporated in the 

interregional analysis for both routes.  

Response RA2-6:  Several expressways, arterials and supporting road network grid would be newly 

constructed or improved as part of the THSP Project. Specific arterials include Lammers 

Road, Linne Road and Corral Hollow Road. The City has identified these future CMP 

routes in their TMP, consistent with Government Code Section 65089 and the 

construction and/or widening is included in the City of Tracy Transportation Impact Fee 

Program. 
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Letter RA3/Letter RA4 

California Water Boards 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Trevor Cleak 

Environmental Scientist 

January 16, 2015 & January 27, 2015 

  

Note: The responses to these two letters are combined. Although the letters have different dates, all of the 

comments are the same. 

Response RA3/4-1: Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the DSEIR, it is noted and 

included in the record for consideration by the public and decision makers.  

 As stated in Section 4.9, Hydrology/Water Quality, of the DSEIR, pages 4.9-25 and 4.9-

26, construction activities for all lots, infrastructure and the storm drain system would 

require compliance with the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges 

Associated with Construction Activity and implement BMPs to the maximum extent 

practicable. Prior to the issuance of an NPDES permit, the approved SWPPP would need 

to be prepared for the THSP Project Area. The SWPPP would incorporate BMPs such as 

sedimentation basins, silt fence, and fiber rolls, which would minimize storm water runoff 

during construction. Individual lot developments within the THSP Project Area would 

also require NPDES permits. Thus, future development would be responsible for 

obtaining and complying with NPDES permit requirements, which will require 

preparation of SWPPPs specifying BMPs which would reduce construction storm water 

flows.   

 Mitigation Measures 4.9-1a and 1b on page 4.9-30 of the DSEIR require Applicants to 

demonstrate compliance with the provisions of the Construction General Permit prior to 

issuance of a grading or building permit, whichever occurs first, following the preparation 

of the Notice of Intent (NOI) and SWPPP submitted to the City Engineer for review. 

Response RA3/4-2: Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the DSEIR, it is noted and 

included in the record for consideration by the public and decision makers. 

 Refer to response to comment RA3/4-1 above. Section 4.9, Hydrology/Water Quality, of 

the DSEIR acknowledges that the construction activities for all lots, infrastructure, and 

the storm drain system would require compliance with the NPDES General Permit for 

Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity and implement BMPs to 

the maximum extent practicable. 

Response RA3/4-3: Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the DSEIR, it is noted and 

included in the record for consideration by the public and decision makers. 

 As future THSP site-specific projects are proposed, they would be required to comply 

with the regulations contained in the Industrial Storm Water General Permit Order 97-

03-DWQ as a standard condition of project approval, consistent with City requirements. 
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Response RA3/4-4: Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the DSEIR, it is noted and 

included in the record for consideration by the public and decision makers. 

 Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the DSEIR describes the U.S. Army Corps (Corps) 

jurisdictional assessment that was prepared for the THSP. The jurisdictional assessment 

identified approximately 2.33 acres of wetlands and approximately 2.68 acres of drainage 

channels. In total, 5.01 acres of wetlands/water were identified within the boundary of 

the THSP area. The 2013 jurisdictional assessment concluded that all wetland and water 

features occurring on the THSP property are considered isolated since surface flow does 

not have “significant nexus” or pathway to the ocean or any Traditional Navigable Water. 

Therefore, no Corps jurisdictional Waters of the United State are located on site. 

However, the DSEIR noted that these wetlands and waters would continue to be 

regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Section 4.4 identifies that the Project Applicant 

would be required to obtain the following regulatory approvals: Jurisdictional 

Determination from the Corps documenting isolated conditions and lack of jurisdictional 

authority on the Project site; a RWQCB Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) pursuant 

to California Water Code Section 13260; and, CDFW Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 

Agreement. 

Response RA3/4-5: Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the DSEIR, it is noted and 

included in the record for consideration by the public and decision makers. 

 Please refer to response to comment RA3/4-4 above. The 2013 jurisdictional assessment 

concluded that all wetland and water features occurring on the THSP Project Area are 

considered isolated since surface flow does not have “significant nexus” or pathway to the 

ocean or any Traditional Navigable Water. Therefore, no Corps jurisdictional Waters of 

the United State are located on site. However, the Draft Subsequent EIR noted that these 

wetlands and waters would continue to be regulated by the RWQCB and CDFW and 

identifies that a Corps Jurisdictional Determination will be required for the Project Site. 

Response RA3/4-6: Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the DSEIR, it is noted and 

included in the record for consideration by the public and decision makers. Please refer 

to response to comment RA 3/4-4 above.  

Response RA3/4-7: Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the DSEIR, it is noted and 

included in the record for consideration by the public and decision makers. 

 As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the DSEIR, proposed development 

and uses within the THSP do not include commercial irrigated agricultural uses. 

Therefore, the provisions outlined in comment RA3/4-7 would not be applicable to the 

proposed Project. 

Response RA3/4-8: Although the comment does not address the adequacy of the DSEIR, it is noted and 

included in the record for consideration by the public and decision makers. 
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 Refer to response to comment RA 3/4-1 above. As noted in Section 4.9 

(Hydrology/Water Quality), the Draft SEIR acknowledges that the construction activities 

for all lots, infrastructure and the storm drain system would require compliance with the 

NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction 

Activity and implement BMPs to the maximum extent practicable.  Similarly, the applicant 

will seek coverage under the NPDES General Order for Dewatering and Other Low 

Threat Discharges to Surface Water or other applicable General NPDES permits in the 

event that construction dewatering is necessary. 
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

555 E. Weber Avenue • Stockton, California 95202

209.235.0600 • 209.235.0438 (fax)

www.sjcog.org

Steve Dresser 
CHAIR

Anthony Silva
VICE CHAIR

Andrew T Chesley
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Member Agencies
CITIES OF
ESCALON,
LATHROP,

LODI,
MANTECA,

RIPON,
STOCKTON,

TRACY,
AND

THE COUNTY OF
SAN JOAQUIN

February 10, 2015

Mr. Bill Dean 
Assistant Director
City of Tracy, Developmental Services Department
333 Civic Center Plaza, Tracy CA 95376 

Re: Notice of Availability – Draft Tracy Hills Specific Plan & Draft Subsequent EIR

Dear Mr. Dean:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Tracy Hills Specific Plan and 
associated Draft Subsequent EIR.  As the County’s designated Regional Transportation 
Planning Agency (RTPA), the Congestion Management Agency (CMA), the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO), and the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), the San 
Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) has the following comments:  

Draft Specific Plan Comments

In Section 4.2.7 of the Draft Tracy Hills Specific Plan on pages 4-18 and 4-19, multiple 
references are made to SJVAPCD Rule 9510; SJCOG requests that these references be 
corrected to refer to Rule 9410 instead.

The Specific Plan also refers to a threshold of 50 or more employees for multiple TDM
measures to be included as part of the project.  In our comment letter  the 
Notice of Preparation  the DSEIR, SJCOG staff may have provided the City with
incorrect information regarding this threshold; according to Rule 9410 the correct
threshold should be 100 or more employees, unless the City would prefer to specify a
lower threshold for this project.

SJCOG also requests that subsection 11 be reworded as follows: 

“The Developer and businesses shall work with the SJCOG Commute Connection 
program to implement employer based transportation demand management strategies 
to include but not limited to, ridesharing, transit, bicycling/walking, telecommuting, 
trip planning, preferred parking for carpools, and event planning.” 

1 | P a g e SJCOG Comments THSP DSEIR
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ALUC EIR Comments

In its response letter to the NOP dated October 30 2014, SJCOG staff requested that the DSEIR “contain 
a completed consistency analysis of the proposed land uses relative to the 2009 ALUCP zones for Tracy 
Municipal Airport”.  A copy of this letter is included as an attachment. As requested, the DSEIR contains 
a detailed analysis of the proposed project’s impacts on Tracy Municipal Airport. 

The ALUC examined the project’s proposed uses as stated in the draft Specific Plan and DSEIR. 
Insufficient detail is available at this time concerning the developer’s proposed uses for the portion of the 
project noted in the DSEIR as located in the Inner Approach/Departure Zone and the Inner Turning Zone 
that is zoned M-1 Light Industrial to make a consistency determination.  These uses will require a full 
airport land use compatibility evaluation at the time that these parcels are planned to be developed. The 
ALUC requests that the City route all future tentative and final maps, site plans, and use permits for the 
project for ALUC review to ensure consistency with the land use compatibility criteria of the 2009
ALUCP and Mitigation Measures 4.8-6 and 4.10-1 as proposed by the DSEIR.  

CMA EIR Comments

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 identifies a list of Transportation Demand Management mitigation measures 
that the project will incorporate “… to ensure consistency with adopted statewide plans and programs to 
the extent feasible.”  SJCOG requests that the third bullet of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 be revised to:  

“Coordinate with and promote SJCOG’s Commute Connection program, for which all employees shall 
be eligible to participate (occupancy permit).”

Page 4.13-1 of the DSEIR states that “…regional travel demand is currently not forecasted to go beyond 
2035 by either the City of Tracy or the SJCOG.”  However, SJCOG’s current 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan has a horizon year of 2040, and incorporates a traffic model that forecasts travel 
demand out to that date for air quality conformity. 

Page 4.13-4 of the DSEIR lists the SJCOG RCMP roadway segments that are relevant in the project area,
thought it omits Interstate 205. In addition, the DSEIR does not identify CMP intersections in the project 
area. SJCOG requests that the DSEIR list the following intersections as part of the CMP network: 

Tracy Blvd and I-205 Ramps (WB)
Tracy Blvd and I-205 Ramps (EB)
Tracy Blvd and Eleventh Street
Eleventh Street and Lammers Road
Eleventh Street and Coral Hollow Road
Coral Hollow Rd and Linne Road
Coral Hollow Rd and I-580 Ramps (WB)
Coral Hollow Rd and I-580 Ramps (EB)

2 | P a g e SJCOG THSP DSEIR
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With the exception of the Tracy Blvd and I-205 Ramp intersections, the DSEIR already satisfactorily 
analyzes these intersections. SJCOG requests that the Tracy Blvd and I-205 ramp intersections be 
included in the traffic analysis for the project to fully address the project’s impacts on the RCMP network. 

Additionally, the DSEIR does not address the designated CMP Multimodal Corridor in the project 
vicinity, Eleventh Street between Lammers Road and MacArthur Drive. In the 2012 RCMP this segment 
was designated as one of the CMP multimodal level of service (MMLOS) corridors, which are character-
ized by a predominance of shared roadway users (pedestrian, bicyclists, transit passengers, and motorists). 
Baseline MMLOS calculations were completed in the 2014 RCMP Monitoring and Technical Analysis.  
This document is available for review on the RCMP website located at http://www.sjcog-rcmp.org/.

SJCOG suggests that the traffic analysis for the project include pedestrian, bicycle, and transit level of 
service in the Eleventh Street multimodal corridor under cumulative conditions. The concepts and method 
to compute MMLOS is documented in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual.  

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions pertaining to the ALUC or
RCMP program please call David Ripperda at (209) 235-0450 or Kim Anderson at (209) 235-0565. For
questions pertaining to the Commute Connection program please call Yvette Davis at (209) 235- 1 92.
SJCOG staff would be pleased to meet with the City and the Developer to provide any necessary
information, support and guidance, if needed.

Sincerely,

David Ripperda 
SJCOG Regional Planner 

Attachments:  ALUC Comment Letter on Notice of Preparation
CMA Comment Letter on Notice of Preparation

3 | P a g e SJCOG THSP DSEIR
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Letter RA5 

San Joaquin Council of Governments 

David Ripperda 

SJCOG Regional Planner 

February 10, 2015 

Response RA5-1A:  The THSP will be updated to reflect the correct reference from SJVAPCD Rule 9510 to 

Rule 9410. A full airport land use compatibility evaluation will be required for the portion 

of the Specific Plan area noted in the DSEIR as located in the Inner Approach/Departure 

Zone 2, and Inner Turning Zone at the time that these parcels are developed. Refer to 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 on page 4.10-20 of the DSEIR. 

Response RA5-1B:  The THSP will be updated to reflect the correct reference from 50 or more employees to 

100 or more employees with respect to TDM measures. 

Response RA5-1C:  It is agreed to that Subsection 11 of the THSP will be reworded as requested by SJCOG 

to promote non-automotive transportation alternatives and to read: “The Developer and 

businesses shall work with the SJCOG Commute Connection program to implement 

employer based transportation demand management strategies to include, but not limited 

to, ridesharing, transit, bicycling/walking, telecommuting, trip planning, preferred parking 

for carpools, and event planning. 

Response RA5-2A:  Comment noted. 

Response RA5-2B:  Comment noted. Please refer to the response to Comment RA5-1A. 

Response RA5-3:  The request from SJCOG will be adhered to and the following bullet added to Mitigation 

Measure 4.7-1 and will read: Coordinate with and promote SJCOG’s Commute 

Connection Program, for which all employees shall be eligible to participate (occupancy 

permit).” 

Response RA5-4:  The RTP 2014 travel demand model with horizon year 2035, was adopted and used in the 

traffic analysis before the new 2040 model was adopted by the Board. In additionnl the 

City Travel Demand Model, which has been updated per the General Plan and the TMP, 

which goes beyond  2025 for buildout, is consistent with the THSP development  and 

more accurately reflects City street network conditions.    

Response RA5-5:  The text will be amended to identify the following CMP intersections.   

 Tracy Boulevard/11th Street 

 Eleventh Street/Lammers Road 

 Eleventh Street/ Corral Hollow Road 

 Linne Road/Corral Hollow Road 

All these intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS per the Congestion 

Management Program as indicated in Section 4.13. 
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 It should be noted that the Project does not generate sufficient traffic to the Tracy 

Boulevard/  

I-205 interchange to warrant analysis per the City criteria. The Project is expected to 

generate less than 1 percent of the traffic forecasted to use this interchange in 2035. 

Response RA5-6:  Additional analysis was performed to evaluate Multimodal operations along the corridor. 

The HCM 2010 Multimodal Analyses indicate that the corridor would operate at LOS C 

for both the pedestrian and bicycle modes for at Existing Plus Project 2035 conditions,  

and at LOS D a for both pedestrian and bicycle modes att Cumulative Plus Project 

conditions. 

Response RA5-7:  Additional analysis was performed to evaluate Multimodal operations along the corridor. 

The HCM 2010 Multimodal Analyses indicate that the corridor would operate at LOS C 

for both the pedestrian and bicycle modes for Existing Plus Project 2035 conditions, and 

at LOS D for both pedestrian and bicycle modes at Cumulative Plus Project conditions. 
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Letter RA6 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

Arnaud Marjollet 

Director of Permit Services 

Chay Thao 

Program Manager 

February 10, 2015 

  

 

Response RA6-1:  The SJVAPCD Voluntary Emission Reduction Agreement (VERA) is an agreement 

between developers and the SJVAPCD to mitigate projected related air emissions to a net 

zero level and includes a fiscal obligation. As described in the DSEIR, the proposed 

Project would result in significant and unavoidable operational air quality impacts, despite 

the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a through 4.3-1c and 4.3-2. Mitigation 

Measures 4.3-1c and 4.3-2 require the Project to comply with SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (ISR), 

which includes the payment of off-site mitigation fees for both construction and 

operations.  

 Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 includes various measures to improve energy efficiency. The 

DSEIR determined that these were feasible mitigation measures available to reduce 

Project-related impacts. Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, 

mitigation measures must be roughly proportional to the impact. Mitigation Measures 4.3-

1c requires a 20 percent reduction of construction-exhaust NOX and a 45 percent 

reduction of construction-exhaust PM10. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 

(consistent with SJVAPCD Rule 9510/ISR requirements) requires a reduction of 

operational NOX emissions by 33 percent and operational PM10 emissions by 50 percent 

over 10 years and includes payment of off-site mitigation fees.  

 The SJVAPCD’s ISR is a proven and effective mitigation tool that achieves quantified 

reductions in air quality emissions in the air basin. Since its inception in 2006 (through 

2014), ISR has resulted in combined reductions totaling 9,841.7 tons of NOx and 7,256.6 

tons of PM10 which has contributed to the improved air quality conditions since 

implementation of ISR (see Staff Report: Five-Year Evaluation of Indirect Source Review Program 

(2006-2010), 2011 ISR Annual Report, 2012 ISR Annual Report, 2013 ISR Annual Report, and 

2014 ISR Annual Report).  

 Figure 1 and Figure 2 illustrate the NOx and PM10 emissions trends for the SJVAB based 

on information compiled by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). These 

reductions in emissions are due, in part to the successful implementation of the 

SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510 (ISR) program.  
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Figure 1: NOx Emissions Trends 
 

 
Figure 1: PM10 Emissions Trends 

 

 A VERA is just one of the tools available to help achieve the mitigation required by the 

lead agency. 

 By its definition, the voluntary emission reduction agreement or VERA is a voluntary 

program initiated by the SJVAPCD to help reduce project-related emissions. The option 

for a VERA has been added to DSEIR Mitigation Measures 4.3-1c and 4.3-2.  However, as a 

voluntary program VERA is not considered a feasible mitigation measure as its details are 

not specific and cannot be mandated at this point in time. The comment does not identify 

any specific feasible mitigation measures that are not being imposed. 

 As stated above, land use developments constructed as part of this Project would be 

subject to the requirements of the ISR/Rule 9510. As discussed on page 4.3-20 of the 

DSEIR, ISR would require substantial reductions of construction and operational period 

emissions from the land use activities. This is in addition to SJVAPCD requirements to 
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control emissions from construction activities, requirements to reduce worker commute 

emissions (Rule 9410, described on page. 4.7-19 of the DSEIR), SJVAPCD rules and 

regulations regarding new sources of air pollutants emissions (i.e., those that apply to 

SJVAPCD regulated sources), and CARB requirements that apply to construction 

equipment fleets, truck fleets and portable equipment. As a result, the proposed Project 

would be required to reduce emissions at a level likely greater than other similar Projects 

in the State or perhaps the country. The large quantity of the emissions predicted in the 

DSEIR is related to the type and large size of the Project. The Project is actually an 

accumulation of projects that have been envisioned in the planning process conducted by 

the City (i.e., beginning with the underlying Specific Plan). As a result, the emissions of 

over 2,731.6 acres of future developed land uses were analyzed and found to be well above 

SJVAPCD’s quantitative emissions thresholds. Smaller land use projects that, together, 

make up the entire THSP Project could be proposed. This would certainly result in much 

lower, and perhaps, insignificant emissions. However, as a Specific Plan project, it is 

appropriate to evaluate all of these land uses as one project so that mitigation measures to 

reduce all environmental impacts can be consistently applied to fairly and effectively 

reduce significant impacts. The City would anticipate that SJVAPCD and CARB 

requirements along with the City’s requirements, such as meeting the goals and policies of 

the Sustainability Plan, would effectively reduce Project air pollutant emissions to the 

extent feasible. 

Response RA6-2:  An addendum to the Health Risk Assessment (HRA) included in the DSEIR has been 

conducted and identifies the impact to all prospective on-site residential uses for the entire 

Project as a function of exposure to pollutants from I-580, Union Pacific Railroad, and 

from activity associated with proposed industrial facilities within the THSP.  

 Additionally, the HRA addendum also evaluates impacts to off-site residential, workers, 

and schools as a function of exposure to diesel particulate matter (DPM) associated with 

trucking activity that would serve the industrial uses of the THSP (mixed use business 

park and light industrial). 

 As previously identified in the DSEIR, CEQA case law has held that CEQA requires the 

lead agency to analyze the impacts of a project on the environment, not the impacts of 

the environment on the project1. Although not required by CEQA, in an abundance of 

caution, the City of Tracy, as lead agency, requested the preparation of this assessment. 

Therefore, for the proposed Project, adjoining freeway and rail line emissions are a 

potential concern and relevant thresholds and standards exist to determine the impact of 

vehicular emissions on an exposed population. As such, the HRA and HRA Addendum 

were prepared to assess the impact of these emissions on individuals residing at the 

proposed THSP. The results of the analysis find that the impact to on-site residents 

associated with the adjoining I-580, rail line, and proposed industrial uses after 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-4a and 4.3-4b will be less than significant.  

                                                           

 
1  CEQA’s role is not to evaluate the impacts of the environment on the Project, but to analyze the Project’s impacts on the environment. (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455; South Orange County 

Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1604, 1617.) Thus, proximity to the freeway is not a CEQA consideration, in this case assessment is concerned with protecting the future inhabitants of the project from health impacts as a 

result of proximity to the freeway—that consideration was expressly rejected in the aforementioned cases. 
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 The results of the HRA addendum indicate that the impact to off-site residents, schools, 

and workers associated with diesel trucks and associated DPM emissions resulting from 

ongoing operations of industrial land uses proposed by the Project will be less than 

significant and no mitigation is required. The supplemental assessment serves the 

SJVAPCDs request to assess potential risks based upon worst-case development 

assumptions.  

 Notwithstanding, future phases will be required to prepare site-specific HRA reports to 

ensure that the potential impacts are consistent with those identified in the DSEIR. 

Response RA6-3:  An addendum to the criteria pollutant assessment portion of the DSEIR HRA has been 

conducted and identifies the impact to all prospective on-site residential uses for the entire 

THSP as a function of exposure to pollutants from I-580, as recommended by SJVAPCD.  

 As a matter of clarification, SJVAPCD appears to confuse their request for an AAQA for 

project-related emissions and the criteria pollutant assessment for on-site residents 

included in the HRA. These are two separate issue areas. The purpose of the criteria 

pollutant assessment is to determine the potential impact of exposure to pollutants from 

I-580 to prospective residential land uses throughout the THSP Project site. The purpose 

and function of a typical AAQA is to determine the Project’s potential ambient air quality 

impacts on the surrounding environment. However as set forth in response to comment 

RA6-11, an AAQA is not warranted and has not been prepared for the Project. 

As noted in response to comment RA6-11, the Tracy Hills Specific Plan Supplemental Air 

Quality Assessment (dated October 7, 2014) was prepared in response to a recent legal 

challenge for a CEQA project. Specifically, a Court of Appeal decision, Sierra Club v. County 

of Fresno (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 704 (Friant Ranch), found an EIR inadequate for failing to 

“correlate the additional tons per year of emissions that would be generated by the project 

(i.e., the adverse air quality impacts) to adverse human health impacts that could be 

expected to result from those emissions.”  As described in the DSEIR, the Project’s 

emissions would have no discernible health impact on human beings either in the local or 

regional vicinity of the Project.  As such no further analysis is required.  This assessment 

is not intended to meet the SJVAPCD’s request for preparation of an AAQA. 

It should be noted that the SJVAPCD guidance and requirements for an AAQA primarily 

pertains to emissions from new and/or modified stationary sources and not to land use 

development projects.  Additionally, although the SJVAPCD provides guidance toward 

preparing an AAQA for stationary sources and does not address modeling for large 

specific plans, it does not provide specific guidance on preparation of an AAQA for the 

programmatic analysis of a large specific plan.  As noted above, the analysis of pollutant 

concentrations associated with project emissions is intended to depict the adverse health 

impacts in response to the Friant Ranch decision, and is not intended as an AAQA.   
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Response RA6-4:  As previously noted, an addendum to the criteria pollutant assessment portion of HRA 

has been conducted and identifies the impact to all prospective on-site residential uses for 

the entire Project as a function of exposure to pollutants from I-580, Union Pacific 

Railroad, and from activity associated with proposed industrial facilities within the THSP. 

As recommended, receptors are not just limited to the northern portion of the site, and 

receptors are included for all Project-areas zoned or planned for residential uses (see 

Exhibit 1: Modeled Sources and Receptor Locations for On-Site Residential Exposure in 

the Tracy Hills Specific Plan Health Risk Assessment Addendum, dated May 29, 2015). 

 Additionally, the HRA addendum evaluates impacts to off-site residential, workers, and 

schools as a function of exposure to diesel particulate matter (DPM) associated with 

trucking activity that would serve the proposed industrial uses of the THSP (mixed use 

business park and light industrial). 

Response RA6-5:  The unit risk factor has been adjusted to reflect the SJVAPCD’s recommended unit risk 

factor for DPM of 4.1453E-04. This change does not result in any new or substantially 

different findings from the DSEIR.  

 Without mitigation, the health risks are 35.8 in a million for the maximally impacted on-

site residential receptor, 1.49 in a million for the maximally impacted off-site residential 

receptor, 1.02 in a million for the maximally impacted off-site worker receptor, and 0.19 

in a million for the maximally impacted off-site school receptor. 

 With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-4a and 4.3-4b, the health risks are 9.85 in 

a million for the maximally impacted on-site residential receptor, 1.49 in a million for the 

maximally impacted off-site residential receptor, 1.02 in a million for the maximally 

impacted off-site worker receptor, and 0.19 in a million for the maximally impacted off-

site school receptor. After implementation of the applicable mitigation measures, all 

impacts are less than significant.  

Response RA6-6:  The SJVAPCD is commenting that they only have a threshold of significance for a 70-

year exposure period. We concur with this comment and would also like to clarify that the 

findings in the DSEIR are all based on an exposure period of 70 years as requested by 

SJVAPCD.  

Response RA6-7:  Please refer to the response to Comment RA6-3. 

 

Response RA6-8:  Nitrogen dioxide was considered in the DSEIR for both impacts to on-site residents as 

well as the potential impacts to off-site receptors associated with full buildout of the THSP 

Project (see page 4.3-33 and Appendix B of the DSEIR).  

 Further, as set forth in the Tracy Hills Specific Plan Health Risk Assessment Addendum, Table 

1 summarizes the predicted exposure for on-site residents to nitrogen dioxide as a 

function of the Project’s proximity to I-580. As shown on Table 1 in the THSP HRA 

Addendum, the total concentration for the 1-hour nitrogen dioxide standard is 0.0488 
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parts per million (ppm) which is less than the applicable threshold of 0.18 ppm. As such, 

no significant impacts are identified with respect to the one-hour ozone standard for 

nitrogen dioxide.  

Response RA6-9:  A consideration of time spent in or outdoors need not be considered in the HRA. 

Regulatory guidance from SJVAPCD, OEHHA, and USEPA assumes that source-

receptor locations are static, whereby exposures are assumed to be continuous based on 

the averaging time under consideration. It is important to note that the analysis assumes 

a “static” exposure scenario of constant exposure 24 hours per day, 7 days per week for a 

long-term duration (70 years). Notwithstanding, the time spent indoors at residences is 

over 90 percent of the 24 hour day. The latest version of the U.S. EPA’s Exposure Factor 

Handbook: 2011 Edition includes empirical data that suggests on average over 21 hours 

per day are spent indoors at the residence for all age groups (See Table ES-1 Page xx of 

the document). A link to the full document is as follows: 

http://www.epa.gov/ncea/efh/pdfs/efh-complete.pdf.  

 As such, there is substantial evidence that supports that people do in fact spend the vast 

majority of time inside their homes. Lastly, the SJVAPCD provides no evidence to refute 

this claim and support their generalized statement that people do not stay inside their 

home all the time. Based on the aforementioned discussion the use of an air filtration 

system is an effective mitigation measure to reduce residential exposure to DPM 

concentrations to which prospective residents may be subject. 

Response RA6-10:  Proximity to sources of toxics is critical to determining the impact. In traffic-related 

studies, the additional non-cancer health risk attributable to proximity was seen within 

1,000 feet and was strongest within 300 feet. California freeway studies show about a 70 

percent drop-off in particulate pollution levels at 500 feet. Based on ARB and South Coast 

District emissions and modeling analyses, an 80 percent drop-off in pollutant 

concentrations is estimated at approximately 1,000 feet from a distribution center (Air 

Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. 2005.) 

 The 1,000-foot evaluation distance is supported by research-based findings concerning 

TAC emission dispersion rates from roadways and large sources showing that emissions 

diminish substantially between 500 and 1,000 feet from emission sources.  

 For assessing the cumulative impacts of a new source of TAC emissions associated with 

a project in combination with existing sources and probable future sources, a project 

radius is necessary. Assessment of impacts from existing sources within 1,000 feet of the 

new source in combination with risks and hazards from the new source is recommended. 

Then, once the location of the maximally impacted receptor is identified for the project, 

cumulative impacts from other sources within the radius of the project (i.e., not the 

receptor) are assessed at that location. Assessments should sum individual hazards or risks 

to find the cumulative impact at the location of the maximally impacted receptor from the 

new source. 
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 Lastly, the Waters Bill (AB 3205) (H&SC Section, 42301.6 through 42301.9) (see: 

http://codes.lp.findlaw.com/cacode/HSC/1/d26/4/4/1/s42301.6) addresses sources 

of hazardous air pollutants near schools. It requires new or modified sources of hazardous 

air emissions located within 1,000 feet from the outer boundary of a school to give public 

notice to the parents or guardians of children enrolled in any school located within one-

quarter mile of the source and to each address within a 1,000 foot radius.  

 For purposes of this assessment, a one-quarter mile radius or 1,320 feet geographic scope 

is used for determining potential cumulative impacts. This radius is more robust than, and 

provides a more health protective scenario for evaluation than, the 1,000 feet buffer 

identified above. 

 The distance between prospective sensitive receptors at the Project site and the Tracy 

Hills Municipal Airport is over 3,800 feet. This is well beyond the generally accepted 1,420 

feet (on-quarter mile) domain of consideration of cumulative projects, specifically for 

toxic air contaminants. Similarly, the material processing facility the SJVAPCD appears to 

be referencing is located more than 4,500 feet from prospective sensitive receptors at the 

Project site and well outside the one-quarter mile domain of consideration. No further 

analysis is required. 

Response RA6-11:  The Tracy Hills Specific Plan Supplemental Air Quality Assessment (October 7, 2014) was not 

prepared to satisfy the SJVAPCDs request for preparing an AAQA.  

 In fact, the Tracy Hills Specific Plan Supplemental Air Quality Assessment (dated October 7, 

2014) explicitly states the reasoning as to why the supplemental assessment was being 

prepared – in order to provide a response to a recent legal challenge for a CEQA project. 

A Court of Appeal decision, Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 704 (Friant 

Ranch), found an EIR inadequate for failing to “correlate the additional tons per year of 

emissions that would be generated by the project (i.e., the adverse air quality impacts) to 

adverse human health impacts that could be expected to result from those emissions.” As 

described in the DSEIR, the Project’s emissions would have no discernible health impact 

on human beings either in the local or regional vicinity of the Project. As such no further 

analysis is required. As such, the assessment served to respond to this specific request in 

the Friant Ranch decision. This assessment is not intended to meet the SJVAPCD’s request 

for preparation of an AAQA.  It should be noted that the SJVAPCD guidance and 

requirements for an AAQA primarily pertains to emissions from new and/or modified 

stationary sources and not to land use development projects.      

 SJVAPCD notes that the District has specific guidelines for preparation of an AAQA. 

However, the link provided by SJVAPD provides no specific guidance on preparation of 

an AAQA for a large specific plan. In fact, the information provided by SJVAPCD on its 

webpage is directed mainly toward stationary sources and does not address modeling for 

large specific plans. As such, based on our professional expertise we do not believe an 

AAQA is necessary or warranted. Furthermore, the DSEIR air quality analysis predicted 

significant air quality impacts to the region resulting from both construction and operation 

of the Project (see Impacts 4.3-1, 4.3-2, 4.3-3, and 4.3-5). These findings are based on 
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predicted emissions that exceed significance thresholds identified by SJVAPCD. 

Emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon 

monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), and particulate matter less 

than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) could cause or contribute to violations of ozone ambient air 

quality standards in the San Joaquin Valley air basin. Significant particulate matter 

emissions (i.e., those in excess of the significance thresholds) would contribute to or cause 

new violations of PM10 and PM2.5 ambient air quality standards. In addition, NOx 

emissions could contribute to nitrogen dioxide levels in the region that could lead to 

exceedances of the nitrogen dioxide ambient air quality standards. Emissions of ROG and 

NOx also lead to secondary formation of PM10 and PM2.5 in the region, causing or 

contributing to violations of ambient air quality standards for those pollutants. The 

formation of ozone, nitrogen dioxide and secondary particulate matter formation occur 

under a complex set of chemical reactions in the atmosphere downwind of the sources, 

which are beyond that ability of the DSEIR to predict. Therefore, the significance of these 

emissions is based on the level of emissions caused by the Project. Those emissions are 

compared to significance thresholds recommended by SJVAPCD. Carbon monoxide is a 

relatively inert air pollutant, where the highest concentrations are found near the source. 

The primary sources of these emissions from the Project would be traffic, and the effects 

to ambient air quality can be predicted. This was conducted by modeling emissions from 

traffic at intersections substantially affected by the Project that have a combination of high 

traffic volumes and traffic congestions (i.e., slow moving or idling vehicles at intersections 

with LOS D, E or F). Localized, or “hot spot” emissions of carbon monoxide resulting 

from the Project were predicted and the resulting concentrations added to background 

levels were below ambient air quality standards (see page 4.3-29 of the DSEIR). 

Response RA6-12:  The DSEIR found that construction and operational Project emissions would exceed 

SJVAPCD thresholds and would result in a significant impact. As a result, the DSEIR 

includes Mitigation Measures 4.3-1c and 4.3-2, which require the Applicant to comply 

with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, Indirect Source Review (ISR). Mitigation Measures 4.3-1c and 

4.3-2 require compliance with Rule 9510 prior to the issuance of building permits. As 

noted in the comment, compliance with Rule 9510 entails submission of an Air Impact 

Assessment (AIA) and payment of any applicable off-site mitigation fees as determined in 

the AIA.  

Response RA6-13:  The comment notes that the Project may require SJVAPCD permits. The Project would 

be required to comply with SJVAPCD Regulation II (Permits) and obtain all necessary 

permits. The comment does not raise any issue with respect to the contents of the DSEIR, 

or any environmental issue regarding the proposed Project. No further response is 

necessary. 

Response RA6-14:  As noted in the DSEIR, the Project would be required to comply with all applicable 

SJVAPCD rules and regulations, including Regulation VIII (required as Mitigation 

Measures 4.3-1a through 4.3-1c). Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 requires 

compliance with Rule 9510 prior to the issuance of building permits. 
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Response RA6-15:  The comment requests that a copy of the comments be provided to the Project 

proponents. The City will comply with the commenter’s request. The comment does not 

raise any issue with respect to the contents of the DSEIR, or any environmental issue 

regarding the proposed Project. No further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS FROM LOCAL AGENCIES 

 

Letter LA1 

Alameda County Community Development Agency 

Planning Department 

Albert Lopez 

Planning Director, Alameda County 

March 3, 2015 

 

 

Response LA1-1:  The City has reviewed the concerns addressed in the body of this letter. No further 

mitigation measures outside of the SA are warranted for the following reasons. The 

DSEIR analyzed potential BART service and parking, the I-205 freeway, County 

roadways, and Livermore intersections, based on roadway and intersection selection 

criteria of the individual agencies, NOP comment letters, and discussion with the JPA 

agencies. The analysis indicates planned improvements to the City of Livermore 

intersections, to which the project will pays fees per the JPA Settlement agreement. 

