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INTRODUCTION 
The City of Tracy, as the lead agency, determined that the proposed project, Schulte Road 
Warehouse, is a "project" within the definition of CEQA. CEQA requires the preparation of an 
environmental impact report (EIR) prior to approving any project, which may have a significant 
impact on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, the term "project" refers to the whole of 
an action, which has the potential for resulting in a direct physical change or a reasonably 
foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]).  

The State CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project 
circumstances. This EIR has been prepared as a Project-level EIR is described in State CEQA 
Guidelines § 15161 as: “The most common type of EIR (which) examines the environmental 
impacts of a specific development project. This type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes 
in the environment that would result from the development project. The EIR shall examine all 
phases of the project including planning, construction, and operation. The project-level analysis 
considers the broad environmental effects of the proposed Project.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The following provides a brief summary and overview of the Project.  Chapter 2.0 of the EIR 
includes a detailed description of the Project, including maps and graphics.  The reader is referred 
to Chapter 2.0 for a more complete and thorough description of the components of the Project.   

The Project site includes two distinct planning boundaries defined below. The following terms are 
used throughout the Draft EIR and Recirculated Draft EIR to describe the planning boundaries 
within the Project site: 

• Project Site (or Annexation Area) – totals 21.92 acres and includes: (1) the proposed 
20.92-acre Development Area (APN 209-230-250), and (2) the 1.00-acre Williams 
Communication Parcel along West Schulte Road (APN 209-230-260), which would not be 
developed as part of the proposed Project.    

• Development Area – includes a 20.92-acre parcel (APN 209-230-250) that is intended for 
the development of up to 217,466-square foot (sf) of warehouse and office uses.  

The Project would include the construction and subsequent operation of a 217,466-sqare-foot (sf) 
warehouse building. The 217,466-sf warehouse would include 206,593 sf of warehouse uses and 
10,873-sf of office space. The City’s General Plan land use designation for the project site is 
Industrial.  Specific uses allowed in the industrial category range from flex/office space to 
manufacturing to warehousing and distribution.  Although the tenants of the proposed warehouse 
are unknown at this time, this analysis assumes that business operations could occur 24 hours per 
day. No cold storage facilities or uses will be allowed on-site. 
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The proposed warehouse would include 31 dock level doors on the eastern side of the building. 
The maximum height of the one-story warehouse would be 42.6 feet, with the majority of the 
building at 40 feet. Landscaping would be provided throughout the site.  

The principal objective of the proposed Project is the demolition of three single family residences 
and six ancillary structures and redevelopment of the Development Area with a one-story, 217,466 
sf warehouse building and a surface parking lot.  

The Project site is designated as Agriculture by San Joaquin County’s General Plan Land Use Map 
and is zoned as AG-40 Agriculture by the County. The site currently has a City General Plan land 
use designation of Industrial (I). The San Joaquin County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) will require the Project site to be pre-zoned by the City of Tracy in conjunction with the 
proposed annexation.  The City’s pre-zoning will include the Light Industrial (M-1) zoning 
designation for the Project site. Additionally, the proposed Project would result in the annexation 
of the Annexation Area into the City of Tracy. 

The principal objective of the proposed Project is the demolition of three single family residences 
and six ancillary structures and redevelopment of the Development Area with a one-story, 217,466 
sf warehouse building and a surface parking lot. 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 
The CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project or 
to the location of the Project which would reduce or avoid significant impacts, and which could 
feasibly accomplish the basic objectives of the proposed Project. Three alternatives to the 
proposed Project were developed based on input from City staff and the technical analysis 
performed to identify the environmental effects of the proposed Project. The alternatives analyzed 
in this EIR include the following three alternatives in addition to the proposed Project. 

• No Project (No Build) Alternative: Under this alternative, development of the Project site 
would not occur, and the Project site would remain in its current existing condition and 
not be annexed into the City.  

• Truck Parking Alternative: Under this alternative, a truck parking facility with truck and 
trailer parking spaces and restroom facilities would be developed the Project site. 

• Reduced Project Alternative: Under this alternative, the proposed Project would be 
developed with the same types of industrial uses as described in the Project Description, 
but the industrial square footage would decrease by 25 percent and the amount of 
developed land would decrease by 25 percent. 

Alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR. Table ES-1 provides a 
comparison of the alternatives using a qualitative matrix that compares each alternative relative to 
the other Project alternatives.  
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TABLE ES-1: COMPARISON SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUE 
NO PROJECT 
(NO BUILD) 

ALTERNATIVE 

TRUCK PARKING 
ALTERNATIVE 

REDUCED 
PROJECT 

ALTERNATIVE 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources Less (Best) Slightly Less (2nd Best) Slightly Less (3rd Best) 
Agricultural Resources Less (Best) Equal (3rd Best) Slightly Less (2nd Best) 
Air Quality Less (Best) Less (2nd Best) Less (3rd Best) 
Biological Resources Less (Best) Equal (3rd Best) Slightly Less (2nd Best) 
Cultural and Tribal Resources Less (Best) Equal (3rd Best) Slightly Less (2nd Best) 
Geology and Soils Less (Best) Less (2nd Best) Slightly Less (3rd Best) 
Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and Energy Less (Best) Less (2nd Best) Less (3rd Best) 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Less (Best) Less (2nd Best) Slightly Less (3rd Best) 
Noise  Less (Best) Less (2nd Best) Less (3rd Best) 
Transportation and Circulation Less (Best) Less (2nd Best) Less (3rd Best) 
Utilities and Service Systems  Less (Best) Less (2nd Best) Less (3rd Best) 

GREATER = GREATER IMPACT THAN THAT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
LESS = LESS IMPACT THAN THAT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
EQUAL = NO SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE IN IMPACT FROM THAT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

A comparative analysis of the Project and each of the Project alternatives is provided in Table ES-1. 
As shown in the table, the No Project (No Build) Alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative. However, as required by CEQA, when the No Project (No Build) Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative, the environmentally superior alternative among the others 
must be identified. The Truck Parking Alternative and Reduced Project Alternative both rank higher 
than the proposed Project. The Truck Parking Alternative would have approximately equal impacts 
in three areas, slightly less severe impacts in one area, and less severe impacts in eight areas.  The 
Reduced Project Alternative would have slightly less severe impacts in six areas and less severe 
impacts in five areas.  Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would be the next 
environmentally superior alternative. It is noted that the Reduced Project Alternative would not 
meet all of the Project objectives. See Section 5.4 in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR for a comparative 
evaluation of the objectives for each alternative.    

COMMENTS RECEIVED 
This Draft EIR addresses environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project that are 
known to the City of Tracy, were raised during the NOP process, or raised during preparation of 
the Draft EIR. This Draft EIR discusses potentially significant impacts associated with aesthetics and 
visual resources, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural and tribal 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, 
transportation and circulation, and utilities.  

The City of Tracy received written comment letters on the NOP for the proposed Project.  Copies of 
those letters are provided in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The commenting agency/citizen is 
provided below. The City also held a public scoping meeting on January 9, 2024. No written or 
verbal comments were provided at that scoping meeting.  
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• State of California Department of Justice (December 20, 2023); 
• Jose Antonio Lopez Jr., Chevron Pipe Line Company (January 8, 2024); 
• John Dyer, California Highway Patrol (January 10, 2024); 
• Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (January 16, 2024); 
• Native American Heritage Commission (December 19, 2023); 
• San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority (January 11, 2023); 
• San Joaquin Council of Governments (December 14, 2023); 
• San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department (January 12, 2024); 
• San Joaquin County Local Area Formation Commission (December 13, 2023); 
• San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (January 16, 2024).  

There were eight comment letters on the Draft EIR that were submitted to the City of Tracy during 
the 45-day public review period.  

• California Department of Fish and Wildlife (October 14, 2024); 
• Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance (October 9, 2024); 
• San Joaquin Council of Governments, Inc. (September 4, 2024); 
• San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department (October 7, 2024); 
• San Joaquin LAFCO (October 7, 2024); 
• San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (October 14, 2024); 
• San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority (October 3, 2024); 
• Sierra Club, Delta-Sierra Group (October 3, 2024). 

There were five comment letters on the Recirculated Draft EIR that were submitted to the City of 
Tracy during the 45-day public review period.  

• California Department of Conservation (April 29, 2025); 
• Chevron (April 23, 2025); 
• Pacific Gas and Electric (April 25, 2025); 
• San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department (April 3, 2025); 
• San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (May 5, 2025). 
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This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) was prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The City of 
Tracy (City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the Schulte Road Warehouse 
Project (Project) and has the principal responsibility for approving the Project. This Final EIR 
assesses the expected environmental impacts resulting from approval of the Project and 
associated impacts from subsequent development and operation of the Project, as well as 
responds to comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) and 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THE EIR  
CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR A FINAL EIR 
This Final EIR for the Project has been prepared in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines. 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 requires that a Final EIR consist of the following:  

• the Draft EIR or a revision of the draft;  
• comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in 

summary;  
• a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;  
• the responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in the 

review and consultation process; and  
• any other information added by the lead agency.  

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(a), the Draft EIR is incorporated by 
reference into this Final EIR.  

An EIR must disclose the expected environmental impacts, including impacts that cannot be 
avoided, growth-inducing effects, impacts found not to be significant, and significant cumulative 
impacts, as well as identify mitigation measures and alternatives to the Project that could reduce 
or avoid its adverse environmental impacts.  CEQA requires government agencies to consider and, 
where feasible, minimize environmental impacts of proposed development, and an obligation to 
balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors.   

PURPOSE AND USE 
The City, as the lead agency, has prepared this Final EIR to provide the public and responsible and 
trustee agencies with an objective analysis of the potential environmental impacts resulting from 
approval, construction, and operation of the Project.  Responsible and trustee agencies that may 
use the EIR are identified in Chapters 1.0 and 2.0 of the Draft EIR.  

The environmental review process enables interested parties to evaluate the Project in terms of its 
environmental consequences, to examine and recommend methods to eliminate or reduce 
potential adverse impacts, and to consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project. While 
CEQA requires that consideration be given to avoiding adverse environmental effects, the lead 
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agency must balance adverse environmental effects against other public objectives, including the 
economic and social benefits of a project, in determining whether a project should be approved. 

This EIR will be used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all aspects of 
construction and operation of the Project. The details and operational characteristics of the 
Project are identified in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the Recirculated Draft EIR (February 
2025). 

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
The review and certification process for the EIR has involved, or will involve, the following general 
procedural steps: 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY (2023) 
The City circulated an Initial Study (IS) and Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the proposed 
Project on December 15, 2023 to the State Clearinghouse, State Responsible Agencies, State 
Trustee Agencies, Other Public Agencies, Organizations and Interested Persons. A public scoping 
meeting was held on January 9, 2024 to present the project description to the public and 
interested agencies, and to receive comments from the public and interested agencies regarding 
the scope of the environmental analysis to be included in the Draft EIR. Concerns raised in 
response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The IS, NOP, and 
comments received on the NOP by interested parties are presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND DRAFT EIR (2024) 
The City published a public Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR on August 30, 2024 
inviting comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and other interested parties. 
The NOA was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH # 2023120437) and the San Joaquin County 
Clerk, and was published in a local newspaper pursuant to the public noticing requirements of 
CEQA.  The 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR began on August 30, 2024 and ended on 
October 14, 2024  at 5:00 p.m.  

The Draft EIR contains a description of the Project, description of the environmental setting, 
identification of Project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as 
well as an analysis of Project alternatives, identification of significant irreversible environmental 
changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR identifies issues 
determined to have no impact or a less-than-significant impact, and provides detailed analysis of 
potentially significant and significant impacts.  Comments received in response to the NOP were 
considered in preparing the analysis in the Draft EIR.   

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR (2025) 
Upon review of comment letters received on the Draft EIR during the prior (2024) public comment 
period, the City concluded that portions of the Draft EIR analysis should be revised and expanded 
to address issues raised in comment letters.  Specifically, the City determined that the greenhouse 



INTRODUCTION 1.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 1.0-3 
 

gas analysis and air quality analysis should be revised, and that an analysis of potential energy-
related impacts should be included.  These revisions and additional analysis have been prepared in 
response to letters received from the Sierra Club (October 3, 2024) and the Golden State 
Environmental Justice Alliance (October 9, 2024). The Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) includes 
revisions to the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions analysis that address the issues raised in 
the above-referenced comment letters.  The RDEIR also includes a discussion of the Project’s 
energy impacts, which was not originally included in the Draft EIR.   The revised analyses in 
Sections 3.3, Air Quality, and 3.7, Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and Energy, of the RDEIR 
fully addresses the comments received on these topics for the (2024) Draft EIR.  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (c), if a revision of a Draft EIR is limited to a 
few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need only recirculate the chapters or portions 
that contain significant new information. The RDEIR included the following chapters: 

• Chapter ES: Executive Summary 
• Chapter 1.0: Introduction  
• Chapter 2.0: Project Description 
• Section 3.2: Air Quality 
• Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and Energy  
• Chapter 4.0: Other CEQA-Required Topics 

These chapters of the RDEIR substitute for and supersede those contained in the previously-
circulated Draft EIR.  Those chapters and sections of the previously-circulated Draft EIR that are 
not listed above remain valid and are operative and effective parts of the overall EIR.  Because 
some of the Project’s air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and energy impacts are more severe 
than evaluated in the Draft EIR, the significance determinations in the RDEIR for some impacts 
have changed compared to those in the Draft EIR.   

Upon completion of the RDEIR, the City published a public Notice of Availability (NOA) for the 
(Recirculated) Draft EIR on March 21, 2025 inviting comment from the general public, agencies, 
organizations, and other interested parties. The NOA was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH # 
2023120437) and the San Joaquin County Clerk, and was published in a local newspaper pursuant 
to the public noticing requirements of CEQA.  The 45-day public review period for the RDEIR began 
on March 21, 2025 and ended on May 5, 2025 at 5:00 p.m.  

During the original 2024 Draft EIR comment period, the City received eight comment letters 
regarding the Draft EIR from public agencies and other parties. During the 2025 RDEIR comment 
period, the City received five comment letters regarding the RDEIR from private companies and 
other parties. All thirteen of these comment letters are identified in Table 2.0-1 of this Final EIR 
document. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 and 15088.5, this Response to 
Comments document responds to the written comments received on the Draft EIR and the RDEIR, 
as required by CEQA.   

As indicated in the RDEIR, as to the chapters of the Draft EIR that were superseded by replacement 
chapters within the Recirculated Draft EIR, the City is under no obligation to respond to comments 



1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.0-4 Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 
 

received on the Draft EIR pertaining to those chapters.  However, in the interest of full disclosure 
and robust public review and response, though not required by CEQA, the lead agency has opted 
in this document to prepare a written response to all comments received on the Draft EIR, 
including those directed at superseded chapters.  To be meaningful, the responses to such 
comments are framed so as to respond to the issues presented in the subject comments within the 
Final EIR as a whole, including the data in the later-published, superseding RDEIR chapters. 

This Final EIR document also contains minor edits to the RDEIR, which are included in Chapter 3.0, 
Revisions.  This document, as well as the RDEIR as amended herein, constitute the Final EIR. 

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR/PROJECT CONSIDERATION  
The Tracy Planning Commission and City Council will review and consider the Final EIR.  If the City 
Council finds that the Final EIR is "adequate and complete," the Council may certify the Final EIR in 
accordance with CEQA and City environmental review procedures and codes.  The rule of 
adequacy generally holds that an EIR can be certified if: 

1) The EIR shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and  

2) The EIR provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the proposed 
project which intelligently take account of environmental consequences. 

Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City Council may take action to approve, 
revise, or reject the Project.  A decision to approve the Project, for which this EIR identifies 
significant environmental effects, must be accompanied by written findings in accordance with 
State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093.  A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program, as described below, would also be adopted in accordance with Public Resources Code 
Section 21081.6(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 for mitigation measures that have been 
incorporated into or imposed upon the project to reduce or avoid significant effects on the 
environment.  This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been designed to ensure 
that these measures are carried out during Project implementation, in a manner that is consistent 
with the EIR. 

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 
This Final EIR has been prepared consistent with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
which identifies the content requirements for Final EIRs.  This Final EIR is organized in the following 
manner: 

CHAPTER 1.0 – INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 1.0 briefly describes the purpose of the environmental evaluation, identifies the lead, 
agency, summarizes the process associated with preparation and certification of an EIR, and 
identifies the content requirements and organization of the Final EIR.  
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CHAPTER 2.0 – COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 
Chapter 2.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written and electronic comments made on 
the Draft EIR (coded for reference), and responses to those written comments.  

CHAPTER 3.0 – REVISIONS 
Chapter 3.0 consists of minor revisions to the Draft EIR in response to comments received on the 
Draft EIR.   

CHAPTER 4.0 – FINAL MMRP 
Chapter 4.0 consists of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The MMRP is 
presented in a tabular format that presents the impacts, mitigation measure, and responsibility, 
timing, and verification of monitoring.  
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2.1 INTRODUCTION 
No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft EIR (DEIR) 
and Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) for the Schulte Road Warehouse Project (Project), were raised during 
the comment period.  Responses to comments received during the comment period do not involve any 
new significant impacts or add “significant new information” that would require recirculation of the DEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 states that: New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless 
the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect 
(including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.   

Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of this Final EIR include information that has been added to the EIR since the close of 
the public review period in the form of responses to comments and revisions.   

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 
Table 2.0-1 lists the comment letters on the DEIR (2024) that were submitted to the City of Tracy (City) 
during the 45-day public review period for the DEIR (Letters A through H), and the comment letters on 
the RDEIR (2025) that were submitted to the City during the 45-day public review period for the RDEIR 
(Letters I through M). The assigned comment letter or number, letter date, letter author, and affiliation, 
if presented in the comment letter or if representing a public agency, are also listed.  Letters received are 
coded with letters (A, B, etc.).   

TABLE 2.0-1 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON DEIR 
RESPONSE 

LETTER INDIVIDUAL OR SIGNATORY AFFILIATION DATE 

A Erin Chappell California Department of Fish and Wildlife 10-14-24 
B Gary Ho Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance 10-9-24 
C Laurel Boyd San Joaquin Council of Governments, Inc. 9-4-24 
D Aldara Salinas San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 10-7-24 
E J.D. Hightower San Joaquin LAFCO 10-7-24 
F Tom Jordan San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 10-14-24 
G Jaime McNeil San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority 10-3-24 

H Margo Praus, Eric 
Parfrey, Mary Elizabeth Sierra Club, Delta-Sierra Group 10-3-24 

I Erwin Sison California Department of Conservation 4-29-25 
J Jose Antonio Lopez Jr. Chevron 4-23-25 
K Matthieu McNair Pacific Gas and Electric 4-25-25 
L Aldara Salinas San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 4-3-25 
M Mark Montelongo San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 5-5-25 
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2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DEIR 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate and respond to all comments on the 
DEIR that raise a significant environmental issue.  The written response must address the significant 
environmental issue raised and provide a detailed response, especially when lead agency’s position is at 
variance with the specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures).  The written 
response must provide 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). 