Alameda County is currently making safety/widening improvements on Patterson Pass 

Road.  The JPA agencies has also identified the following regional projects in the area to 

reduce automotive trips through transit service and facility enhancement, and improve 

capacity on the roadways. The JPA may decide on how to distribute fees to the individual 

agencies to assist in funding these improvements.  

 

Activity Status 

1. Expand Altamont Commute Express (ACE) 
facilities. 

More trains are operational; track improvements are 
funded. 

2. Expand parking at Dublin/Pleasanton BART 
station 

Already implemented 

3. Develop planning and engineering support for 
BART extension to Livermore. 

Planning study is in progress.  

4. Provide financial support for increased Altamont 
subscription. 

Will be expanded 

5. Provide financial support for multi-modal 
transportation hub in Livermore. 

Included in BART extension study.  

6. Support I-580 corridor express bus operations. Will be implemented once HOV lanes are constructed. 

 

 The analysis for the City of Livermore, Alameda County, Caltrans, BART and ACE has 

clearly identified potential impacts, identified improvements and TDM programs and 

projects to improve roadway and transit ridership across the travel modes for potential 

THSP users.  The analysis in the City of Livermore unambiguously indicates that with 

implementation of the planned improvements per the City CIP, the project will have no 
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impacts for Existing plus Project Buildout conditions, as illustrated in Table 4.13-28. For 

Cumulative conditions the intersections would operate at deficient conditions without 

project traffic and the addition of the project traffic will exacerbate the conditions, even 

with implementation of the planned improvements. The addition of the project traffic will 

result in a cumulative significant impact. The Project adds 1.1% to cumulative traffic 

growth at all the intersections analyzed in Livermore and 4.4% traffic to Patter Pass Road, 

Tesla Road and Altamont Pass.  The additional of traffic to cumulative conditions at 

individual intersections vary between 0.2% and 6.8%. Parking at the BART stations are at 

capacity and BART has identified a mitigation program whereby discussions will occur 

with the local agencies to improve parking at the stations. Tesla Road and Patterson Pass 

Road is currently operating at a deficient Level of service and the addition of traffic will 

further impact operations and safety on the roadways. The County if currently in the 

process of implementing localized safety and road widening improvements. The JPA 

Settlement Agreement was established to mitigate project impacts. Payment of the agreed 

upon JPA fees represents a contribution to potential project impacts for  regional transit, 

TDM and roadway improvements to the Alameda County street system, as agreed to by 

the signatories to the agreement. The JPA fee was thus established to partially mitigate 

potential impacts. The JPA fees are not included in any of the existing AB1600 fee 

programs in Alameda County and is thus an additional fee that will contribute towards 

existing AB1600 fee programs. Please refer to the following responses to the County’s 

request for additional traffic mitigation. While the Settlement Agreement states that 

payment of the JPA Settlement Agreement fees represents the projects’ full mitigation 

towards potential impacts, it is recognized that the timing and implementation of these 

improvements are not within the control of the either the Applicant, nor the City of Tracy, 

and thus the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Implementation of the 

measures identified in Section 4.13 and in table 4.13-28 would partially mitigate project 

impacts. In addition, subsequent to the publication of this letter the City of Tracy, 

Alameda County and the City of Livermore have met to discuss ongoing assessment of 

the JPA identified projects, and have determined that the implementation of the JPA 

projects would be funded through the JPA fees.  

Response LA1-2:  The JPA Settlement Agreement was established to mitigate both operational and safety 

impacts to the Alameda County street system. In its comment, the County has not 

identified which roadways require specific safety improvements. Roadway improvements 

would be constructed to improve the operations, capacity, and safety of intersections 

identified in the DSEIR. During the engineering design process of these improvement 

projects, safety practices and geometric design standards will be incorporated to adhere to 

City/County/Caltrans and industry requirements. Alameda County can utilize and/or 

dedicate the fees it receives (as mitigation) appropriately to implement safety 

improvements on its rural roadways. The JPA fee was established to partially mitigate 

potential impacts. The JPA fees are not included in any of the existing AB1600 fee 

programs in Alameda County and is thus an additional fee that will contribute towards 

existing AB1600 fee programs. Please refer to the following responses to the County’s 

request for additional traffic mitigation. While the Settlement Agreement states that 

payment of the JPA Settlement Agreement fees represents the projects’ full mitigation 
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towards potential impacts, it is recognized that the timing and implementation of these 

improvements are not within the control of the either the Applicant, nor the City of Tracy, 

and thus the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Implementation of the 

measures identified in Section 4.13 and in table 4.13-28 would partially mitigate project 

impacts. In addition, subsequent to the publication of this letter the City of Tracy, 

Alameda County and the City of Livermore have met to discuss ongoing assessment of 

the JPA identified projects, and have determined that the implementation of JPA projects 

would be funded through the JPA fees. 

Response LA1-3: Bicycle and pedestrian counts are included in the Synchro intersection level of service 

(LOS) analysis worksheets. These are included in Appendix H2 in the DSEIR. Planned 

improvements have already been identified by Livermore staff for the study intersections 

where mitigation is required; see Section 4.13 of the DSEIR. During the engineering 

design process of these improvement projects, safety practices and geometric design 

standards for pedestrians and bicycles will be incorporated to adhere to 

City/County/Caltrans and industry requirements.  

Response LA1-4: All improvement projects included for cumulative conditions analysis are either in the City 

of Livermore Capital Improvement Project list or in the Alameda County Transportation 

Commission Regional Transportation Plan, and these projects are included in the travel 

demand model. No additional mitigation has been identified 

 The following JPA project solutions, to which the THSP will contribute through the JPA 

Settlement Agreement, have been identified for the Altamont Corridor (source: Altamont 

Corridor Strategies Study, 2001 and 2007). The JPA fee was established to partially 

mitigate potential impacts. The JPA fees are not included in any of the existing AB1600 

fee programs in Alameda County and is thus an additional fee that will contribute towards 

existing AB1600 fee programs. Please refer to the following responses to the County’s 

request for additional traffic mitigation. While the Settlement Agreement states that 

payment of the JPA Settlement Agreement fees represents the projects’ full mitigation 

towards potential impacts, it is recognized that the timing and implementation of these 

improvements are not within the control of the either the Applicant, nor the City of Tracy, 

and thus the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. Implementation of the 

measures identified in Section 4.13 and in table 4.13-28 would partially mitigate project 

impacts. In addition, subsequent to the publication of this letter the City of Tracy, 

Alameda County and the City of Livermore have met to discuss ongoing assessment of 

the JPA identified projects, and have determined that the implementation of the JPA 

projects  and the improvement projects in Livermore would be funded through the JPA 

fees. 
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Activity Status 

1. Expand Altamont Commute Express (ACE) 
facilities. 

More trains are operational; track improvements are 
funded. 

2. Expand parking at Dublin/Pleasanton 
BART station 

Already implemented 

3. Develop planning and engineering support 
for BART extension to Livermore. 

Planning study is in progress.  

4. Provide financial support for increased 
Altamont subscription. 

Will be expanded 

5. Provide financial support for multi-modal 
transportation hub in Livermore. 

Included in BART extension study.  

6. Support I-580 corridor express bus 
operations. 

Will be implemented once HOV lanes are constructed. 

Response LA1-5: As a result of both buildout of the General Plan and implementation of the THSP, the 

jobs-to-housing balance within the City of Tracy would shift over time, resulting in 

changed travel patterns and more trips having origins and destinations within Tracy and 

within the THSP. The THSP Project is expected to be implemented over the life span of 

the General Plan. The change in THSP traffic volumes starting with Phase 1A through 

2035 (General Plan buildout) and Project buildout substantiates this finding. Within the 

THSP Project Area, the ongoing development of a mix of land uses would also increases 

internal trips and modify travel patterns. The analysis accurately reflects this anticipated 

increase in development and rerouting of traffic, and it accurately reflects future 

conditions, as adopted in the City of Tracy Citywide Roadway and Transportation Master 

Plan. The shift in the jobs-to-housing ratio to accommodate more jobs in Tracy would 

result in more trips having origins and destinations within Tracy. In addition, the 

construction of Lammers Road and the Lammers Road interchange with I-580 would 

reroute traffic traveling north on Spine Road to Lammers Road, compared to these trips 

traveling to Corral Hollow Road. Note that Spine Road is not connected to Lammers 

Road for Phase 1A conditions. A more balanced jobs-to-housing ratio would result in 

more trips having origins and destinations within the City of Tracy. The rerouting of trips 

onto other roads is consistent with the City of Tracy General Plan and the THSP. This 

rerouting of traffic is clearly reflected in the analysis. 

 Within the THSP, as more employment-related land uses develop, internal Project trips 

would increase and less trips would leave the area, which also results in less regional trips 

onto the freeway system.  

 The City recently approved the Cordes Ranch Specific Plan which includes approximately 

1,462 net acres of commercial, office, manufacturing, warehouse, and distribution uses. 

This increase in employment is forecasted to ultimately decrease traffic onto the regional 

road system.. FedEx, Cordes Building 1 and Medline are already under construction. The 

City also recently approved the following development projects that would  create local 

employment opportunities: SuperLube, , Prime Car Wash, McDonalds, Red Robin, 
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WinCo, Bevmo,,FasTrak car wash, Arco gas station, new Animal Shelter, St Bernard’s 

Pre-school, CMC Rebar, El Pollo Loco, Dunkin Donuts, Tracy Collision Center, Sutter 

Hospital, Amazon and Shops at Northgate Village. These projects are anticipated to 

provide employment opportunities, furthering the City’s 2013-2015 Economic 

Development Strategy,   thereby resulting in greater internal trip capture and fewer trips 

leaving the  City. 

 The City of Tracy Transportation Master Plan forecasts 64,182 employed persons for year 

2035, an increase of 40,078 (or 166.3 percent) from 24,104 employed persons in 2006. 

Dwelling units are forecast to increase by 51.4 percent from 26,789  in 2006 to 40,506 

residences in 2035. The Tracy Travel Demand Model indicates that the growth in Tracy 

(from existing conditions to year 2035) would result in the internal trip distribution 

increasing from the existing 48 percent to 49 percent in the AM peak hour and decrease 

from 64 percent to 49 percent in the PM peak hour as a percentage of total Tracy trips. 

Westbound trips on I-580 towards Alameda County and beyond, would decrease from 7 

percent to 1 percent in the AM peak hour and stay at about 1 percent in the PM peak 

hour. Trips from Alameda County and beyond to Tracy would remain at about 1 percent 

during the AM peak hour and decrease from 3.5 percent to 1.3 percent in the PM peak 

hour. 

 Economic development data received from the City of Tracy indicates that between 2000 

and 2008, the jobs-to-housing ratio remained consistent at approximately 1.19. Between 

2008 and 2014, the jobs-to-housing ratio showed a gradual improvement, increasing to 

1.46, an increase of 22.7 percent. This increase already results in more trips staying local 

to Tracy. 
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Letter LA2 

Alameda County Transportation Commission 

Deputy Director of Planning and Policy 

Tess Lengyel 

March 10, 2015 

  

 

Response LA2-1:  The Tables in Section 4.13 have been updated to indicate Alameda CTC instead of 

ACCMA. 

Response LA2-2:   The LOS F segments have been bolded in Table 4.13-15 

Response LA2-3:  The text in Section 4.13 has been updated to indicate Alameda CTC instead of ACTA.   

Response LA2-4:  Section 4.13 indicates that the Alameda CTC 2040 Travel Demand model was used in the 

analysis of travel to and from Alameda County. Page 4.13-111 indicates that the transit 

assignment in the model was used to estimate travel demand to the two BART stations 

along I-580 in the County. The proportionate trips from the model were assigned to the 

THSP. The analysis fully indicates how the calculations were extracted from the model 

and calculated. Thus, the analysis fully complies with the Alameda CTC request to estimate 

the number of BART riders from the THSP at build out. 

Response LA2-5:  This comment is correct and noted and is identified in Section 4.13.  

Response LA2-6:  The Alameda CTC Travel Demand model does not have as assignment to the ACE station 

in Tracy, where the Project transit riders would embark the train and thus the model 

cannot be used to estimate ridership at the Tracy ACE station. The model only has an 

assignment at the Livermore ACE station, the next stop on the system going westwards. 

It is highly doubtful that any transit riders would utilize the Alameda County stations to 

embark the train, when the ACE station is only 2-3 miles from the THSP site. To 

accurately reflect the impact of project buildout at the ACE station in Tracy, current 

ridership, boardings and parking were evaluated in Section 4.13. This represents an 

accurate analysis of the project transit trips on the ACE train.   

Response LA2-7:  Most recent counts on the  I-580 were used for the existing conditions analysis and the 

LOS analysis methodology are consistent with Caltrans criteria (vehicle density per mile 

per lane) and does indicate congested LOS conditions, consistent with the  MTC report 

and the Alameda CTC  LOS report. The Alameda CTC LOS report uses speed as the 

measure of effectiveness and also finds that the roadway is congested. No additional 

analysis is required.   
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Letter LA3 

San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 

Rodney Estrada, REHS 

Program Coordinator 

March 12, 2015 

  

 

Response LA3-1:  The letter is in support of the proposed project. Comment noted. 
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Delta-Sierra Group
Mother Lode Chapter

P.O. Box 9258, Stockton CA 95208

February 10, 2015 

Bill Dean, Asst Devmt Svs. Director 
City of Tracy 
333 Civic Center Plaza 
Tracy, CA  95376 

RE:  Tracy Hills DSEIR 

via e-mail to william.dean@@ci.tracy.ca.us; desdirector@ci.tracy.ca.us 

Mr. Dean: 

The following are comments from the Sierra Club regarding the Draft Subsequent EIR for the Tracy Hills 
Specific Plan.  Please send the response to these comments to my e-mail address at 
parfrey@sbcglobal.net, not to the address on this letterhead. 

1. The Sierra Club is party to the legal Settlement Agreement signed between the original applicant, the
City of Tracy, the City of Livermore, and Alameda County in late 1998.  We will be monitoring this project 
very closely to ensure that the terms of the Settlement Agreement are implemented if and when the 
project builds out. 

2. We appreciate that the DSEIR includes information about the Settlement Agreement and notes the
Agreement in the transportation mitigation measures. 

3. The payments for transportation and transit improvements required by the Settlement Agreement
will help to fund some of the mitigation required by construction of 5,500 housing units and 5.7 million 
square feet of commercial and industrial development.  However, under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) the City of Tracy as lead agency is responsible for identifying and implementing all 
feasible mitigation measures to lessen the impacts to regional and local transportation facilities. In 
addition, the City is required to adopt all feasible programs to meet greenhouse gas reduction goals. 
Some of the mitigation measures recommended in the Greenhouse Emissions and Transportation 
sections fail to do this, as noted below.    

4. According to the Tracy Hills Traffic Impact Analysis (prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, dated
October 2014), Phase 1a of the Project would generate 25,433 daily vehicle trips. The THSP would also 
generate 122,836 daily trips in 2035, and 152,985 daily trips at full buildout (post-2035). (p. 4.3-16).  This 
amount of traffic plus added emissions from other uses would generate an estimated 150,580.59 metric 
tons of CO2 equivalent each year (after mitigations are implemented).  

A
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The DEIR mitigation measures in both the Greenhouse Emissions and Transportation sections fail to 
include substantive programs that could significantly reduce these impacts, e.g., providing direct 
subsidies to public transit systems such as the ACE train, which runs almost through the site.  Such an 
omission is unconscionable in light of today’s climate change requirements.  

5. Indeed, the Greenhouse Emissions and Transportation sections of the DEIR read like some bad dream
from the 1970’s or 1980’s.  There are reams of detailed graphics, text, and mitigation measures that are 
devoted overwhelmingly to accommodating the immense amount of private auto trips that will be 
generated by the project.  However, when it comes time to require the project to provide specific and 
enforceable programs to support non-auto alternatives, the DEIR analysis becomes vague, timid, and 
mealy-mouthed.  

6. The DEIR’s pro-auto bias is readily apparent when attempts are made to justify the project in light of
regional and local plans which it fails to comply with. 

For example, the DEIR notes in passing that “the Project would not meet SJVAPCD [air district] reduction 
requirements and impacts would be significant and unavoidable.”  Then, a few pages later the DEIR 
states blithely, with no empirical justification, that this is OK because “The Project, at buildout, would 
provide employment opportunities for 7,820 people. By providing employment opportunities and 
residential uses, the Project would reduce commute trip lengths” (p. 4-7.19).   

If the DEIR includes this claim as a reason to approve the project the DEIR analysis should be augmented 
to quantify the reduction in commute trip lengths. More importantly, the DEIR must include a mitigation 
measure that would require monitoring of a jobs/housing balance program by year or phase to ensure 
that all the promised jobs actually show up before all the new housing and commuters do.  The failure of 
the Specific Plan to include a credible jobs/housing program that would slow or stop housing approvals 
if jobs goals are not realized at various points during buildout is state of the art smart planning, and 
should be rectified in the DEIR.   

7. Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 (p. 4.7-21) fails to include key mitigation programs such as funding of real
transit improvements (other than bus shelters) or operating expenses, and compliance with CalGreen 
building standards that go beyond Title 24 to “Tier 1” or “Tier 2”.  The measure includes vague promises 
of “trip reduction programs” which are unspecified as to the goals to be met or required on individual 
commercial users.  The measure includes transit shelters but no support for transit to actually get there. 
The measure requires design buildings to “meet or exceed” Title 24 requirements, which is already 
required by the State Building Code.   

8. This inadequate Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 is inconsistent with relevant City General Plan and
Sustainability Action Plan policies and the DEIR analysis should note that inconsistency. 

For example, Objective CIR-421 states “P3. The City shall encourage the expansion of transit services 
through consultation and cooperation with the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), San Joaquin 
Regional Rail Commission, San Joaquin Regional Transit District, the Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), 
on services that expand the mobility and accessibility of transporting people, goods and services in and 
through Tracy and the region.”   

B
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The DEIR requires no such “cooperation” with ACE or BART. In fact, the notable absence of any 
meaningful discussion of how to use and expand the ACE trains to mitigate transportation impacts of the 
project is a glaring deficiency of the entire document. 

9. The City’s Sustainability Action Plan includes laudable goals that are being ignored by this project.
The Plan sets goals for a “20 percent increase in the percentage of non-City employees who participate 
in travel demand management programs from 2006 baseline levels” and “20 percent reduction in the 
community vehicle miles travelled (VMT) per capita from current (2006) levels.”  The Plan calls for 
measures that “Support for transit,” “Smart growth, urban design, and planning,” and “Reduce 
commute trips.”   

This project does not meet any of these Sustainability Action Plan goals or measures.  Instead, this 
disastrous 1980’s-era sprawl development will generate over 150,000 daily auto trips and over 150,000 
metric tons of CO2 equivalent each year.  Surely, the City of Tracy can do better than this  

Sincerely, 

ss/Eric Parfrey, AICP, member 
Mother Lode Chapter Executive Committee 
parfrey@sbcglobal.net 
(209) 462-4808 eves 
(530) 666-8043 days 

cc:  Tracy Planning Commission 
Tracy City Council 
City Manager and Planning Director, City of Livermore 
County Administrator and Planning Director, Alameda County 
Mark Connolly, Esq. 

11-131



Tracy Hills Specific Plan 

Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

 

  

  

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS FROM ORGANIZATIONS 

 

Letter OR1 

Sierra Club 

Delta-Sierra Group, Mother Lode Chapter 

Mother Lode Chapter Executive Committee 

February 10, 2015 

  

 

Response OR1-1:  The commenter references the Settlement Agreement and notes that the Project will be 

monitored closely by the Sierra Club. The Settlement Agreement is discussed in detail in 

Section 4.13 of the DSEIR (page 4.13-17). The terms of the Settlement Agreement, as 

described in this Section will be implemented as part of the Project. The Settlement 

Agreement is included as Appendix J of the Recirculated DSEIR.  The comment does not 

raise any issue with respect to the contents of the DSEIR, or any environmental issue 

regarding the proposed Project. Because the commentator does not specifically comment 

of the DSEIR or raise any other CEQA issue, no further response is necessary. 

Response OR1-2:  Refer to Response OR1-1 and note that the Settlement Agreement is indeed described in 

Section 4.13  (Traffic and Circulation) of the DSEIR.   

Response OR1-3:  Section 4.7, Greenhouse Emissions, identifies feasible mitigation measures that would 

ensure project consistency with the City’s Sustainability Action Plan and reduce project-

related GHG emissions.  For example, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would require the Project 

to increase transit usage and opportunities, improve pedestrian accessibility, provide 

mixed-use, improve destination accessibility, provide traffic calming measures, install high 

efficiency lighting, and install energy efficient appliances.  Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 also 

requires the implementation of feasible SAP measures and other measures to reduce GHG 

emissions. 

 The proposed Tracy Hills Specific Plan establishes a mix of uses that includes a range of 

residential housing types, a limited amount of local-serving retail commercial with some 

office uses a range of active and passive parks, and open space; and includes new 

infrastructure and utilities to serve the new uses.  The proposed mix of land uses would 

include pedestrian-friendly streets that would provide connections from housing to the 

retail areas and the various parks throughout the Project.  All amenities would be located 

in proximity to residences, which would reduce the number and length of vehicle trips, 

thereby reducing emissions of criteria pollutants and GHGs.  The proposed Project 

accommodates pedestrians, bicyclists, and automobiles. 
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 The analysis and significance determination in the DSEIR is based on the SJVAPCD’s 

adopted GHG threshold requiring projects to achieve a 29 percent reduction below 

business as usual levels (Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG 

Emission Impacts for New Projects Under CEQA [adopted by the SJVAPCD on 

December 17, 2009]).  When developing this guidance, the SJVAPCD investigated 

whether mass-based numerical limits (i.e., a non-business as usual standard) should be 

part of its GHG significance threshold.  In their Final Staff Report – Climate Change 

Action Plan: Addressing GHG Emissions Impacts Under CEQA (December 2009), the 

SJVAPCD rejected such an approach due to a lack of scientific support for any particular 

numerical threshold.  The SJVAPCD was not able to determine a specific quantitative 

level of GHG emissions increase, above which the project would have a significant impact 

on the environment, and below which would have an insignificant impact.  The SJVAPCD 

concluded that impacts of project specific emissions on global climatic change are 

cumulative in nature, and the significance thereof should be examined in that context.  

Additionally, it should be noted that the California Court of Appeals upheld the BAU 

method in 2011 in Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development 

(CREED) v. City of Chula Vista 197 Cal. App. 4th 327, 335-37 (2011).   

 Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would result in a decrease in GHG emissions of 29,566.80 

MTCO2eq/yr, which would equate to a 16.41 percent reduction from the “business as 

usual” condition.  However, buildout of the Project would not achieve the SJVAPCD’s 

29 percent GHG significance threshold and impacts would remain significant, despite the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1. 

Response OR1-4A: The Transportation Section of the DSEIR identifies mitigation measures, which includes 

both road geometric improvements and Travel Demand management measures, as 

required by the City General Plan, the City of Tracy Transportation Master Plan, the 

SJCOG Congestion Management Program and the Settlement Agreement to mitigate 

potential transportation impacts with regards to traffic operations and safety.  With 

implementation of the mitigation measures, the Project will reduce the BAU GHG 

emissions from 180,147.39 to 150,580.59 metric tons per annum, a 16.41 % percent 

reduction.  The letter incorrectly states that the ACE train "practically runs tl1rough the 

site".  The train station is approximately 2 miles from Phase 1A and between 3 and 4 miles 

from future phases, which would be located on the north and south side of I-580.  

Payment of the JPA Settlement Agreement fees will occur as permits are obtained from 

the City of Tracy.  These fees would be used to develop regional CIP and TDM projects 

to mitigate the Project's impacts to the road system.  In addition, the THSP Project would 

provide pullout bus stops to facilitate a future local bus service.  The THSP would also 

provide sidewalks and bicycle facilities consistent with the City of Tracy and State of 

California requirements for Complete Streets.  The THSP fully complies with this 

requirement. 

 The comment summarizes trips and emissions generated by the proposed Project, but 

does not raise any specific issue with respect to the contents of the DSEIR, or any 

environmental issue regarding the proposed project.  No further response is necessary. 
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Response OR1-4B: DSEIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires various transportation measures to reduce 

vehicle trips.  For example, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires the commercial uses to 

implement a trip reduction program and a ride sharing program for future employees.  

Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would be required to provide pedestrian 

connections and amenities to facilitate alternative transportation options.  The parking 

cash out program required by Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would provide a financial 

incentive for employees not to drive to work.  As documented in Table 4.7-7 of the 

DSEIR, the proposed Project would be consistent with the applicable measures in the 

City’s Sustainability Action Plan.  In addition to being consistent with the Sustainability 

Action Plan’s various energy and water efficiency measures, the Project would also be 

consistent with the transportation measures such as providing support for bicycling and 

transit, and reducing commute trips.  As noted in the DSEIR and response OR1-3, 

implementation of the project’s design features and Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would 

reduce BAU emissions by 16.41 percent (a 12.5 percent reduction in the transportation 

sector).   

Response OR1-5:  The THSP has identified TDM measures on page 4-18. As tentative maps are approved, 

these TDM measures in section 4.2.7 will be included in a TDM Action Plan, consistent 

with the tentative map land use.  The TDM Action Plan will be developed in collaboration 

with the City once the first permit application is submitted.  These measures include 

actions that are consistent with SJCOG’s Commute Connection Program, which includes 

rideshare programs, carpooling, vanpooling, commuter ride-matching, guaranteed ride 

home and employer services. The City of Tracy TMP and the THSP Project also proposes 

to construct a park-and ride facility at the proposed Lammers Road interchange to further 

promote TDM measures, as required by the City of Tracy and the SJCOG. The TDM 

Action Plan that would be developed with each tentative map application, will be 

consistent with the SJCOG RCMP TDM program as indicated in Impact 4.13-4b, which 

also include adherence to the Commute Connection programs which services San Joaquin, 

Merced and Stanislaus Counties and are consistent with the SJCOG Regional 

Transportation Plan.  

 Please also refer to the response to Comment OR1-4b, above. The DSEIR Section 4.7-1 

identifies feasible mitigation for the Project; see Mitigation Measure 4.7-1. The proposed 

Project acknowledges that the Project would generate vehicular traffic and therefore 

identifies a mitigation program to mitigate for significant impacts. However, it is not an 

objective of the Project to accommodate private automobiles. Further, as addressed in 

prior responses the Project would provide sidewalks and bicycle facilities consistent with 

the City of Tracy and State of California requirements for Complete Streets. As described 

in DSEIR Section 4.7-1, feasible improvements are identified in Mitigation Measure 4.7-

1 and Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would result in a 16.41 percent 

reduction in the Project’s GHG emissions. Despite the implementation of the feasible 

mitigation measures, Project impacts would not be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Refer to DSEIR Section 7, Alternatives, for a discussion of Project alternatives that would 

meet the Project objectives and reduce the Project’s significant impacts.  
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Response OR1-6:  Many comments have been submitted regarding the reduction of Project trips to the San 

Francisco Bay Area. In the near term, there are fewer jobs assumed to be available in the 

City of Tracy and San Joaquin County as a whole. As a result of this assumption, the 

Project traffic distributes onto I-580. As the City and the County develop and local 

employment opportunities increase, the road network in Tracy would also expand, 

additional interchanges would be constructed, and less traffic would distribute to I-580 

along Corral Hollow Road. Spine Road would have been extended to the future Lammers 

Road as the THSP builds out, and the travel demand would decrease on the southbound 

approach of Spine Road to Corral Hollow Road. 

 As a result of both buildout of the General Plan and implementation of the THSP, the 

jobs-to-housing balance within the City of Tracy would shift over time, resulting in 

changed travel patterns and more trips with origins and destinations within Tracy and also 

within the THSP.. The change in THSP traffic volumes starting with Phase 1A (near-term 

conditions) through 2035 (General Plan buildout) and Project buildout substantiates the 

shift in the jobs-to-housing ratio. The analysis accurately reflects this anticipated change 

in development and rerouting of traffic and accurately reflects future conditions, as 

adopted in the City of Tracy Citywide Roadway and Transportation Master Plan. The shift 

in the jobs-to-housing ratio to accommodate more jobs in Tracy would result in more 

trips having origins and destinations within Tracy and instead traveling onto Lammers 

Road and Corral Hollow Road and leaving the City. In addition, the construction of 

Lammers Road and the Lammers Road interchange with I-580 would reroute Project 

Phase 1A traffic traveling north on Spine Road to Lammers Road, compared to these trips 

traveling to Corral Hollow Road in the near term. Note that Spine Road is not connected 

to Lammers Road for Phase 1A conditions. Within the THSP, as more employment 

related land uses develop, internal trips would increase and less trips would leave the site, 

which results in less regional trips. 

 The City just approved the Cordes Ranch Specific Plan which includes approximately 

1,462 net acres of commercial, office, manufacturing, warehouse, and distribution uses. 

This increase in employment is forecasted to decrease traffic on the regional road system. 

FedEx, Cordes Building 1 and Medline are already under construction. The City also 

recently approved the following development projects that would  create local 

employment opportunities: SuperLube, , Prime Car Wash, McDonalds, Red Robin, 

WinCo, Bevmo, FasTrak car wash, Arco gas station, new Animal Shelter, St Bernard’s 

Pre-school, CMC Rebar, El Pollo Loco, Dunkin Donuts, Tracy Collision Center, Sutter 

Hospital, Amazon and Shops at Northgate Village. These projects are anticipated to 

provide employment opportunities, furthering the City’s 2013-2015 Economic 

Development Strategy,   thereby resulting in greater internal trip capture and fewer trips 

leaving the City. 

 The City of Tracy Transportation Master Plan forecasts 64,182 employed persons in year 

2035, which is an increase of 40,078 (or 166.3percent) from 24,104 employed persons in 

2006. Dwelling units are forecast to increase by 51.4 percent from 26,789 in 2006 to 40,506 

residences in 2035. The Tracy Travel Demand Model indicates that the growth in Tracy 

(from existing conditions to year 2035) would result in the internal trip distribution 
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increasing from the existing 48 percent to 49 percent in the AM peak hour and decrease 

from 64 percent to 49 percent in the PM peak hour as a percentage of total Tracy trips. 

Westbound trips on I-580 towards Alameda County and beyond, would decrease from 7 

percent to 1 percent in the AM peak hour and remain at about 1 percent in the PM peak 

hour. Trips from Alameda County and beyond to Tracy would remain at about 1 percent 

during the AM peak hour and decrease from 3.5 percent to 1.3 percent in the PM peak 

hour. 

 Economic development data collected by the City of Tracy indicates that between 2000 

and 2008, the jobs-to-housing ratio remained consistent at approximately 1.19. Between 

2008 and 2014, the jobs-to-housing ratio showed an increase of 22.7 percent in local jobs 

at a ratio of 1.46.  This increase already results in more trips staying local to Tracy. 

 As described in DSEIR Section 4.7, the Project would be consistent with the City’s 

Sustainability Action Plan with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1. Mitigation 

Measure 4.7-1 would require the THSP Project to increase transit usage and opportunities, 

improve pedestrian accessibility, provide mixed-use, improve destination accessibility, 

provide traffic calming measures, install high efficiency lighting, and install energy efficient 

appliances. Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 also requires the implementation of feasible 

Sustainable Action Plan measures and other measures aimed at reducing GHG emissions. 

 Table 4.7-7 of the DSEIR provides a consistency analysis between applicable Sustainable 

Action Plan measures and the THSP Project and demonstrates how the THSP Project 

would be consistent with the Sustainable Action Plan and would not hinder its 

implementation or effectiveness.  

 Additionally, as described in the DSEIR, the THSP project is identified in the City of 

Tracy General Plan and the TMP.  

 As noted by the commenter, the DSEIR finds that the Project would not meet SJVAPCD 

reduction requirements. This statement is made in regards to the SJVAPCD’s 29 percent 

reduction from the “business as usual” threshold. However, the statement regarding the 

employment opportunities generated by the Project was made in order to describe the 

Project’s consistency with a specific Sustainability Action Plan measure (Measure T-13a). 

The two statements in the DSEIR occur under two different impact statement analyses 

and are not linked together as purported by the commenter. 

 The reduction in commute trip lengths are quantified in the DSEIR. This reduction is 

identified in Tables 4.7-3 and 4.7-6 which show the reduced GHG emissions after 

implementation of the Project Design Features and Mitigation Measures. These 

reductions were quantified in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) as 

recommended by the SJVAPCD. The reductions used by CalEEMod are based on 

research and data within the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association report 

Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures.  
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 As discussed in the City’s Transportation Master Plan (TMP), which assumes the THSP 

Project, the City is forecasted to experience growth in jobs by the TMP horizon year of 

2035 and buildout in City buildout. For example in 2035, the TMP forecasts 40,506 houses 

and 64,182 jobs (a jobs-to-housing ratio of 1.58). By City Buildout, the TMP forecasts 

43,557 houses and 184,003 jobs (a jobs-to-housing ratio of 4.22). The City’s projected job 

growth is anticipated to outpace available housing, and additional housing units would be 

needed. As evidenced by the data in the TMP (which is based on and supported by the 

data in the City’s General Plan), a jobs-to-housing program that would slow or stop 

housing approvals (as suggested in the commenter) is not necessary or appropriate. This 

increase in employment is forecasted to decrease traffic on the regional road system. 

FedEx, Cordes Building 1 and Medline are already under construction. The City also 

recently approved the following development projects that would  create local 

employment opportunities: SuperLube, , Prime Car Wash, McDonalds, Red Robin, 

WinCo, Bevmo,,FasTrak car wash, Arco gas station, new Animal Shelter, St Bernard’s 

Pre-school, CMC Rebar, El Pollo Loco, Dunkin Donuts, Tracy Collision Center, Sutter 

Hospital, Amazon and Shops at Northgate Village. These projects are anticipated to 

provide employment opportunities, furthering the City’s 2013-2015 Economic 

Development Strategy,   thereby resulting in greater internal trip capture and fewer trips 

leaving the City. 