As noted in Chapter 1, under CEQA, the City is not required to respond to comments on those chapters of 
the DEIR that were superseded by replacement chapters in the RDEIR.  However, in the interest of full 
disclosure and robust public review and response, the City has prepared written responses to all 
comments submitted on the DEIR and the RDEIR, including those directed at the superseded chapters of 
the DEIR.  To be meaningful, the responses to such comments are framed so as to respond to the issues 
presented within the Final EIR as a whole, including the data in the later-published, superseding RDEIR 
chapters. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus on 
the sufficiency of the DEIR 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered 
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that revisions to the DEIR be noted as a revision in the 
DEIR or as a separate section of the Final EIR.  Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR identifies all revisions to the 
DEIR. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 
Written comments on the DEIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to those 
comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system is used: 

• Each letter is lettered or numbered (i.e., Letter A) and each comment within each letter is 
numbered (i.e., comment A-1, comment A-2). 
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A-1 

A-2 
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A-2 
cont’d 

A-3 



COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 2.0-5 
 

A-3 
cont’d 

A-4 

A-5 



2.0 COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 
 

2.0-6 Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 
 

A-5 
cont’d 



COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 2.0-7 
 

A-5 
cont’d 

A-6 



2.0 COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 
 

2.0-8 Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 
 

A-6 
cont’d 

A-7 



COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 2.0-9 
 

A-7 
cont’d 
 
 
 
A-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A-9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2.0 COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 
 

2.0-10 Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 
 



COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 2.0-11 
 

Response to Letter A:  California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Response A-1: This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter. No further response is 

necessary. 

Response A-2: This comment describes the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulatory 
role. No further response is necessary. 

Response A-3: This comment correctly summarizes the proposed Project description. No further 
response is necessary.  

Response A-4: See Responses A-5 through A-10 for detailed response regarding the Project’s potentially 
significant impacts related to biological resources which are described in the body of the 
comment letter. 

Response A-5: See Response A-6.  

Response A-6: Crotch bumble bee (Bombus crotchii) is discussed on page 3.4-11 and in Impact 3.4-1 on 
pages 3.4-26 through 3.4-28 of Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR. As shown in 
Table 3.4-2, no known CNDDB occurrences within 3-miles of Project site and potential 
habitat is limited to non-existent within Project area. This determination is based on the 
field survey completed by Principal Biologist Steve McMurtry on April 16, 2022. The 
methodology of this survey is summarized on page 3.4-3.  

 Additionally, as discussed on page 3.4-287, while crotch bumble bee is documented 
within the nine-quad region for the Project site, they are not documented on the Project 
site. The habitat present on the project site is not ideal natural habitat for this species and 
none are believed to be present. 

Response A-7: Any species or communities detected during the Project surveys will be reported to the 
CNDDB. 

Response A-8: Any species or communities detected during the Project surveys will be reported to the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 

Response A-9: The Project applicant will pay the applicable filing fees upon filing the Notice of 
Determination for the Project.  

Response A-10: The City will provide the CDFW with any written notification of proposed actions and 
pending decisions regarding the proposed Project. 
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Response to Letter B:  Golden State Environmental Justice Alliance 

Response B-1: This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter. The commenter has been 
added to the City’s public interest list regarding the Project. 

Response B-2: The commenter correctly summarized the proposed Project. 

Response B-3: The proposed Project would result in an increase in employment opportunities on the 
Project site, which is designated by the City's General Plan for industrial use. As noted by 
the commenter, impacts related to population and housing are discussed in the Initial 
Study, which is included as Appendix A of the DEIR. As noted in the Initial Study, the 
proposed Project will not result in intensification of land uses, or the addition of structures 
or uses that would differ from the current General Plan. It would be speculative to identify 
where these employees currently reside (i.e., whether the employees currently reside in 
Tracy or would move to Tracy to be employed at the Project site). 

The Project would result in an estimated 217 jobs within the City’s Planning Subarea 1. 
This amount of jobs (217) is within the forecast of 664 jobs within 30-years. As noted 
throughout the DEIR, the Project site is within the Tracy Sphere of Influence (SOI) 10-Year 
Planning Horizon and is immediately adjacent to the Tracy city limits to the north of the 
site. As such, employment-generating uses have been assumed for the site by the City 
since the General Plan was adopted in 2011. 

It is also noted that Planning Subarea 1 is largely already developed with urban uses. For 
example, the area west of Mountain House Parkway and east of Interstate 580 within this 
Subarea is currently developed and has been developed since prior to the adoption of the 
City’s 2019 MSR. The Project site is one of the few undeveloped parcels within Subarea 1.  

It is further noted that the Costco Depot Annex Project (also located in Subarea 1) would 
not result in 1,745 employees, as stated in the comment. The amount of jobs generated 
by the Costco Depot Annex Project would be 150 to 250. 

Response B-4: A General Plan consistency analysis has been added to the Initial Study. See Chapter 3.0, 
Revisions, of this Final EIR. The Project would not conflict with any of the General Plan 
policies aimed at reducing an environmental impact. 

 Cumulative impacts are discussed in Chapter 4.0 of the DEIR. As discussed on page 4.0-3, 
there are two approaches to identifying cumulative projects and the associated impacts. 
The list approach identifies individual projects known to be occurring or proposed in the 
surrounding area in order to identify potential cumulative impacts. The projection 
approach uses a summary of projections in adopted General Plans or related planning 
documents to identify potential cumulative impacts. As noted previously, this EIR uses a 
list of past, present, and probable future projects within the City of Tracy to determine 
cumulative growth in the area. The list of past, present, and probable future projects used 
for this cumulative analysis is restricted to those projects that are planned to occur within 
the City of Tracy. The approved and/or pending projects are listed in the City’s Project 
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Pipelines Reports (March 2024).1 It is noted that, after the DEIR was released, the pipeline 
report was updated (May 2025). 

With respect to employment generation, see Response B-3. Costco Depot Annex Project 
would not result in 1,745 employees, as stated in the comment. The amount of jobs 
generated by the Costco Depot Annex Project would be 150 to 250. As such, the 
cumulative buildout in Planning Subarea 1 is significantly lower than the commenter 
states. 

  The impact analysis in the Initial Study pertaining to Public Services is adequate and the 
commenter does not provide specific reasoning as to why the analysis is not adequate. 
The commenter’s argument hinges on an incorrect assumption about employment 
generation in Planning Subarea 1. 

 With respect to the parking-related comments, parking is not a CEQA issue.  As noted in 
Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the DEIR, the proposed Project would be subject to 
Development Review Permit approval by the City, during which City staff would ensure 
that the proposed Project would comply with all applicable City regulations including, but 
not limited to, landscaping and visual screening. Development Review would occur as part 
of the building design and landscape review. 

Response B-5: Appendix A of the RDEIR includes the complete Plan Set for the Project. It is also noted 
that Chapter 2.0 of the DEIR includes a site plan, renderings, paving and dimensioning 
plan, shrub and groundcover plan, and utility plan. See Figures 2.0-4 through 2.0-8 of the 
RDEIR.  

Response B-6: The comment is noted. Firstly, the topics of “environmental justice” or “fair treatment” 
are not referenced in the CEQA Guidelines and are not required CEQA impact categories 
or thresholds of significance. Social and economic impacts that are not related to physical 
impacts are not considered within an environmental analysis. The RDEIR, however, does 
provide an analysis of environmental topics revolving around pollution (i.e. air quality 
pollution, water quality pollution, etc.) to inform elected officials of potential Project 
impacts as they deliberate on entitlement requests and their impacts on the community.  

 The RDEIR has evaluated each of the proposed Project’s environmental impacts against 
the relevant significance thresholds and considered consistency with applicable plans. 
Moreover, the RDEIR has incorporated mitigation measures where applicable and 
feasible, made appropriate significance determinations, and evaluated cumulative 
impacts. As noted earlier in this response, CEQA does not use the terms “fair treatment” 
or “environmental justice”. Rather, CEQA centers on whether a project may have a 
significant effect on the existing physical environment, regardless of socioeconomic 
conditions, including income levels of the residents. For instance, air quality impacts are 
measured against a threshold established for the region, which is not weighted or 

 
1 Available at: https://www.cityoftracy.org/our-city/departments/planning 
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modified up or down based on a socioeconomic condition. The threshold itself is a metric 
by which an analyst can make a determination of the physical environmental impact 
caused by a project. The thresholds are established by the Air District, whose 
responsibility is to maintain and/or improve ambient air quality conditions to state and 
federal levels for all people.   

Nevertheless, CEQA does require a lead agency to consider whether a project’s effects, 
while individually limited, are “cumulatively considerable” and therefore significant when 
combined with other projects. The RDEIR has appropriately analyzed the Project’s 
cumulative impacts. See Chapter 4.0: Other CEQA Required Topics of the RDEIR for further 
detail. 

Separately, regarding the commentor’s concerns relating to energy software, CalEEMod 
was used (in part) to estimate Project energy usage; CalEEMod is the Air District’s 
recommended model for estimating Project criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas 
emissions for CEQA projects, and therefore makes logical sense to also use to estimate 
energy emissions.2 It is noted that the Air District reviewed the proposed Project, and 
included a comment provided herein. Nowhere in its comment did the Air District suggest 
that a different model should be used for this analysis. There are no “approved energy 
compliance modeling softwares” for calculating energy consumption for the purposes of 
CEQA. California’s Building Energy Code Compliance Software (CBECC), identified by the 
commentor, is not relevant to estimating energy consumption under CEQA. Rather, 
CBEEC software is intended to demonstrate compliance with T24 Non-Residential 
Building Energy Efficiency Standards and is not a required software tool for purposes of 
evaluating potential energy usage for CEQA. 

Moreover, the latest version of CalEEMod (CalEEMod Version 2022.1), which was used (in 
part) to estimate Project energy usage, accounts for the California 2019 Energy Efficiency 
Standards, according to Appendix A of the CalEEMod guidance,3 in contrast to the 
commentor’s comment that CalEEMod does not comply with the California Building 
Energy Efficiency Standards. Moreover, since the 2019 Energy Efficiency Standards are 
less stringent than the latest 2022 Energy Efficiency Standards, the energy impacts 
associated with the proposed Project may be overestimated in comparison to their actual 
impacts, since at least part of the Project is anticipated to be built according to the 2022 
Energy Efficiency Standards or later standards. 

Regardless of whether or not the City of Tracy and/or SJCOG are listed as jurisdictions 
with local energy standards approved by the CA Energy Commission for either the 2019 
or 2022 Energy Code, the proposed Project is required to comply with the applicable 
version of the Energy code, as provided within DEIR Chapter 3.7: Greenhouse Gases and 

 
2 See here: https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/ceqaanalysislevels.htm 

3 See here: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/user-guide-2021/appendix-a2020-4-
0.pdf?sfvrsn=6 
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Climate Change. Moreover, full analysis of the Project’s consistency with AB 32 and SB 32 
is provided within RDEIR Chapter 3.7: Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change. 

Lastly, it should be noted that an RDEIR has been recirculated, subsequent to the release 
of the DEIR. Table 3.7-4 has been updated within the RDEIR (relative to the table within 
the DEIR) to demonstrate consistency with the entirety of the 2022 RTP/SCS, inclusive of 
each of the implementation strategies that are under the core policies. Refer to the 
revised Table 3.7-4 in the RDEIR, for detail. In contrast to the commentor’s claim that the 
modeling for the project is erroneous and/or does not include supporting evidence, the 
modeling was conducted for the Project correctly and with adequate supporting 
evidence. No further response to this comment is warranted.  

Response B-7: A General Plan level of service (LOS) analysis of the Project will be completed. The LOS 
analysis will include, among other items, trip distribution analysis for the study area 
roadways. Any improvements determined to be necessary from the LOS analysis will be 
required as a condition of approval for the Project. It is noted that LOS is not a CEQA issue.  
See Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15064.3(a).    

Trip generation is included in Kimley-Horn's "16286 West Schulte Road Warehouse - CEQA 
Transportation Analysis" technical memorandum dated July 31, 2024. See Appendix G of 
the DEIR. 

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR's) "Technical Advisory on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA" references Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15064.3, which 
states: 

This section describes specific considerations for evaluating a project's 
transportation impacts. Generally, vehicle miles traveled is the most appropriate 
measure of transportation impacts. For the purposes of this section, "vehicle 
miles traveled" refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel 
attributable to a project. Other relevant considerations may include the effects 
of the project on transit and non-motorized travel. Except as provided in 
subdivision (b)(2) below (regarding roadway capacity), a project's effect on 
automobile delay shall not constitute a significant environmental impact. 

(b) Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts. 

(1) Land Use Projects. Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable 
threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact. Generally, 
projects within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop or a 
stop along an existing high quality transit corridor should be presumed to 
cause a less than significant transportation impact. Projects that decrease 
vehicle miles traveled in the project area compared to existing conditions 
should be presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact. 
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(2) Transportation Projects. Transportation projects that reduce, or have 
no impact on, vehicle miles traveled should be presumed to cause a less 
than significant transportation impact. For roadway capacity projects, 
agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate measure of 
transportation impact consistent with CEQA and other applicable 
requirements. To the extent that such impacts have already been 
adequately addressed at a programmatic level, such as in a regional 
transportation plan EIR, a lead agency may tier from that analysis as 
provided in Section 15152. 

(3) Qualitative Analysis. If existing models or methods are not available 
to estimate the vehicle miles traveled for the particular project being 
considered, a lead agency may analyze the project's vehicle miles 
traveled qualitatively. Such a qualitative analysis would evaluate factors 
such as the availability of transit, proximity to other destinations, etc. For 
many projects, a qualitative analysis of construction traffic may be 
appropriate. 

(4) Methodology. A lead agency has discretion to choose the most 
appropriate methodology to evaluate a project's vehicle miles traveled, 
including whether to express the change in absolute terms, per capita, 
per household or in any other measure. A lead agency may use models to 
estimate a project's vehicle miles traveled, and may revise those 
estimates to reflect professional judgment based on substantial 
evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and 
any revisions to model outputs should be documented and explained in 
the environmental document prepared for the project. The standard of 
adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this 
section. 

Therefore, the Code of Regulations, OPR, SB 743 and SB 375 reference only automobiles 
and light trucks for VMT analysis. The Project VMT analysis follows this precedent and 
only uses automobiles and light trucks for VMT analysis. 

The use of employee passenger car VMT is an industry standard practice based on OPR's 
guidance. The City of Tracy's draft VMT guidelines and thresholds were created based on 
passenger car VMT. Therefore, to provide an equivalent metric, passenger cars were used 
in the Project's VMT analysis. 

The impact of heavy vehicles is included in the greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, and 
noise analyses. Therefore, the impacts of heavy vehicles are considered under other CEQA 
sections outside of transportation. 

A site plan review has been conducted to confirm the Project meets City design standards. 
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The Project does not include gated entries; therefore, no queuing will result from 
processing time due to entry gates. The Project will construct an eastbound right turn 
pocket for the Schulte Road driveway and a southbound left turn pocket for the Hansen 
Road driveway to facilitate deceleration and queuing storage for vehicles turning into the 
site. These improvements may potentially reduce hazards on the fronting roadways. 

 With respect to the parking-related comments, parking is not a CEQA issue.  As noted in 
Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the DEIR, the proposed Project would be subject to 
Development Review Permit approval by the City, during which City staff would ensure 
that the proposed Project would comply with all applicable City regulations including, but 
not limited to, landscaping and visual screening. Development Review would occur as part 
of the building design and landscape review. 

Response B-8: See Response B-3 regarding employment growth in Planning Subarea 1. A General Plan 
consistency analysis has been added to the Initial Study. See Chapter 3.0, Revisions, of 
this Final EIR. The Project would not conflict with any of the General Plan policies aimed 
to reduce an environmental impact. 

Impacts related to utilities are discussed in Section 3.11, Utilities and Service Systems, of 
the DEIR. The amount of wastewater, water demand, and solid waste generated by the 
Project were quantified, among other Project-specific analysis. The impact analysis in the 
DEIR pertaining to Utilities and Service Systems is adequate and the commenter does not 
provide specific reasoning as to why the analysis is not adequate. The commenter’s 
argument appears to hinge on an incorrect assumption about population generation in 
Planning Subarea 1. 

Response B-9: The approved and/or pending projects are listed in the City’s Project Pipelines Reports 
(March 2024).4 It is noted that, after the DEIR was released, the pipeline report was 
updated (May 2025). The pipeline report is referenced in the footnote in the DEIR 
(reproduced below), and the link in the footnote shows the City’s webpage which contains 
a link to the pipeline report. The updated pipeline report is included as Appendix A of this 
Final EIR. 

 The EIR does not limit the scope of the cumulative analysis to projects within Tracy, as 
claimed by the commenter. In addition to the cumulative growth projections included in 
Table 4.0-1, and the list of past, present, and probable future projects within the City of 
Tracy, each environmental topic discusses the cumulative context. As noted on page 4.0-
3 of Chapter 4.0 of the DEIR, “Some cumulative impacts for issue areas are not 
quantifiable and are therefore discussed in general, qualitative terms as they pertain to 
development patterns in the surrounding region. Exceptions to this are traffic, utilities, 
noise and air quality (the latter two of which are associated with traffic volumes and 
operations associated with the proposed land uses), which may be quantified by 
estimating future traffic patterns, pollutant emitters, etc. and determining the combined 

 
4 Available at: https://www.cityoftracy.org/our-city/departments/planning 
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effects that may result. In consideration of the cumulative scenario described above, the 
proposed Project may result in the following cumulative impacts.” For example, as noted 
on page 4.0-6, “The geographic context for air quality impacts is the San Joaquin Valley 
Air Basin (SJVAB), which consists of eight counties, stretching from Kern County in the 
south to San Joaquin County in the north. The SJVAB is bounded by the Sierra Nevada in 
the east, the Coast Ranges in the west, and the Tehachapi mountains in the south.” 
Further, as noted on page 4.0-8, the geographic context for biological resources includes 
the Project site and the greater San Joaquin County region. 

Response B-10: This comment is noted. 

Response B-11: Impacts related to significant irreversible environmental effects are discussed in Section 
4.2 of Chapter 4.0 of the Recirculated DEIR. The Recirculated DEIR discloses the 
irreversible effects regarding each four bullet point referenced by the commenter. As 
discussed:  

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the conversion of the 
approximately 20.92-acre Development Area, which is comprised of vacant land 
previously used for agricultural purposes as well as residential uses in the 
southern portion of the site for the development of industrial uses. Development 
of the proposed Project would constitute a long-term commitment to these uses. 
It is unlikely that circumstances would arise that would justify the return of the 
land to its previous condition as agricultural or vacant rural land.  

A variety of resources, including land, energy, water, construction materials, and 
human resources would be irretrievably committed for the initial construction, 
infrastructure installation and connection to existing utilities, and its continued 
maintenance. Construction of the proposed Project would require the 
commitment of a variety of other non-renewable or slowly renewable natural 
resources such as lumber and other forest products, sand and gravel, asphalt, 
petrochemicals, and metals. 

Additionally, a variety of resources would be committed to the ongoing operation 
and life of the proposed Project. The introduction of an industrial use to the 
Project site will result in an increase in area traffic over existing conditions. Fossil 
fuels are the principal source of energy and the proposed Project will increase 
consumption of available supplies, including gasoline and diesel. These energy 
resource demands relate to initial Project construction, Project operation and site 
maintenance and the transport of people and goods to and from the Project site. 

Response B-12: The proposed Project is consistent with the land use designation for the project site, as 
defined by the City’s General Plan.  
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As noted in Response B-9, the approved and/or pending projects are listed in the City’s 
Project Pipelines Reports (March 2024).5 It is noted that, after the DEIR was released, the 
pipeline report was updated (May 2025). The pipeline report is referenced in the footnote 
in the DEIR, and the link in the footnote shows the City’s webpage which contains a link 
to the pipeline report. The updated pipeline report is included as Appendix A of this Final 
EIR. 