Response OR1-7A: The THSP has identified TDM measures on page 4-18. As tentative maps are approved, 

these TDM measures would be identified in a TDM Action Plan consistent with the 

tentative map land use. These measures include actions that are consistent with SJCOG’s 

Commute Connection Program, which includes rideshare programs, carpooling, 

vanpooling, commuter ride-matching, guaranteed ride home and employer services. The 

project also proposes to construct a park-and-ride facility at the proposed Lammers Road 

interchange, to further promote TDM measures, as required by the City of Tracy and the 

SJCOG. The TDM Action Plan that would be developed with each tentative map 

application, would be consistent with the SJCOG RCMP TDM program. , which also 

includes adherence to the Commute Connection programs, which services San Joaquin, 

Merced and Stanislaus Counties. Through these TDM measures, transit and non-

automotive transportation alternatives will be promoted. The development of a TDM 

action plan for each tentative map application as indicated in Impact 4.13-b, provides the 

City with the opportunity to monitor success of the measures and change the program for 

the next phase of development as may be determined necessary. Rule 9510 also provides 

the City with a tool to monitor TDM measures.  

 Refer to response OR1-4b, above. DSEIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires various 

transportation measures to reduce vehicle trips such as trip reduction programs, ride 

sharing programs, pedestrian connections and amenities to facilitate alternative 

transportation options, and parking cash out programs. As documented in Table 4.7-7 of 

the DSEIR, the proposed Project would be consistent with the applicable measures in the 

City’s Sustainability Action Plan.  
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Response OR1-7B: The THSP has identified TDM measures on page 4-18. As tentative maps are approved, 

these TDM measures would be identified in a TDM Action Plan consistent with the 

tentative map land use. These measures include actions that are consistent with SJCOG’s 

Commute Connection Program, which includes rideshare programs, carpooling, 

vanpooling, commuter ride-matching, guaranteed ride home and employer services. The 

project also proposes to construct a park-and-ride facility at the proposed Lammers Road 

interchange, to further promote TDM measures, as required by the City of Tracy and the 

SJCOG. The TDM Action Plan that would be developed with each tentative map 

application, would be consistent with the SJCOG RCMP TDM program as indicated in 

Impact 4.13-4b, which also includes adherence to the Commute Connection programs, 

which services San Joaquin, Merced and Stanislaus Counties. Through these TDM 

measures, transit and non-automotive trips will be promoted. The development of a plan 

a TDM action plan for each Tentative Map application, provides the City with the 

opportunity to monitor success of the measures and change the program for the next 

phase of development.  

Response OR1-7C: The comment is noted but does not identify any issue with respect to the contents of the 

DSEIR, or any environmental issue regarding the proposed Project. The THSP has 

identified TDM measures on page 4-18 R. As tentative maps are approved, these TDM 

measures would be identified in a TDM Action Plan consistent with the tentative map 

land use. These measures include actions that are consistent with SJCOG’s Commute 

Connection Program, which includes rideshare programs, carpooling, vanpooling, 

commuter ride-matching, guaranteed ride home and employer services. The project also 

proposes to construct a park-and-ride facility at the proposed Lammers Road interchange, 

to further promote TDM measures, as required by the City of Tracy and the SJCOG. The 

TDM Action Plan that would be developed with each tentative map application, would 

be consistent with the SJCOG RCMP TDM program as indicated in Impact 4.13-4b, 

which also includes adherence to the Commute Connection programs, which services San 

Joaquin, Merced and Stanislaus Counties. Through these TDM measures, transit and non-

automotive trips will be promoted. The development of an TDM action plan for each 

Tentative Map application, provides the City with the opportunity to monitor success of 

the measures and change the program for the next phase of development. Because the 

commentator does not specifically comment of the DSEIR or raise any other CEQA 

issue, no further response is necessary. 

Response OR1-8:  The THSP has identified TDM measures on page 4-18. As tentative maps are approved, 

these TDM measures would be identified in a TDM Action Plan consistent with the 

tentative map land use. These measures include actions that are consistent with SJCOG’s 

Commute Connection Program, which includes rideshare programs, carpooling, 

vanpooling, commuter ride-matching, guaranteed ride home and employer services. The 

project also proposes to construct a park-and-ride facility at the proposed Lammers Road 

interchange, to further promote TDM measures, as required by the City of Tracy and the 

SJCOG. The TDM Action Plan that would be developed with each tentative map 

application, would be consistent with the SJCOG RCMP TDM program as indicated in 

Impact  4.13-4b, which also includes adherence to the Commute Connection programs, 
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which services San Joaquin, Merced and Stanislaus Counties. Through these TDM 

measures, transit and non-automotive trips will be promoted. The development of a TDM 

action plan for each Tentative Map application, provides the City with the opportunity to 

monitor success of the measures and change the program for the next phase of 

development.Refer to Response OR1-4b, above. The DSEIR analyzed the Project’s 

consistency with City policies including the Sustainability Policies in Table 4.7-7 of the 

DSEIR. Furthermore, Objective CIR-421, as noted in the comment, encourages the City 

to consult and cooperate with the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) District, San Joaquin 

Regional Rail Commission, San Joaquin Regional Transit District, the Altamont 

Commuter Express (ACE) to expand the mobility and accessibility of transporting people, 

goods, and services throughout the region. This objective does not include requirements 

for future projects or project applicants.  

Response OR1-9: The comment is noted. The Transportation Section of the DSEIR identifies mitigation 

measures that include geometric road improvements and Travel Demand Management 

measures as required by the City General Plan, the City of Tracy Transportation Master 

Plan, the SJCOG Congestion Management Program and the JPA Settlement Agreement. 

Implementing these mitigation measures would lessen impacts to regional and local 

transportation facilities with regards to both traffic operations and safety, and thus would 

fulfill the City of Tracy’s compliance with CEQA as the lead agency for the Project.  

 Section 4.7, Greenhouse Emissions, identifies feasible mitigation measures that would 

ensure Project consistency with the City’s Sustainability Action Plan and reduce Project-

related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would 

require the Project to increase transit usage and opportunities, improve pedestrian 

accessibility, provide mixed-use development, improve destination accessibility, provide 

traffic calming measures, install high efficiency lighting, and install energy efficient 

appliances. Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 also requires the implementation of feasible 

Sustainable Action Plan measures and other measures to reduce GHG emissions. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires various transportation improvement measures to 

reduce vehicle trips. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires commercial uses to 

implement a trip reduction program and a ride sharing program for future employees. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires pedestrian connections and amenities to 

facilitate alternative transportation options. The parking cash-out program required by 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would provide a financial incentive for employees not to drive 

to work. 

 The proposed Tracy Hills Specific Plan establishes a mix of uses that includes a range of 

residential housing types, a limited amount of local-serving retail commercial with some 

office uses, a range of active and passive parks, and open space; the Project also includes 

new infrastructure and utilities to serve the new uses. The proposed mix of land uses 

would include pedestrian-friendly streets that would provide connections from housing 

to the retail areas and the various parks throughout the Project. All amenities would be 

located in proximity to residences, which would reduce the number and length of vehicle 

trips, thereby reducing emissions of criteria pollutants and GHGs. The proposed Project 

accommodates pedestrians, bicyclists, and automobiles. 
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 Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would result in a decrease in GHG emissions 

of 29,566.80 MTCO2eq/yr, which would equate to a 16.41 percent reduction from the 

“business as usual” condition. However, buildout of the Project would not achieve the 

SJVAPCD’s 29 percent GHG significance threshold and impacts would remain 

significant. 

 As documented in Table 4.7-7 of the DSEIR, the Project would be consistent with the 

applicable measures in the City’s Sustainability Action Plan. In addition to being consistent 

with the Sustainability Action Plan’s various energy and water efficiency measures, the 

Project would also be consistent with the transportation measures such as providing 

support for bicycling and transit, and reducing commute trips. As noted in the DSEIR 

and response to Comment OR1-3, implementation of Project Design Features and 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would reduce emissions by 16.41 percent (a 12.5 percent 

reduction in the transportation sector). 

Response OR1-10: The comment is noted. The Transportation Section of the DSEIR identifies mitigation 

measures that include geometric road improvements and Travel Demand Management 

measures as required by the City General Plan, the City of Tracy Transportation Master 

Plan, the SJCOG Congestion Management Program and the JPA Settlement Agreement. 

Implementing these mitigation measures would lessen impacts to regional and local 

transportation facilities with regards to both traffic operations and safety, and thus would 

fulfill the City of Tracy’s compliance with CEQA as the lead agency for the Project.  

 Section 4.7, Greenhouse Emissions, identifies feasible mitigation measures that would 

ensure Project consistency with the City’s Sustainability Action Plan and reduce Project-

related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would 

require the Project to increase transit usage and opportunities, improve pedestrian 

accessibility, provide mixed-use development, improve destination accessibility, provide 

traffic calming measures, install high efficiency lighting, and install energy efficient 

appliances. Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 also requires the implementation of feasible 

Sustainable Action Plan measures and other measures to reduce GHG emissions. 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires various transportation improvement measures to 

reduce vehicle trips. For example, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires commercial uses to 

implement a trip reduction program and a ride sharing program for future employees. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires pedestrian connections and amenities to 

facilitate alternative transportation options. The parking cash-out program required by 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would provide a financial incentive for employees not to drive 

to work. 

 The proposed Tracy Hills Specific Plan establishes a mix of uses that includes a range of 

residential housing types, a limited amount of local-serving retail commercial with some 

office uses, a range of active and passive parks, and open space; the Project also includes 

new infrastructure and utilities to serve the new uses. The proposed mix of land uses 

would include pedestrian-friendly streets that would provide connections from housing 

to the retail areas and the various parks throughout the Project. All amenities would be 
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located in proximity to residences, which would reduce the number and length of vehicle 

trips, thereby reducing emissions of criteria pollutants and GHGs. The proposed Project 

accommodates pedestrians, bicyclists, and automobiles. 

 Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would result in a decrease in GHG emissions 

of 29,566.80 MTCO2eq/yr, which would equate to a 16.41 percent reduction from the 

“business as usual” condition. However, buildout of the Project would not achieve the 

SJVAPCD’s 29 percent GHG significance threshold and impacts would remain 

significant. 

 As documented in Table 4.7-7 of the DSEIR, the Project would be consistent with the 

applicable measures in the City’s Sustainability Action Plan. In addition to being consistent 

with the Sustainability Action Plan’s various energy and water efficiency measures, the 

Project would also be consistent with the transportation measures such as providing 

support for bicycling and transit, and reducing commute trips. As noted in the DSEIR 

and response to Comment OR1-3, implementation of Project Design Features and 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would reduce emissions by 16.41 percent (a 12.5 percent 

reduction in the transportation sector). 
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Letter OR2 

Horizon Planet 

Brigit S. Barnes & Associates, Inc. on behalf of Horizon Planet 

March 3, 2015 

Response OR2-1A:  There is no inconsistency in the Draft SEIR’s project description.  The project includes 

what can alternatively be described as “updates,” and/or “replacements,” to the text of 

the 1998 THSP – which adjective is used is not relevant.   As described on page 3-2 of 

the Draft SEIR, The Applicant has requested certain modifications to the 1998 THSP 

which would require formal amendments.  Because the proposed text modifications 

(including the Project goals, zoning and development standards, and zoning districts), 

graphics and format to the previously approved Tracy Hills Specific Plan are substantial, 

the applicant, in consultation with City Staff, has decided to submit a comprehensive 

update to the Specific Plan as opposed to submitting amendments to sections of the 

1998 THSP.  Though the THSP has few land use changes (compared to what was 

previously approved), it was determined that an entirely re-written Specific Plan would 

provide for greater clarity, definition and contemporary policy direction, and would 

result in greater clarity and reduce the possibility of  confusion created by separately 

amending sections.  Out of an abundance of caution, the comprehensive update to the 

previously adopted Specific Plan is being analyzed as if it were a “new” Specific Plan, 

and thus the EIR comprehensively evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the 

THSP. 

 An NOP was distributed on April 21, 2014 and indicates that this EIR will cover the 

entire 2,732 acres of the THSP and address the full range of environmental topics 

identified in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines.  This NOP contains no 

discrepancies in the project description when compared to the project description 

contained in the Draft SEIR.  Additionally, information contained in the Specific Plan 

was the basis for the project description in the Draft SEIR.  Furthermore, the 

commenter does not specify how the project description is “inconsistent.” 

Response OR2-1B:  Refer to Response 1-A, above.  Furthermore, the commenter does not specify how the 

project description is “inconsistent.” 

Response OR2-1C:  Refer to Response OR2-1A, above.  There is no inconsistency in the DSEIR’s Project 

Description. The Project includes what can alternatively be described as “updates,” 

and/or “replacements,” to the text of the 1998 THSP – which adjective is used is not 

relevant. Additionally, the City disagrees that the Project Description and EIR do not 

fully describe and disclose the project and its associated components.  Chapter 3, Project 

Description, fully describes the technical (Section 3.3, economic (Section 3.3.5), and 

environmental characteristics (Section 3.2) of the proposed project.  Development of 

the proposed project and its associated components (including utilities, services, and 

development both on and offsite) are fully disclosed and analyzed throughout each 

chapter of the EIR (refer to Chapters 4.1 through 4.13 of the Draft SEIR).  Therefore, 

the EIR is in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15124. 

11-335



Tracy Hills Specific Plan 

Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

 

The City also disagrees that the Notice of Preparation dated April 15, 2014 contains a 

description of the project that is “unclear.”  As stated beginning on page 1 of the Notice 

of Preparation, “because the requested modifications to the 1998 THSP are substantial 

(including modifications to the project goals, zoning, and development standards, and 

zoning districts, and associated text, graphics, and format), the Project Applicant, in 

consultation with City staff, has decided to submit a comprehensive update to the 

Specific Plan as opposed to submitting numerous amendments to specific sections of 

the 1998 THSP.  As a result, the City and the Project Applicant have agreed that the 

environmental analysis for the re-written Specific Plan should address the proposed 

amendments as an entirely new CEQA project subject to a full environmental impact 

report, rather than utilizing any streamlined or tiered form of environmental review that 

could be available under CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.”  This text clearly identifies 

that while the Specific Plan has been updated, it is being processed and treated as an 

entirely new Specific Plan, and the environmental review of the Specific Plan is being 

conducted in a manner that reflects this approach. 

Response OR2-1D: Refer to Responses to OR2-1A and OR2-1C, above. 

Response OR2-1E: Refer to Responses OR2-1A and OR2-1C, above.  The Notice of Preparation dated 

April 15, 2014 clearly identifies that while the Specific Plan has been updated, it is being 

processed and treated as an entirely new Specific Plan, and the environmental review of 

the Specific Plan is being conducted in a manner that reflects this approach.  

Additionally, the text on page 3-2 in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR, 

includes language that clearly identifies that the updated Specific Plan is being treated 

and processed as a new Specific Plan. 

Not only does the text in Chapter 3 identify the project location and boundaries, but 

Figures 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3 of the Draft SEIR include a clear understanding of the project 

and project area.  Additionally, an extensive description of the project and project details 

can be found in Section 3.3 of Chapter 3. 

The Draft SEIR identifies the potential impacts of the proposed project based on the 

use of both new technical studies as well as peer reviews and updates to previously 

prepared technical studies. Where previously prepared studies were uses, these studies 

thoroughly analyzed to ensure consistency with and relevance to the updated THSP as 

well as reviewed against current policies and regulations for that resource area by 

technical experts. Additionally, updates to those previously prepared technical studies 

were conducted where appropriate and necessary.  The vast majority of the technical 

reports utilized in the preparation of the Draft SEIR are new and completed in 2014 

and 2015.  Refer to the Appendices to the Draft SEIR. 

The City disagrees that relevant data and information was omitted from the Draft SEIR.  

Refer to Chapter 3, Project Description, for a detailed description of all project elements.  
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Response OR2-1F:  Refer to Responses OR2-1A and OR2-1C, above.  The Draft SEIR does not only 

analyze the proposed changes from the 1998 THSP to the proposed THSP.  Rather, the 

Draft SEIR analyzes all proposed development associated with the proposed THSP.  

The DSEIR thoroughly assesses potential impacts associated with all development 

proposed within the THSP. Impacts associated with development of the Project are 

included in Chapters 4.1 through 4.13 of the DSEIR. Therefore, to demonstrate the 

exact proposed land use changes for CEQA purposes is not necessary.   

Response OR2-2A:  Refer to Response OR2-1E above and OR2-3A below.  As discussed below, the 1998 

THSP was never executed and therefore, the mitigation measures proposed in that 

document were not implemented.  The Draft SEIR identifies the potential impacts of 

the proposed project based on the use of both new technical studies as well as peer 

reviews and updates to previously prepared technical studies. Where previously 

prepared studies were uses, these studies thoroughly analyzed to ensure consistency with 

and relevance to the updated THSP as well as reviewed against current policies and 

regulations for that resource area by technical experts. Additionally, updates to those 

previously prepared technical studies were conducted where appropriate and necessary.  

The vast majority of the technical reports utilized in the preparation of the Draft SEIR 

are new and completed in 2014.  Refer to the Appendices to the Draft SEIR.  

Response OR2-2B:  CEQA Guidelines 15150 states that “where an EIR or Negative Declaration uses 

incorporation by reference, the incorporated part of the referenced document shall be 

briefly summarized where possible or briefly described if the data or information cannot 

be summarized. The relationship between the incorporated part of the referenced 

document and the EIR shall be described.”  This information was inadvertently left out 

of the Draft SEIR.   Refer to page 2-7 of the revised and recirculated SEIR for the text 

change. 

Response OR2-3A:  Per NOREAS, as clarified above, as part of this revised Biological Resources section, 

the open space preserve is not mitigation, but is a project design feature resulting from 

the Project Applicant’s voluntary action to design a project with a footprint that avoids 

3,500 acres that the Applicant owns, and instead dedicate this area as permanent open 

space.  

As made clear by the voluminous historical surveys of the Project Site, the 

comprehensive updated surveys conducted in 2014 and 2015, the analysis provided in 

the updated Biological Resources Assessment and the analysis herein, the portion of the 

Project Site that will be developed, which is highly disturbed, simply does not contain 

the type of habitat or species that if impacted by development, would be potentially 

significant under CEQA.  Accordingly, as concluded above, the proposed Project will 

result in a less-than-significant impacts on biological resources, even without mitigation.  

Under CEQA, mitigation measures are only required to reduce potentially significant.  

(See, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a).)  Therefore, here, no mitigation is required to 

mitigate the proposed Project’s potential impacts on biological resources.  However, the 

Biological Resources section of the DEIR nonetheless imposes mitigation measures to 
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ensure that impacts remain less-than-significant impacts and to completely avoid any 

potential impacts all together. 

Accordingly, characterizing the open space preserve as required mitigation for 

potentially significant impacts to biological resources is inaccurate.  Instead, it is a 

voluntary project design feature aimed at lessening the project’s already less-than-

significant impacts, and ensuring such impacts remain less-than-significant in the future.  

Indeed, the commenter actually correctly observes that the preserve was set aside as 

open space in 2012, and was not tied to any specific development, property or impact.  

That is true because the preserve was created as a result Project Applicant’s decision not 

to develop a 3,500 acre portion of its real property, and instead develop only the eastern 

portion of its property that has now become the Project Site.  As such, it is a project 

design feature, not mitigation for specific impact(s).   

Finally, the Tracy 580 Business Park Project was never completed, has been completely 

abandoned, and has been replaced by the proposed Project, which seeks to develop the 

area that the Tracy 580 Business Park proposed to developed.   

Response OR2-3B: Refer to Responses to OR2-3A above. 

Response OR2-3C: As described in Section 4.2.3, the recording of a conservation easement on 3,500 acres 

of Grazing Land adjacent to the Project has been identified as a Project Design Feature. 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant, the analysis in 

the DSEIR relied upon the 2014 CEQA Guidelines which use the following threshold 

as an indicator for a significant impact:  

“Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as 

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use.”  

The most recent FMMP (2012) map identifies approximately 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland within the Project Area, and does not identify any Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance within the Project boundaries. The determination 

was made that the agricultural mitigation fee would be paid for the 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland within the Project Area. The Applicant has also agreed (but is not required by 

CEQA) to pay the agricultural mitigation fee for each acre of Farmland of Local 

Importance that has been actively farmed, and is to be developed. Similarly, the 

Applicant is not required by CEQA to mitigate for impacts to grazing land, since the 

conversion of grazing land is not considered a significant impact under the 2014 CEQA 

Guidelines.  

Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 on page 4.2-11 of the DSEIR states: “For the 500-acres of 

Grazing Land, the Project has provided offsite mitigation for the conservation of lands 

by recording a conservation easement to ensure that over 3,500 acres of Grazing Land 

adjacent to the Project would be preserved in perpetuity.” This statement has been 
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deleted from the text of the DSEIR. As described in Section 4.2.3, the recording of a 

conservation easement on 3,500 acres of Grazing Land adjacent to the Project has been 

identified instead as a Project design feature. The DSEIR identified the potential Project 

impact to Grazing Land as less-than-significant, without the inclusion of mitigation 

measures. Therefore, the deletion of this portion of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 does not 

result in any new previously unidentified impacts.  

Response OR2-3D:  Refer to Responses to OR2-3A above. 

Response OR2-3E:  Refer to Responses to OR2-3A above. 

Response OR2-3F:  The purpose of the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space 

Plan (SJMSCP) is to conserve agricultural lands and wildlife habitats. Most of the lands 

for the preserve area under the SJMSCP are conserved through easements placed over 

existing agricultural land. The purpose of these conservation easements are to provide 

wildlife habitat/open space dedication, such as the case with the 3,500 acres of grazing 

land conserved as a result of a minor amendment to the SJMSCP in 2012 from the Tracy 

Hills Specific Plan. The 3,500 acres is existing grazing land, which was accepted by San 

Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) as an appropriate use for wildlife 

habitat/open space under the SJMSCP.  

Response OR2-3G:  The commenter misrepresents the Easements, which make clear that new uses such as 

a “commercial farm” would not be permitted.  For example, Easement No. 2 (attached 

to the comment letter) clearly states that the property covered by that Easement would 

be preserved by the “continuation of the agricultural and ranching uses that have proven 

historically compatible” with “open space and environmental values.”  This makes clear 

that no new “commercial farm” type of use would be permitted, but instead existing 

uses can continue, which still allow area covered by the Easements to function as a 

migratory corridor and higher quality habitat than the Project Site, as discussed 

throughout the revised Section 4.4 of the DEIR. 

 The USFWS, CDFW, and SJCOG entered into a Habitat Conservation Agreement with 

the Project owner, acknowledging that the owner of the Project Site may, in the future, 

count the area covered by Easement No. 2 & 3 toward habitat mitigation requirements 

for development of adjacent property owned by the Project applicant or any other 

property subject to the SJMSCP.  These agencies have specifically acknowledged that, 

at a minimum, portions of the area covered by these Easement – even with existing 

agricultural and ranching uses – function as habitat sufficient to support relevant species 

such that if the proposed Project actually had impact on biological resources, it could 

serve as mitigation land.  Clearly, there is no conflict between existing agricultural and 

ranching uses and open space or environmental preservation uses.   

 Moreover, as concluded in Section 4.4 of the DEIR, the proposed Project will result in 

a less than significant impact on biological resources before mitigation.  Specifically, as 

made clear by the voluminous historical surveys of the Project Site, the comprehensive 
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updated surveys conducted in 2014 and 2015, the analysis provided in the updated 2015 

Biological Resources Assessment and analysis in Section 4.4 of the DEIR, the portion 

of the Project Site that will be developed, which is highly disturbed, simply does not 

contain the type of habitat or species that if impacted by development, would be 

potentially significant under CEQA.  Accordingly, the proposed Project will result in a 

less-than-significant impacts on biological resources, even without mitigation.  Under 

CEQA, mitigation measures are only required to reduce potentially significant impacts.  

(See, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a).)  Therefore, here, no mitigation is required to 

mitigate the proposed Project’s potential impacts on biological resources.   

Accordingly, characterizing the area covered by the Easements as a mitigation area for 

the Project’s to biological resources is inaccurate.  Instead, it is a voluntary project design 

feature aimed at lessening the Project’s already less-than-significant impacts, and 

ensuring such impacts remain less-than-significant in the future.  Indeed, the 

commenter actually correctly observes that the preserve was set aside as open space in 

2012, and was not tied to any specific development, property or impact.  That is true 

because the preserve was created as a result Project applicant’s decision not to develop 

a 3,500 acre portion of its real property, and instead develop only the eastern portion of 

its property that has now become the Project Site.  As such, it is a project design feature, 

not mitigation for specific impact(s). 

Response OR2-3H: Notwithstanding the fact that the characterization that the grantor has “unfettered 

discretion” is patently untrue, the fact is that, as discussed above and throughout Section 

4.4 of the DEIR, the areas covered by Easements Nos. 2 & 3 are not habitat mitigation 

areas because the proposed Project will result in a less than significant impact on 

biological resources before mitigation.  The Easements are design features that provide 

significant open space refuge and corridors.   

Response OR2-3I: Refer to Responses to OR2-3A above.

Response OR2-3J: Refer to Responses to OR2-3A above. 

Response OR2-3K: Refer to Responses to OR2-3A above. 

Response OR2-3L: Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 on page 4.2-11 of the DSEIR states: “For the 500-acres of 

Grazing Land, the Project has provided off-site mitigation for the conservation of lands 

by recording a conservation easement to ensure that over 3,500 acres of Grazing Land 

adjacent to the Project would be preserved in perpetuity.” This statement has been 

deleted from the text of the DSEIR. The recording of a conservation easement on 3,500 

acres of open space adjacent to the Project has been identified instead as a Project 

Design Feature. The DSEIR identified the potential Project impact to Grazing Land as 

less than significant, without the inclusion of mitigation measures. Therefore, the 

deletion of this portion of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 which references the conservation 

easement does not result in any new previously unidentified impacts. 
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Response OR2-4A:  DEIR has been updated to evaluate the land within Areas A and B to properly identify 

impacts to appropriately identify mitigation under the SJMSCP.    

Response OR2-4B:  Per NOREAS, the DEIR concludes that the proposed Project – including the potential 

development of Area C – does not have any potentially significant impacts on biological 

resources, and therefore will result in less-than-significant impact in this regard.  Under 

CEQA, mitigation measures are only required to reduce potentially significant.  (See, 

CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a).)  Therefore, here, no mitigation is required to mitigate 

the development of Area C.  However, the DEIR still imposes mitigation measures to 

ensure less-than-significant impacts, even though these mitigation measures are not 

legally required.  Mitigation measures that are not legally required cannot be legally 

inadequate.  

Moreover, in an attempt to provide the most robust analysis of the proposed Project’s 

impacts, the DEIR analyzes the impacts of the eventual development of Area C on a 

programmatic level, even though such development is not imminent, nor even certain 

to occur.  As such, there will be subsequent analysis of the environmental impacts of 

the development of Area C.  If this subsequent environmental analysis finds potentially 

significant impacts, mitigation will be imposed, including, if necessary, annexation into 

the SJMSCP or procurement of permits pursuant to Section 7 and/or Section 10 of the 

FESA, and/or Section 2081 of the CESA. 

Response OR2-4C:  Refer to Responses to OR2-4B above. 

Response OR2-4D:  Refer to Responses to OR2-4B above. 

Response OR2-4E:  Refer to Responses to OR2-4B above. 

Response OR2-4F:  Refer to Responses to OR2-4B above. 

Response OR2-5A:  Per NOREAS, the proposed Project will not impact any 

federally or state endangered and threatened species.  The only federally or threatened 

species that has been documented anywhere near the Project Site in over a quarter 

century of study is the CRLF, which was actually documented off the Project Site and 

in the 3,500 acre preserve area.  While small, discrete subset of land within Area C of 

the Project is co-located with USFWS-designated critical habitat for CRLF, that portion 

of the Project Site does not actually support CRLF, and the CRLF has never been 

documented in that area, or any area of the Project Site. (See, Appendix C-2, 2015 

NOREAS Report, p. __.)  This is the only USFWS designated critical habitat anywhere 

on the Project Site for any species.  Accordingly, the Project completely avoids any 

impacts to the CRLF and its habitat, as well as all other federally or state endangered 

and threatened species and their habitat. 

The commenter makes comments about mitigation for impacts to the federally and state 

listed SJKF, but as discussed in detail above, the SJKF has never been observed on the 
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Project site over twenty-five years of study outside the single 2015 night spotlighting 

observation that actually occurred outside the Project Site, nor has any evidence of that 

species ever been discovered.  No portion of the Project Site has ever been designated 

by the USFWS as “critical habitat” for the SJKF. 

Over the past twenty-five years, many surveys directly aimed at finding evidence of 

SJKF have been conducted on the Project Site, including the most recent 2015 

pedestrian-based surveys, yet no such evidence has ever been found.  (See, Appendix C-

2, 1993 Evaluation of a Proposed Corridor for the San Joaquin Kit Fox in the Tracy 

Hills Development; 1999 Habitat Conservation Plan for Lakeside Tracy Development; 

2004 Environmental Assessment for the Tracy Hills HCP; 2006 Tracy Hills San Joaquin 

Kit Fox Analysis; 2006 Tracy Triangle San Joaquin Kit Fox Surveys #2689-011; 2010 

Biological Resources on the Tracy 580 Business Park Property; 2011 Preserve 

Management Plan for the Tracy 580 Business Park Preserve; 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014 

Scat detection Dog Surveys for the Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox at the Tracy Hills 

Project Site; 2015 NOREAS Report, Appendix I.)  The quarter century worth of surveys 

conducted for the SJKF consist of an incredibly comprehensive data set that goes well 

beyond the amount of data available for other projects located in the City. 

Of particular note are the Scat Detection Dog Surveys that were conducted for all three 

area of the Project Site (Areas A, B & C) in 2010, 2012, 2013 and 2014 by the Working 

Dogs Foundation.  No SJKF scats, or other signs of SKLF were observed during 

surveys. The negative findings of the four consecutive years of scat detection surveys 

provide strong evidence that the SJKF is not present on the Project Site.  This 

conclusion was confirmed by NOREAS’ 2015 focused SJKF surveys, which only 

spotted on SKLF that was actually located outside the Project Site.  (Appendix C-2, 

2015 NOREAS Report, Appendix I.)   The 2015 NOREAS survey concluded that 

impacts to SKLF would be less than significant based on historical surveys, its own 

surveys, and the Prjoect Site’s poor quality habitat for SKLF, particularly when 

compared to the higher quality habitat in the 3,500 acre preserve area.   

Moreover, as referenced above, the fact that areas of the Project Site could 

hypothetically support SJKF is not unique to the Project Site.  The SJKF has been 

studied in connection with the Project Site due to the Project Site’s general geographic 

location, not because of its particular suitability to support the SJKF.  Indeed, the 3,500 

acres preserve located adjacent to Area C of the Project Site contains higher quality 

SJKF habitat than the Project Site.  (Appendix C-2, 2015 NOREAS Report.) 

Accordingly, the proposed Project would not have potentially significant impacts on the 

SJKF or any other federally or state listed species, and instead, all impacts will be less-

than-significant in this regard. 

                                                           

 
1 Berryman Ecological and H.T. Harvey & Associates conducted a SJKF aerial survey by flying transects over the Project Site and general area. The results of 
the aerial survey concluded that no potential kit fox dens were observed on the Project site. 
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Under CEQA, mitigation measures are only required to reduce potentially significant.  

(See, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a).)  Therefore, here, no mitigation is required to 

mitigate the proposed Project’s impacts to any federally or state listed species or their 

habitat, specifically including the SJKF and CRLF. 

Notwithstanding the lack of any legal requirement to do so, this revised version of the 

Biological Resources section of the DEIR has added a number of mitigation measures 

specific to the SJKF and CRLF (e.g. pre-construction surveys and other preventative 

measures) to ensure that the proposed Project’s impacts remain less-than-significant in 

this regard.  (See Mitigation Measures 4.4-1c, 4.4-1d, and 4.4-1g.) 

As to all species, as discussed in detail throughout this revised Biological Resources 

Section of the DEIR, based on both a quarter century of studies and 2014 and 2015 

updated surveys, specifically including the focused surveys for all relevant special status 

species performed by NOREAS in 2015, the proposed Project will not result in any 

potentially significant impacts on any special status species, and will instead result in 

less-than-significant impacts in this regard.  Under CEQA, mitigation measures are only 

required to reduce potentially significant.  (See, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a).)  

Therefore, here, no mitigation is required to mitigate the proposed Project’s impacts to 

any special status species.  

With regard to the CTS, burrowing owl, northern harrier, and American badger, despite 

the lack of any legal requirement to do so, this revised Section imposes Mitigation 

Measures 4.4-1e through 4.4-1o, to ensure all impacts to these species remain less-than-

significant. 

Response OR2-5B: Refer to Responses to OR2-5A above. 

Response OR2-5C: Refer to Responses to OR2-5A above. 

Response OR2-5D: Refer to Responses to OR2-5A above. 

Response OR2-5E: Refer to Responses to OR2-5A above. 

Response OR2-5F: Refer to Responses to OR2-5A above. 

Response OR2-5G: Refer to Responses to OR2-5A above. 

Response OR2-6A: Per NOREAS, as has been concluded in twenty-five years of study and confirmed by 

the 2014 and 2015 updated pedestrian-based surveys, the portion of the Project Site that 

will be developed does not support any State or Federally-listed flora and fauna, and is 

comprised entirely of non-native vegetation and low-grade habitat for any native wildlife 

species.  As such, it is not a high value wildlife linkage corridor. 

Additionally, Interstate 580 – which runs through the middle of the Project Site, 

separating Areas A and B from Area C – is a significant barrier which impedes and 
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curtails wildlife movement throughout the region, severely limiting the Project site’s 

utility as a wildlife movement corridor or linkage area.  The Project will also implement 

a 100-foot setback from I-580 in the form of a conservation easement to provide for a 

linkage corridor through the middle of the Project Site (between Areas B and C).  (See 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a.) 

The California Aqueduct – which is the border between Area A and B –and Delta-

Mendota Canal, which is located northeast as functions as the border of Area A/the 

Project Site, act as stepping stone refugia habitat for the dispersal of SJKF and other 

wildlife species that exist in the region outside of the Project Area. These man-made 

waterways provide unobstructed travel corridors for wildlife species to connect to 

habitats located to the north and south of the Project Site, and would not be affected 

by development of the Project.  The proposed Project includes a 100-foot setback from 

the California Aqueduct, also in the form of conservation easements, to allow wildlife 

movement to persist north/south through a portion of the Project Site (between areas 

A and B) without any significant barriers or blockades.  