With respect to employment generation, see Response B-3. Costco Depot Annex Project 
would not result in 1,745 employees, as stated in the comment. The amount of jobs 
generated by the Costco Depot Annex Project would be 150 to 250.   

Response B-13: As discussed on page 5.0-15 of Chapter 5.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, CEQA 
requires that an environmentally superior alternative be identified among the 
alternatives that are analyzed in the EIR. If the No Project (No Build) Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative, an EIR must also identify an environmentally 
superior alternative among the other alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(e)(2)). The environmentally superior alternative is that alternative with the least 
adverse environmental impacts. The Truck Parking Alternative and Reduced Project 
Alternative both rank higher than the proposed Project. The Truck Parking Alternative 
would have equal impacts in three areas, slightly less impacts in one area, and less impacts 
in eight areas.  The Reduced Project Alternative would have slightly less impacts in six 
areas and less impacts in five areas.  Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative would be 
the next environmentally superior alternative. 

 The commenter does not suggest an alternative which would reduce all significant and 
unavoidable impacts. The significant and unavoidable impacts are identified below: 

• Impact 3.1-1: Project implementation may result in substantial adverse effects on 
scenic vistas; 

• Impact 3.10-1: Project implementation may conflict with or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b);  

• Impact 4.2: Cumulative Degradation of the Existing Visual Character of the 
Region;  

• Impact 4.5: Cumulative Impact on the Region's Air Quality; and 
• Impact 4.12: Under Cumulative conditions, the proposed Project would conflict 

with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). 

The DEIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives which eliminate or reduce these 
significant and unavoidable impacts. Any development project alternative on the Project 
site would result in the loss of the visual appearance of the existing agricultural land on 
the site would change the visual character of the Project site in perpetuity. 

 
5 Available at: https://www.cityoftracy.org/our-city/departments/planning 
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Response B-14: This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter. See Responses B-1 through 
B-13. 
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Response to Letter C:  San Joaquin Council of Governments, Inc.  

Response C-1: This comment correctly summarizes the proposed Project description. No further 
response is necessary. 

Response C-2: The SJMSCP is discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR. Tables 3.4-1 and 
3.4-2 on pages 3.4-6 through 3.4-19 of Section 3.4 include columns that show whether 
each plant or animal species that has potential to occur on the Project site is covered by 
the SJMSCP. Background information and implementation strategies associated with the 
SJMSCP are also discussed on pages 3.4-23 through 3.4-25 of the DEIR.  Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 on page 3.4-28 of the DEIR requires the Project proponent to seek 
coverage under the SJMSCP to mitigate for habitat impacts to covered special-status 
species. Coverage involves compensation for habitat impacts on covered species through 
implementation of incidental take and minimization Measures (ITMMs) and payment of 
fees for conversion of lands that may provide habitat for covered special status species. 
These fees are used to preserve and/or create habitat in preserves to be managed in 
perpetuity. Obtaining coverage for a Project includes incidental take authorization 
(permits) under the Endangered Species Act Section 10(a), California Fish and Game Code 
Section 2081, and the MBTA. Coverage under the SJMSCP would fully mitigate all habitat 
impacts on covered special-status species. 

Response C-3: See Response C-2. Incidental Take Minimization Measures would be required for the 
Project. 
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Response to Letter D:  San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department 

Response D-1: This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter. No further response is 
necessary. 

Response D-2: Written confirmation from the Public Works Department that states that improvements 
have been constructed or financial arrangements have been made for any improvements 
for public sewer required by the Project will be obtained by the applicant prior to issuance 
of a building permit. Confirmation that sewer capacity to serve the Project exists will also 
be provided. 

Response D-3: Written confirmation from the Public Works Department that states that improvements 
have been constructed or financial arrangements have been made for any improvements 
for water service required by the Project will be obtained by the applicant prior to 
issuance of a building permit. Confirmation that water capacity to serve the Project exists 
will also be provided. 

Response D-4: This comment is noted. As noted in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
DEIR, the site reconnaissance observed two water wells near the center of the property, 
with two associated aboveground storage tanks (referenced in Section 6.4). The EDR 
Radius Report includes records for two wells on the property with depths of 305 and 265 
feet, respectively. The water supply wells do not represent a Recognized Environmental 
Condition (REC) for the property. It is the City’s policy to require any wells to be 
abandoned shall be abandoned/destroyed under permit and inspection by the EHD (San 
Joaquin County Development Title, Section 9-1110.3 & 9-1110.4). This is an existing 
regulation that is in place and there is not a need for a measure requiring this existing 
requirement. The Project applicant will be required to comply with all applicable state 
and local (including both San Joaquin County and City of Tracy) requirements.  

Response D-5: This comment is noted. It is the City’s policy to require any geotechnical drilling to be 
conducted under permit and inspection by The Environmental Health Department (San 
Joaquin County Development Title, Section 9-1115.3 and 9-1115.6). This is an existing 
regulation that is in place and there is not a need for a measure requiring this existing 
requirement. The Project applicant will be required to comply with all applicable state 
and local (including both San Joaquin County and City of Tracy) requirements. 

Response D-6: This comment is noted. As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the 
operational phase would occur after construction is completed and business operations 
commence on a day-to-day basis. The Project would include the construction and 
subsequent operation of a warehouse and distribution building to support distribution 
and commerce facilities in the area. The Project would not routinely transport, use, or 
dispose of hazardous materials, or present a reasonably foreseeable release of hazardous 
materials, with the exception of degreasers, lubricants, and common cleaning agents. If 
handled appropriately, these materials would not pose a significant risk. The DEIR 
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includes mitigation measures to ensure that impacts related to hazardous materials are 
less than significant.  

While the risk of exposure to hazardous materials cannot be eliminated, measures can be 
implemented to reduce risk to acceptable levels. Adherence to existing regulations would 
ensure compliance with safety standards related to the use and storage of hazardous 
materials, and the safety procedures mandated by applicable federal, State, and local 
laws and regulations would ensure that risks resulting from the routine transportation, 
use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials during the operational phase of the 
proposed Project would be less than significant.  
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Response to Letter E:  San Joaquin LAFCO 

Response E-1: This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter and discusses LAFCO’s 
regulatory responsibility. See Responses E-2 through E-9. 

Response E-2: As discussed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the RDEIR, the Project site is currently 
within San Joaquin County, and within the City of Tracy’s SOI 10-Year Planning Horizon. 
The proposed Project would result in the annexation of the Project site into the City of 
Tracy. The EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects from annexation of the 
Project site into the City of Tracy. Annexation of the Project site is consistent with the 
growth plans for the City of Tracy. The Project site is shown in Figure 2.0-3. 

Response E-3: As noted on pages 3.2-8 and 3.2-9 of Section 3.2 of the DEIR, Government Codes defines 
“Prime agricultural land” as follows:  

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:  

• Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class I or class II in the USDA Natural 
Resources Conservation Service land use capability classification, whether or 
not land is actually irrigated, provided that irrigation is feasible.  

• Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 Storie Index Rating.  
• 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 in the National 
Range and Pasture Handbook, Revision 1, December 2003.  

• Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have 
a nonbearing period of less than five years and that will return during the 
commercial bearing period on an annual basis from the production of 
unprocessed agricultural plant production not less than four hundred dollars 
($400) per acre.  

• Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant 
products an annual gross value of not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per 
acre for three of the previous five calendar years.  

The Project site does not contain land that: has supported livestock used for the 
production of food or fiber; is planted with nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that 
have a nonbearing period of less than five years; or has returned from the production of 
unprocessed agricultural plant products an annual gross value of not less than four 
hundred dollars ($400) per acre for three of the previous five calendar years. Additionally, 
the site is not irrigated and irrigation of the site is not feasible. 

As shown in Figure 3.6-1 in Section 3.6 of the DEIR, the entire site is made up of Capay 
clay, 0 to 1% slopes. The California Revised Storie Index for this soil type is Grade 4 – Poor. 
As such, the Project does not meet the “Prime agricultural land” definition. This 
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information has been added to Section 3.2 of the DEIR. See Chapter 3.0, Revisions, of this 
Final EIR.  

Response E-4: As noted in Impact 3.2-3 of Section 3.2 of the DEIR, neighboring agricultural land, 
including Prime Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance, are located to the west, 
south, and east the Project site as shown on Figure 3.2-1. Industrial warehouses would be 
developed on the 20.92-acre Development Area with implementation of the proposed 
Project.  

The City’s General Plan anticipates that agricultural lands to the north, east, south, and 
west of the Project site would develop with urban uses. Existing agricultural lands that 
are located adjacent to the Project site to the east and south may be impacted by the 
increased human presence on the Project site. The City’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance 
reduces the potential for conflict between existing agricultural lands and adjacent uses. 
The notification procedures in the ordinance serves to inform landowners and developers 
of non-agricultural uses in the area and the expectations with regard to agricultural 
activities in order to reduce complaints.  

The City of Tracy General Plan Amendment to the DEIR (2006) identifies that the location 
or nature of the General Plan could result in the conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use and identified General Plan policies (i.e., OSC-2.1-P2, OSC-2.1-P3, OSC-
2.2-P1, CC-4.1-P2, and CC-4.1-P3) to support the continuation of working farmland and 
agricultural land to maintain agricultural use adjacent to non-agricultural uses. However, 
the EIR concluded that implementation of the General Plan would result in a significant 
and unavoidable impact due to the additional and incompatible urban development 
adjacent to agricultural uses (City of Tracy General Plan Amendment to the DEIR, 2006, 
pp. 72).  

General Plan Policy OSC-2.2-P-1 requires buffer zones, such as roads, setbacks and other 
physical boundaries, at the interface of urban development and farmland in order to 
minimize conflicts between the uses. These buffer zones are required to be of sufficient 
size to protect the agriculture operations from the impacts of incompatible development 
and be established based on the proposed land use, site conditions and anticipated 
agricultural practices. Additionally, Policy OSC-2.2-P-2 requires that the land uses near 
agricultural operations be limited to those not negatively impacted by dust, noise, and 
odors.  