The aforementioned 3,500-acre open space area adjacent to Area C was set aside by the 

Project Applicant under a series of conservation easements to protect the integrity of a 

provides a natural corridor to the north and the south extending along the southern 

coastal mountain ranges of California. This preserve contains higher quality habitat for 

all relevant species than the low- grade habitat on the Project Site.  

Area C of the Project Site is adjacent to the eastern foothills of the Diablo Mountain 

Range. The Diablo Mountain Range provides a natural wildlife corridor to the north 

and the south extending along the southern coastal mountain ranges of California.  

Development of Area C will be limited to the relatively flat grasslands south of I-580 

and east of the foothills of the mountains, which is on the opposite side of the preserve 

area. As a result, the migration corridor west of the Project Site consisting of the Diablo 

Mountain Range will not be obstructed or significantly impacted.  Additionally, the 

Project has been designed such that development of Area C will completely avoid direct 

impacts to the Corral Hollow Creek key linkage corridor (which is located just south of 

Area C) and it corresponding flood plain and alluvial sand movement areas.  (Appendix 

C-2, NOREAS Report.)   Corral Hollow Creek has higher species diversity and value 

for local and migratory wildlife than adjacent locales, and accordingly, the Project 

complete avoids development of the Corral Hollow Creek area to maintain local existing 

wildlife movement and dispersal linkages. 

Due to the fact that the I-580 completely separates Areas A and B from Area C, even 

without any development of Areas A and B, species are not able to migrate from these 

Areas to the Diablo Mountain Range wildlife corridor.  Accordingly, Area A and B 

(which encompasses the portion of the Project being analyzed by this EIR at the 

“project-level”) do not function as significant wildlife movement corridors nor do they 

provide linkage to significant habitats.  Additionally, as stated above, the 100 setbacks 

from the California Aqueduct and the I-580, as well as the complete avoidance of the 

Corral Hollow Creek area, provides sufficient wildlife movement such that any impacts 
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from the development of the proposed Project would be less-than-significant. 

(Referenced within Appendix C-2, Jones & Stokes Evaluation of a proposed Corridor 

for the San Joaquin Kit Fox in the Tracy Hills Development [states that avoiding 

adverse effects to California Aqueduct and Corral Hollow Creek – as explained above, 

the proposed Project does –  would be adequate to maintain local existing wildlife 

movement and dispersal corridors linkages]; see also, NOREAS 2105 Report, pp. 4-3, 4-

4 [in accord].)   In sum, development of the proposed Project (Areas A and B, and 

adjacent areas of Area C planned for development) will not impede any wildlife 

movement that occurs before development, nor result in any potentially significant 

impacts on the same.   

Finally, it also bears noting that approximately 9 miles east of the Project Site the San 

Joaquin River traverses the agricultural fields on the valley floor of the Central Valley. 

The River was once dominated by riparian forest habitats and provided a major 

migration corridor through the middle of the State. This corridor was primarily used by 

migratory avian species (Pacific Flyway) but was also utilized by mammalian species. 

The San Joaquin River system is one of the most highly altered water systems in the 

state due to the diversion of water for agricultural purposes. However, the Project Site 

is separated from this regional migratory corridor by extensive existing urban 

development in the City of Tracy and extensive agricultural operations.  There are no 

natural interconnecting habitats between the San Joaquin River and the proposed 

Project Site. 

Accordingly, the proposed Project will not result in significant impacts on a wildlife 

movement corridor.   

Response OR2-6B:  Refer to Responses to OR2-6A above. 

Response OR2-6C:  Refer to Responses to OR2-6A above. 

Response OR2-6D:  Refer to Responses to OR2-6A above. 

Response OR2-6E:  Refer to Responses to OR2-6A above. 

Response OR2-6F:  Refer to Responses to OR2-6A above. 

Response OR2-6G:  Refer to Responses to OR2-6A above. 

Response OR2-7A:  Per NOREAS, in 2015, NOREAS undertook a focused rare plant survey to determine 

whether any federally or state listed, candidate other special status plant species occur 

on the Project Site.  (Appendix C-2, 2015 NOREAS Report, Appendix E.)  As discussed 

throughout this revised Biological Resources Section, and consistent with previous 

surveys, this survey determined that no such plant species occur. 

Response OR2-7B:  Refer to Responses to OR2-7A above. 
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Response OR2-7C: Refer to Responses to OR2-7A above. 

Response OR2-7D: Refer to Responses to OR2-7A above. 

Response OR2-7E: Refer to Responses to OR2-7A above. 

Response OR2-7F: Refer to Responses to OR2-7A above. 

Response OR2-8A: Per NOREAS, by virtue of Project design feature, the Corral Hollow Creek and 

floodplain area are entirely outside the footprint of the proposed Project, thereby 

completely avoiding impacts to this area.  Indeed, the commenter correctly observes 

that the majority of the Corral Hollow Creek/floodplain area is located off of the 

Project Site, in the 3,500 acre preserve area.  Additionally, it bears noting that the 

proposed Project will implement a 50-foot setback from any riparian habitat area.  (See, 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4a.) 

Response OR2-8B: Refer to Responses to OR2-8A above. 

Response OR2-8C: Refer to Responses to OR2-8A above. 

Response OR2-8D: Refer to Responses to OR2-8A above. 

Response OR2-9A: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant, the analysis in 

the DSEIR relied upon the 2014 CEQA Guidelines which use the following threshold 

as an indicator for a significant impact:  

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as 

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use. 

The most recent FMMP (2012) map identifies approximately 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland within the Project Area, and does not identify any Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance within the Project boundaries. The determination 

was made that the agricultural mitigation fee would be paid for the 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland within the Project Area. The Applicant has also agreed (but is not required by 

CEQA) to pay the agricultural mitigation fee for each acre of Farmland of Local 

Importance that has been actively farmed, and is to be developed. Similarly, the 

Applicant is not required by CEQA to mitigate for impacts to grazing land since the 

conversion of grazing land is not identified as a significant impact; see CEQA 

Guidelines, Appendix G.  

Please refer to Response OR2-3C regarding the identification of a 3,500-acre 

conservation easement as a Project Design Feature. 

Furthermore, the purpose of the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and 

Open Space Plan (SJMSCP) is to conserve agricultural lands and wildlife habitats. Most 
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of the lands for the preserve area under the SJMSCP are conserved through easements 

placed over existing agricultural land. The purpose of these conservation easements are 

to provide wildlife habitat/open space dedication, such as the case with the 3,500 acres 

of grazing land conserved as a result of a minor amendment to the SJMSCP in 2012 

from the Tracy Hills Specific Plan. The 3,500 acres is existing grazing land, which was 

accepted by San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) as an appropriate use for 

wildlife habitat/open space under the SJMSCP.  

Response OR2-9B: With respect to the number of acres identified in each farmland classification, the 

California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

(FMMP) prepares maps and statistical data used for analyzing impacts on California’s 

agricultural resources. Agricultural land is rated according to soil quality and irrigation 

status, with the best quality land rated as Prime Farmland. The maps are typically 

updated every two years with the use of a computer mapping system, aerial imagery, 

public review, and field reconnaissance. However, the map for San Joaquin County is 

from 2012. In order for land to be shown on FMMP’s Important Farmland Maps as 

Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, land must meet both the 

following criteria2: 

1. The land has been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the 

four years prior to the Important Farmland Map date. Irrigated land use is determined 

by FMMP staff by analyzing current aerial photos, local comment letters, and related 

GIS data, supplemented with field verification, and; 

2. The soil must meet the physical and chemical criteria for Prime Farmland or Farmland 

of Statewide Importance as determined by the USDA Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS). NRCS compiles lists of which soils in each survey area 

meet the quality criteria. Factors considered in qualification of a soil by NRCS include:  

 Water moisture regimes, available water capacity, and developed irrigation 

water supply 

 Soil temperature range 

 Acid-alkali balance 

 Water table 

 Soil sodium content 

 Flooding (uncontrolled runoff from natural precipitation) 

 Erodibility 

 Permeability rate 

 Rock fragment content 

 Soil rooting depth 

                                                           

 
2 State of California, Department of Conservation. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Prime Farmland as Mapped by FMMP. Accessed March 16, 2015. 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/overview/Pages/prime_farmland_fmmp.aspx 
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Please refer to Response OR2-9B which notes that the San Joaquin County Important 

Farmland Map identifies the Project Area to include 25 acres of Prime Farmland and 

relies on the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G in determining whether impacts to 

agricultural resources are significant.  

Since the most recent FMMP (2012) map identifies approximately 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland within the Project Area, and does not identify any Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance within the Project boundaries, the determination 

was made that the agricultural mitigation fee would be paid for those 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland. As mentioned above, the Applicant has also agreed (but is not required by 

CEQA) to pay the agricultural mitigation fee for each acre of Farmland of Local 

Importance that has been actively farmed and is to be developed. The mitigation for 

Prime Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, and Grazing Land can be found on 

page 4.2-11, under Mitigation Measure 4.2-1. 

Response OR2-9C: Please refer to Response OR2-3C regarding the identification of a 3,500-acre 

conservation easement as a Project Design Feature. The DSEIR identifies a significant 

and unavoidable impact to Prime Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance and the 

DSEIR identifies a loss of Prime Farmland, as identified by the commenter.  

The commenter also identifies the Project’s inconsistency with City General Plan Goal 

OSC-2 and Policy P4. The DSEIR identifies a significant and unavoidable impact to 

Prime Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance. Please refer to Mitigation 

Measures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 in the DSEIR; however, the DSEIR identifies that even with 

mitigation, impacts to Prime Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance remains a 

significant and unavoidable impact.  

Lastly, the commenter contends that additional mitigation is possible and feasible to 

reduce potential impacts. The DSEIR describes the Project impacts and includes 

mitigation measures, despite the identification of a significant unavoidable impact which 

is not able to be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the incorporation of 

mitigation measures. Therefore, it will be the decision of the City decision makers if 

impacts are adequately described and if all feasible mitigation options have been 

suggested.  

Response OR2-10A: The energy conservation analysis in the DSEIR was prepared in accordance with Public 

Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) and Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, which 

requires a description (where relevant) of any “wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 

consumption of energy caused by a project.”  The Specific Plan design guidelines and 

other Project Design Features encourage sustainable design solutions that reduce energy 

consumption (refer to Tracy Hills Specific Plan Section 3, Design Guidelines, EIR Section 

5.3 [Energy Conservation], and EIR Section 4.7, [Greenhouse Emissions]). 

In the California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland case, the EIR’s energy analysis 

relied solely on required compliance with Title 24 guidelines and regulations for energy 

efficiency to find the project would have no significant impacts on energy consumption 
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requiring mitigation.  The court found that this was an insufficient analysis of energy 

use.  As described above, the energy impacts for the proposed project are analyzed in 

both DSEIR Section 5.3 (Energy Conservation) and DSEIR Section 4.7 (Greenhouse 

Gas Emissions).  It should be noted that Section 5.3 references the analysis, discussion, 

and mitigation in Section 4.7.  As discussed in Section 4.7 Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 

requires the project to implement numerous energy efficiency measures including 

compliance with Measure E-1 of the City’s Sustainability Action Plan to meet or exceed 

Title 24 requirements.  Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 also requires the use of energy efficient 

lighting and heating/cooling systems, energy efficient appliances, programmable 

thermostats, designing buildings to reduce energy through proper solar orientation and 

sun screens, as well as the use of cool roofs, cool pavements, and shade trees.  The 

incorporation of these efficiency measures would reduce the Project’s energy 

consumption by approximately 5 percent.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-

1 would ensure that the project does not cause wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary 

consumption of energy.  Additional mitigation measures are also included to reduce 

emissions associated with transportation, water consumption, and solid waste 

generation.  Unlike the California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland case, the 

proposed project includes feasible mitigation measures to reduce the energy 

consumption.   

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 of the DSEIR also includes various measures to increase 

transit usage and opportunities, improve pedestrian accessibility, provide mixed-use, 

improve destination accessibility, and provide traffic calming measures; refer to 

Response OR1-3, above.  The implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would also 

reduce the Project’s transportation energy consumption.   

Response OR2-10B: Refer to response OR2-10A, above.  The DSEIR included an energy conservation 

analysis in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21100(b)(3) and Appendix F 

of the CEQA Guidelines.  It should be noted that the development proposed by the 

THSP is anticipated within the City’s General Plan.  Therefore, the energy consumption 

from the proposed Project, after implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, would be 

more efficient than typical development anticipated within the General Plan.  

Transportation energy impacts, construction impacts, and operational energy impacts 

are addressed in the Energy Conservation analysis (Section 5.3), which also references 

the analysis, discussion, and mitigation in Section 4.7.  As described above, the 

incorporation of the efficiency measures within Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would reduce 

the Project’s energy consumption by approximately 5 percent.  Furthermore, Mitigation 

Measure 4.7-1 and the Project’s design features would reduce transportation energy 

consumption.  A key aspect of the THSP is to reduce vehicle miles traveled (which 

reduces transportation fuel consumption) through the development of a mix of 

residential and commercial land uses in a pedestrian friendly environment.  Such uses 

would allow residents, employees, and customers to use transit, bicycles, and walk rather 

than travel by single-occupant vehicles. 
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 Refer to Response OR2-10A, above.  As described above, the Energy Conservation 

analysis (Section 5.3) references the analysis, discussion, and mitigation in Section 4.7.  

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 includes numerous measures to reduce energy consumption.  

Response OR2-10C:  Refer to Response OR2-10A, above.  As described above, the Energy Conservation 

analysis (Section 5.3) references the analysis, discussion, and mitigation in Section 4.7 

and describes transportation energy consumption, building energy demand, and 

construction energy consumption.  Each of these sources of energy demand use fossil 

fuels such as coal, natural gas, and oil.  The implementation of mitigation measures in 

Section 4.7 would reduce the project’s consumption of such energy resources.    

 An analysis of growth inducing impacts are provided in Section 5.2 of the DSEIR.  As 

described in Section 5.2, implementation of the Project would be expected to directly 

induce growth.  As described in the 2011 General Plan EIR, residential growth under the 

General Plan is limited by the City’s Growth Management Ordinance (GMO).  Growth 

within the THSP Project Area was anticipated and planned for in the City’s 2011 

General Plan EIR.  Hence, the potential household growth induced by implementation 

of the Project would not exceed the City’s planned level.   

Response OR2-10D:  Refer to Response OR2-10A, above.  As described above, the Energy Conservation 

analysis (Section 5.3) references the analysis, discussion, and mitigation in Section 4.7.  

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 includes several measures that would reduce vehicle trips and 

vehicle miles traveled, thereby reducing transportation energy consumption.  For 

example, Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 requires the commercial uses to implement a trip 

reduction program and a ride sharing program for future employees.  Additionally, 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would be required to provide pedestrian connections and 

amenities to facilitate alternative transportation options.  The parking cash out program 

required by Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 would provide a financial incentive for employees 

not to drive to work.  As documented in Table 4.7-7 of the DSEIR, the proposed 

Project would be consistent with the applicable measures in the City’s Sustainability 

Action Plan. 

Response OR2-11A:  Page 33 states that “the EIR fails to satisfy the requirements identified in Vineyard Area 

Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova” 

 The cited Vineyard Area Citizens case found that a final EIR did not contain sufficient 

analysis of long-term water supplies for a mixed-use development project containing 

more than 22,000 residential units, schools, parks, and office and commercial uses.  

While recognizing that requiring absolute certainty regarding the overall water supply 

for a long-term, large-scale development would be “unworkable,” the Court stated that 

an EIR must make a “sincere and reasoned attempt to analyze the water sources the 

project is likely to use” (Vineyard, 40 Cal. 4th 412 at 432.  The Court found that the EIR 

for the project in Vineyard failed to analyze long-term surface water supplies since it 

lacked substantial evidence demonstrating how future water supplies would serve the 

project.  The Court determined that the EIR failed to state the “analytic route” by which 

the agency had made its informed decision (Id. at 445). 
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 Here, the WSA, included as an appendix to the EIR, evaluates the adequacy of the City’s 

total projected water supplies, including existing water supplies and future planned 

water supplies, to meet the City’s existing and projected future water demands, including 

those future water demands associated with the Tracy Hills Project, consistent with 

SB610 requirements, under all hydrologic conditions (Normal Years, Single Dry Years, 

and Multiple Dry Years).  The inclusion of future planned supplies in the WSA is 

specifically allowed by the Water Code: 

Section 10631 (b):  Identify and quantify, to the extent practicable, the existing and 

planned sources of water available to the supplier over the same five-year increments 

as described in subdivision (a). 

 The EIR thus provides the “route” by which the City identified existing water supplies, 

future water supplies, and the Tracy Hills Project’s demand on those supplies.  This 

information represents the analysis and substantial evidence that the Vineyard Area EIR 

lacked.  The EIR therefore complies with the applicable standard of review and 

complies with the Court’s holding in the Vineyard Area case. The EIR does satisfy the 

requirements identified in the Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City 

of Rancho Cordova.  

Response OR2-11B: Page 35 states that the WSA “fails to comply with SB610/SB221 requirements.” 

 The WSA evaluates the adequacy of the City’s total projected water supplies, including 

existing water supplies and future planned water supplies, to meet the City’s existing 

and projected future water demands, including those future water demands associated 

with the Tracy Hills Project, under all hydrologic conditions (Normal Years, Single Dry 

Years, and Multiple Dry Years), as required by SB 610 and SB 221.  See Water Code 

§ 10910 (SB 610) and Government Code § 66473.7 (SB 221).   The City’s future planned 

water supplies are also described in the City’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 

which was adopted by the City in May 2011.  See Water Code § 10910(c)(2) and 

Government Code § 66473.7(c)(1).   

 Page 36 states that “Yet there is no recycled water available today, in the near future, or 

maybe ever,…”.   

 The City is planning for recycled water use as described in the WSA (Section 6.4.1 

starting on page 43).  The City has taken the following actions related to recycled water: 

 The City included projected future recycled water demands and recommended 

capital improvement projects in both the 2012 Citywide Water System Master 

Plan and the 2012 Tracy Wastewater Master Plan; 

 In March 2013, the City adopted an updated Recycled and Non-Potable Water 

Ordinance in March 2013 (codified in the Tracy Municipal Code Chapter 11.30); 

 The City has spent approximately $85 million at the City’s Wastewater Treatment 

Plant (WWTP) to produce water suitable for recycled use; 

 In December 2013, the City adopted Development Impact Fees to fund  recycled 

water infrastructure and has collected $1.3 million to date 
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 In April 2015, the City applied for a State funded grant for the construction of 

recycled water infrastructure.  

As noted above, SB 610 and SB 221 specifically allow (and in fact, require) WSAs and 

water supply verifications to include an analysis of future water supplies.  See Water 

Code § 10910 and Government Code § 66473.7. 

Page 36 states that “BBID CVP Ag needs to be supplemented with additional BBID 

CVP Ag water and Semitropic storage water.  Neither supply exists today.” 

BBID CVP and Semitropic are identified in the WSA as future planned water supplies 

in accordance with the Water Code. Furthermore, the agreements associated with these 

future sources of water supply have precedent, as the City and BBID, and the City and 

Semitropic, have previously successfully negotiated water supply agreements that are 

currently in place. 

BBID CVP Ag water is a future planned water supply and is identified in the WSA as 

such. BBID and the City are negotiating an agreement for this future planned water 

supply. .   

Semitropic Water Storage District has permitted and is ready for construction of a 

second phase of the groundwater banking program and is currently looking for 

additional banking partners to share the benefits of the Stored Water Recovery Unit. 

The agreement associated with this future source of water supply has precedent, as the 

City and Semitropic, have previously successfully negotiated a water supply agreement 

that is currently in place.  

Page 36 states that “BBID pre-1914 water is “firm and well-established”. While this is 

true in part, these rights are not beyond being challenged” and “Just last month, the 

State Water Board issued an order….” 

The BBID pre-1914 water is available and the physical facilities have been constructed 

to deliver it to the Tracy Hills Project. The May 2003 “Agreement Between the 

Department of Water Resources of the State of California and the Byron-Bethany 

Irrigation District regarding the Diversion of Water from the Delta” and the April 2014 

“Long-term Contract Between the United States and the Byron Bethany Irrigation 

District Providing for the Exchange of Non-Project Water for Project Water” (included 

in Appendix A of the WSA) and associated December 2013 Finding of No Significant 

Impact (FONSI-09-149) provide for reliable delivery of water to that portion of the 

project identified to use BBID pre-1914 water. 

The SWRCB order referenced in the comment was a generic order requiring certain 

water right holders to provide information to the SWRCB. It was not a challenge to 

their water rights. The SWRCB has not curtailed senior water rights such as BBID’s 

pre-1914 right.  
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 Page 36 states that “BBID pre-1914 water rights are for the irrigation season…”.  

 The 2003 agreement between DWR and BBID states that the District may divert water 

during any month of the year for agricultural, municipal and industrial purposes.  The 

April 2014 “Long-term Contract Between the United States and the Byron Bethany 

Irrigation District Providing for the Exchange of Non-Project Water for Project Water” 

(included in Appendix A of the WSA) provides for exchanged water to be “conveyed, 

stored, and later made available to the Contractor during the then-current year” 

(paragraph 3(g) on page 5 of the agreement). 

 Page 37 states that “the WSA and DEIR utilize unrealistic/faulty assumptions on 

reliability of water: 

 The WSA utilizes the assumptions adopted in the City’s 2010 Urban Water Management 

Plan (UWMP) and states that hydrologic conditions and supply deliveries vary from year 

to year. Section 5.3 of the WSA (on page 22) state that additional water conservation 

may be needed in response to multiple dry years or other water supply shortages. Water 

conservation by the City’s water customers in 2014 exceeded the assumptions in the 

City’s 2010 UWMP. Also, as described in the WSA, the City has a Water Shortage 

Contingency Plan which it can implement were there to be water supply shortage due 

to extreme dry conditions or other water supply emergencies.   

 Page 37 states that “the WSA improperly relies on unfettered groundwater pumping 

(9TAF) that might not be available” and that “The DEIR must discuss the impacts from 

likely reductions” 

 In 2001, the City performed a technical analysis and environmental review that shows 

that up to 9,000 afa can be pumped from the groundwater basin. The 2001 Estimated 

Groundwater Yield Study and associated City of Tracy Groundwater Management 

Policy Mitigated Negative Declaration dated April 2001 is included in Appendix C of 

the WSA. The WSA further describes the City’s 1996 adoption of the Northern Delta-

Mendota Canal Groundwater Management Plan, the City’s May 2012 adoption of the 

revised Northern Delta-Mendota Canal Groundwater Management Plan, and the City’s 

participation in the Tracy Sub-basin Groundwater Management Plan (copies of which 

are included in Appendix C of the WSA). The City’s historical groundwater pumpage is 

shown on Figure 6 of the WSA and shows that groundwater pumping in 2001 was 7,321 

af, 2002 was 7,802 af, 2003 was 6,847 af, and 2004 was 7,176 af.  This pumping occurred 

with no negative environmental impacts. The groundwater levels are currently high 

compared to past years due in part to decreased pumping by the City in recent years. 

There is no basis for the statement that the recently enacted Sustainable Groundwater 

Management Act will result in reduced availability of groundwater to the City.  

 Page 37 states that “the WSA and DEIR rely on the provision of recycled water” 

 The City is planning for recycled water use as described in the WSA (Section 6.4.1 

starting on page 43). The City has taken the following actions related to recycled water: 
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 The City included projected future recycled water demands and recommended 

capital improvement projects in both the 2012 Citywide Water System Master 

Plan and the 2012 Tracy Wastewater Master Plan; 

 In March 2013, the City adopted an updated Recycled and Non-Potable Water 

Ordinance in March 2013 (codified in the Tracy Municipal Code Chapter 11.30); 

 The City has spent approximately $85 million at the City’s Wastewater Treatment 

Plant (WWTP) to produce water suitable for recycled use; 

 In December 2013, the City adopted Development Impact Fees to fund  recycled 

water infrastructure and has collected $1.3 million to date 

 In April 2015, the City applied for a State funded grant for the construction of 

recycled water infrastructure.   

 Page 37 states “that the Table 22 numbers on the bottom line do not add up” 

 The purpose of Table 22 is to show the water supply vs. water demand under existing 

conditions with the proposed project and other development projects with approved 

water supply. The bottom line of WSA Table 22 is a summation of the recycled water 

demands for approved projects plus the proposed Tracy Hills Project. The numbers do 

add up correctly to be 3,632 af/yr. The 7.5% unaccounted for water (UAFW) factor is 

applied to that total by dividing 3,632 af/yr by 92.5% (or 0.925) for a total demand 

(including UAFW) of 3,926 af/yr, such that 3,632 af/yr is 92.5% of the total of 3,926 

af/yr.  

 Page 12 of the WSA says that the irrigation demands for the proposed project may be 

met with potable supplies if available in the interim period before recycled water 

becomes available. Based on the numbers in Table 22, potable water supplies would be 

adequate to meet the recycled water demands in normal and single dry years based on 

the estimated potable and recycled water demands. 

 Page 37 states that there are no agreements in place for CVP water and Semitropic water 

 BBID CVP and Semitropic are identified in the WSA as future planned water supplies 

in accordance with the Water Code. Furthermore, the agreements associated with these 

future sources of water supply have precedent, as the City and BBID, and the City and 

Semitropic, have previously successfully negotiated water supply agreements that are 

currently in place. 

 BBID CVP Ag water is a future planned water supply and is identified in the WSA as 

such. BBID and the City are negotiating an agreement for this future planned water 

supply. .   

 Semitropic Water Storage District has permitted and is ready for construction of a 

second phase of the groundwater banking program and is currently looking for 

additional banking partners to share the benefits of the Stored Water Recovery Unit.  

The agreement associated with this future source of water supply has precedent, as the 
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City and Semitropic, have previously successfully negotiated a water supply agreement 

that is currently in place.   

Page 38 states that “the City’s UWMP underestimates the projected Tracy Hills 

demands” 

Section 3.4 of the WSA (starting on page 15) describes the projected water demand for 

the Tracy Hills Project as it was included in the City’s 2010 UWMP (adopted by the City 

in May 2011). The WSA acknowledges that the water demand included in the City’s 

2010 UWMP is lower than the currently projected water demand for the Tracy Hills 

Project and thus the subsequent analysis provided in the WSA is based on the current 

projected water demand for the Tracy Hills Project. 

The City’s UWMP is updated every five years in accordance with California Water Code 

requirements. The next update of the City’s UWMP (the 2015 UWMP) is due to the 

California Department of Water Resources by July 1, 2016. 

Page 38 states that “the entire WSA relies on ‘future water supplies’” and “requires the 

WSA to identify the existing water supply entitlement, water rights, or water service 

contracts held by the public water system” and ” and that “speculative, future supplies 

cannot be substituted for current, existing conditions” 

The WSA describes the City’s existing water supply entitlements, water rights, and water 

service contracts and future planned water supplies in Section 6.0 of the WSA (starting 

on page 23). 

The WSA meets the standard for identifying and describing the total projected water 

supplies, including both existing water supplies and future planned water supplies. The 

inclusion of future planned supplies in the WSA is consistent with the Water Code: 

Section 10631 (b):  Identify and quantify, to the extent practicable, the existing and 

planned sources of water available to the supplier over the same five-year increments 

as described in subdivision (a). 

BBID CVP and Semitropic are identified in the WSA as future planned water supplies 

in accordance with the Water Code. Furthermore, the agreements associated with these 

future planned sources of water supply have precedent, as the City and BBID, and the 

City and Semitropic, have previously successfully negotiated water supply agreements 

that are currently in place. 

Response OR2-12A:  On December 17, 2009, the SJVAPCD adopted the guidance: Guidance for Valley 

Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under 

CEQA and the policy: District Policy – Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for 

Stationary Source Projects Under CEQA When Serving as the Lead Agency.  The 

guidance and policy rely on the use of Best Performance Standards (BPS) to assess 

significance of project specific GHG emissions during the environmental review 

process, as required by CEQA.  Projects implementing BPS would be determined to 
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have a less than cumulatively significant impact.  Otherwise, demonstration of a 29 

percent reduction in GHG emissions, from business-as-usual, is required to determine 

that a project would have a less than cumulatively significant impact.  

 The SJVAPCD established the 29 percent GHG emissions reduction threshold based 

on the requirements and targets established in the California Air Resources Board 

(CARB) Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan).  The goals and actions within 

the CARB Scoping Plan were developed to achieve the reduction targets established in 

Assembly Bill 32 and Executive Order S-3-05.   

 In Cleveland National Forest Foundation et. al. v. San Diego Association of 

Governments et. al., the Court determined that the San Diego Association of 

Governments (SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy (RTP/SCS) failed to analyze GHG emissions past 2020 and failed to identify 

mitigation.  Unlike the SANDAG RTP/SCS, the DSEIR calculates emissions for Phase 

1a as well as buildout of the THSP, which goes well beyond 2020.  Furthermore, the 

DSEIR included numerous reduction measures in Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, which 

require the Project to increase transit usage and opportunities, improve pedestrian 

accessibility, provide mixed-use, improve destination accessibility, provide traffic 

calming measures, install high efficiency lighting, and install energy efficient appliances.  

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 also requires the implementation of feasible SAP measures 

and other measures to reduce GHG emissions.  Additionally, it should be noted that 

the proposed THSP is a residential and commercial development and not a General 

Plan or a Regional Transportation Plan (i.e., RTP/SCS). 

 In Sierra Club v. County of San Diego, the Court determined that the County of San 

Diego’s Climate Action Plan did not contain enforceable GHG reduction measures that 

would achieve the specified emissions reduction target.  As described above, the DSEIR 

includes feasible, enforceable, and verifiable GHG reduction measures in Mitigation 

Measure 4.7-1. 

 It should be noted that the analysis, mitigation, and significance determination in the 

DSEIR Section 4.7 are based on quantification of GHG emissions by the California 

Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), which is recommended by the SJVAPCD.  

The GHG emissions reductions that would be achieved through the Project Design 

Features and Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 were also quantified by CalEEMod and are 

project specific.  The emissions reduction calculations in CalEEMod are based on 

research and data collected by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 

(CAPCOA).  The reductions and significance determination in the DSEIR are not based 

on implementation of the SJVAPCD’s Best Performance Standards (BPS) as indicated 

in the comment.   

 As described above, the project quantifies and analyzes the project emissions and 

determines that implementation of all feasible mitigation measures would achieve a 

reduction of 16.41 percent, which would fall short of the SJVAPCD’s 29 percent 

threshold.  The reduction targets established within Executive Order S-3-05 pertain to 
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Statewide reductions (e.g., reductions from improved vehicle emissions standards, 

efficient/renewable energy generation, etc.) and do not directly relate to the project level 

(i.e., residential and commercial development).  Nonetheless, Project emissions would 

see a continued reduction as on-road vehicle emissions improve and as the State’s 

Renewable Portforlio Standards for energy are implemented, among various other 

Statewide initiatives.  The THSP also provides a foundation for continued reductions 

in vehicle emissions through the proposed mix of uses and pedestrian friendly 

environment.  Such features would encourage residents, employees, and customers to 

use transit, bicycles, and walk rather than travel by single-occupant vehicles. 

Response OR2-12B:  SB 375 requires the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) Regional 

Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) to identify a 

regional development pattern and transportation system that can meet the regional 

GHG reductions targets from the automobile and light truck sectors by 2020 and 2035.  

The GHG reduction targets focus on transportation projects, transportation funding, 

and overall regional growth.  It is noted that compliance with SB 375 is incentive-based 

and does not depend on any regulatory action.  Local government land use policies and 

regulations are not required to be consistent with the SCS, as SB 375 retains local land 

use authority.  The SCS sets forth a forecasted regional development pattern, which, 

when integrated with the transportation network, will reduce GHG emissions from 

automobiles and light trucks to achieve the GHG reduction targets.  The Project would 

be consistent with the development patterns and growth projections for the area.  As 

described in the DSEIR, the THSP has been identified within the City of Tracy General 

Plan and it is anticipated that the THSP would be consistent with the anticipated growth 

within the City. 

Response OR2-12C:  Refer to Responses OR2-12A and OR2-12B, above.  The implementation of all feasible 

mitigation measures would achieve a GHG emissions reduction of 16.41 percent.  As 

determined in the DSEIR, this reduction would not meet the SJVAPCD’s 29 percent 

reduction threshold and impacts would be significant.  As noted in the DSEIR and 

Response OR2-12A, the SJVAPCD’s threshold is based on the requirements and targets 

established in the CARB Scoping Plan, which was developed in response to Assembly 

Bill 32 and Executive Order S-3-05.  Refer to Response OR2-12B, above, regarding 

compliance with the SJCOG RTP/SCS.  

Response OR2-12D:  Refer to Response OR2-12B, above.  The THSP is not a transportation project and the 

DSEIR does not Tier off of the SJCOG 2014 SJCOG RTP/SCS EIR.  It should be 

noted that the DSEIR includes both a project and program level analysis for the THSP.  

A project level analysis was conducted for Phase 1a and a program analysis was 

conducted for the subsequent phases.  Furthermore, the DSEIR does not include 

improper deferral.  All mitigation measures include the necessary performance 

standards and timing and enforcement mechanisms.  

Response OR2-12E:  Refer to Response OR1-6.  The City is projected to experience growth in jobs by the 

TMP horizon year 2030 and buildout in 2050.  In 2030, the TMP anticipates 40,506 
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houses and 64,182 jobs (a jobs:housing ratio of 1.58).  By 2050 the TMP anticipates 

43,557 houses and 184,003 jobs (a jobs:housing ratio of 4.22).  The City’s projected job 

growth is anticipated to outpace available housing, and additional housing units would 

be needed.  The addition of housing in proximity to the planned employment growth 

in the City would improve the City’s jobs/housing balance and reduce commute 

distances and times (i.e., reducing vehicle miles traveled [VMT]). 

Response OR2-12F:  Refer to Response OR2-12B, above.  The RTP/SCS identifies a regional development 

pattern and transportation system that can meet the regional GHG reductions targets 

from the automobile and light truck sectors by 2020 and 2035.  The Project would be 

consistent with the development patterns and growth projections for the area.  

Additionally, refer to Response OR2-12A, above, regarding the applicability of the 

Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego (2014) case to the Project.  In that case 

the court found that the SANDAG RTP/SCS RTP/SCS) failed to analyze GHG 

emissions past 2020 and failed to identify mitigation.  Section 4.7 of the DSEIR 

calculates emissions for Phase 1a as well as buildout of the THSP, which goes well 

beyond 2020 and includes numerous GHG emission reduction measures in Mitigation 

Measure 4.7-1. 

Response OR2-12G: Refer to Response OR2-12B, above.  The Project would be consistent with the 

development patterns and growth projections for the area.  As described in the DSEIR, 

the THSP has been identified within the City of Tracy General Plan and it is anticipated 

that the THSP would be consistent with the anticipated growth within the City.   