Neither the City’s Right-to-Farm Ordinance nor its General Plan Policies define the width 
or specifics of desired buffer types for agricultural uses. Most of the proposed 
development would be buffered from existing agricultural operations by Old Schulte Road 
on the eastern side of the Project site and by the Delta Mendota Canal on the southern 
side of the Project site. Additionally, an industrial warehouse Project, the Costco Depot 
Annexation Project, is currently (as of November 2024) proposed adjacent east of the 
Project site. The proposed Project includes parking areas, stormwater drainage areas, and 
landscaping along the perimeter of the site. These areas would provide a buffer between 
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agricultural uses and the Project site. As discussed previously, the City’s Right to Farm 
Ordinance is intended to reduce the occurrence of such conflicts between nonagricultural 
and agricultural land uses within the City through requiring the transferor of any property 
in the City to provide a disclosure statement describing that the City permits agricultural 
operations, including those that utilize chemical fertilizers and pesticides. The proposed 
project is not anticipated to lead to the permanent indirect conversion of offsite 
agricultural lands to a non-agricultural use. The project would not extend infrastructure 
or roadway access to offsite agricultural lands. Therefore, impacts associated with the 
potential to result in conflicts with adjacent agricultural lands or indirectly cause 
conversion of agricultural lands are less than significant. 

Response E-5: A General Plan level of service (LOS) analysis of the Project will be completed. The LOS 
analysis will include, among other items, trip distribution analysis for the study area 
roadways. Any improvements determined to be required by the LOS analysis will be 
imposed as conditions of approval (COAs) for the Project. Should trips be distributed to 
the east of the Project, the City will consider whether or not additional right of way 
annexation will be required for City maintenance. 

Response E-6: The proposed annexation area includes the Project site only. The City is actively 
considering a larger annexation area, separate from the proposed Project. Should the City 
determine that a larger annexation area which includes the proposed Project site be 
required, a Condition of Approval on the Project which requires annexation prior to 
issuance of a building permit or prior to when the traffic impacts are expected to occur 
will be required. 

Response E-7: The proposed annexation will require a Plan for Services. The annexation proposal will 
include a Plan for Services consistent with the applicable MSR. 

Response E-8: See Response E-7. The Plan for Services requirement will be noted in the staff report or 
conditions of approval for the Project. 

Response E-9: This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Response to Letter F:  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

Response F-1: This comment is noted, as this comment provides an introductory statement, introducing 
the comment letter and summarizing the Project details. No further response to this 
comment is warranted. 

Response F-2: The commentor states that the operational emissions may have been underestimated, 
since the modeling conducted for the Project uses the CalEEMod default HHD truck trip 
length of approximately 14 miles. However, the usage of the CalEEMod default HHD truck 
trip length of approximately 14 miles is appropriate, since more precise information is not 
available.6  

CalEEMod User’s Guide7, page 1, states: “CalEEMod utilizes widely accepted 
methodologies for estimating emissions combined with default data that can be used 
when site-specific information is not available. Sources of these methodologies and 
default data include the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) AP-42 
emission factors, California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) vehicle emission models, and 
studies commissioned by California agencies such as the California Energy Commission 
(CEC) and California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). In 
addition, some local air districts provided customized values to support defaults and 
calculations for projects located in their jurisdictions.” 

Additionally, page 10 of the CalEEMod User’s Guide states that “CalEEMod was designed 
with default assumptions supported by substantial evidence to the extent available at the 
time of programming. The functionality and content of CalEEMod is based on fully 
adopted methods and data. However, CalEEMod was also designed to allow the user to 
change the defaults to reflect site- or project-specific information, when available, 
provided that the information is supported by substantial evidence.” 

The CalEEMod User Guide states that default CalEEMod parameters shall be utilized, 
when more specific factors are not available. Since specific average heavy-duty truck 
travel trip lengths were not available, the default CalEEMod parameter was utilized, 
consistent with CalEEMod methodology. Therefore, the usage of the CalEEMod default 
trip length of 14 miles is appropriate for modeling for the proposed Project. 

Separately, the commentor recommends that a Voluntary Emissions Reduction 
Agreement (VERA) should be included for the Project. The commentor provides details 
for what a VERA is and what it may include. 

This comment is noted. Given that a VERA is a “Voluntary Agreement,” the feasibility of 
entering into such an agreement cannot be measured because the terms of the 
agreement and the party’s willingness to “agree” to such terms is not known and can not 

 
6 The CalEEMod User’s Guide states that CalEEMod defaults should be used when more project-specific 
information is not available. See: https://www.caleemod.com/user-guide 

7 See: https://www.caleemod.com/documents/user-guide/01_User%20Guide.pdf 
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be guaranteed. A “voluntary agreement” cannot be mandated through CEQA because it 
cannot be guaranteed that the terms of the agreement would be agreeable to both 
parties. Nevertheless, the City recognizes that a VERA is one method that can be used to 
try to reduce emissions through implementing a variety of programs for onsite and offsite 
mitigation. The City can educate applicants on the benefits of a VERA, and recommend 
consulting with the Air District during the Indirect Source Review to see if such “voluntary 
agreement” can be reached. The SJVAPCD has established “thresholds” that are not net 
zero, but they do encourage VERAs to reduce air emissions beyond their thresholds.  

It is noted that Rule 9510 is a regulation that is imposed by the SJVAPCD to collect fees 
for emissions that exceed the threshold of significance established by the SJVAPCD after 
all calculated onsite and offsite mitigation, from construction and operation of the 
building/end user, can be calculated and is applied. The proposed Project is subject to the 
SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review [ISR] rule), which could result in substantial 
mitigation of emissions beyond what is reflected in the modeling outputs provided in the 
EIR. The reductions are accomplished by the incorporation of measures into individual 
projects and/or by the payment of an Indirect Source Rule fee for any required reductions 
that have not been accomplished through Project mitigation commitments. The actual 
calculations will be accomplished by the SJVAPCD and project applicants through the 
regulatory permitting process as the Project (i.e., or portions of the Project) are brought 
forward for approval under Rule 9510. The Project applicant would be required to pay the 
ISR fee to the SJVAPCD at that time. Ultimately, the SJVAPCD utilizes the fees to fund 
offsite projects that reduce emissions to at, or below, the thresholds of significance 
established by the SJVAPCD. The performance-based metric for each individual case, is 
actual emissions compared to the threshold. No further response to this comment is 
warranted. 

Response F-3: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
RDEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measures are 
not warranted. Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of the 
emissions reduction strategies that are listed by the commentor. 

Response F-4: This comment is noted.  It should also be noted that the Project site is located close to 
major freeways and there are no neighborhoods between the closest freeway exits and 
the project site. Moreover, HHD truck routes for the Project are relatively straightforward. 
Therefore, further analysis of HHD truck routes beyond what has already been conducted 
by Kimley Horn is not warranted. No further response to this comment is warranted. 

Response F-5: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
RDEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measure(s) (i.e. 
to require fleets associated with operational activities utilize the cleanest available HHD 
trucks, including zero and near-zero technologies) are not warranted. Nevertheless, the 
Project applicant will consider the feasibility of this measure. 
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Response F-6: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
RDEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation measure(s) are not warranted. 
Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of this measure. 

Response F-7: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
DEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measure(s) are 
not warranted. Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of this 
measure. 

Response F-8: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
DEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measure(s) are 
not warranted. Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of this 
measure. 

Response F-9: This comment is noted. The DEIR was recirculated under the RDEIR, and within the RDEIR, 
Section 3.3: Air Quality was updated to include an analysis of annual diesel particulate 
matter (DPM) emissions for construction. As identified by the commentor, incorporating 
this additional analysis did not change the ‘less than significant’ determination within the 
DEIR for this environmental impact. Refer to the RDEIR’s Section 3.3: Air Quality, for 
further detail. No further response to this comment is warranted. 

Response F-10: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
RDEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measure(s) are 
not warranted. Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of this 
measure. 

Response F-11: The commentor identifies various Air District rules and regulations  that may be applicable 
to the proposed Project. No further response to this comment is warranted. 

Response F-12: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 2010 and 2201 may be applicable to the 
proposed Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules 
and regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further 
response to this comment is warranted. 

Response F-13: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 9510 may be applicable to the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules and 
regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further response 
to this comment is warranted. 

Response F-14: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 9410 may be applicable to the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules and 
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regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further response 
to this comment is warranted. 

Response F-15: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 4002 may be applicable to the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules and 
regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further response 
to this comment is warranted. 

Response F-16: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 4601 may be applicable to the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules and 
regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further response 
to this comment is warranted. 

Response F-17: The commentor identifies that Air District Regulation VIII may be applicable to the 
proposed Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules 
and regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further 
response to this comment is warranted. 

Response F-18: The commentor states that they recommend that a copy of the District’s comments be 
provided to the Project proponent. All comments on the DEIR and RDEIR, including Letter 
F, have been forwarded to the Project proponent. 

Response F-19: The commentor provides their contact information. No response to this comment is 
warranted. 

 

  



2.0 COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 
 

2.0-68 Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 
 

G-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

G-2 



COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 2.0-69 
 

 

 

 

G-2 
cont’d 



2.0 COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 
 

2.0-70 Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 
 

 

 

 

G-2 
cont’d 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

G-3 



COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 2.0 
 

Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 2.0-71 
 

  

G-3 
cont’d 

 

 

 

 

 

G-4 



2.0 COMMENTS ON DEIR AND RDEIR AND RESPONSES 
 

2.0-72 Final Environmental Impact Report – Schulte Road Warehouse 
 

Response to Letter G:  San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority 

Response G-1: This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter. No further response is 
necessary. 