Response OR2-12H:  Refer to Response OR2-12B, above.  The emissions reduction calculations in 

CalEEMod are based on research and data collected by CAPCOA.  These calculations 

are based on Project specific land uses and trip generation data and Mitigation Measure 

4.7-1 includes performances standards and timing and verification mechanisms.  In 

Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010), the court found that the 

EIR failed to identify how it quantified GHG emissions.  As described above and in the 

DSEIR, the GHG emissions and reductions for the THSP were quantified by 

CalEEMod, as required by the SJVAPCD.   

Response OR2-12I: The City of Tracy strongly disagrees with the assertion that the Draft SEIR is legally 

deficient. Further, because the City and the Applicant have completed additional 

technical analysis since publication of the December 23, 2015 Draft Subsequent EIR, 

the City has elected to recirculate the Draft SEIR in an effort to provide full and 

complete disclosure of all potential impacts associated with the proposed project. Not 

only does this re-circulated DSEIR include chapters that have been updated and/or re-

written to provide additional clarity and understanding of proposed impacts, but also 

includes a full response to all comments received on the previously circulated December 

23, 2015 DSEIR. The conclusions of the DSEIR remain unchanged.  
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Letter OR3 

Horizon Planet 

Brigit S. Barnes & Associates, Inc. on behalf of Horizon Planet 

July 16, 2015 

Response OR3-1: The Commentor notes that this letter is intended to be a supplement to their previously 

submitted March 3, 2015 Comment Letter. The Commentor notes that “Horizon’s 

prior comments have not been addressed by the City, nor has the City or applicants-to 

Horizon’s knowledge-taken action to address the failure to evaluate the provision of 

water to the Project…”  To the contrary, as demonstrated by the content of this 

Recirculated Subsequent EIR and the responses to previously submitted comments 

addressed herein, the City has taken great care to both revise the previously prepared 

Water Supply Assessment (WSA) and all prior comments received on the Draft 

Subsequent EIR. Refer also to Response to Comments OR2-11A and OR2-11B. 

Response OR3-2: Refer to Response OR2-11B. Also, both the Recirculated Subsequent EIR and the 

revised WSA address recent water supply developments. The revised WSA addresses 

the following recent water supply developments: 

 The City’s response to the Governor’s April 2015 Executive Order B-29-15; 

 The status of the June 2015 SWRCB “notice” sent to BBID ordering BBID to 

"immediately stop diverting" pursuant to its pre-1914 water rights and requiring 

that BBID complete an on-line "Curtailment Certification Form" certifying that 

BBID has ceased all diversions under its pre-1914 water right; 

 The City’s evaluation of ability to meet its water demands using only 

groundwater supplies in any single year without causing long-term impacts to 

the groundwater basin; and   

 The City’s recent actions related to the implementation of the recycled water 

system. 

As described in the revised WSA, the City’s 2015 water demands have been reduced in 

response to the Governor’s April 2015 Executive Order B-29-15 mandating 25 percent 

water conservation statewide. To reduce water use by 25 percent statewide, the SWRCB 

adopted a regulation which placed each urban water supplier into one of eight tiers 

which are assigned a conservation standard, ranging between 4 percent and 36 percent. 

The City of Tracy was placed into Tier 7 with a water conservation standard of 28 

percent as compared to 2013 use. In response, in June 2015, City Council authorized 

the implementation and amendment of the City’s Phase III and IV water restrictions 

(as defined in Chapter 11.28 of the Tracy Municipal Code) to meet SWRCB emergency 

drought regulations.  

The City’s current 2015 water conservation efforts and results are an example of the 

City’s ability to implement its Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP) and reduce 

water demands in the event of an emergency water supply shortage. In May 2015, the 

City’s water demand was 30 percent less than May 2013, and in June 2015, the City’s 
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water demand was 33 percent less than June 2013, indicating the responsiveness of the 

City’s residents to the call for water conservation.  

 In June 2015, the SWRCB sent BBID a "notice" ordering BBID to "immediately stop 

diverting" pursuant to its pre-1914 water rights and requiring that BBID complete an 

on-line "Curtailment Certification Form" certifying that BBID has ceased all diversions 

under its pre-1914 water right. Several other districts filed suit challenging similar so-

called 'curtailment orders' (Districts’ Litigation). Later in June, BBID filed suit in 

Sacramento Superior Court challenging the curtailment order directed to it on multiple 

grounds including asserted jurisdictional, due process, and water right violations. In 

early July 2015, the Court issued a temporary restraining order in the Districts’ Litigation 

concluding that the curtailment orders did not comply with due process requirements. 

The SWRCB rescinded in part the curtailment orders, including the order directed to 

BBID. In mid July, the SWRCB initiated administrative proceedings against BBID to 

levy fines. BBID contests the administrative proceedings, asserting that there is 

sufficient water to divert under its senior water rights. The matter is pending in litigation. 

 The revised WSA includes information, per a 2015 evaluation by GEI Consultants 

based upon current groundwater basin conditions, that the City would be able to meet 

its water demands using only groundwater supplies in any single year without causing 

long-term impacts to the groundwater basin. A copy of GEI’s August 2015 evaluation 

is included in Appendix C of the revised WSA (Appendix F-2 of this Recirculated Draft 

SEIR). 

Response OR3-3:  It is acknowledged that the San Joaquin County Board of Supervisors passed a 

resolution on May 5, 2015 “Implementing State II Emergency Water Conservation 

Measures for All Water Districts Governed by the Board of Directors’, and that the 

Resolution mandates that all County water districts comply with State II Emergency 

Water Conservation measures as enumerated by Section 5-3412 of the Ordinance Code 

of San Joaquin County. As described in the revised WSA, if a future water supply 

emergency were to occur, or if drought conditions occurred, requiring the City to 

implement its WSCP, all of the City’s customers, including those within the Proposed 

Project, would be subject to the same water conservation measures and water use 

restrictions as included in City’s WSCP. 

Response OR3-4:  The Commentor states that “the Project’s water reliance on BBID as well as recycled 

water is problematic and uncertain, as pointed out in the DEIR comment letter.  Of 

total water demand, 1,970 AF is recycled water demand. Yet there is no recycled water 

available today, in the near future, or maybe ever, so total recycled demand must be 

included in potable project demand.” 

 As stated in Response OR2-11B, the City is planning for recycled water use as described 

in the WSA (Section 6.4.1, starting on page 51). The City has taken the following actions 

related to recycled water: 
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 The City included projected future recycled water demands and recommended 

capital improvement projects in both the 2012 Citywide Water System Master 

Plan and the 2012 Tracy Wastewater Master Plan. 

 In March 2013, the City adopted an updated Recycled and Non-Potable Water 

Ordinance (codified in the Tracy Municipal Code Chapter 11.30); 

 The City has spent approximately $85 million at the City’s Wastewater 

Treatment Plant (WWTP) to produce water suitable for recycled use; 

 In December 2013, the City adopted Development Impact Fees to fund 

recycled water infrastructure and has collected $1.3 million to date; 

 In April 2015, the City applied for a State funded grant for the construction of 

recycled water infrastructure and, in August 2015, the City was notified that 

DWR is recommending that the City be awarded an $18 million grant for the 

implementation of the City’s recycled water system. 

Thus, the City believes the Commentor’s statement to be incorrect, and not reflective 

of the definitive actions the City has taken to facilitate both the supply and delivery of 

recycled water. 

Response OR3-5: See response to comment OR3-2 above. 

Response OR3-6: The letter signed by BBID on July 7, 2015 indicating the severity of the water shortage 

faced by the district is acknowledged. 

Response OR3-7: The Commentor notes that the DEIR fails to disclose the uncertainty of water 

availability, possible impacts and proposes no mitigation measures should the assumed 

water supply fail to materialize.  Notwithstanding that the City strongly disagrees with 

this inaccurate statement, the WSA has been updated (and attached as Appendix F-2 

herein) to provide additional clarification in response to Horizon Planet’s comments 

and to address recent water supply developments. The revised WSA includes 

information, per a 2015 evaluation by GEI Consultants based upon current 

groundwater basin conditions, that the City would be able to meet its water demands 

using only groundwater supplies in any single year without causing long-term impacts 

to the groundwater basin. A copy of GEI’s August 2015 evaluation is included in 

Appendix C of the revised WSA. Refer also to Response OR2-11B and Response 

OR3-2. 

Response OR3-8: Refer to Response OR2-11B.  This recirculated DSEIR includes an updated WSA as an 

appendix to the DSEIR, consistent with SB610 and SB221 requirements under all 

hydrologic conditions (Normal Years, Single Dry Years, and Multiple Dry Years). The 

inclusion of future planned water supplies in the WSA is consistent with the Water code, 

Section 10631(b). 

Response OR3-9: The Commentor notes that given the “dire water shortages facing the State, Horizon 

Planet is compelled to reiterate its prior comments that the Project’s Water Supply 

Analysis must be provided as part of the DEIR, and must be revised to reflect inability 
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to rely on BBID and recycled water…”  Refer to Response OR3-8 above. This 

recirculated DSEIR includes an updated WSA as an appendix to the DSEIR (Appendix-

-), consistent with SB610 and SB221 requirements under all hydrologic conditions 

(Normal Years, Single Dry Years, and Multiple Dry Years). The inclusion of future 

planned water supplies in the WSA is consistent with the Water code, Section 10631(b). 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS FROM THE GENERAL PUBLIC 

 

Letter GP1 

Robert Sarvey 

February 9, 2015 

  

 

Response GP1-1:  On February 2, 2015, Alan Bell from the City of Tracy called the commenter to ask if the 

commenter would like to be added to future public notices regarding the project. The 

commenter confirmed he would like his name added for future public notices. The 

commenter was informed of the DEIR’s availability through the City’s web site and Mr. 

Bell offered to send the commenter a CD of the DEIR. On February 10, 2015, Mr. Bell 

received confirmation that a CD of the DEIR had been mailed to Mr. Sarvey. Additionally, 

since February 2, 2015, Mr. Sarvey has been sent public notices regarding the project, 

including notice of the time extension of the DEIR public comment period and the 

February 25, 2015 Planning Commission meeting regarding the project.   

Response GP1-2:  The DEIR was posted to the City’s web site on December 19, 2014.  The DEIR was 

placed at the Development Services Department front counter for public review on or 

about December 23, 2014. The DEIR and NOA were delivered to the Tracy Public 

Library on or about December 23, 2014.The NOA was mailed to responsible, trustee or 

other public agency representatives, property owners in and around the Tracy Hills project 

area and all other parties who had requested interest in the Tracy Hills project on 

December 22, 2014. The NOA identified the starting and ending dates of the public 

comment period and the January 28, 2015 Planning Commission public hearing to receive 

comments on the DEIR. The DEIR comment period was subsequently extended to 

March 3, 2015 to accommodate for additional responses that were not received within the 

initial 30 day comment period. 
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Schooner, Casey

From: Alan Bell <Alan.Bell@ci.tracy.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 12:42 PM
To: Worthington-Forbes, Laura
Cc: Fidler, Karina; Hoffman, Desirae

Subject:
Tracy Hills DEIR Comment Letter from Andy Galligan

From: Andy Galligan [mailto:amgalligan@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 11:36 AM 
To: William Dean 
Cc: Andy Galligan 
Subject: Tracy Hills 

Feb. 27, 2015

TO Bill Dean at Tracy City Hall:

Dear Bill,

Today's Tracy Press indicated we can comment or question the Specific Plan for the coming Tracy Hills
development to you if we do so before March 3. I have only one concern about that future development, and
it is this:

It looks to me as if the south and western parts of Tracy Hills development will be in close proximity to Site
300 which has been run by Lawrence Livermore since the 1950s, mainly as an explosive test site. Moreover,
some years ago it received monies from The Super Fund to clean up its notable toxicity. Over the years it had
used any number of harsh chemicals in its work, chemicals that did pollute some of that area, and that is why
it had to be cleaned up. I wonder about its toxicity today, not just the earth but also some of the water
supply.

I understand that in the 1980s and 1990s the manager of Site 300, Milt Grissom by name, met with several
local folks who were pushing for the Tracy Hills Development and warned them about issues like this. Was
this ever adequately taken into account? I do not know, but I hope that big money concerns have not simply
swept such warnings and concerns under the rug.

There have been big lawsuits and severe tragedies, such as cancer and deformed fetuses, because people
were allowed to live (without warning!) too close to toxic sites. Places like Love Canal in NY, Anniston in
Alabama, and Hinkley here in CA come right to mind. I would not want that to happen in our own back yard. I
wonder if prospective buyers would have any clue about the history of the area. Truth be told, I would not
feel comfortable having my children or grand children or great grand children living in close proximity to Site
300. That is the way I feel.

I am hopeful that you will take my concern under advisement. Thank you.

GP2-1

GP2-2

GP2-3

Andy Galligan
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Letter GP2 

Andy Galligan 

February 27, 2015 

 

 

Response GP2-1:  LLNL Site 300 and was indeed comprehensively analyzed and considered in relation to 

its proximity to the Project Site as part of this SEIR. Section 4.8 Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, Pages 4.8-30 to 4.8-32 of the Draft SEIR provide an overview of the Lawrence 

Livermore National Laboratory’s LLNL Site 300. The Draft SEIR identifies that the 

boundary of Site 300 is over one mile west of the THSP Project Area and approximately 

1.5 miles west from the portion of the THSP Project Area proposed for development. 

The Draft SEIR identifies that Site 300 became a Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) site in 1990 when it was placed on 

the National Priorities List (NPL). The NPL designates the site as a “Superfund” site, 

which requires the clean-up of sites contaminated with hazardous substances. Remedial 

activities on Site 300 are ongoing, as identified in the Draft SEIR. Remedial activities are 

overseen by the federal Environmental Project Agency (EPA), the Central Valley Regional 

Water Quality Control Board, and the State Department of Toxic and Substance Control 

(DTSC).  

 Additionally, the Draft SEIR identifies that LLNL prepared annual environmental reports 

to record LLNL’s compliance with environmental standards and requirements, describe 

LLNL’s environmental protection and remediation protection and remediation programs 

and present the results of environmental monitoring. The 2012 Environmental Report is 

the most recent, comprehensive and publically available report. The results of this report 

are summarized in the Draft SEIR (pages 4.8-32—34), including the extent to which Site 

300 groundwater is undergoing cleanup under the CERCLA. As noted on page, 4.8-34, 

remediation activities removed contaminants from groundwater and soil vapor, and 

documentation and investigations continue to meet regulatory milestones. 

 As identified  on page 4.8-42of the Draft SEIR, according to the LLNL 2012 

Environmental Report, analytical results and evaluations of air and various waters 

potentially impacted by LLNL operations showed minimal contributions from LLNL 

operations. Remediation efforts at Site 300 further reduced concentrations of 

contaminants of concern in groundwater and soil vapor. Given that this facility has 

undergone rigorous and comprehensive investigation/characterization, in compliance 

with all regulations, on-going remediation efforts which have concentrations of 

contaminants of concern in groundwater and soil vapor, and is located over 1.5 miles to 

the west of the Project Area, impacts from this facility to the Project site are determined 

by the Draft SEIR to be less than significant. 

Response GP2-2:  Please see Response to Comment GP2-1, which addresses this comment as well. 

Additionally it is noteworthy that the commenter specifies a time range of the 1980s to 

1990s. As previously noted in Response to Comment GP2-1, on-going hazard evaluation 
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and remediation activities have been occurring at Site 300 since 1990, when it was placed 

on the National Priorities List. 

Response GP2-3: Responses to Comments GP2-1 and GP2-2 responds to how the Draft SEIR addresses 

the commenter’s concerns for the safety of potential future occupants of the proposed 

development in the THSP Project Area. The commenter compares Site 300 to well-known 

hazardous waste sites in the United States which have impacted local populations and the 

environment. However, unlike the hazardous waste sites referenced, Site 300 has been 

recognized as a potential hazardous site and is undergoing clean-up activities prior to an 

accident occurring. Furthermore, City decision-makers shall determine that a condition 

requiring all future occupants of proposed development in the THSP Project Area be 

notified of past and current operations at Site 300 and the on-going monitoring and 

remediation activities which are also occurring at Site 300 is appropriate for 

future/prospective homebuyers, though this is not required as a result of the Draft SEIR 

analysis Such a condition would not change the analysis or conclusions stated in the Draft 

SEIR. This response will be forwarded to City decision makers for their consideration.  
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Schooner, Casey

From: Alan Bell <Alan.Bell@ci.tracy.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 9:54 AM
To: Worthington-Forbes, Laura
Cc: Fidler, Karina; Hoffman, Desirae
Subject: Tracy Hills DEIR Comment Letter from Pastor Sun

From: Lee Sun [mailto:ldsun2013@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 8:30 AM 
To: William Dean 
Subject: Tracy Hills 

Dear Mr Dean:

We are experiencing peoples are moving to this part of CA like Mountain house and 
Lathrop.  Certainly; Tracy Hills can also be a good place to compete for this great 
opportunity.  Close to I-580 certainly an advantage for people needs to travel to Bay 
area.  I strongly encourage the city to move forward with the project.  I do believe it is a
positive move.  Thank you for your attention.  Peace.  

Pastor Sun
 - Tracy, CA

Spring Valley Chinese Alliance Church
306 W. Eaton Ave. Tracy, CA 95376
church website: www.SVCCC4God.org
(Mobile) 248-885-2109, (Home) 804-212-2084 
ldsun2013@gmail.com

GP -1

11-405



11-406



Tracy Hills Specific Plan 

Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

Letter GP3 

Pastor Sun 

February 27, 2015 

Response GP3-1: The letter is in support of the proposed project. Comment noted. 
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Schooner, Casey

From: Alan Bell <Alan.Bell@ci.tracy.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 12:44 PM
To: Worthington-Forbes, Laura
Cc: Fidler, Karina; Hoffman, Desirae
Subject: Tracy Hills DEIR Comment Letter from David Layne

From: dalayne1@aol.com [mailto:dalayne1@aol.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 28, 2015 11:44 AM 
To: William Dean 
Subject: Tracy Hills 

Mr Dean, 

After reading the article about Tracy Hills in the Tracy Press, it appears that the issue of the airport has once again been 
pushed aside as though it was of no consequence. Our airport has the capability of catering to corporate aviation, and we 
are finally starting to get some large businesses in the area that might very well be interested in having a nearby airport 
they can utilize. If not they will be forced to go to Livermore or Stockton. A low traffic airport would be appealing to those 
companies that have a need or desire to use such an airport. It can be a factor in them bringing their company here. 
   Shouldn't Tracy be doing everything it can to bring that corporate aviation here? Building a major development in the 
primary takeoff flight path is asking for trouble. People will buy these houses having no idea the house is in that takeoff 
flight path (the noisiest part of any flight, by the way). As has been proven many times over in other cities, complaints of 
noise begin. Here in Tracy we already have complaints about aircraft from the neighborhood just north of Linne Rd, and it 
is not even directly under the primary flight path. Also, there is always the possibility of tragedy, with an aircraft losing 
power and crashing into the neighborhood. These issues should no be taken lightly. In the end it could wind up shutting 
down an airport that has the potential to be a draw for business. 
  Please don't let development outweigh the true needs of our city. We need businesses to employ people, and some of 
them may need a nearby convenient airport. Tracy doesn't NEED another new housing development. Our city services 
struggle to deal with the city the size it is now, why increase the load? 

Sincerely,

David Layne 

GP4-1

GP4-2

GP4-3
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Letter GP4 

David Layne 

February 28, 2015 

Response GP4-1: The comment is noted. However, the evaluation of the capability or future expansion of 

the Tracy Municipal Airport to accommodate corporate aviation is not a part of the 

proposed project and therefore is not addressed in the DSEIR. Such discussions occur 

during updates to the City’s Airport Master Plan, which is not currently underway or a 

part of this Project. 

Response GP4-2: Pages 4.10-14 to 4.10-17 of Section 4.10, Land Use, of the DSEIR address the proposed 

Project in relationship with the Tracy Municipal Airport. The DSEIR finds that the 

proposed locations of THSP Project land uses in the Outer Approach/Departure Zone 4 

and Traffic Pattern Zone 7 are in conformance with the Airport Land Use Commission’s 

(ALUC) Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The DSEIR identifies a conflict 

of allowable land uses within the M-1 Light Industrial designation, the Inner 

Approach/Departure Zone 2, and the Inner Turning Zone 3; this is identified as a 

potentially significant impact. Because of the potential conflict with the San Joaquin 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan or the ALUCP, Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 requires 

that all tentative and final maps within the THSP Project Area conform to the provisions 

of the 2009 ALUCP (or the ALUCP in effect at the time of Project submissions) and that 

all proposed schools within a two-mile radius of the airport runway must obtain approval 

from the State Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics. The DSEIR 

concludes that implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure that potential 

impacts regarding compatibility with the Tracy Municipal Airport are mitigated to a less 

than significant level. 

With respect to the commenter’s concerns regarding potential noise or safety impacts to 

future development based on proximity to the airport, the 2011 City of Tracy General 

Plan identifies the THSP Project Area as an area suitable for residential, commercial, and 

industrial development. As identified on in Section 4.11, Noise, page 4.11-25, a small 

portion of the Specific Plan Area is located within the 55 Community Noise Equivalent 

Level (CNEL) Airport Noise Contour. CNEL is a rating of community noise exposure to 

all sources of sounds that differentiates between daytime, evening, and nighttime noise 

exposure. However, it should be noted that this portion of the Specific Plan Area is 

proposed for light industrial uses, which are not considered sensitive receptors. As such, 

the Tracy Municipal Airport would not create a significant noise impacts to residents, 

employees, and users of the Project site. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Response GP4-3: Final project approval and consideration of the merits of the project ultimately would be 

made by City decision makers. The purpose of an EIR is to inform the public and decision 

makers of potential environmental impacts of a project in order that the decision makers 

make the most informed decisions. The 2011 City of Tracy General Plan identifies the 

11-411



Tracy Hills Specific Plan 

Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

 

  

THSP Project Area as an area suitable for residential, commercial, and industrial 

development. The Applicant will be required to pay its fair share for City services, 

pursuant to the mitigation measures included in the DSEIR. Please see Section 4.12, 

Public Services and Utilities, which includes Mitigation Measures 4.12-1 through 4.12-8b, 

on pages 4.12-37 to 4.12-39. These mitigation measures provide requirements for the 

THSP Project to reduce potential impacts to public services and utility providers, which 

addresses the commenter’s concerns on potential impacts to City services. 
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Schooner, Casey

From: Alan Bell <Alan.Bell@ci.tracy.ca.us>
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 12:48 PM
To: Worthington-Forbes, Laura
Cc: Fidler, Karina; Hoffman, Desirae
Subject: Tracy Hills DEIR Comment Letter from Kristina Hansen

From: Kristina Hansen [mailto:88stafford@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2015 10:30 AM 
To: William Dean 
Subject: Tracy Hills Project 

Dear Mr. Dean, 

I read an article in the Tracy Press regarding pushing forward on the development of Tracy Hills.   In my opinion, waiting and having some 
firm answers on very important matters, such as roads, parks, and schools would be in Tracy's best interest.  If this developer backs out, there 
will be plenty more.  That area of land is a gold mine.   

Items to consider:  
Roads - Especially Corral Hollow;  the road is already in much disrepair heading South past Edgewood;  not to mention how narrow it 
is;  Also, there is quite a bit of congestion during morning, evening and church commute times at the intersection of Valpico and Corral 
Hollow; adding 5,000 plus new homes will make that intersection a nightmare 

Parks - what has the developer offered?  It seems the Developer should be requried to build a minimum of 1 park per 500 homes. 

Schools - what has the developer offered? The River Island Community built a school first. It seems only natural a school should be planned 
and if not under construction before the first set of families move in.  

Environmental needs - is the developer willing to consider some other landscape other than sod?  Grass takes quite a bit of water which we 
don't have.

 Also, is the developer willing to offer solar panels as an option to home owners? 

I work in the Jefferson School District and reside in the Madison Park Subdivision, so I travel south on Corral Hollow daily.  As a school 
teacher, I think making sure resources are availalbe to the families before they move in is essential.   Looking at the big picture and slowing 
down to ensure the best for current residents and future residents of Tracy is what should drive the decision making. 

Thank you for listening, 

Kristina Hansen 
Tracy Resident for 11 years 

GP5-2

GP5-3

GP5-4

GP5-5

GP5-1

GP5
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Letter GP5 

Kristina Hansen 

March 1, 2015 

Response GP5-1: Per Mitigation Measure 4.13-5b of the DSEIR, roadway improvements are planned and 

will be fully funded by the City of Tracy Traffic Impact Fee Program  to construct Corral 

Hollow Road as a future four-lane facility, which would improve capacity to maintain 

acceptable levels of service standards per the City General Plan requirements.  

The DSEIR also identifies mitigation for the intersection of Valpico Road and Corral 

Hollow Road as illustrated in Mitigation Measure 4.13-5a. Implementation of this 

mitigation measure would result in an acceptable delay and level of service (LOS) of 14.2 

s/veh (B) in the AM peak hour and 27.1 (C) in the PM peak hour. 

Response GP5-2: As identified on page 4.12-30 within Section 4.12 (Public Services and Utilities) of the 

DSEIR, the Project proposes three acres of neighborhood park land and one acre of 

community park land per 1,000 people. Neighborhood and community parks would be 

distributed throughout the residential areas of the Project. Active play and sports parks 

are proposed by the Project and may feature play fields, ball fields, children play areas, 

picnic areas, tennis courts, and open lawn areas. Park features may be interconnected by 

nature walks and bikeways within the greenways and parkways. With the provision of 

three acres of neighborhood park land and one acre of community park land per 1,000 

people, the Project meets the City’s General Plan adopted requirement of 4 acres of parks 

per 1,000 residents. The City’s General Plan requirement is the threshold required for the 

Project, as opposed to the commenter’s suggested 1 park per 500 homes threshold. 

Response GP5-3: As identified on pages 4.12-29 and 4.12-30 within Section 4.12 (Public Services and 

Utilities) of the DSEIR, based on Jefferson School District generation factors, 2,420 grade 

K-5 and 1,100 grade 6-8 students would be generated by buildout of the proposed land 

uses of the Project.  

The Project plans to construct three 12-16 acre elementary schools (K-8) located 

throughout the Plan Area, although the final number and locations of elementary schools 

shall be determined in accordance with the Jefferson School District. Additionally, the 

Project would include the development of two interim school sites for the initial residents 

of the THSP Project Area until the permanent schools are fully developed. The 

commenter suggests that schools should be planned or even under construction before 

the first set of families associated with the Project occupy a home within the proposed 

development. A identified herein, schools have been planned at the initial stages of the 

proposed development and two interim school sites are planned for construction for the 

initial residents of the THSP Project Area.   
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 Furthermore, each individual development application within the THSP Project Area 

would be subject to the requirement to pay the applicable impact fee subject to school 

mitigation agreements with the Tracy Unified School District and Jefferson School 

District. Under Section 65996 of the California Government Code, the payment of such 

fees is deemed to fully mitigate the impacts of new development on school facilities. 

Therefore, through the payment of school impact fees and the planned construction of 

temporary and permanent schools within the THSP Project Area in conjunction with the 

Jefferson School District, the Project would reduce the potential to adversely impact area 

schools.  

Response GP5-4:  The comment is acknowledged and will be forwarded to decision makers for 

consideration in individual development applications associated with buildout of the 

THSP Project Area. Per Executive Order B-29-15 by the Governor of the State of 

California issued on April 1, 2015, irrigation with potable water outside of newly 

constructed homes and buildings that is not delivered by drip or microspray systems will 

be prohibited. Therefore, the commenter’s suggestion for use of landscaping other than 

with sod/grass can be expected to be addressed in the review of individual development 

applications.  

Response GP5-5:  The comment is noted. The City is committed to making informed decisions when 

considering project applications, such as the Proposed Project. The purpose of the EIR 

process is to provide City decision makers with information in order for the decision 

makers to make the most informed decisions. 
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Comments of Robert Sarvey on the Tracy Hills 2014 DEIR 

Mr. Dean, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tracy Hills Specific Plan Draft 

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report SCH# 2013102053.    I appreciate the time extension 

granted for comments but as outlined below without the development agreement associated with 

this project is impossible for the public to effectively analyze the proposal.  Please conclude your 

negotiations on the development agreement and once again issue this DEIR for public comment 

and review with the development agreement.  

The development agreement is not presented. 

According to the 2014 DEIR, “ The Project would involve the adoption of a General Plan 

Amendment and the amendment of the 1998 Tracy Hills Specific Plan in the form of the 

comprehensive update to the 1998 THSP; the approval and implementation of a development 

agreement(s); approval of a vesting tentative map application for Phase 1a; approval of the 

Tracy Hills Storm Drainage Master Plan; subsequent implementation of the THSP including 

subdivision maps, improvement plans and building permits, and other development within the 

THSP Project Area consistent with the standards specified within the THSP.   In order to 

effectively evaluate this project the entire project must be presented to the public for 

consideration.  The DEIR does not present the development agreement even though the 

DEIR admits that approval and implementation of a development agreement is part of the 

project. . The DEIR states that, “The terms of the development agreement do not implicate 

environmental impacts” 1 The terms of the development agreement provide the funding for

mitigation measures which are designed to reduce significant impacts to environmental 

resources.     Significant impacts to traffic and transportation, public services including police 

and fire,  impacts to water resources, park construction and maintenance, road construction and 

improvements all rely on mitigation measures which will be funded and implemented  through 

1 DEIR Page 3-55 
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the development agreement.  The project generates no property tax to the City of Tracy to fund 

these improvements and services so the mitigation provided is reliant on the terms of the 

development agreement.  For example the operation of the police department is funded by the 

general plan.  Prior to Measure E property tax revenue provided approximately 60% of General 

fund revenue.2 Without the property tax revenue for Tracy Hills each resident will shift the

costs of operating the police department to existing residents.3 New development is supposed to

pay for itself new development is not supposed to be subsidized by existing residents.  Without 

the development agreement the public cannot determine if the Tracy hills Project will mitigate its 

impacts to police operations or any other program administered by the city that is financed 

through property taxes.  Therefore the public cannot determine whether the impact of Tracy Hills 

Project  on government services will be adequately mitigated. The city must present the 

development agreement with the DEIR so the public can determine if in fact the project 

will be effectively mitigated. After that the City must once again provide a notice and comment 

period once the public has complete information. 

The project description is inadequate. 

The DEIR alleges to be the, “Tracy Hills Specific Plan Draft Subsequent Environmental 

Impact Report.” The DEIR indicates on page 2-4 that the EIR discusses only the environmental 

impacts of phase 1 of the project because similarly-detailed development plans have not yet been 

prepared for the subsequent phases of the THSP.   Phase 1 includes the development of 

residential housing and a mixed use business park. When reviewing the DEIR other than the 

planned residential portion of phase 1 similarly-detailed development plans have not yet been 

prepared for the mixed use business park proposed for phase1.  This is inconsistent with 

statements in the DEIR that claim the DEIR will, “comprehensively evaluate the potential 

environmental impacts of the phase 1 of THSP herein.”4

2 2013/2014 City of Tracy Budget  2013 - 2014 ADOPTED BUDGET Page 77 of 457
3 The January 1997 Tracy Hills DEIR on page 2.27 states that in order to maintain current service 
level ratios, the proposed project will generate the need for approximately 19 additional sworn 
patrol officers, and may create additional demands upon the existing administrative unit and 
capital facilities of the Tracy Police Department this is a significant project impact. 
4 2014 DEIR Page 3-3 
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Other than the residential portion of phase 1 of the project the DEIR cannot and does not 

provide a description of the mixed use business park. It cannot because it doesn’t know what 

businesses will be constructed so it cannot analyze and mitigate those environmental impacts of 

that portion of phase 1.  The project lacks specificity.    The DEIR is inadequate to properly 

analyze phase 1 of the project and certainly is not useful in an analysis of the entire project The 

DEIR would properly be titled the Tracy Hills Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

for Phase 1 of residential portion of the Tracy Hills Project.  As with most projects in Tracy it is 

likely that only the residential portion of the project will be constructed and the mixed use 

business park is a myth.  Can you say Ellis Aquatic Center, Gold Rush City, or Gateway 

Business Park.  

The DEIR description of baselines and impacts is inadequate. 

In many places the DEIR offers no analysis but instead refers to analyses performed in 

the general plan or some other master plan that indicates no significant impacts.  The DEIR does 

not define the existing baseline or provide any analysis of the THSP impacts to that baseline.   

For example impacts to Fire Services, Police Services, and schools are not analyzed in the DEIR 

they are merely considered insignificant because the general plan concludes that at full build out 

there will be no significant impacts.5 The city must now go back to the drawing board and craft

a CEQA equivalent environmental document for the public to asses.  The new document must 

include the development agreement, and assessment of current conditions, the impact of the 

project on that baseline and all feasible mitigation measures.   And this time please post the 

notice on the city website.  

4.1 AESTHETICS 

The DEIR concludes that the project would have a significant and unavoidable impact to 

visual resources.  Under CEQA when a project has a significant impact all feasible mitigation 

measures must be adopted.  The Reduced Density Alternative is considered the environmentally 

superior alternative and would lower impacts to visual resources. Due to the highly visible 

hillside location of some portions of proposed development and the designation of Interstate 580 

5 2014 DEIR Page 504 of 926 
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and Corral Hollow Road as scenic routes the project could minimize visual impacts by avoiding 

construction of homes on the scenic hillsides.    

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Loss of farmland has been particularly severe in San Joaquin County, where 

approximately 15,000 acres of high quality farmland more than in any other county in California 

were developed between 1990 and 2004. This loss of high quality farmland accounted for 76 

percent of all the land urbanized in the county over the same period.6 There are approximately

4,000 acres of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local 

Importance within the Tracy area.7 The 2014 DEIR for Tracy Hills proposes to convert 2,711

acres of farmland which is approximately 68% of the available farmland in the sphere of 

influence into urban uses and 100 % of the farmland within the Tracy city limits.  The city of 

Tracy ordinance 13.28.040 establishes a Farmland Mitigation Fee.   Section 13.28.020 - Purpose 

and findings (a) of the ordinance provides that:  “In order to implement the goals and objectives 

of the City's General Plan and to mitigate impacts caused by new development within the City, 

an agricultural mitigation fee is necessary. The purpose of the agricultural mitigation fee is to 

mitigate the loss of productive agricultural lands converted for urban uses within the City by 

permanently protecting agricultural lands planned for agricultural use and by working with 

farmers who voluntarily wish to sell or restrict their land in exchange for fair compensation.”   