Response G-2: While encroachment upon the Delta Mendota Canal is not anticipated as part of the 
Project activities, should encroachment be required, the applicant will proactively involve 
the San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Should 
encroachment be required, the Reclamation Guideline requirements would be adhered 
to. 

Response G-3: Impacts related to erosion and sediment discharge are discussed in the DEIR and Initial 
Study (Appendix A of the DEIR). Impact 3.11-5 of Section 3.11, Utilities and Service 
Systems, of the DEIR states that, because the proposed Project increases impervious 
surface area from an existing undeveloped and predominately previous site, the Project 
site could increase runoff significantly, Project impacts to stormwater are considered 
potentially significant. Onsite storm drainage would be installed to serve the proposed 
Project. Development of the proposed Project would include construction of a new storm 
drainage system, including a drainage collection system, and detention basins. 
Stormwater treatment/detention basins and stormwater bioretention treatment 
planters would be located throughout the Project site, mainly in the proposed landscaped 
areas and along West Schulte Road. Stormwater runoff from each of the drainage areas 
would be routed to a series of on-site stormwater bioretention treatment planters and 
treatment/detention basins. Best management practices (BMPs) will be applied to the 
proposed development to limit the concentrations of constituents in any site runoff to 
acceptable levels. Stormwater flows from the Project site would be directed to the 
proposed stormwater treatment basins, treatment planters, and bioretention areas by a 
new stormwater conveyance system on the Project site. Stormwater runoff would not be 
allowed to discharge directly to the existing storm drains in West Schulte Road without 
first discharging to the bioretention areas. The landscaping plan includes stormwater 
treatment plantings in the treatment/detention basins.  Additionally, erosion and 
sediment control measures would be implemented during construction. 

 Further, Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 requires the Project applicant to install a drainage 
system that meets this performance standard and, prior to issuance of grading permits, 
provide a drainage plan and report to the City of Tracy for review and approval. The 
proposed Project would participate in the implementation of the Citywide Storm 
Drainage Master Plan through the payment of fees and/or the construction of Master 
Plan facilities with corresponding credits. The proposed storm drainage system, erosion 
and sediment control measures, and drainage plan would ensure that the Project would 
not increase erosion or sediment discharges into the Delta Mendota Canal. 

Response G-4: This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter. No further response is 
necessary.  
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Response to Letter H:  Sierra Club, Delta-Sierra Group 

Response H-1: Any future digital notices regarding this and every discretionary project that is pending 
with the City will be sent to Eric Parfrey at the Sierra Club.  

Response H-2: The commenter’s letter is fully addressed in the RDEIR. The DEIR was recirculated as an 
RDEIR, in part to address some of the comments provided by this comment letter, and 
consistent with the commentor’s request within this comment. For detailed responses 
regarding the air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG), transportation, public health, and other 
issues raised by the commenter, see Responses H-3 through H-12.  

Response H-3: The commentor states that the DEIR’s analysis of GHG impacts is insufficient and that the 
conclusion that impacts are less than significant is unsupported.  This is incorrect.  

As stated on page 3.7-20 of the RDEIR, the vast majority of individual projects do not 
generate sufficient GHG emissions to create a project-specific impact through a direct 
influence to climate change; therefore, the issue of climate change typically involves an 
analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an impact is cumulatively 
considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15355). 

For individual proposed projects, the significance of GHG emissions may be evaluated 
based on locally adopted quantitative thresholds, or consistency with a regional GHG 
reduction plan (such as a Climate Action Plan). 

The Supreme Court’s decision in Center for Biological Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish 
& Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204 (“Newhall Ranch”) determined that comparative analysis 
of GHG emissions could be applicable based on local or regional data of the project 
location. However, the court did not specify in detail what kind of comparative 
(quantitative) analysis would be considered adequate. An alternative way to satisfy the 
greenhouse gas requirements is to rely on a locally qualified Climate Action Plan (CAP) if 
it is adequately supported. 

More recently, in the Golden Door Properties, LLF v. County of San Diego (“Golden Door”) 
case, the court indicated that, in order for a use of a quantitative threshold for GHGs to 
be applicable, the quantitative threshold must to be adopted by the City via resolution, 
ordinance, or regulation, needs to undergo include a public review process, and must be 
supported by substantial evidence. The City of Tracy has not adopted a quantitative 
threshold for GHGs that satisfy these requirements. Therefore, the use of a quantitative 
threshold to analyze GHGs is not available for the Project. 

Rather, the approach utilized is an analysis of the Project’s consistency with the applicable 
GHG-related plans, policies, and regulations, which represents an appropriate approach 
to analyzing the potential for the Project to generate significant impacts related to GHGs. 
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This approach was taken in Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and Energy, 
of the RDEIR, and is consistent with current case law (including the Newhall Ranch and 
Golden Door cases). 

Overall, the analysis provided in Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and 
Energy of the RDEIR provides a qualitative assessment of the Project’s compliance with 
the applicable plans, policies, and regulations for the purposes of reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions. This analysis determined that the proposed Project would be consistent 
with relevant plans, policies, and regulations associated with GHGs, notably the most 
recent version of the CARB’s Scoping Plan and the SJCOG’s 2022 RTP/SCS. This would 
ensure that the proposed Project would be consistent with, and would not impair, the 
State’s carbon neutrality standard by year 2045 as established under AB 1279.  
Separately, disclosure of the Project’s estimated construction and operation-related GHG 
emissions are provided for the purposes of disclosure. This approach does not ignore the 
volume of GHG emissions generated by the project; instead, the Project’s emissions are 
disclosed and the Project is evaluated based on its consistency with the applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations that are in place and have been designed to ensure that the 
Project would not generate significant GHG emissions. 

Moreover, with the included analysis of the Project’s consistency with the 2022 Scoping 
Plan, the RDEIR addresses whether the project is consistent with AB 1279, since the 2022 
Scoping Plan has been designed consistent with the requirements of AB 1279, including 
the requirement to achieving carbon neutrality as soon as possible, but no later than 
2045, and maintaining net negative GHG emissions thereafter, as well as to ensure that 
California reduces GHG emissions to 85 percent below 1990 levels by 2045. As provided 
in the RDEIR, the Project would be consistent with the 2022 Scoping Plan, and would 
thereby be consistent with the requirements of AB 1279.  

Lastly, with regard to the Tracy Sustainability Action Plan (SAP), as stated on page 3.7-20 
of the RDEIR, the sustainability measures included with the City of Tracy Sustainability 
Action Plan do not apply to land use projects. Moreover, the Tracy SAP only includes 
sustainability targets for year 2020, which has now come and passed. Therefore, the Tracy 
SAP is longer an applicable document for the purposes of analyzing GHGs. 

It should be noted that, subsequent to publication of the DEIR, a recirculated and revised 
Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and Energy was included in the RDEIR. 
The recirculated Section 3.7 includes some updated text and analysis. For example, 
Additional information was added to describe how the relevance of the Golden Door case, 
including under the discussion relating to the Tracy SAP; additional consistency analysis 
was added within Table 3.7-3 (Project Consistency with CARB 2022 Scoping Plan); 
revisions were made to the Table 3.7-4 (Project Consistency with SJCOG’s 2022 RTP/SCS); 
several new GHG mitigation measures were included; the energy topic was included, 
which analyzes the Project’s energy-related impacts in relation to the applicable CEQA 
thresholds of significance.  
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Response H-4: The commentor states that the qualitative analysis of GHGs is not supported by factual 
evidence. This is incorrect.  

As stated on page 3.7-20 of the RDEIR, the vast majority of individual projects do not 
generate sufficient GHG emissions to create a project-specific impact through a direct 
influence to climate change; therefore, the issue of climate change typically involves an 
analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an impact is cumulatively 
considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15355). 

Overall, the analysis provided in Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change and 
Energy of the RDEIR provides a factually based and appropriate assessment of the 
Project’s compliance with the applicable plans, policies, and regulations for the purposes 
of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, to evaluate whether Project implementation 
would or would not generate GHGs that have a significant impact on the environment. 
Ultimately, statewide policies are largely responsible for ensuring that the state achieves 
its long-term GHG emissions goals. This analysis determined that the proposed Project 
would be consistent with relevant plans, policies, and regulations associated with GHGs, 
notably the most recent version of the CARB’s Scoping Plan, and the SJCOG’s 2022 
RTP/SCS, thus ensuring that the Project would not generate GHGs that have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

For example, Table 3.7-3 demonstrates that the Project would be consistent with the 
2022 Scoping Plan, since it would not conflict with the applicable 2022 Scoping Plan 
policies included within the plan, in order to ensure consistency with the AB 1279 GHG 
reduction targets of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045, and reducing anthropogenic 
emissions to 85 percent below 1990 levels by 2045 (it should also be noted that this 
table was updated for the RDEIR). The proposed Project’s operational emissions would 
be further reduced as regulations are implemented by the CARB and other State 
agencies to comply with the statewide GHG reduction targets. Many of these 
regulations are already identified in the 2022 Scoping Plan. Similarly, Table 3.7-4 
demonstrates how the Project would not conflict with SJCOG’s 2022 RTP/SCS (it should 
also be noted that this table was also updated for the RDEIR).  

This would ensure that the proposed Project would be consistent with, and would not 
impair, the State’s carbon neutrality standard by year 2045 as established under AB 1279.  
Separately, disclosure of the Project’s estimated construction and operation-related GHG 
emissions are provided for the purposes of disclosure. This approach does not ignore the 
volume of GHG emissions generated by the project; instead, the Project’s emissions are 
disclosed and the Project is evaluated based on its consistency with the applicable plans, 
policies, and regulations that are in place and have been designed to ensure that the 
Project would not generate significant GHG emissions.  
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Response H-5: The commentor states that the EIR must incorporate additional feasible mitigation 
measures. This is incorrect.  