The ordinance finds that it is necessary to provide the fee because:  

1) San Joaquin County farmland is of highly productive quality,
2) The City is surrounded by productive farmland on all sides,
3) The continuation of agricultural operations preserves the existing landscape, and

environmental and aesthetic resources of the area;
4) The Tracy General Plan sets forth policies to preserve productive farmland, including the

development of a program to secure permanent agriculture on lands designated for
agriculture in the City and/or County General Plan;

5) California is losing farmland at a rapid rate
6) Loss of farmland to development is irreparable and agriculture is an important component

of the region's economy and rural community character; and

6 City of Tracy S U S TA I N A B I L I T Y AC T ION P L A N Page 31 of  133 
7 7City of Tracy S U S TA I N A B I L I T Y AC T ION P L A N Page 22 of  133 
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7) Losing agricultural land will have a cumulatively negative impact on air quality, traffic,
noise, public services demands, and aesthetics in the City and in the County of San
Joaquin.

The ordinance also finds that, “Loss of agricultural land is consistently determined to be a 

significant impact under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in 

development projects. Despite recognizing all of these important goals and that the loss of 

2,711 acres of farmland is a significant impact under CEQA the City Farmland Mitigation 

Ordinance carves out an exception for Tracy Hills contrary to CEQA. The Tracy Hills project 

doesn’t have to pay the farmland mitigation fee unless it receives any SSJID water, in which case 

the project would be subject to the agricultural mitigation fee of Two Thousand and no/100ths 

($2,000.00) Dollars per acre for every acre of prime farmland in that project converted.  But 

section 4.3.2 of the 2014 DEIR states that, “ The potable water supply for Tracy Hills will 

come from a combination of sources including Byron Bethany Irrigation District pre 1914 and 

Central Valley Project water as well as other City sources.”   The Tracy Hills Project will use 

water sources other than BBID water so in fact the project is required to mitigate prime farmland 

under the City’s non CEQA complaint Farmland Ordinance. 

The 2014 Tracy Hills DEIR only proposes to provide the farmland mitigation fee for prime 

farmland.   The 2014 Tracy Hills DIER only considers 25 acres of the 2,711 acres it proposes to 

convert as prime farmland with the rest being grazing land.   The January 1997 Tracy Hills 

DEIR impact 4.-3-1 states that the Tracy Hills Specific Plan will result in the conversion of 

approximately 615 acres of Class I and II Soils.  The FEIR should clarify that there are 615 acres 

of prime farmland in the project area not 25 that need to be mitigated for a fee of $2,000 X 615 

acres which is $ 1,230,000.8

Loss of Farmland of Local Importance must mitigated 

The 2014 Tracy Hills DIER only considers 25 acres of the 2,711 acres it proposes to 

convert as prime farmland with the rest being Farmland of Local Importance.9 The 2014

8 City Ordinance Farmland Mitigation ordinance requires   provides an exception for Tracy Hills that is contrary to 
CEQA. It allows Tracy Hills to not mitigate its Farmland Impacts if 4.3.2 Sources of Supply 
The potable water supply for Tracy Hills will come from a combination of sources including Byron Bethany 
Irrigation District pre 1914 and Central Valley Project water as well as other City sources. 
9California Government Codes Section 56064defines “Prime agricultural land” as follows:
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Tracy Hills DEIR does not propose to mitigate the other 2,686 acres it characterizes as 

Farmland of Local importance.  Farmland of Local Importance is land that is important to the 

local agricultural economy. It is determined by each county's board of supervisors and a local 

advisory committee.  The 2014 DEIR states that even with the proposed mitigation measures 

impacts to Prime Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance is a significant impact.10

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15002, 15021, and 15126.4, mitigation 

measures are required when significant impacts are identified.  Despite admitting that the loss 

of Farmland of Local importance is a significant impact under CEQA the DEIR does not 

provide for the project proponent to pay the agricultural mitigation fee to offset this 

significant impact.   The city must require the project applicant to pay the $2,000 an acre 

mitigation fee for all agricultural lands converted to urban uses by the proposed project in 

order to comply with CEQA.  

Agricultural Revenue 

The DEIR does not discuss the potential agricultural revenue that is lost from the 

conversion of 2,711 acres of agricultural land.  The DEIR does not quantify the air quality 

benefits the aesthetic value or any other environmental qualities of the farmland that it proposes 

to convert. 11 The City of Tracy Sustainable Action Plan target 11 calls for, “Any loss of such

farmland inside of the SOI is offset by mitigation fees to a qualified agriculture preservation 

Prime agricultural land means an area of land, whether a single parcel or contiguous parcels, that has not been 
developed 
for a use other than an agricultural use and that meets any of the following qualifications: 

All land that qualifies for rating as Class I or Class II in the Natural Resource Conservation Service Land Use 
Capabilities Classifications; 

Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating (a numerical value indicating the 
relative suitability of a soil group for general agricultural practices); 

Land that supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and that has an annual carrying capacity 
equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre, as defined by the United States Department of Agriculture;

Land planted with fruit- or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have a nonbearing period of less than 
five years and will normally return during the commercial bearing period from the production of unprocessed 
agricultural plant production not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre; and 

Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant products a gross value of not less 
than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre per year for three of the previous five calendar years. 

10 2014 DEIR Page 188 of 926 
11 The Farmland provides air quality benefits, aesthetic value, agricultural revenue, an irreplaceable source of food 
and fiber.  
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trust, such as the Central Valley Farmland Trust, at a ratio related to every acre that is lost.”12

CEQA and the City of Tracy’s Sustainable Action Plan require the developer to pay $2,000 for 

all 2,711 acres that is being proposed to be converted from agricultural use.  

Reducing Farmland Loss by Increasing Development Density 

The underlying causes of farmland loss in California are rapid population growth and 

the inefficient use of land.   Tracy Hills presents a massive conversion of agricultural land to 

residential housing.  The DEIR entails the construction of 5,499 homes on 1,638 acres or a 

density of one dwelling unit per .30 of an acre. In contrast, recent development in Sacramento 

County, an acknowledged leader in efficient growth, accommodates 20 people per acre.  Some of 

the significant impact from the conversion of farmland can be avoided by increasing the density 

of the Tracy Hills development and utilizing less farmland to accomplish the same development.  

The diversion of water to Tracy Hills impacts agriculture 

The use of 4,000 to 6,000 acre feet of surface water in the Tracy Hills Development will 

divert the same amount of water from agricultural users.   The governor has declared a state of 

emergency due to drought.  The City of Tracy has been told to expect half their normal supply 

from the Bureau of Reclamation for 2015.13 The DEIR does not discuss the water diversion

impact on agriculture in the Tracy area and the county. The United States Bureau of 

Reclamation announced February 27th that local farmers and water districts with federal

contracts will get no water from it this year.14 With the possibility of another year of drought

looming more likely, especially after the lack of rainfall in January, the State Water Resources 

Control Board has warned that everyone pumping water out of the rivers could, for the first time 

in history, be restricted this year.15 The diversion of water for Tracy Hills is a significant impact

that must be discussed in the FEIR.   The economic impact from the fallowing of crops from the 

THSP diversion of water should also be quantified in the FEIR.  

12 City of Tracy S U S TA I N A B I L I T Y AC T ION P L A N Page 38 of  133 
13 http://www.kcra.com/news/california-farmers-wont-get-federal-water/24602778 
14 http://www.goldenstatenewspapers.com/tracy_press/news/no-federal-water-for-valley-
farmers/article_9156fcb6-c144-11e4-8d9a-57802aa9c93d.html  
15 http://www.goldenstatenewspapers.com/tracy_press/our_town/more-farmers-could-face-water-use-
limits/article_60f3f8da-a812-11e4-93aa-af09314758d0.html  
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Tracy Hills also impacts adjacent agricultural resources. 

Grazing land west of the THSP Project Area will experience negative impacts on grazing 

activities from implementation of the Project such as limiting access to the grazing land, and 

exposure to noise or other irritants from the proximity of new urban areas to grazing cattle. 

Therefore, impacts on agricultural activities - including impacts caused from development within 

Phase 1a - on the adjacent land would be significant.16 The DEIR fails to discuss the odors,

noise, and dust that will impact the THSP form adjacent farming activities.  

4.3 AIR QUALITY 

The air quality analysis for the project demonstrates how the DEIR does not define, 

analyze or provide mitigation for any part of the project but phase 1 residential construction.   As 

the DEIR states, “It should be noted that the SCREEN3 model was utilized in lieu of the more 

robust AERMOD and Industrial Source Complex (ISC) model in order to account for worst-case 

conditions since precise on-site activity is unknown at this time.17” The only activity known is

the construction of residential housing in phase 1,  the activities at the mixed use business park 

are speculative and the DEIR does not even adequately describe those activities and cannot  

analyze even the entire phase 1 of the proposed project.  

Construction Emissions 

The 2014 Tracy Hills DEIR in Table 4.3-7: Phase 1a Construction Emissions uses a piece 

meal analysis and attempts to isolate construction emissions from phase 1 of the project and 

thereby claim that the construction emissions of PM-10, PM 2.5,  NOX and ROG are  less than 

significant.  The construction emissions of the entire project are depicted in Table 4.3-8: THSP 

Build out Operational Emissions.  That table demonstrates that the construction emissions impact 

of the entire project which must be analyzed under CEQA is significant for all pollutants expect 

SO2.  This piece meal approach used throughout this DEIR leads to conclusion that phase 1 

impacts are not significant when viewed in isolation.  CEQA does not allow for a piece meal 

analysis which analyzes portions of the project instead of the entire project to demonstrate an 

impact as less than significant.  When analyzing the entire project build out the DEIR 

16 2014 DEIR Page 186 of 926 
17 2014 THSP DEIR page 220 of 926 
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correctly concludes that “emissions from these construction criteria pollutants would exceed 

SJVAPCD thresholds, a Significant and unavoidable impact would occur. Mitigation measure 

4.3-1c should be deleted in its entirety because we know that the project in total exceeds the 

significance levels and therefore all phases of the project are subject to the requirements of the 

indirect source rule even if some components of the project are not.   

4.3-1c Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the City shall confirm that the Project complies with the SJVAPCD 
Rule 9510, Indirect Source (ISR). If feasible measures are not available to meet the emissions reductions 
targets outlined in Rule 9510, then Project applicants shall pay an in-lieu mitigation fee to the SJVAPCD to 
offset the Project’s emissions-related impacts. If in-lieu fees are required, Project applicants shall coordinate 
with the SJVAPCD to calculate the amount of the fees required to offset the Project’s impacts. The applicant 
shall document, to the City’s reasonable satisfaction, its compliance with this mitigation measure.

The FEIR must include all feasible mitigation measure as CEQA requires for an impact 

that is significant and unavoidable.   The DEIR proposes Mitigation Measures 4.3-1b which 

requires the use of CARB certified Tier 3 off-road engines (for equipment greater than 50 

horsepower) and requires all construction equipment to be outfitted with Best Available Control 

Technology (BACT) devices certified by CARB. The FEIR must change the base off-road 

engine requirement from U.S. EPA/ARB onroad diesel engine Tier 3 to Tier 4. This updated 

requirement could reduce the PM10 and diesel particulate matter emissions from the off-road 

equipment by as much as 90 percent over the build out of the THSP and reduce the NOx 

emissions up to 80 to 90 percent depending on the amount of full Tier 4 versus interim Tier 4 

(Tier 4i) off-road engines that are used during construction and grading.  This is feasible 

mitigation that could limit the significant impact and possibly avoid it.  Mitigation Measures 4.3-

1b must be modified to reflect the update to Tier 4 requirements for off road engines. 

4.3-1b The following measures shall be implemented during construction to reduce NOX 

related emissions. They shall be included in the Grading Plan, Building Plans, and 
contract specifications. Contract specification language shall be reviewed by the 
City prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Use of construction equipment rated by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) as having Tier 3 Tier 4 or higher exhaust emission limits 
for equipment over 50 horsepower that are onsite for more than 5 days, if 
available and feasible. Tier 3 Tier 4 engines between 50 and 750 horsepower are 
available for 2006 to 2008 model years. After January 1, 2015, encourage  require the 
use of equipment over 50 horsepower that are on-site for more than 5 days to 
meet the Tier 4 standards, if available and feasible. A list of construction 
equipment by type and model year shall be maintained by the construction 
contractor onsite, which shall be available for City review upon request.

Construction dust is a serious health problem.

GP6-12
Cont.

GP6-13

GP6-14

11-425



10 

According to the DEIR Dust (larger than 10 microns) generated by construction  usually 

becomes more of a local nuisance than a serious health problem. The DEIR fails to discuss that 

disturbing the dust also exposes residents to Valley Fever Spores.  In 2009 San Joaquin County 

had just 27 cases, in 2010 there were 46, but in 2011 that number nearly tripled to 123 cases. 

The City of Tracy may be the most affected city in the County for Valley Fever. 18 Tracy Hills

proposes to do massive amounts of grading on 2,711 acres within the Tracy City Limits.   The 

DEIR should propose suspending construction activities when winds exceed 10 miles an hour to 

protect residents form exposure to Valley Fever.   Construction fugitive dust emissions also 

exacerbate asthma and allergies.  The project is expected to build out over many years so 

construction dust is a serious health issue.  

The entire THSP is subject to SJVAPCD Rule 9510.  

The DEIR states that, as part of the development process for future phases of the THSP, 

each applicant would be required, to the extent specific development at issue is subject to Rule 

9510, to prepare a detailed air impact assessment (AIA).  To the extent applicable under Rule 

9510 for each such individual development, the SJVAPCD would require calculation of the 

construction and operational emissions from the development. The DEIR attempts to tier the 

project and avoid the requirements of   Rule 9510 by piece-mealing the analysis.  This massive 

project is subject to Rule 9510 in its entirety.   The FEIR should require all phases of the 

development to mitigate under rule 9510 as a single project. 

Operational Emissions 

Mitigation of the THSP Air Quality emissions 

According to the DEIR, “the Project’s impacts on regional air quality, with respect to 

emissions of criteria pollutants, would remain significant and unavoidable since the Project’s 

emissions would contribute to region-wide emissions that cause exceedances of the federal and 

state O3, PM10, and PM2.5 standards.” Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15002, 

15021, and 15126.4, mitigation measures are required when significant impacts are identified.  

18 http://sacramento.cbslocal.com/2012/06/18/valley-fever-on-rise-in-san-joaquin-county/ 
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The reduced density alternative 3 reduces overall trips generated by the Project by 

approximately 40 percent. 19 This is a feasible alternative that can be adopted to reduce the air

quality impacts of the project. Another alternative is to choose land which is actually contiguous 

with other parts of the City.  The Tracy Hills Projects has no connection to any part of the city 

and it creates more VMT, more energy to process wastewater and supply potable water.  It 

requires the extensive construction and operation of wastewater and storm drainage facilities to 

service the project which  create air quality impacts.   

The Project is not consistent with general plan policies related to air Quality 

General Plan polices have been adopted which address the city’s objectives and policies

for reducing air quality impacts.  Objective AQ-1.1 provides that the city improve air quality and 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions through land use planning decisions.  It would be hard to 

imagine a worse land use plan than the Tracy Hills development for impacts to air quality.  

Thousands of acres of undeveloped land exist in the city’s sphere between the proposed 

development and the city’s core services, shopping and governmental services.  The Tracy Hills 

development because of its location increases Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT).  Vehicles are the 

primary source of air pollution from any development.  The city could develop several of the 

urban reserves that are actually much closer to the city’s core.  

Tracy Hills location in relation to the wastewater treatment plant is the farthest point in 

the city limits from the plant.  This requires extensive energy to pump the effluent to the 

wastewater treatment plant than would not be necessary if the city chose to develop an urban 

center closer to the plant.  The energy necessary to pump the treated effluent creates substantial 

air quality impacts which could be avoided through better land use planning.  Police patrols will 

be further from their central downtown headquarters requiring more miles to be travelled by the 

police increasing air quality impacts.   The THSP does not conform to Objective AQ-1.1 of the 

city’s general plan. 

Air Quality Policy P14 of the City’s General plan provides that, “Developments that 

significantly impact air quality shall only be approved if all feasible mitigation measures to 

avoid, minimize or offset the impact are implemented.  The Tracy Hills DEIR concludes that air 

19 2014 DEIR Page 23 of 926 
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quality impacts are significant and unavoidable but the DEIR does not implement all feasible 

mitigation measures.  For example the projects Phase 1 tentative map consists of meandering 

streets with no central grid pattern which would reduce VMT.  The reduced density alternative 3 

reduces overall trips generated by the Project by approximately 40 percent but the DEIR does not 

propose it. 20 The project sprawls over 2,711 acres and could be compressed and reduce its air

quality impact.  There are many more feasible mitigation measures which could be implemented. 

Health Risk Assessment 

California Code of Regulations, Title 14 (the CEQA Guidelines), Section 

15126.2(a) recommends that significant environmental effects of a project be assessed when a 

project brings development and people into an affected area.  A heath risk assessment was 

performed to determine if residents near Highway 580 would be exposed to significant health 

risks from vehicle emissions.  The analysis failed to utilize the most recent version of newly 

proposed OEHHA methodology (OEHHA 2014) and the most recent toxicity values (OEHHA 

2014; EPA 2014) 

Further the modeling assumed that only adults would be exposed and that the majority or 

the time those adults would remain indoors.  The proper analysis would use the new risk values 

from OEHHA which contain risk values for children.  Obviously children would not remain 

indoors all day and there breathing patterns are much more accelerated. Contrary to guidelines 

furnished by the SJVAPCD the health risk assessment also adjusted lifetime risk values for 

residents.  These non-approved methods still showed that without mitigation the risk is 17 in a 

million which is above the significance level.   Needless to say using incorrect modeling 

procedures and risk values and adjusting lifetime exposure risks renders the health risk 

assessment meaningless. 

4.7 GREENHOUSE EMISSIONS 

The DEIR concludes that the project’s GHG emissions will be a significant and 

unavoidable impact under CEQA.  An impact occurs if the project is not in conformance with an 

applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.  

20 2014 DEIR Page 23 of 926 
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Under CEQA, the SJVAPCD is the expert commenting agency on air quality and GHG 

emissions within its jurisdiction or impacting its jurisdiction. The SJVAPCD adopted the 

Climate Change Action Plan in August 2008. The Climate Change Action Plan was developed to 

assist local land use agencies and businesses in complying with state requirements.  The 

SJVAPCD GHG Guidance establishes standards that require projects to reduce their GHG 

emissions by at least 29 percent from Business as Usual (BAU) levels, through the application of 

Best Performance Standards (BPS) or other mitigation measures, to achieve a less than 

cumulatively significant impact under CEQA.   To have a less-than-significant individual and 

cumulative impact on global climate change, projects must be determined to have reduced or 

mitigated GHG emissions by 29 percent, consistent with the GHG emission reduction targets 

established in CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan. According to the 2014 DEIR the project even with 

all identified mitigation measures the project would reduce GHG emissions by only 29,566.80 

MTCO2eq/yr which is only 16.41 percent of the project GHG emissions at full build out.  The 

project does not comply with the SJVAPCD guidelines requiring a 29% reduction and also does 

not comply with CEQA.  The DEIR also assumes that even with implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 4.7-1 for Phase 1 only a 12.62 percent reduction in GHG emissions would occur from 

the “business as usual” condition. Therefore, the Project would not achieve the SJVAPCD’s 29 

percent GHG significance threshold under phase 1 or full build out. The Reduced Density 

Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative.  The reduced density 

alternative 3 reduces overall trips generated by the Project by approximately 40 percent. 21 This

would enable the project to achieve the SJVAPCD’s 29 % GHG emission reduction guideline 

and the project would then comply with CEQA.  The reduced density alternative must be 

adopted to comply with CEQA.  

Leap Frog Development and GHG emissions. 

Land use planning decisions, such as discouraging leap-frog development, and creating 

favorable jobs to housing ratios can significantly reduce VMT and the associated GHG 

21 2014 DEIR Page 23 of 926 
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emissions.22 These are the number 1 priorities in the Tracy General plan Objective AQ-1.1

Improve air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions through land use planning decisions. 

The Tracy Hills Project is the poster child for leap frog development.   The Tracy Hills 

project is not contiguous to any development in Tracy therefore its location drastically increases 

the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by future residents leading to increased GHG emission.  

Choosing another one of the urban reserves located contiguous to other developments in Tracy 

will drastically lower VMT and perhaps even achieve the 29% reduction in GHG emissions

required by the SQVAPCD.  The THSP is not consistent with General plan objective Q 1.1 

Policy P1 which prescribes that The City shall promote land use patterns that reduce the number 

and length of motor vehicle trips. 

The other factor is the City of Tracy’s jobs to housing imbalance. The city of Tracy has 

the sixth longest commute in the United States according to Forbes magazine of 41 minutes 

flat.23  While the City of Tracy has experienced strong employment growth over the last several

years, the city’s population has grown at a faster pace than its employment. Much of this 

residential growth is attributable to households with workers employed in the Bay Area, 

especially Alameda County. Concomitantly, Tracy’s housing prices are so high that many of the 

predominantly low-wage workers of jobs based in Tracy must commute in from elsewhere in 

San Joaquin County. Only 20 percent of Tracy’s resident workforce is employed within the city.  

This is due to the failure of city officials and planners who keeps approving high priced housing 

while supplying only low wage warehouse and service jobs.  As stated above 20 percent of 

Tracy’s resident workforce is employed within the city, significantly less than the 73 percent that 

would be predicted if Tracy’s jobs-housing ratio were the only factor determining where 

residents work. One mechanism for reducing in- and out-commuting in the future is to foster a 

strong match between the skills of Tracy’s residents and the training and educational 

requirements of Tracy’s jobs. Highly trained or educated residents are unlikely to hold jobs for 

which they are overqualified, while residents with low levels of education are unlikely to be 

offered jobs with high training requirements. Consequently, the distribution of educational 

attainment of residents should closely resemble the occupational requirements of key industrial 

sectors for there to be a good skills-jobs match.  In general, the occupations in Tracy’s key 

22 Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New 
Projects under CEQA Page 7 
23 http://xfinity.comcast.net/slideshow/news-americasworstcommutes/6/ 
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sectors do not have high training or educational requirements, with a majority requiring no post-

secondary education. In comparison, in 2008, 55 percent of Tracy’s resident workforce had some

post-secondary education, including 20 percent that held bachelor’s degrees or higher. This

suggests that a potential source of mismatch between Tracy’s jobs and residents is that the 

resident workforce may be “overqualified” for employment in the largest and most rapidly-

growing sectors of the local economy.24

The 2014 Tracy Hills DEIR provides no specific job opportunities to help correct this 

imbalance.  The THSP violates General Plan Q1.1 Policy P2: which provides, “To the extent 

feasible, the City shall maintain a balance and match between jobs and housing”. Residents of 

Tracy have heard for years about high paying jobs at the Gateway Business Park and other 

highly touted job creation centers only to be provided with more low paying warehouse and 

service jobs.  There is no evidence in the DEIR that Tracy Hills will provide any jobs that will 

allow Tracy residents to afford the high housing prices in Tracy with the current median housing 

price being $385,000. 

Converting agricultural Land to urban uses has a GHG impact. 

Converting agricultural land to residential housing also has a GHG impact.  Agriculture 

acts as a GHG sink as plants utilize the CO2.  Removing the agricultural lands has a double 

effect of reducing the carbon sink from agriculture and increasing the GHG emission from the 

inefficient land use pattern that is the leap frog development called Tracy Hills. 

All Feasible mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions are required 

The DEIR states that impact to GHG emissions will be significant an unavoidable.  

CEQA requires all feasible mitigation measures when a project has a significant impact.  There 

are additional feasible mitigation measures available:  

1) Require Phase 1of the Tracy Hills Project to include a school. The Tracy Hills DEIR
proposes school construction when over 800 students are generated.25 Requiring
Tracy Hills to construct its own school will lower VMT and traffic congestion at
other established schools in Tracy lowering GHG emissions.

24 City of Tracy Sustainable action plan Page 36 of 133 
25 DEIR page 3-21 
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2) Requiring 50% of the housing erected in the Tracy hills Project to be Affordable
housing could lower VMT by providing houses which are affordable by Tracy
residents with their low paying warehouse and service jobs.

3) Requiring Tracy Hills to provide a technology park with high paying jobs before
residential housing is allowed to be constructed.

4) Require Tracy Hills to develop its own wastewater treatment plant as envisioned in
the 1997 DEIR. This would reduce the pumping of wastewater 7 miles to the existing
wastewater treatment plant.

Governmental Services 

Libraries 

The DEIR states that it is not anticipated that the Project would affect library services, 

therefore, no or minimal discussion is included in this section.  Does the DEIR assume that Tracy 

Hills residents don’t read?  It has been known for many years that the library is in need of 

expansion to serve the residents of Tracy.  With no property tax revenue to the City of Tracy,

Tracy Hills residents will use the Tracy Library without contributing to the portion of the 

library’s budget that is funded by City of Tracy property taxes.  One more expense that the Tracy 

Hills residents will transfer to existing residents who have already paid to construct the library.  

Police Services 

The DEIR states that the THSP would be required to pay the applicable impact fees, 

which ensure payment of a proportionate share toward the planned facilities.  What the DEIR 

fails to discuss the funding of operations of the city’s police department.   Despite the citizens 

approving Measure E in 2010 to increase sales taxes ½ percent to support public safety the Tracy 

Police department has experienced a decline in personnel from a 154.9 employees in 2009 to 

129.51 employees in 2014 a decrease of 17% of its allocated personnel with only 59.1 sworn 

officers.26 TPD’s primary funding source is the City’s General Fund, which is derived from

property taxes, sales tax revenue, and user fees.27 Property taxes make up approximately 60%

of general fund revenues pre Measure E.28 The Tracy Police Department had a budget of

26 2013/2014 City of Tracy Budget page 
27 2014 DEIR Page 4.12-2 
28 www.ci.tracy.ca.us/documents/Comprehensive_Annual_Financial_Report_Year_Ended_June_30_2014.pdf Page 
192 of 214 
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$21,582,841 in 2014. 29 Tracy Hill pays no property taxes so it will not support the operations of 

the Tracy Police Department.   The 1997 DEIR predicts that the THSP will create a need for an 

additional 19 sworn officers which is 32 % more sworn officers than the PD currently employs.  

One could expect that the additional officers will increase the PD budget requirements by 32% or 

$6,905,509.    Tracy Hills provides no property tax to the city so 60% or $4,143,305 of those 

annual PD operational costs will be shifted to other city residents. The development agreement 

is allegedly supposed to address this issue but the development agreement has not been presented 

for the public to analyze the THSP impacts on police services. These impacts cannot be assessed 

with the current documents provided by the city.  The development agreement the most 

important mitigation measure must be provided for the public to review to ensure that the 

existing residents will not be supporting the police services to Tracy Hills. 

The DEIR relies on the General Plan EIR analyses which conclude that the long-term 

development of the City of Tracy would have no significant impacts to police protection.  The 

general plan EIR does not anticipate each individual development impacts particularly a 

development that pays no property taxes to support the operations of the Tracy PD.  That is the 

purpose of the specific plan and the 2014 THSP DEIR fails to provide an adequate description of 

the impacts of the project and fails to provide any mitigation for the THSP significant impacts to 

police services.   

Fire Services 

Fire services are to be provided by the South County Fire Authority.  The SCFA has had 

its staffing reduced from 84 firefighter in 2009 to 75 firefighter in 2014 an 11% decrease in 

personnel.  The DEIR does not discuss funding of fire department services but it is clear that the 

SCFA is in financial distress.  The SCFA has recently lost the fire service contract for Mountain 

House and the budgetary implications have not been analyzed.  The DEIR analysis is not THSP 

specific but merely states that, “The General Plan EIR analyzed the long-term development of 

the City of Tracy and found that no significant impacts to fire protection and emergency medical 

service facilities would occur with implementation of the General Plan.”  This lack of analysis is 

29 www.ci.tracy.ca.us/documents/Comprehensive_Annual_Financial_Report_Year_Ended_June_30_2014.pdf Page 
190 of 214 
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fatal to the EIR.   While the city of Tracy has expanded its population to 84,000 people it has 

only 4 operable fire stations.  In contrast in 1997 the city had three fire stations for a population 

of 30,000 people.  It is clear Tracy Fire has not kept up with growth.  The Tracy Rural Fire 

Department the other component of the SCFA had 4 fire stations in 1997 and now has three with 

one station now inside the city limits despite being purchased and funded by Tracy Rural.  The 

DEIR needs to discuss the existing lack of personnel and stations.  The DEIR proposes a 

mitigation measure which requires a fire house to be constructed and all necessary apparatus to 

be supplied but it does not state who is responsible to pay for the new fire house and equipment

and who will pay to staff it.  The 2007 Kirchoff report recommended that two fire stations be 

established for the THSP but the DEIR does not discuss this recommendation.  Clearly the DEIR 

analysis is inadequate in describing the existing conditions and does not provide a clear picture

on how personnel and improvements will be funded.   

Schools

The THSP DEIR analysis is so poor that it states, “ The General Plan EIR analyzed the 

long-term development of the City of Tracy and found that no significant impacts to police

protection would occur with implementation of the General Plan. As this is the baseline for the 

evaluation of cumulative impacts and the Project would not result in substantial growth beyond 

that envisioned by the General Plan, nor were any significant impacts found relative to the 

provision of school facilities, cumulative impacts relative to school facilities are Less-than-

significant.” That statement literally sums up the usefulness of the DEIR.   The DEIR does not 

even propose a school in the phase 1 construction plans. Instead the developer intends to impact 

the Hawkins elementary school until the development generates 800 students.  Impacts generated 

by additional students from the phase 1 development are not mitigated.   The Tracy Hills 

previous owner had a mitigation agreement with the school district but the DEIR fails to include 

or discuss it.

Parks
Park maintenance is performed by the public works department and funded by the 

general fund. Park maintenance for the fiscal year 2013/2014 was $ 1,897,990.     The DEIR  

states, “After dedication to the City, most park and recreation facilities will be under the 

jurisdiction of the City Public Works Department and will be operated and maintained by the 
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City for the enjoyment of the residents of Tracy.”30 Just like police services park maintenance is

funded through the general fund.  As stated before Tracy Hills will pay no property taxes to the 

city so the 60% of the maintenance of Tracy Hills parks will be shifted to existing residents 

unless the development agreement provides that funding.   Once again without the development 

agreement presented the public is unable to evaluate who will pay for park maintenance and the 

financial burden it imposes.  As stated before the DEIR is inadequate without the presentation of 

the development agreement and a formula to provide funding from the Tracy Hills residents for 

park maintenance. 

Water Treatment Facilities 

According to the DEIR the Water facility needs for the ultimate build out of the Project 

include an expansion and upgrade of the City of Tracy storage and pumping facilities, 

transmission, and distribution facilities.31 The DEIR provides that the applicant is required to

pay the appropriate development fee as contemplated by the WSMP.  The DEIR does not 

provide an analysis which demonstrates that these facilities which will be constructed 

exclusively for the benefit of Tracy Hills residents will be adequately financed by the WSMP 

development fee. The DEIR should estimate the cost of the needed upgrades and the potential 

development fees revenues assessed on Tracy Hills residents to demonstrate that the revenue is 

adequate to construct these facilities and that no costs will be transferred to existing residents.   

Wastewater Facilites 

The 2014 DEIR on page 1-35 identifies Impact 4.12-5: which concludes that the Tracy 

Hills Project would generate a demand for wastewater treatment capacity that is currently not 

available and thus a potentially significant. Mitigation measure 4.12-7a provides that:   If the 

City determines, based on technical and legal constraints and other relevant data, that existing 

capacity is available to serve the development at issue, then no further mitigation is required.  

However the existing residents have already financed the current expansion of the wastewater 

treatment plant.  Mitigation measure 4.12-7a allows Tracy Hills resident to not contribute their 

30 DEIR Page 3-21o 
31 DEIR Page 3-40 
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fair share to the cost of the Tracy Wastewater Treatment Plant Phase 1B expansion project which 

was completed in 2008 at a cost of 80 million dollars.  This represents a cost shift to existing 

residents to provide wastewater facilities for the Tracy Hills Development.  Tracy Hills should 

provide their own wastewater treatment plant as envisioned in the 1998 approvals or in the 

alternative Tracy Hills can pay the fair share of the 2008 wastewater treatment plant expansion.  

Currently the upgrade costs each Tracy resident approximately $1000 a person not including 

financing charges on the bond issue.  At build out with a population of 19,000 Tracy Hills should 

pay its fair share of the Wastewater Treatment Plant1 b expansion of approximately 19 million 

dollars.

Strom Drainage 

The DEIR states that the Storm Drainage System will be owned, operated, and 

maintained by the City of Tracy.  Since Tracy Hills provides no property tax money to the city 

and approximately 60% of the city’s  pre Measure E  general fund revenues are derived from 

property taxes where will the funds to maintain and operate the  Tracy Hills storm drainage 

system come from.    

4.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Air Transportation of Explosives to Site 300 

Up to 1000-kg shipments of high explosives are transported by air to the Tracy Municipal 

Airport and then trucked to LLNL Site 300 approximately once a month.   The Livermore airport 

would not allow such shipments due to the possible danger posed by an accident involving an 

aircraft transporting up to 1,000 kg of high explosives.   There is the potential for an aviation 

incident involving Tracy Hills residents.   LLNL assessed the potential for an accident involving 

explosives transported to the Tracy Airport.   The aircraft in the scenario was assumed to be 

carrying at least 300 lb of fuel in its tanks. The high explosive on board was assumed to be 1000 

kg (2200 lb) of LX-10 with a TNT equivalent of 1.32, which is equal to 1320 kg (2910 lb) of 

TNT. The scenario assumed that an aircraft carrying a shipment of LX-10 explosive for LLNL 

Site 300 crashes enroute near final approach to the Tracy Municipal Airport. The onboard 

fuel ignites and the combustion causes the LX-10 on board to explode from the heat.  The 
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explosive force of the LX-10 alone would create a blast force of 1 psi or more out to a radius of 

490 ft.  Such a force would damage a standard house enough to render it uninhabitable. A blast 

force of 10 psi or more would extend out to a radius of about 120 ft; 10-psi peak positive 

overpressure would be sufficient to raze a house to the ground.  This is a significant impact 

which the 2014 DEIR fails to analyze or discuss. 

Transportation of explosive materials by Truck to site 300. 

Another possible risk of upset includes the transportation of high explosives on Highway 

580 or on Corral Hollow in route to Site 300.   Trucks regularly transport high explosives down

580 to Site 300 and that risk has also been analyzed by LLNL. Although an airplane crash of fuel 

and explosives would cause a larger radius of destruction, an accidental explosion of a smaller 

amount of explosives could cause more loss of life if the accident occurred in a congested 

corridor such as Interstate 580 east of the LLNL Livermore site. The FEIR needs to discuss these 

potential upset conditions and discuss mitigation since Highway 580 and corral Hollow Road 

will become more congested as Tracy Hills builds out. This is a significant impact under CEQA.  

Development of the Tracy Hills Project would expose residents to pesticides. 

The 2014 DEIR fails to provide any crop history for the agricultural land the project is 
proposing to utilize.  Many past pesticide applications may contaminate the soil.  The grading of 
the land could cause airborne particles containing past applications of DDT and other dangerous 
pesticides.  The DEIR fails to address this potentially significant issue with crop histories and 
adequate environmental assessment of potential pesticide residues in the farmland.  

Explosives Testing 

The 2014 DEIR discusses impacts from blasting activities at Site 300.  The 2014 DEIR 

concludes that  due to the distance from Site 300 to the nearest THSP Project Area boundary 

(approximately 1.33 miles, or 7,000 feet), and the fact that Site 300 predominantly conducts 

noise-generating explosive tests indoors, noise impacts to future residents of the THSP Project 

Area and Phase 1a would be Less-than-significant.

While the DEIR admits that explosive testing occurs outside it also dismisses that noise 

impact.  What the DEIR fails to acknowledged is that the contained firing facility can only 
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handle explosive charges up 60 kilograms (kg) of cased explosive charges.32  Larger tests must

be conducted outdoors.  LLNL has previously applied for permits to test up to 1,000 pound of 

high explosives including 450 pounds of depleted uranium and small amounts of tritium.  It is 

surprising that the city who supported the increased testing limits33 and the Tracy Hills

developers who opposed it would turn a blind eye to that fact.   In fact Tracy Hills attempted to 

prevent LLNL from getting a permit for bombs up to 1,000 pounds in a permit appeal at the 

SJVAPCD.  Tracy Hills dropped out of the proceeding why no one knows. Fortunately a local 

resident was able to prevail and prevent the testing of explosive charges up to 1,000 pounds.  

There is nothing to prevent LLNL from conducting outdoor tests and the testing has a long 

history of breaking windows34 and startling residents as far as 5 miles away.

Another source of blasting operations that the DEIR completely ignores occurs at SRI 

International which is located very close to the Tracy Hills development.   SRI’s tests include 

examining missile components, simulating natural gas pipeline ruptures, and calibrating 

explosives for safety-classification purposes, among others.  In August of 2012 SRI executed a 

blast which shook residents in Tracy up to 5 miles away. One woman living near Valpico Road 

said she and friends living 3 to 5 miles from the testing grounds heard a loud explosion. Two 

others who reported hearing the boom said their houses shook.35 Charges as small as 16 

pounds at SRI’s facility have been proven to create blast overpressure that will shatter windows 

and damage homes.   The DEIR statement that the Tracy Hills residents will be over 7,000 feet 

away from Site 300 does not apply to SRI.  Residents 5 miles away from the facility experienced 

large noises and shaking of their homes.   

Site 300 controlled burns 

Another issue the 2014 THSP DEIR fails to discuss is the annual controlled burns at Site 

300.  These controlled burns can be a nuisance to future Tracy Hills residents.   Also the 

controlled burns present a hazard as they can vaporize depleted uranium and tritium deposits that 

32 https://str.llnl.gov/str/Baker.html 
33http://www.goldenstatenewspapers.com/tracy_press/council-gives-support-to-explosion-
increases/article_8165bcdf-03a2-5390-9450-9edcf1088650.html    
34 http://www.goldenstatenewspapers.com/tracy_press/council-gives-support-to-explosion-
increases/article_8165bcdf-03a2-5390-9450-9edcf1088650.html  
35 http://www.goldenstatenewspapers.com/tracy_press/archives/explosion-shakes-some-in-
city/article_dc762589-6df3-50ea-adc2-e575f7194e1d.html  
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have accumulated over 60 years of testing. .  Residents of Tracy Hills may be exposed to these 

radio nuclides and no testing has been performed to assess the health risk from such activities.  

Risk of Trespass onto  dangerous facilities. 

The location of the project adjacent to the aqueduct, Site 300, SRI International and the 
railroad presents a significant opportunity for trespass and potential harm to residents particularly 
children in the Tracy Hills development.  Fencing is the only real solution but may not be 
feasible for all the hazards due to biological issues.   Keep out signs are a relatively ineffective 
deterrent.  Impacts’ resulting from the exposure of people or property to a potential risk 
associated with trespass onto the adjacent explosive testing facilities is a significant and 
unavoidable impact which the FEIR must consider.   

Train Blast Zone 

According to the California Energy Commission, oil shipments by railroad into 

California hit an all-time record this year, with nearly 285 million gallons arriving by train in the 

past 12 months – up from just two million only four years ago. Much of the oil shipped is either 

extremely toxic and heavy Canadian tar sands oil or the Bakken crude responsible for major 

explosions and fires in derailments across the continent.  These oil laden trains do pass through 

Tracy and the project site.  The entire project is within the blast zone for crude oil rail 

shipments.36

Aqueduct 

Comments by the CDWR on the 1997 DEIR indicated that they believe seismic events 

from local and regional faults (e.g., the Greenville fault approximately 7 miles west and the 

Calaveras and Hayward faults approximately 13 and 21 miles west, respectively) could cause a 

failure of the aqueduct.37 The DEIR recognizes Impact 4.8-5 which identifies that

implementation of the proposed school may be subject to a breach or rupture of the California 

Aqueduct. The DEIR does not discuss failure of the Aqueduct due to seismic activity.  

36 http://explosive-crude-by-rail.org/ 
37 APPENDIX E-2 LIQUID PETROLEUM PIPELINE RISK AND CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT 
FLOOD RISK FOR THE PROPOSED TRACY HILLS SCHOOL SITE Page 3 
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Oil Pipeline Hazard Assessment 

The pipeline hazard assessment is an incomplete analysis that marginalizes 6 significant 

pipeline incidents on the petroleum lines that run through the THSP that have occurred in recent 

years.  The risk assessment reports the significant leaks but because there was no fire or 

explosions dismisses them as insignificant.  What the analysis fails to consider all six of these 

pipeline leaks occurred in uninhabited areas where no source of ignition exists.  The THSP 

proposes to locate as 5,466  homes in close proximity to these oil pipelines providing an ignition 

source.  Additionally the Placeworks risk assessment only provides the probability of a fatality 

and does not include risk assessments for property damage, environmental contamination and 

injury which have a much larger probability of occurring.  

The pipeline assessment done by Placeworks does admit that, “There have been a few 

incidents of releases from the crude oil pipelines in the vicinity of the Plan area in the PHMSA 

database.”   According to their assessment, “On December 4, 2003, the Chevron crude oil

pipeline was accidentally struck by a tractor working on farmland on the property just north of 

the proposed  Cordes Ranch development. Approximately 750 barrels (31,500 gallons) of crude 

oil were released. The oil soaked into 16,667 cubic yards of soil.”   “Another incident occurred 

on July 8, 2003 between Corral Hollow Road and Tracy Boulevard, which is southeast of the 

Plan area. The cause of the release was also third party damage; a total of 35 barrels of crude oil 

was released with the recovery of 30 barrels.” There was a report of a release from this pipeline 

on December 4, 2007 due to external corrosion approximately 0.3 mile south of Bird Road in 

Tracy. It involved the release and recovery of 4 barrels (168 gallons) of crude oil; the pipeline 

was subsequently repaired.”  

The Placeworks assessment also describes three more incidents that occurred on the Shell 

Oil Pipeline, “There have been three incidents involving the Shell crude oil pipeline in the 

vicinity of the Plan area. The first incident occurred on December 21, 1994, at the time that 

Texaco was listed as the pipeline owner/operator. The incident involved third party damage of 

the pipeline at the Corral Hollow Landfill and resulted in a loss of 550 barrels of crude oil, with 

535 barrels recovered. The second incident occurred near the intersection of S. Bird Road and 

Interstate I- 580 on April 17, 2007 resulting from a longitudinal break in the pipeline due to 

corrosion. Approximately 428 barrels were released and flowed down an embankment onto the 

shoulder of I-580 and onto the roadway, resulting in a traffic snarl during afternoon commute 
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hours. About 9,500 cubic yards of impacted soil were subsequently remediated and removed. 

Finally, an equipment malfunction at a location north of the Plan area resulted in a minor release 

of 2 barrels of crude oil on October 5, 2008. Placeworks notes that no ignition, explosion, fire, 

or evacuation occurred as a result of any of these releases.38 What Placeworks doesn’t note and

the most important factor is there was no source of ignition near these leaks.  That will change 

when Tracy Hill is constructed.   Despite having six leaks in the span of only a few years the 

DEIR proposes setbacks from the Phillips 66 pipeline of only 10 feet.  The setback from the 

Shell crude oil pipeline is proposed to be only 16 feet and the setback for the Chevron oil line is 

proposed to be 25 feet.   With six leaks occurring in just over a few years the pipeline setbacks 

should be expanded to a minimum of 50 feet just to protect the pipeline from damage.   

Line 002 24 inch natural gas pipeline 

Line 002 is a 26 inch diameter natural gas pipeline that was installed in 1971. The coating 

on L-002 is a double tape wrapped coating which no longer meets Federal standards because it is 

prone to corrosion.   The pipeline thickness is .322 inches. The maximum allowable operating 

pressure for the line is 890 PSIG. Recent pipe-to-soil data have indicated corrosion on Line 002 

within the Tracy area.   A smart pig examination was performed in 2001 which indicated that the 

line had wall loss of up to 78%. Subsequent examination by PG&E revealed that actual wall loss 

was 61%. PG&E realized that the area found was unacceptable and lowered the operating 

pressure to 530 psig and performed repairs on the pipeline.   While Placeworks reports that Line 

002 has experienced no leaks Placeworks is wrong.  The pipeline has experienced two leaks in 

the Tracy Hills Project Area one in 1997 and one in 1999.  

The pipeline under integrity management guidelines is supposed to be inspected by a 

smart pig every seven years.  But like most integrity management guidelines PG&E has ignored 

the pipe was last inspected in 2006 nine years ago.  At the time in 2006 when the pipeline was 

inspected wall loss of up to 62% s was discovered but no repairs were performed.  

Water Supply Assessment 

38 APPENDIX E-3 PIPELINE SAFETY HAZARD ASSESSMENT, TRACY HILLS SPECIFIC PLAN. 
PREPARED BY PLACEWORKS. DATED OCTOBER 2014 Page 10 
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Recent announcements by the Bureau of Reclamation render the water supply assessment 

unreliable. The Tracy Press reports that Steve Bayley Tracy’s water expert  expects the city to 

receive half of its Delta-Mendota Canal allocation, 5,000 acre-feet, in addition to 8,500 acre-feet 

of Sierra runoff water from the Manteca-based South San Joaquin Irrigation District.39 Other

sources have completely dried up.  According to the Bureau of Reclamation water users without 

pre-1914 or riparian rights would be curtailed first, followed by those with senior rights.40  If pre-

1914 water rights are curtailed Tracy will be in serious trouble and will not have enough water 

for current residents much less Tracy Hills residents.   John Herrick, general counsel of the South 

Delta Water Agency, said that although similar warnings were issued last year about water 

pumped from rivers, they were never implemented for senior water-rights users. “This year, 

everyone taking surface water could be curtailed or even shut down,” Herrick said. “We don’t 

know that will happen, but we consider it a very serious situation.”

Respectfully Submitted, 

______________________

Robert Sarvey 

39 http://www.goldenstatenewspapers.com/tracy_press/our_town/more-farmers-could-face-water-use-
limits/article_60f3f8da-a812-11e4-93aa-af09314758d0.html 
40 http://www.goldenstatenewspapers.com/tracy_press/our_town/more-farmers-could-face-water-use-
limits/article_60f3f8da-a812-11e4-93aa-af09314758d0.html 
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Tracy Hills Specific Plan 

Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

Letter GP6 

Robert Sarvey 

March 3, 2015 

Response GP6-1: Comment noted. Section 3.3.5 of the DSEIR includes a description of the basic terms 

of the proposed Development Agreement (DA). The intent of the DA is to provide the 

Applicant with substantial assurance that the proposed project can be completed “in 

accordance with existing policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions of 

approval” (Gov’t Code Section 65864(b)). Although the DA has not yet been fully 

negotiated, the purpose of identifying the basic terms, as described on page 3-55 of the 

DSEIR, is to disclose what environmental impacts, if any, would be associated with the 

implementation of items identified in the DA and to what degree said items would 

require evaluation in the DSEIR. This disclosure is provided such that the public and 

the decision makers are informed as to the potential environmental impacts of entering 

into such an agreement. As noted on page 3-55, the DA would lock in the rules at 

execution of the agreement for a term of 25 years, and serve as the mechanism for 

determining the provisions for the funding of improvements related to infrastructure 

and public service needs. All of the infrastructure improvements and public services 

required of the proposed Project are described in detail throughout Section 4 of the 

DSEIR. No additional or new environmental impacts would be generated by the 

approval and subsequent implementation of the terms being contemplated under the 

DA as of the published date of this DSEIR. If through the negotiation process, the DA 

is modified in a manner that would potentially generate new impacts, increase the 

severity of impacts previously identified or is modified in such a substantive manner as 

to render the description of terms currently in the DSEIR as inadequate and thereby 

not allowing for meaningful public review, the City could require additional 

environmental review.  

Response GP6-2: Please refer to the response to Comment GP6-1. 

Response GP6-3: The Draft SEIR thoroughly analyzes impacts associated with all development proposed 

within the THSP, including the mixed use business park proposed as part of Phase I.  

Impacts associated with development of the mixed use business park are included in 

Chapters 4.1 through 4.13 of the Draft SEIR.   While the City does not currently have 

specific business applications pending for the proposed business park, the Draft SEIR 

analysis relied on the permitted uses for the mixed use business park land use 

designation as well as calculating development based on  a 0.20 FAR (floor area ratio).  

In a maximum buildout scenario, there is potential for over 1.59 million square feet of 

business park uses to be potentially constructed.  This calculation was utilized to 

determine impacts associated with air quality, noise, traffic, and greenhouse gas 

emissions.  Additionally, the business park area is designated to allow a mix of 

development to provide market flexibility for a broad array of commercial, institutional 

and business uses to serve the community and provide local employment opportunities.  

The primary land uses are intended to be focused on job generating land uses such as 

administrative and corporate offices and commercial uses of the project. 
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Tracy Hills Specific Plan 

Recirculated Draft Subsequent EIR 

Response GP6-4: As discussed on page 4.10-14 of the Draft SEIR,  the 2011 update of the General Plan 

identified the potential development (location, range, mix and intensity of development) 

allowed within the THSP. The changes proposed by the comprehensive update to the 

1998 THSP are not substantive in nature, (i.e.., do not expand the development 

footprint, or overall density or intensity of development) and thus, are no greater in 

magnitude than the impacts anticipated and evaluated in the 2011 General Plan for the 

THSP Area.  Reliance on the General Plan and General Plan EIR for supplemental 

information and analysis for the proposed THSP is not only appropriate, but also 

reduces redundancy in environmental analysis.  Additionally, a description and 

assessment of existing environmental conditions both on- and off-site are located in 

numerous places throughout the Draft SEIR, including the beginning of each of the 

analysis chapters.  Refer to Chapters 4.1 through 4.13 of the Draft SEIR. 

Finally, the full Draft SEIR was made available electronically on the City’s website on 

December 19, 2014, and remains available today. 

Response GP6-5: The Reduced Density Alternative is described in Chapter 7.3 of the DSEIR. As noted 

in Section 7.3 of the DSEIR impact analysis, Alternative 3 (Reduced Density 

Alternative) could minimize potentially significant impacts on the site character, if the 

development footprint is reduced. However, in relation to current conditions, this 

alternative would still alter the scenic character of the site and resulting impacts would 

remain significant and unavoidable as with the Project.  

Response GP6-6: The first part of Mr. Sarvey’s comment relates to the loss of farmland in San Joaquin 

County between 1990 and 2004. These first few sentences of his comment do not raise 

any questions germane to the DSEIR analysis, and therefore are noted. 

The City’s Municipal Code identifies the Project site as exempt from the City’s adopted 

fee. While not required, the Applicant has agreed to payment of the fee as described 

herein, and within Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 of the DSEIR. Therefore, Section 4.2, 

Agricultural Resources, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 requires the Applicant to pay the 

agricultural mitigation fee adopted by the City for each acre of Prime Farmland to be 

developed. Additionally, as outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.2-1, the measure also 

requires the Applicant to pay the agricultural mitigation fee for each acre of Farmland 

of Local Importance that has been actively farmed and is to be developed. The fees 

would be collected by the City at the time building permits are issued for site-specific 

development projects, or as otherwise required by the City.  

With respect to the number of acres identified in each farmland classification, the 

California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

(FMMP) prepares maps and statistical data used for analyzing impacts on California’s 

agricultural resources. Agricultural land is rated according to soil quality and irrigation 

status, with the best quality land rated as Prime Farmland. The maps are typically 

updated every two years with the use of a computer mapping system, aerial imagery, 

public review, and field reconnaissance. However, the map for San Joaquin County is 

from 2012. In order for land to be shown on FMMP’s Important Farmland Maps as 
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Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, land must meet both the 

following criteria1: 

1. The land has been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the

four years prior to the Important Farmland Map date. Irrigated land use is determined

by FMMP staff by analyzing current aerial photos, local comment letters, and related

GIS data, supplemented with field verification, and;

2. The soil must meet the physical and chemical criteria for Prime Farmland or Farmland

of Statewide Importance as determined by the USDA Natural Resources

Conservation Service (NRCS). NRCS compiles lists of which soils in each survey area

meet the quality criteria. Factors considered in qualification of a soil by NRCS include:

 Water moisture regimes, available water capacity, and developed irrigation 

water supply 

 Soil temperature range 

 Acid-alkali balance 

 Water table 

 Soil sodium content 

 Flooding (uncontrolled runoff from natural precipitation) 

 Erodibility 

 Permeability rate 

 Rock fragment content 

 Soil rooting depth 

The most recent (2012) San Joaquin County Important Farmland Map identifies 

the Project Area to include 25 acres of Prime Farmland (as shown in Figure 4.2-

1 in the DSEIR). In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 

significant, the analysis in the DSEIR relied upon the 2014 CEQA Guidelines 

which use the following threshold as an indicator for a significant impact:  

“Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as 

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use.”  

Since the most recent FMMP (2012) map identifies approximately 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland within the Project Area, and does not identify any Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance within the Project boundaries, the determination 

was made that the agricultural mitigation fee would be paid for those 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland. As mentioned above, the Applicant has also agreed (but is not required by 

CEQA) to pay the agricultural mitigation fee for each acre of Farmland of Local 

Importance that has been actively farmed and is to be developed. The mitigation for 

1 State of California, Department of Conservation. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Prime Farmland as Mapped by FMMP. Accessed March 16, 2015. 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/overview/Pages/prime_farmland_fmmp.aspx 
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Prime Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, and Grazing Land can be found on 

page 4.2-11, under Mitigation Measure 4.2-1. 

Response GP6-7: One of the purposes of the DSEIR is to identify potentially significant environmental 

effects of proposed Project activities. The discussion of potential loss of agricultural 

revenue due to the conversion of agricultural land is not within the scope of the DSEIR. 

The analysis provided in Section 4.2 of the DSEIR addresses the impacts on the 

environmental and/or physical loss of agricultural resources due to Project 

implementation. The acreage devoted to active farming (approximately 214 acres) 

and/or which produces a revenue source is inconsequential given that there is limited 

(or in most cases, no) irrigation available which limits the ability to farm the site. The 

DSEIR discusses air quality impacts in Chapter 4.3, Air Quality and aesthetic impacts 

in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics. 

The City of Tracy Sustainable Action Plan Target Numbers 10 and 11 state the 

following: 

 Target #10: No loss of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Significance or 

Unique Farmland outside of the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). 

 Target #11: Any loss of such farmland inside of the SOI is offset by mitigation 

fees to a qualified agriculture preservation trust, such as the Central Valley 

Farmland Trust, at a ratio related to every acre that is lost. 

The commenter is correct that Target 11 applies to the proposed Project. However, 

Target 11 references back to Target 10 to identify which classifications of farmland must 

pay mitigation fees: Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Significance or Unique 

Farmland. As addressed in the DSEIR, the Project site contains 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland. The loss of farmland referred to in Target #11(inside the SOI) is described 

in Target #10 (outside the SOI) as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Significance 

or Unique Farmland. As mentioned in response GP6-6, Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 

requires the Applicant to pay the agricultural mitigation fee for the 25 acres of Prime 

Farmland within the City’s SOI, and within the Project Area. There is no Farmland of 

Statewide Significance or Unique Farmland (as identified by the California Department 

of Conservation, FMMP) within the Project Area.  

Response GP6-8: The THSP includes a range of housing densities ranging from 0.5 dwelling units per 

acre (du/ac) up to 25 du/ac. The commenter is correct that the majority of the proposed 

residential development would be between 2.1 to 12.0 du/ac. It should be noted that 

the THSP is consistent with the development density and intensity assumptions in the 

City’s General Plan, as well as the infrastructure and public service projections identified 

in the City’s Infrastructure Master Plans and the City’s General Plan. It should be noted 

that the 1998 Tracy Hills Specific Plan EIR found that an Increased Density alternative 

was not environmentally superior to the proposed 1998 project. Final project approval 

and consideration of merits of the project ultimately is a decision by City decision 

makers. 
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Response GP6-9:  The commenter erroneously states that there will be impacts to agriculture from the 

water deliveries to Tracy Hills.  

 The May 2003 “Agreement Between the Department of Water Resources of the State 

of California and the Byron-Bethany Irrigation District regarding the Diversion of 

Water from the Delta” and the April 2014 “Long-term Contract Between the United 

States and the Byron Bethany Irrigation District Providing for the Exchange of Non-

Project Water for Project Water” (included in Appendix A of the WSA) and associated 

December 2013 Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI-09-149) provide for reliable 

delivery of water to that portion of the project identified to use BBID pre-1914 water.  

The FONSI 09-149 concluded that there would be no significant impacts to agriculture 

from the delivery of BBID water to Tracy Hills.  

Response GP6-10:  The DEIR states on page 4.2-10 that grazing land west of the THSP could experience 

negative impacts on its agricultural activities from implementation of the Project, which 

would therefore have significant impacts on agricultural activities on the adjacent land. 

However, Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 would reduce this impact to a less than significant 

level. Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 states: 

 “As construction occurs along the Specific Plan Area boundary, buffers such as 

roadways, building setbacks, and parking areas, shall be required prior to occupancy of 

those structures, in compliance with General Plan Policy OSC-2.2 P1.” 

 The commenter states the “DEIR fails to discuss the odors, noise, and dust that will 

impact the THSP from adjacent farming activities”. Implementation of the buffers 

required in Mitigation Measure 4.2.-2 would reduce any potential impacts between the 

THSP and grazing lands to a less than significant level.  

 Recent CEQA case law has held that CEQA requires the lead agency to analyze the 

impacts of a project on the environment, not the impacts of the environment on the 

project (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 

455; South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 

Cal.App.4th 1604, 1617.).  Also, see Response RA6-2.   

 Furthermore, in addition to the buffers, provided for in Mitigation Measures 4.2-2, that 

would reduce exposure to fugitive dust, the agricultural uses would be subject to 

SJVAPCD Rule 8081, which limits fugitive dust emissions from agricultural sources. 

Rule 8081 includes measures for proper handling of bulk materials, cleaning trackouts 

onto paved roads, and fugitive dust management plans for unpaved roads and unpaved 

vehicle/equipment traffic areas.  Furthermore, compliance with Rule 8011 (Regulation 

VIII General Dust Control Requirements) would also be required. 

 The agricultural uses typically associated with odor concerns (as identified by the 

SJVAPCD Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts [2015]) include 

composting facilities and dairies/feed lots.  The nearby agricultural areas do not include 
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dairies or composting facilities. Therefore, odors from agricultural areas would not be 

significant.  

Regarding noise impacts from the agricultural areas, the ambient noise measurements 

indicated that agricultural related noise was not a significant contributor to the noise 

levels in the project area.  Roadway/traffic noise was the predominant noise source; 

refer to DEIR Table 4.11-4.    Thus, the adjacent farming activities would not 

significantly impact the THSP Project. 

Response GP6-11: As the Tracy Hills Specific Plan contemplates a multiple phased development over a 25 

year period.  As such, the details of the future development phases are not known at 

this time.  It should be noted that the DSEIR includes both a project and program level 

analysis for the THSP.  A project level analysis was conducted for Phase 1a and a 

program analysis was conducted for the subsequent phases.   

Per Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Program EIR may be prepared for a 

series of actions that can be characterized as one large Project and are related.  

Subsequent activities in the program must be examined in the light of the Program EIR 

to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.   

When individual activities within the program are proposed (e.g., development of future 

phases), the lead agency would be required to examine the individual activities within 

the program to determine whether their effects were fully analyzed in the Program EIR.  

If the activities would have no effects beyond those analyzed in the Program EIR, the 

lead agency could assert that the activities are merely part of the program, which had 

been approved earlier, and no further CEQA compliance would be required.   

Please also refer to the response to Comment GP6-3. 

Response GP6-12: The construction emissions analysis in Section 4.3, Air Quality, quantifies emissions 

associated with all phases and construction years of the proposed project.  Table 4.3-7 

depicts the construction emissions associated with development of Phase 1a of the 

Tracy Hills Specific Plan.  Table 4.3-6 depicts construction emissions associated with 

the subsequent construction phases that would be associated with buildout of the 

Specific Plan.  As described in the DSEIR, it should be noted that the emissions in 

Table 4.3-6 are based on conservative applicant estimates of a worst-case scenario and 

are subject to validation by the City when specific development would occur.   

Piecemealing involves dividing a project into smaller projects to qualify for one or more 

exemptions.  The DSEIR reports emissions associated with all phases and construction 

years anticipated for development of the Specific Plan (Phase 1a and subsequent 

phases).  Therefore, the approach is not piecemealed.  The SJVAPCD’s construction 

thresholds are based on annual emissions (tons per year).  As anticipated by the Specific 

Plan and depicted in the DSEIR, the years where Phase 1a construction would occur 

would not overlap with the subsequent development phases.  Therefore, the annual 

emissions associated with Phase 1a would not change.  The DSEIR specifies that 
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although Phase 1a construction emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD thresholds, 

construction of the subsequent phases would potentially exceed SJVAPCD thresholds. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c is included in the Dr DSEIR per SJVAPCD requirements 

(refer to Response RA6-12).   

Response GP6-13: DSEIR Section 4.3 includes all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the identified air 

quality impacts.  It should be noted that while CARB certified Tier 3 off-road engines 

are considered feasible, Tier 4 engines are not in widespread use and may not be 

available and are not considered feasible.  It should be noted that construction of the 

THSP would occur over approximately 15 years.  Over the course of this time, more 

Tier 4 engines would become available and would be integrated into the construction 

equipment fleet.  The number and type of Tier 4 engines would depend on what is 

available to the contractor and the construction year.  It should be noted that the Project 

is required to comply with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, which requires a 20 percent reduction 

of construction-exhaust NOX and a 45 percent reduction of construction-exhaust PM10.  

SJVAPCD Rule 9510 also includes the payment of off-site mitigation fees for both 

construction and operations. 

Response GP6-14: As discussed in the DSEIR Section 4.3, the Project would be required to comply with 

SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions).  Regulation VIII requires 

watering and other dust prevention measures.  Compliance with the dust prevention 

measures of Regulation VIII (e.g., watering, use of ground cover, storage pile 

stabilization, cleaning haul roads, covering transported materials, etc.) would also reduce 

the spread of valley fever spores.  Compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII is 

required by DSEIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 and would minimize construction dust 

and valley fever impacts. 

Response GP6-15: As described in DSEIR Section 4.3 and Mitigation Measures 4.3-1ca and 4.3-2, the 

entire Project would be required to comply with SJVAPCD Rule 9510.  Refer to 

Response GP6-12 regarding piecemealing.  As stated on DSEIR page 4.3-27, Phase 1a 

would also be required to comply with SJVAPCD Rule 9510.   

Response GP6-16: DSEIR Section 4.3 requires the project to implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-2, which 

requires compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 9510.  Rule 9510 requires a reduction of 

operational NOX emissions by 33 percent and operational PM10 emissions by 50 percent 

over 10 years.   

Furthermore, the Project is also required to implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, which 

specifies various measures to reduce operational emissions, including  providing transit 

usage and opportunities, improving pedestrian accessibility, providing mixed-use, 

improving destination accessibility, providing traffic calming measures, installing high 

efficiency lighting, and installing energy efficient appliances.  Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 

also requires the implementation of feasible SAP measures and other measures to 

reduce emissions. 
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As described in DSEIR Section 7 (Alternatives), the Reduced Density Alternative 

(Alternative 3), is considered the environmentally superior alternative.  Alternative 3 

marginally reduces some impacts due to the reduced development intensity potential. 

However, Alternative 3 does not fully meet several project objectives, including 

implementation of the City’s General Plan Area of Special Consideration Number 8: 

Tracy Hills Specific Plan Area.  Additionally, this alternative would avoid significant and 

unavoidable Project impacts with respect to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and 

noise. 

The Alternative Site Alternative was also considered in Section 7 of the DSEIR.  

However, this alternative was rejected because the Project Area has already been 

contemplated by the General Plan for future development.  Additionally, extensive 

planning efforts have included the adoption of the 2011 revised General Plan (which 

anticipated build out of the THSP) and the Project Area is currently designated “Tracy 

Hills Specific Plan” on the City of Tracy Zoning Map.  The City’s master plans of 

infrastructure (which serve to implement development under the General Plan) have 

accommodated the development density and pace of development identified in the 

THSP.  Also, the Project Area is largely within the control of the Project Applicant and 

there are no other sites of this size within the City or the City’s sphere that the Project 

Applicant would be able to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to that 

would meet the basic objectives of the Project.  Pursuant to Section 15126.6(f) (1) of 

the CEQA Guidelines, “among the factors that may be taken into account when 

addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability 

of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, 

jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or 

otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the 

proponent).” 

Response GP6-17: As described in DSEIR Section 4.3, the THSP is intended to meet the General Plan 

goals, objectives, policies, and actions related to the balanced and orderly pattern of 

growth, the maintenance of the small-town character, and the planned growth within 

the sphere of influence (SOI).  The amount of new residential growth (maximum of 

5,499 residential units) and commercial, office and industrial land use growth 

(approximately 2,731.6 gross acres with up to 5.7 million square feet of space) facilitated 

by the Project would be within the range of development planned for in the City’s 

General Plan.  The General Plan identifies an increase of 600 residential units in the 

City per year, which on average over time is the maximum increase allowed by the 

growth management ordinance (GMO).  Of these, 5,499 units are anticipated in the 

THSP site as part of the THSP Area.  The THSP has been identified within the City of 

Tracy General Plan and it is anticipated that the THSP would be consistent with the 

anticipated growth within the City.    

Regarding the Project’s proximity to the wastewater treatment plant, as the THSP was 

anticipated in the General Plan and the City’s Infrastructure Master Plans, the Project 

is also included in the Citywide Wastewater Master Plan.  Per the City of Tracy Citywide 

Water System Master Plan/Tracy Wastewater Master Plan Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
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Declaration (November 2012), impacts associated with accommodating future 

development would be less than significant.    

 As described in Response OR2-12e, the City’s projected job growth is anticipated to 

outpace available housing, and additional housing units would be needed.  The addition 

of housing in proximity to the planned employment growth in the City would improve 

the City’s jobs/housing balance and reduce commute distances and times (i.e., reducing 

vehicle miles traveled [VMT]).  Furthermore, the Project is also required to implement 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 to reduce vehicle trips and VMT.  Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 

includes various measures to reduce operational emissions, such as providing transit 

usage and opportunities, improving pedestrian accessibility, providing mixed-use, 

improving destination accessibility, providing traffic calming measures. 

 Also, refer to Response GP6-16, above.  The Reduced Density Alternative was 

determined to be the environmentally superior alternative.  However, this Alternative 

also does not fully meet several project objectives.   

Response GP6-18:  As previously identified in the DSEIR, CEQA case law has held that CEQA requires 

the lead agency to analyze the impacts of a project on the environment, not the impacts 

of the environment on the project (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los Angeles 

(2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455; South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of 

Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal.App.4th 1604, 1617.); also refer to Response RA6-2.  

However, in the interest of full disclosure, an addendum to the Health Risk Assessment 

(HRA) included in the DSEIR has been conducted and identifies the impact to all 

prospective on-site residential uses for the entire Project as a function of exposure to 

pollutants from I-580, Union Pacific Railroad, and from activity associated with 

proposed industrial facilities within the THSP.  Additionally, the HRA addendum also 

evaluates impacts to off-site residential, workers, and schools as a function of exposure 

to diesel particulate matter (DPM) associated with trucking activity that would serve the 

industrial uses of the THSP (mixed use business park and light industrial). 

 Furthermore, contrary to the statements in the comment, the latest regulatory guidance 

from SJVAPCD, OEHHA, and USEPA were used in the analysis.  It should be noted 

that the HRA addendum includes a risk evaluation for children. The results of the HRA 

addendum indicate that the impact to off-site residents, schools, and workers associated 

with diesel trucks and associated DPM emissions resulting from ongoing operations of 

industrial land uses proposed by the Project will be less than significant and no 

mitigation is required. The supplemental assessment serves the SJVAPCDs request to 

assess potential risks based upon worst-case development assumptions. 

 Regulatory guidance from SJVAPCD, OEHHA, and USEPA assumes that source-

receptor locations are static, whereby exposures are assumed to be continuous based on 

the averaging time under consideration.  It is important to note that the analysis assumes 

a “static” exposure scenario of constant exposure 24 hours per day, 7 days per week for 

a long-term duration (70 years).  Notwithstanding, the time spent indoors at residences 

is over 90 percent of the 24 hour day.  The latest version of the U.S. EPA’s Exposure 
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Factor Handbook: 2011 Edition includes empirical data that suggests on average over 21 

hours per day are spent indoors at the residence for all age groups; also refer to 

Response RA6-9.  As such, there is substantial evidence that supports that people do in 

fact spend the vast majority of time inside their homes.  The comment provides no 

evidence to refute this claim and support their generalized statement that people do not 

stay inside their home all the time.  As noted in the DSEIR, the HRA addendum, and 

above, impacts associated with the lifetime risk exposure would be less than significant. 

Response GP6-19: As noted in the comment, the DSEIR determines that implementation of all feasible 

mitigation measures would achieve a reduction of 16.41 percent, which would fall short 

of the SJVAPCD’s 29 percent threshold despite the implementation of all feasible 

mitigation measures.  This impact is determined to be significant in the DSEIR.   

Also, refer to Response GP6-16, above, regarding the Reduced Density Alternative.  It 

should be noted that the SJVAPCD’s 29 percent reduction threshold requires a 29 

percent reduction from the project’s business as usual emissions.  The Reduced Density 

Alternative achieves a 40 percent reduction from the proposed project (not from 

business as usual) because it would include far less development.  As described in the 

DSEIR, this alternative would not meet several of the project’s objectives.  

Response GP6-20: The Project would be consistent with the development patterns and growth projections 

for the area.  As described in the DSEIR, the THSP has been identified within the City 

of Tracy General Plan and infrastructure plans, and it is anticipated that the THSP 

would be consistent with the anticipated growth within the City. 

Additionally, refer to Response OR1-6.  The City is projected to experience growth in 

jobs by the TMP horizon year 2030 and buildout in 2050.  In 2030, the TMP anticipates 

40,506 houses and 64,182 jobs (a jobs:housing ratio of 1.58).  By 2050 the TMP 

anticipates 43,557 houses and 184,003 jobs (a jobs:housing ratio of 4.22).  The City’s 

projected job growth is anticipated to outpace available housing, and additional housing 

units would be needed.  The addition of housing in proximity to the planned 

employment growth in the City would improve the City’s jobs/housing balance and 

reduce commute distances and times (i.e., reducing vehicle miles traveled [VMT]).  Refer 

to Response GP6-17, above, regarding consistency with the General Plan.  Also, refer 

to Response OR1-7.  As documented in Table 4.7-7 of the DSEIR, the proposed Project 

would be consistent with the applicable measures in the City’s Sustainability Action 

Plan. 

Response GP6-21: Refer to Responses OR1-6 and GP6-20.  The anticipated job growth in the City would 

outpace available housing.  Implementation of the THSP would improve the City’s 

projected jobs/housing balance. 

Response GP6-22: It should be noted that agricultural land is not necessarily a GHG/CO2 sink.  According 

to the U.S. EPA, various management practices for agricultural soils can lead to 

production and emission of GHGs such as nitrous oxide (N2O) including fertilizer 

application to methods of irrigation and tillage.  Livestock, especially cattle, produce 
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methane (CH4) as part of their digestion.  This process is called enteric fermentation, 

and it represents almost one third of the emissions from the agriculture sector.  

Furthermore, the way in which manure from livestock is managed also contributes to 

CH4 and N2O emissions.2  Therefore, removing agricultural lands would reduce the 

Project’s overall increase in GHG emissions over existing conditions.   

Response GP6-23: As noted in Response GP6-16, DSEIR Section 4.7 requires the project to implement 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-1, which specifies various measures to reduce operational 

emissions, including  providing transit usage and opportunities, improving pedestrian 

accessibility, providing mixed-use, improving destination accessibility, providing traffic 

calming measures, installing high efficiency lighting, and installing energy efficient 

appliances.  Mitigation Measure 4.7-1 also requires the implementation of feasible SAP 

measures and other measures to reduce emissions. 

As described in DSEIR Section 3.0, the Project is anticipated to include three potential 

elementary school (K-8) sites located within the Specific Plan area but the final number 

and locations of elementary schools would be determined in accordance with the 

Jefferson School District Facilities Master Plan as the Specific Plan is built out.  The 

THSP may also include the use of two interim school sites to support the development. 

The purpose of the interim school sites would be to provide school services to the initial 

residents of the THSP Project Area until the permanent schools are fully developed.  

The initial "interim" students for the Project’s Phase 1a would be housed in existing 

facilities currently proposed at Hawkins Elementary School until the permanent school 

is constructed in Tracy Hill Phase 1a.  Hawkins Elementary is currently utilized for this 

upcoming school year as the interim school site for the Jefferson Elementary School as 

it is being reconstructed.  It should be noted that Hawkins Elementary School is 

approximately three miles from Phase 1a.  

According to the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) 

GHG Quantification Report, the integration of affordable housing reduces VMT 

related emissions by 0.04 to 1.2 percent.  As indicated in DSEIR Section 4.7, 

transportation emissions make up of 64 percent of the operational emissions.  

Therefore, including affordable housing has the potential to reduce THSP GHG 

emissions by 0.26 to 0.77 percent.  As a result, requiring 50 percent of the housing in 

the THSP may not be feasible and would not have a significant contribution (less than 

one percent) towards achieving the SJVAPCD’s GHG reduction threshold. 

As indicated in Response GP6-20, jobs growth within the City is projected to outpace 

available housing.  Therefore, including a technology park (i.e., additional jobs) within 

the City would exacerbate the jobs/housing imbalance.  THSP Housing is needed within 

2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Sources of Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Agriculture Sector Emissions, April 9, 
2015.  Available at: http://epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/sources/agriculture.html, accessed on April 9, 2015.  
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the City to achieve a jobs/housing balance.  Furthermore, improving the City’s housing 

supply would drive down housing costs and improve affordability. 

Refer to response GP6-17, above, regarding the wastewater treatment plant.  As 

described above, the THSP was anticipated in the General Plan and the City’s 

Infrastructure Master Plans, the Project is also included in the Citywide Wastewater 

Master Plan.  The addition of a wastewater treatment plant would not provide a 

meaningful reduction to the Project’s GHG emissions.  

Response GP6-24: The commenter disputes that the THSP would not affect library services and 

erroneously states the THSP is exempt from property taxes payable to the City to 

support public services such as the public library.  The THSP area was previously 

annexed in 1998 and is located within the Tracy City limit as noted in the Land Use and 

Planning Section 4.10-8. The City operates under property tax sharing agreements with 

the County of San Joaquin. There are many of these agreements in place covering 

various geographical areas of the City, which contain different provisions negotiated at 

different times under different circumstances. When the Project site was annexed in 

1998, it was under a property tax sharing agreement that provided that for a portion of 

Tracy Hills area the tax split was 100% to the County of San Joaquin and 0% to the City 

and the remaining portion of the Project area was different with a higher than 0% going 

to the City.   The Project Applicant is proposing to help fund their share of services 

through a Community Facilities District, given the property tax sharing agreement in 

place with the City for the proposed Project. 

Response GP6-25: The commenter states the THSP would impact police protection as a result of THSP 

property owners being exempt from paying property taxes, with property taxes being a 

primary funding source for police services This is an inaccurate statement and is 

addressed in Response GP6-24, which states that when the Project site was annexed in 

1998, it was under a property tax sharing agreement that provided that for a portion of 

Tracy Hills area the tax split was 100% to the County of San Joaquin and 0% to the City 

and the remaining portion of the Project area was different with a higher than 0% going 

to the City. Additionally, the City requires that all new development pay Public Facilities 

Impact Fees in order to offset impacts associated with increasing the City’s demand for 

public services. In accordance with this requirement, the Applicant is required to pay 

the applicable impact fees associated with police protection as outlined in Mitigation 

Measure 4.12-2b on page 4.12-44 of the DEIR.   

The commenter states the development agreement was not presented for the public to 

analyze the THSP impacts on police services. The development agreement is still being 

drafted and is not yet complete, however the major term points are included in the 

DEIR. Additionally, the terms of the development agreement between the City of Tracy 

and the applicant do not implicate environmental impacts. As a result, no further 

analysis is required of the DA. If the major term points are at any time revised, the 

revised terms will be reviewed against the content, parameters and thresholds of this 

EIR to determine whether subsequent environmental analysis is required.  
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The commenter questions the reliance of the THSP DEIR on the City of Tracy General 

Plan EIR as the General Plan EIR does not anticipate each individual development, and 

in particular a development that does not contribute to local taxes to support services. 

Reliance on the General Plan and General Plan EIR for supplemental information and 

analysis for the proposed THSP is not only appropriate, it also reduces redundancy in 

environmental analysis.  Additionally, as discussed earlier in this response, the THSP 

area is subject to local taxes, as described above in GP6-24.  Refer to Chapters 4.1 

through 4.13 of the Draft SEIR. As discussed on page 4.10-14 of the Draft SEIR,  the 

2011 update of the General Plan identified the potential development and development 

intensity allowed within the THSP. The changes proposed by the comprehensive update 

to the 1998 THSP are not substantive in nature, (i.e.., do not expand the development 

footprint, or overall density or intensity of development) and thus, are no greater in 

magnitude than the impacts anticipated and evaluated in the 2011 General Plan for the 

THSP Area. 

Response GP6-26:  The commenter states the THSP would impact fire protection through lack of funding. 

Funding for public services is addressed in Responses GP6-24 and GP6-25. The City 

of Tracy has planned for any costs associated with Tracy Hills as discussed in the Final 

Citywide Public Safety Master Plan (page 2), which identifies a new fire station within 

the Tracy Hills development. Additionally, the City requires that all new development 

pay Public Facilities Impact Fees in order to offset impacts associated with increasing 

the City’s demand for public services. In accordance with this requirement, the 

Applicant is required to pay the applicable impact fees associated with fire protection as 

outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 on page 4.12-44 of the DEIR.  

The commenter mentions the 2007 Kirchoff report was not considered in the DEIR. 

The THSP DEIR does not consider the 2007 Kirchoff report as it relies on the more 

recent City of Tracy General Plan (2011) as the guiding document of future planning 

for the City of Tracy. 

Response GP6-27: The commenter notes an error in the DEIR on page 4.12-42 in the paragraph discussing 

cumulative impacts on schools. The sentence should read “The General Plan EIR 

analyzed the long-term development of the City of Tracy and found that no significant 

impacts to schools would occur with implementation of the General Plan.”  Refer to 

page 4.12-41 of the revised and recirculated SEIR for the text change. 

The commenter erroneously notes an elementary school is not proposed in the Phase 

1a construction plans. Page 4.12-34 of the DEIR states “Phase 1a of the Project includes an 

elementary school site that lies between I-580 and the California Aqueduct and between Corral Hollow 

Road and the future Lammers Road extension to accommodate the above mentioned new student 

population.”  Furthermore, the development application for the school would be subject 

to the requirement to pay the applicable impact fee in accordance with SB 50. Under 

Section 65996 of the California Government Code, the payment of such fees is deemed 

to fully mitigate the impacts of new development of school facilities.  Additionally, each 

individual development application would be subject to the requirement to pay the 

applicable impact fee subject to school mitigation agreements with TUSD and Jefferson 
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School District. Under Section 65996 of the California Government Code, the payment 

of such fees is deemed to fully mitigate the impacts of new development on school 

facilities. 

Response GP6-28: This comment is regarding maintenance of the public parks within the THSP and how 

those maintenance activities are funded. As stated in the Draft SEIR on page 3-21, most 

of the park and recreation facilities in the THSP shall be dedicated to the City and will 

then be under the jurisdiction of the City Public Works Department and will be operated 

and maintained by the City utilizing funds through the CFD. The commenter states the 

maintenance of the parks would not be supported by the residents of the THSP as the 

THSP would not pay property taxes. This is an inaccurate statement and is addressed 

in Response GP6-24, which states that when the Project site was annexed in 1998, it 

was under a property tax sharing agreement that provided that for a portion of Tracy 

Hills area the tax split was 100% to the County of San Joaquin and 0% to the City and 

the remaining portion of the Project area was different with a higher than 0% going to 

the City. 

The commenter states the development agreement was not presented for the public to 

analyze the THSP impacts on park funding and maintenance. The development 

agreement is still being drafted and is not yet complete, however the major term points 

are included in the Draft SEIR. Additionally, the terms of the development agreement 

between the City of Tracy and the applicant do not implicate environmental impacts. 

As a result, no further analysis is required of the DA. If the major term points are at any 

time revised, the revised terms will be reviewed against the content, parameters and 

thresholds of this EIR to determine whether subsequent environmental analysis is 

required.  

Response GP6-29: The commenter states the DEIR does not provide an analysis that demonstrates water 

facility infrastructure would be adequately financed by the WSMP development fee. The 

commenter also states the DEIR should estimate the cost of water infrastructure 

upgrades. Page 8-2 of the WSMP states “costs for infrastructure to serve the Tracy Hills 

development will not be included in this Citywide Water System Master Plan. Instead, costs for Tracy 

Hills infrastructure will be evaluated in conjunction with the revised Tracy Hills Master Plan and 

subsequent evaluations to be prepared for the Tracy Hills development”. The DEIR does state on 

page 4.12-39 regarding water infrastructure “To avoid additional impacts and ensure 

construction, the Project shall be required to pay appropriate development impact fees.  Payment of these 

development impact fees would reduce this potentially significant impact to a less than significant level. 

The City of Tracy will determine what development fees are appropriate to ensure the 

construction of the needed water infrastructure.  The Project Applicant would be 

required to either construct the necessary facilities or pay fees to the City for 

construction.  Additionally, section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that 

economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment and that the focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes taking 

place. 
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Response GP6-30: The commenter states MM4.12-7a, regarding wastewater treatment facilities, does not 

require the Project to contribute its fair share to the cost of the Tracy Wastewater 

Treatment Plant Phase 1B expansion project. State CEQA Guideline 15064(e) states:  

Economic or social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as 

significant effects on the environment. Economic or social changes may be used, 

however, to determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect 

on the environment… If the physical change causes adverse economic or social 

effects on people, those adverse effects may be used as a factor in determining 

whether the physical change is significant. 

This comment refers solely on economic effects and does not address environmental 

or physical concerns, nor does it demonstrate an adverse effect on people. Furthermore, 

the THSP area was previously annexed in 1998 and is located within the Tracy City limit 

as noted in the Land Use and Planning Section 4.10-8. As such, property owners within 

the THSP are subject to property and other taxes in support of public services, including 

wastewater treatment.  

Response GP6-31: The commenter is correct in stating that the storm drainage system would be owned, 

operated, and maintained by the City of Tracy, however the commenter is incorrect 

regarding the payment of property tax by THSP residents. As stated in Response GP6-

29, and reiterated in Response GP6-30, the DEIR is required to assess the economic or 

social effects as significant impacts in sofar as those effects have an adverse effect on 

the environment or on people. This comment refers solely on economic effects and 

does not address environmental or physical concerns, and does not demonstrate an 

adverse effect on people. Furthermore, the THSP area was previously annexed in 1998 

and is located within the Tracy City limit as noted in the Land Use and Planning Section 

4.10-8. As such, property owners within the THSP are subject to property and other 

taxes in support of public services, including the storm drainage system. 

Responses GP6-32/33: As identified in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the DSEIR 

acknowledges the proximity of Site 300 to the THSP Project Area. Site 300 occupies 

10.9 square miles and its boundary is over one mile west of the THSP Project Area, 

approximately 1.5 miles from the portion of the site proposed for development. LLNL 

conducts continuous environmental monitoring of its activities and operations, 

including monitoring for soil and groundwater contamination. 

The transport of hazardous materials to Site 300 by way of the Tracy Municipal Airport, 

as with the transportation of `all hazardous materials, is regulated by the U.S. 

Department of Transportation (Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations, the 

California Highway Patrol (Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations), and the 

California State Fire Marshall (Title 19 of the California Code of Regulations). In 

addition, in order to operate in the State of California, all hazardous materials 

transporters must be registered with the California Department of Toxic Substances 

Control (DTSC).  These regulations minimize the potential for aviation and traffic 
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incidents involving hazardous materials.  Future Tracy Hills residents would be 

protected by current regulations in place.   

The regulations require registration of hazardous materials transporters, manifesting 

procedures for hazardous materials transport, operational procedures for transport, and 

requirements for the condition of vehicles and containers used to transport hazardous 

materials. Compliance with existing regulations regarding the transport of hazardous 

materials and adherence to existing truck routing patterns would prevent potential 

significant adverse impacts associated with accidents and spills.  

LLNL prepares annual environmental reports to record LLNL’s compliance with 

environmental standards and requirements, describe LLNL’s environmental protection 

and remediation programs and present the results of environmental monitoring. The 

2012 Environmental Report is the most recent, comprehensive and publicly available 

report provided to the City from LLNL. Additionally, LLNL’s environmental reporting 

includes compliance monitoring regarding the transport of explosive materials to and 

from Site 300.  

Furthermore, the Proposed Project’s establishment of residential units in the THSP 

Project Area which may result in the exposure of persons to potential risks associated 

with situations as identified by this comment is a part of the larger consideration for the 

City decision makers to approve proposed uses in the THSP Project Area.  

Response GP6-34: Thirteen Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (ESA) have been prepared for the 

majority of the THSP Project Area. The objective of the Phase I ESAs were to identify 

any recognized environmental conditions (RECs) associated with the Project, which 

would include former pesticide use on areas of the THSP Project Area. Among the 

many environmental issues that are evaluated during the Phase I process is historical 

and/or current agricultural use. The Phase I reports identified that a majority of the site 

has historically been used for grazing uses and not crop production. Therefore, there 

would be no historical use of pesticides on the former grazing areas. Moreover, any 

portion of the THSP Project Area that will be developed must comply with the United 

State Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region IX, January 2015 Regional 

Screening Levels (RSLs), which are used by the California Department of Toxic 

Substances Control to determine whether or not soil contamination must be remediated 

before developed. Therefore, contrary to the comment, the potential for former 

pesticide use has been adequately considered in the DSEIR. The commenter’s concerns 

will be further addressed through the standard environmental assessment and cleanup 

process if potential contaminants, including pesticides, are identified.  

Response GP6-35: As noted in the DSEIR, explosives testing at Site 300 generates significantly audible 

noise. Section 4.11, Noise, of the DSEIR acknowledges that noise from explosive 

testing at Site 300 would be being potentially audible from locations in the THSP Project 

Area. To minimize noise impacts to adjacent neighbors, Site 300 constructed the 

Contained Firing Facility in 2000, as identified on page 4.11-23 of the DSEIR. This 

concrete-reinforced, 28,000-square-foot facility allows the LLNL to conduct explosives 
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tests indoors. The DSEIR notes that Site 300 does conduct intermittent outdoor tests; 

Site 300 staff monitors the atmosphere to determine when conditions are best for 

minimal sound travel. Due to these ongoing procedures and the distance from Site 300 

to the THSP Project Area, the DSEIR finds that noise impacts to future residents of 

the THSP Project Area would be less than significant.  

Response GP6-36: It is acknowledged that the DSEIR does not specifically identify potential noise 

generation emanating from the SRI International testing facilities located within the 

vicinity of the THSP Project Area. However, as with potential noise impacts from Site 

300 (see response to GP 6-35), potential noise impacts from SRI International would 

be less than significant due to distance from the THSP Project Area. As addressed in 

Section 4.11. Noise, of the DSEIR, existing San Joaquin County noise regulations and 

standards will continue to apply to the SRI International testing facilities and potential 

noise violations from this site, or any other within the County limits..  

Response GP6-37: It is acknowledged that the DSEIR does not specifically discuss potential impacts 

resulting from prescribed burns conducted at Site 300 on future occupants of the THSP 

Project Area. However, according to the LLNL Environmental Report 2012, LLNL air 

emissions are regulated by the U.S. Department of Energy (Title 40 of the Code of 

Federal Regulations 61, Subpart H – the NESHAPs section of the Clean Air Act; 

applicable portions of the DOE Order 458.1 and ANSI standards).  LLNL continuously 

samples its air emissions to evaluate its compliance with local, state and federal laws and 

regulations.  According to the LLNL Environmental Report 2012, LLNL operations 

involving radioactive materials had minimal impact on ambient air during 2012.  The 

2012 report states, “the measured radionuclide particulate and tritium concentrations in 

ambient air at LLNL and Site 300 were all less than one percent of the DOE primary 

radiation protection standard for the public (DCS).”   

In addition Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the DSEIR concluded that 

the potential impacts from hazardous materials remain less than significant based on 

Site 300’s location of over one mile west of the THSP Project Area, approximately 1.5 

miles from the portion of the site proposed for development, and existing 

environmental monitoring requirements for Site 300,. 

Response GP6-38: While it is acknowledged that potential safety issues can arise when people trespass or 

place themselves in a harmful situation or location. However, it is beyond the scope and 

speculative for an EIR to predict future safety events and potential risks associated with 

trespassing situations. The proposed Project’s establishment of residential units in the 

THSP Project Area which may result in the exposure of persons to potential risks 

associated with trespassing situations is a part of the larger consideration for the City 

decision makers to approve proposed uses in the THSP Project Area.  

Response GP6-39: As is acknowledged by the commenter, trains pass through communities every day, and 

some of these trains do transport oil. As addressed in the response to comments GP 6-

32 and -33, the transport of hazardous materials is regulated by the U.S. Department of 

Transportation (Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations and the California State 
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Fire Marshall (Title 19 of the California Code of Regulations). In addition, in order to 

operate in the State of California, all hazardous materials transporters must be registered 

with the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The regulatory 

framework for transporting hazardous materials is regulated by the above agencies not 

the nonprofit organization, ForestEthics who authored the website (http://explosive-

crude-by-rail.org/) cited by the commenter. 

The regulations require registration of hazardous materials transporters, manifesting 

procedures for hazardous materials transport, operational procedures for transport, and 

requirements for the condition of vehicles and containers used to transport hazardous 

materials. Compliance with existing regulations on the transport of hazardous materials 

would minimize significant adverse impacts associated with accidents and spills, and 

possible explosions. Furthermore, due to these current regulations, future Tracy Hills 

residents would be at no greater risk to train derailments than any other residential 

development located in the proximity of rail anywhere else in the country.  

Response GP6-40: In response to the commenter’s statement that the DSEIR does not include sufficient 

discussion of potential failure of the aqueduct due to seismic activity, a Seismic-Fault and 

Earthquake-Evaluation of the California Aqueduct, Delta-Mendota Canal, and Aqueduct Check 

Structures, Adjacent to the Proposed Tracy Hills Development Study, was prepared by Wilson 

Geosciences, Inc. (April 2015). This study was prepared in support of the conclusions 

identified in the DSEIR and does not identify any previously unidentified impacts.  

The Central Valley/San Joaquin Valley lies within a seismically active area as does almost 

all of California. The four facilities evaluated in the study were constructed in the 1960s 

and 1970s using the standard design practices of the State of California at that time. 

Seismic design has become a very important aspect of facilities design in California over 

the past 40 years or so. The California Department of Water Resources (CDWR, 2012) 

has recently evaluated facility types within the statewide water conveyance system and 

provided some guidelines describing their levels of risk related to earthquake loading 

(ground shaking/acceleration). This study determines the potential seismic parameters 

for several locations along the subject facilities and compares these results to risk levels 

considered acceptable by the State. Likewise, commonly used analytical processes from 

the United States Geological Service (USGS) and the California Transportation 

Department (Caltrans) are used in the study to determine the potential seismic 

parameters for the proposed development area. Also USGS predictions for the blind 

thrust fault system beneath the Specific Plan area are considered. 

Comments by the CDWR indicate that they believe seismic events could cause a failure 

of the California Aqueduct (i.e., this cannot be precluded). The CDWR indicates that 

an aqueduct failure could generate a maximum flow from the California Aqueduct at 

this location of 10,300 cubic feet per second (cfs) with an initial surge equaling almost 

25,000 cfs, thereby posing a risk to persons and property situated down slope (north) 

of the Aqueduct. It is inferred that this conclusion would also apply to the Delta-

Mendota Canal and, depending upon conditions, the Check 2 and 3 structures. It is 
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therefore believed that severe seismic shaking would be the primary natural hazard that 

would impact the California Aqueduct, canal, and check structure locations. 

Flooding is the primary concern should the Aqueduct, canal, or check structures fail 

adjacent to the THSP area. Both the California Aqueduct and Delta-Mendota Canal 

were evaluated for seismic ground shaking at the proposed development area. 

Development is proposed down slope (north) from the California Aqueduct, but not 

the Delta- Mendota Canal. Therefore, there should be no significant impact on the 

proposed development area in the event of a failure of the Delta-Mendota Canal. It is 

understood that water levels are similar to the California Aqueduct, at or below 

surrounding topography. Flooding, rapid water flow and erosion concerns are not 

believed to be potential risks at locations adjacent to and higher in elevation than the 

Aqueduct or canal. Any minor up slope affects (e.g., headward erosion, ground 

saturation) of a breach in the Aqueduct or canal should be contained within the 100-

foot- wide “buffer” area bordering the Aqueduct and the canal. Therefore, the area of 

concern due to a potential Aqueduct or canal failure is located between the California 

Aqueduct and the Delta-Mendota Canal. 

With regard to flooding down slope (north) from the Aqueduct, the Aqueduct’s 

trapezoidal design carries water below grades adjacent to the proposed development 

area as opposed to a levee type system, which stands above surrounding topography. 

As shown in the study, a characteristic cross-section near Corral Hollow Road shows 

the Aqueduct level is at roughly elevation 241- to 242-feet. On the down slope (north) 

side, flooding could occur as the ground adjacent to the Aqueduct becomes saturated, 

the ground settles, and water seeks lower elevations to the north farther from the 

Aqueduct. There is no reasonable scenario where a breach in the Aqueduct or canal can 

raise flood waters to the south side of either the Aqueduct or the canal. 

Therefore, the potential for breach or rupture of the Aqueduct based on seismic activity 

is adequately addressed in the SDEIR.

Response GP6-41: The Project’s Pipeline Safety Hazard Assessment (PSHA) was prepared by a qualified, 

licensed civil engineer with over 20 years of experience in this field who has conducted 

over 300 similar pipeline assessments. The report describes six pipeline incidents that 

have occurred in the Tracy area, based on data provided by the Pipeline and Hazardous 

Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA). Releases that have been reported were 

associated with the Chevron crude oil and Shell crude oil pipelines. There were no 

reported incidents for the Phillips 66 crude oil pipeline. The Phillips 66 crude oil pipeline 

would bisect the THSP Project Area.  

The commenter states that the reason there was no ignition from pipeline releases in 

the Tracy area is because all of the six pipeline leaks occurred in uninhabited areas where 

no source of ignition exists. Although there are not as many potential ignition sources 

in rural areas, of the six incidents, three involved third party damage with tractors and 

construction equipment, which could provide ignition sources in the event of a release. 

Additionally, vehicles traveling along I-580 would be potential sources of ignition for a 
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spill from the Shell crude oil pipeline. Therefore, the statement that there were no 

potential ignition sources in the vicinity of all six release events is invalid.  

The point of highlighting within the PSHA the lack of ignition from the six release 

events was to illustrate the difference between crude oil pipelines and natural gas 

pipelines, which are more likely to ignite in release events. From the PHSMA database 

of all reported incidents from 2010 to present, there were 124 incidents involving crude 

oil pipelines in right-of-ways. Only one incident involved ignition, which equates to a 

less than 1% probability of ignition, and none of the incidents resulted in fatalities or 

injuries. Many of these incidents occurred in urbanized areas, thus, it is not a lack of 

ignition sources that resulted in this outcome, but the fact that crude oil is less likely to 

ignite than natural gas.  

It is acknowledged that the PSHA only addresses the probability of fatality associated 

with release events as current risk assessment methodology for pipeline hazard 

assessments does not include assessments of property damage or environmental 

contamination, because these potential impacts vary greatly depending on the location 

of the spill, volume of oil spilled, proximity to rivers and streams, weather conditions, 

biodegradation, and other factors which result in potential impacts being unquantifiable. 

Therefore, pipeline risk assessments, including the PSHA prepared for the Project, 

focus on potential impacts as well as the potential for ignition, resulting in an ignition 

situation which could affect adjacent residential structures. The results of the Project’s 

PSHA indicate that the pipeline setbacks provided in the PSHA would be sufficient to 

protect occupants in the THSP Project Area.  

Response GP6-42: The comment is acknowledged. The incidents listed did occur in the THSP Project Area 

as identified in the PSHA.  

Response GP6-43: The comment is acknowledged. The incidents listed did occur in the THSP Project Area 

as identified in the PSHA.  

Response GP6-44: The comment is acknowledged. The incidents listed did occur in the THSP Project Area 

as identified in the PSHA. Furthermore, as discussed in Response GPS-41, the results 

of the Project’s PSHA indicate that the pipeline setbacks provided in the PSHA would 

be sufficient to protect occupants in the THSP Project Area.  

Response GP6-45: Information is provided by the commenter on the configuration and operation of a 

natural gas pipeline in the THSP Project Area (Line 002); however, no specific 

comments on the PSHA or the SDEIR are provided. The commenter states that the 

pipeline risk assessment erroneously indicated that the natural gas pipeline had 

experienced no leaks by stating two leaks had occurred in 1997 and 1999. These 

incidents were not included in the Project’s pipeline risk assessment as they were not 

recorded in the California natural gas pipeline database or the Pipeline and Hazardous 

Materials Safety Administration database, both of which were accessed for preparation 

of the Project’s PSHA. However, further investigation, provided in the ruling on motion 

to subpoena PG&E for the Mariposa Energy Project (2011), indicated that the two leaks 
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were caused by gunshots, and not corrosion. Therefore, the occurrence of these two 

leaks should not be associated with the potential for corrosion-related pipeline leaks. 

Furthermore, in this ruling a pipeline safety engineer and a mechanical engineer with 

the California Energy Commission both testified that the pipeline in question was 

constructed and operated in accordance with CPUC General Order 112 standard and 

the CFR Parts 190-192 standards. Additionally, as the pipeline was constructed in the 

1970s, it complies with modern construction codes. The pipeline has been pressure 

tested and repairs to it were made in 2001. The commenter includes a comment on the 

integrity management guidelines of PG&E; however, this is not a specific comment on 

the PSHA or the SDEIR and is not further addressed.  

Also of note, the pipeline in question is located within a corridor with another natural 

gas pipeline and a crude oil pipeline. Although this group of pipelines poses potential 

risk to future occupants of the THSP Project Area, this specific area is zoned for light 

industrial uses, which has fewer hours of occupancy than residential land use and, 

therefore, lower risk to people. The pipelines easement cuts through the very northeast 

corner of the THSP Project Area, where there are additional restrictions on 

development based on proximity to the Tracy Municipal Airport. Additionally, the 

recommendation to provide a setback distance of 25 feet from the centerline of any 

pipeline within the easement will provide a further reduction in potential risk.  

Response GP6-46: The Water Supply Assessment (WSA) prepared for the Tracy Hills project adequately 

analyzes the existing and planned future water supply for the project. The inclusion of 

future planned supplies in the WSA is consistent with the Water Code as follows: 

Section 10631 (b):  Identify and quantify, to the extent practicable, the existing and 

planned sources of water available to the supplier over the same five-year increments as 

described in subdivision (a). 

The WSA utilizes the assumptions adopted in the City’s 2010 Urban Water Management 

Plan (UWMP) and states that hydrologic conditions and supply deliveries vary from year 

to year. Section 5.3 of the WSA (on page 22) states that additional water conservation 

may be needed in response to multiple dry years or other water supply shortages. Water 

conservation by the City’s water customers in 2014 exceeded the assumptions in the 

City’s 2010 UWMP. Also, as described in the WSA, the City has a Water Shortage 

Contingency Plan which it can implement were there to be water supply shortage due 

to extreme dry conditions or other water supply emergencies.   

The statement “Other sources have completely dried up.” is erroneous. As described in 

Section 6.1.2 of the WSA (starting on page 33), in recent years the City has received 

water supplies from the South San Joaquin Irrigation District (SSJID) South County 

Water Supply Project (SCWSP) which have exceeded the City’s allotment. In 2015, the 

City is anticipating receiving 10,000 af from the SSJID SCWSP. As described in Section 

6.1.3 of the WSA (starting on page 28), the City has groundwater resources with a 

sustainable yield of 9,000 af/yr. In 2001, the City performed a technical analysis and 

environmental review that shows that up to 9,000 afa can be pumped from the 
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groundwater basin. The 2001 Estimated Groundwater Yield Study and associated City 

of Tracy Groundwater Management Policy Mitigated Negative Declaration dated April 

2001 is included in Appendix C of the WSA. The WSA further describes the City’s 1996 

adoption of the Northern Delta-Mendota Canal Groundwater Management Plan, the 

City’s May 2012 adoption of the revised Northern Delta-Mendota Canal Groundwater 

Management Plan, and the City’s participation in the Tracy Sub-basin Groundwater 

Management Plan (copies of which are included in Appendix C of the WSA). The City’s 

historical groundwater pumpage is shown on Figure 6 of the WSA and shows that 

groundwater pumping in 2001 was 7,321 af, 2002 was 7,802 af, 2003 was 6,847 af, and 

2004 was 7,176 af. This pumping occurred with no negative environmental impacts. 

The groundwater levels are currently high compared to past years due in part to 

decreased pumping by the City in recent years.  

The SWRCB order referenced in the comment was a generic order requiring certain 

water right holders to provide information to the SWRCB. It was not a challenge to 

their water rights. The SWRCB has not curtailed senior water rights such as BBID’s 

pre-1914 right. 

11-464


	Cover Vol II
	Cover Page Vol II
	11 Response to Comments on Draft EIR
	SA1 Comment Letter
	SA1 Responses to Comments
	SA2 Comment Letter
	SA2 Response to Comments
	SA3 Comment Letter
	SA3 Response to Comments
	SA4 Comment Letter
	SA4 Reponse to Comments
	SA5 Comment Letter
	SA5 Response to Comments
	SA6 Comment Letter
	SA6 Response to Comments
	RA1 Comment Letter
	RA1 Response to Comments
	RA2 Comment Letter
	RA2 Response to Comments
	RA3 Comment Letter
	RA4 Comment Letter
	RA3/RA4 Response to Comments
	RA5 Comment Letter
	RA5 Response to Comments
	RA6 Comment Letter
	RA6 Response to Comments
	LA1 Comment Letter
	LA1 Response to Comments
	LA2 Comment Letter
	LA2 Response to Comments
	LA3 Comment Letter
	LA3 Response to Comments
	OR1 Comment Letter
	OR1 Response to Comments
	OR2 Comment Letter
	OR2 Response to Comments
	OR3 Comment Letter
	OR3 Response to Comments
	GP1 Comment Letter
	GP1 Response to Comments
	GP2 Comment Letter
	GP2 Response to Comments
	GP3 Comment Letter
	GP3 Response to Comments
	GP4 Comment Letter
	GP4 Response to Comments
	GP5 Comment Letter
	GP5 Response to Comments
	GP6 Comment Letter
	GP6 Response to Comments