 Mitigation measures for GHG impacts are not required or appropriate, since the proposed 
Project would have a ‘less than significant’ impact associated with GHG impacts (as 
provided in Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change of the RDEIR). As 
described under Comment Response H-3, for individual proposed projects, the 
significance of GHG emissions may be evaluated based on locally adopted quantitative 
thresholds, or consistency with a regional GHG reduction plan (such as a Climate Action 
Plan). The City of Tracy does not have a current regional GHG reduction plan. The 
Supreme Court’s decision in Center for Biological Diversity v. California Dept. of Fish & 
Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204 (“Newhall Ranch”) determined that comparative analysis of 
GHG emissions could be applicable based on local or regional data of the project location. 
However, the court did not specify in detail what kind of comparative (quantitative) 
analysis would be considered adequate. An alternative way to satisfy the greenhouse gas 
requirements is to rely on a locally qualified Climate Action Plan (CAP) if it is adequately 
supported. More recently, in the Golden Door Properties, LLF v. County of San Diego 
(“Golden Door”) case, the court indicated that, in order for a use of a quantitative 
threshold for GHGs to be applicable, the quantitative threshold must to be adopted by 
the City via resolution, ordinance, or regulation, needs to undergo include a public review 
process, and must to be supported by substantial evidence. The City of Tracy has not 
adopted a quantitative threshold for GHGs that satisfy these requirements. Therefore, 
the use of a quantitative threshold to analyze GHGs is not appropriate for the Project. 

Rather, the analysis approach utilized is an analysis of the Project’s consistency with all 
other applicable GHG-related plans, policies, and regulations, which represents an 
appropriate approach to analyzing the potential for the Project to generate significant 
impacts related to GHGs. This approach was taken in Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, 
Climate Change and Energy of the RDEIR, and is consistent with current case law 
(including the Newhall Ranch and Golden Door cases). 

Overall, the analysis provided in Section 3.7 of the RDEIR provides a qualitative 
assessment of the Project’s compliance with the applicable plans, policies, and 
regulations for the purposes of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. This analysis 
determined that the proposed Project would be consistent with relevant plans, policies, 
and regulations associated with GHGs, notably the most recent version of the CARB’s 
Scoping Plan, and the SJCOG’s 2022 RTP/SCS. This would ensure that the proposed Project 
would be consistent with, and would not impair, the State’s carbon neutrality standard 
by year 2045 as established under AB 1279.  Separately, disclosure of the Project’s 
estimated construction and operation-related GHG emissions are provided for the 
purposes of disclosure. Therefore, neither a specific quantitative reduction in GHG 
emissions associated with the Project, nor implementation of mitigation measures for 
GHG emissions, are required. No further response to this comment is warranted. 
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Moreover, it should be noted that, subsequent to publication of the DEIR, a revised and 
recirculated Section 3.7: Greenhouse Gases, Climate Change, and Energy was included in 
the RDEIR. The recirculated Section 3.7 includes some updated text and analysis, as well 
as additional mitigation measures. For example, Additional information was added to 
describe how the relevance of the Golden Door case, including under the discussion  
relating to the Tracy SAP; additional consistency analysis was added within Table 3.7-3 
(Project Consistency with CARB 2022 Scoping Plan); revisions were made to the Table 3.7-
4 (Project Consistency with SJCOG’s 2022 RTP/SCS); several new GHG mitigation 
measures were included (i.e. Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 through 3.3-3 in order to make a 
reasonable fair share contribution to the State’s GHG reduction goals); the energy topic 
was included, which analyzes the Project’s energy-related impacts in relation to the 
applicable CEQA thresholds of significance. No further response to this comment is 
warranted. 

Response H-6: This comment is noted. In contrast to the commentor’s claim, the Project complies with 
all of the examples of best practices for studying air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, 
as cited by the California Department of Justice’s Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and 
Mitigation Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act. It should 
also be noted that the DEIR was revised and recirculated, and the RDEIR includes a new 
table (Table 3.3-8) that specifically analyzes the proposed Project’s consistency with the 
State of California Department of Justice Best Practices When Studying Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This includes the best practice, when analyzing cumulative 
impacts, to thoroughly consider the project’s incremental impact in combination with 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, even if the project’s individual 
impacts do not exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Regarding cumulative 
impacts, the Project’s cumulative impacts are analyzed on page 4.0-6 through 4.0-8 of the 
RDEIR. As stated there, the SJCOG RTP/SCS growth projections provide for future 
employment/population factors. The development of the SJVAPCD AQAP is based in part 
on the land use general plan projections of the various cities and counties that constitute 
the Air Basin. The City of Tracy General Plan Land Use Element designates the Project site 
as Industrial, which is intended to accommodate flex/office space, manufacturing, 
warehousing and distribution, and ancillary uses for workers’ needs. Therefore, the 
proposed Project, which involves the development of light industrial, warehouse and 
distribution and related uses, is considered consistent with the site’s General Plan land 
use designation and its traffic would be included in volumes projected for analysis of the 
General Plan. Moreover, the proposed Project’s cumulative impacts were included as part 
of the cumulative analysis contained within the City of Tracy General Plan EIR, since the 
City of Tracy General Plan Land Use Element designates the Project site as Industrial, 
which is consistent with the Project. 

 With regard to the commentor’s claim the EIR fails to include a quantitative health risk 
assessment, this is true only because it was determined, pursuant to the SJVAPCD 
screening methodology and California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) guidance, a full quantitative health risk assessment is not required for the 
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Project. As described on pages 3.3-389 through 3.3-40 of the RDEIR, the SJVAPCD has 
established a screening calculator entitled the “Prioritization Calculator”. An estimate of 
operational DPM emissions generated by the heavy-duty trucks and delivery vans 
associated with the proposed project was calculated for on-site mobile and idling 
emissions, and off-site mobile emissions 0.25 miles from the Project site, in accordance 
with OEHHA guidance, as recommended by the SJVAPCD.  The estimate of DPM emissions 
were based on the data provided in the Traffic Analysis for the proposed project, and with 
diesel particulate matter mobile emission rates from CARB’s EMFAC2021 database (for 
year 2022, San Joaquin County; emission rates for DPM; 10 MPH for on-site truck travel 
and 55 MPH for off-site truck travel), and from standard heavy-duty truck idling emission 
rates from CARB. Additionally, as provided on pages 3.3-40 and 3.3-41 of Section 3.3 of 
the RDEIR, construction-related DPM was analyzed along with operational-related DPM 
with the SJVAPCD’s screening calculator, and overall risks associated with TACs were 
found to well below the SJVAPCD threshold of 10 that would require development of air 
toxics Health Risk Assessment (HRA) that includes air dispersion modeling (see the 
discussion below for further detail).   

Overall, the results of the screening analysis show that the cancer and non-cancer risks 
associated with the proposed project are below the SJVAPCD screening thresholds 
contained within their Prioritization Calculator. Specifically, the Prioritization Calculator 
estimates that the prioritization score associated with total cancer risk from proposed 
project operational and construction-related DPM (combined) would be approximately 
0.122, well below the SJVAPCD threshold of 10 that would require development of air 
toxics Health Risk Assessment (HRA) that includes air dispersion modeling.. Analysis of the 
Project’s health risks associated with Project construction were included within the 
RDEIR; that is, the RDEIR analyzes the combination of operational and construction-
related TACs would remain below the Prioritization Calculator thresholds. Therefore, a 
full quantitative health risk assessment is not necessary for the Project. 

Regarding the commentor’s statement that the EIR does not provide evidence of the 
claim that the Project would comply with the relevant AQAP, this is untrue. As stated on 
pages 3.3-30 and 3.3-31 of the RDEIR, the Project is in conformance with the CARB’s 
three-step approach to determine project conformality with the AQAP. Specifically, the 
SJVAPCD has implemented the current, modified 2016 8-hour AQAP as approved by CARB 
and approved by USEPA for the 2008 8-hour O3 standard; the SJCOG RTP/SCS growth 
projections provide for future employment/population factors. The development of the 
SJVAPCD AQAP is based in part on the land use general plan projections of the various 
cities and counties that constitute the Air Basin. The City of Tracy General Plan Land Use 
Element designates the Project site as Industrial, which is intended to accommodate 
flex/office space, manufacturing, warehousing and distribution, and ancillary uses for 
workers’ needs. Therefore, the proposed Project, which involves the development of light 
industrial, warehouse and distribution and related uses, is considered consistent with the 
site’s General Plan land use designation and its traffic would be included in volumes 
projected for analysis of the General Plan. The SJVAPCD AQP is based on the growth 
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assumptions of the City of Tracy General Plan and SJCOG RTP/SCS. Since the Project is 
consistent with the SJCOG RTP/SCS, and SJCOG RTP/SCS projections are incorporated into 
the SIP, the Project is also consistent with the SIP; the Project incorporates various policy 
and rule-required implementation measures that would reduce related emissions, 
including all of the current Air District rules and regulations. For example, the proposed 
Project would be required to implement Air District Rule 9510, which ensures that the 
Project would fulfill the Air District’s emissions reduction commitments in the relevant 
PM10 and Ozone Attainment plans. In addition, the Project would comply with all 
applicable stationary source permitting rules implemented by SJVAPCD, which further 
confirms the Project would not cause or contribute to any ambient air quality standard 
exceedances. 

Lastly, with regard to the measures that would be required to be implemented under Air 
District Rule 9510, this is not determined at this time, nor are such measures required to 
be determined at the time of the publication of the RDEIR. Moreover, it should be noted 
that, air quality impacts are found in the RDEIR to be ‘less than significant’, even without 
any consideration of the potential reduction in emissions that may be associated with the 
development of an AIA under Air District Rule 9510, and therefore, no mitigation 
measures for the air quality topic are warranted. Therefore, the concerns stated by the 
commentor on this issue are moot. No further response to this comment is warranted. 

Response H-7: Swainson’s hawk and burrowing owl are discussed on pages 3.4-13, 3.4-14, and 3.4-33 
through 3.4-35 of Section 3.4, Biological Resource, of the DEIR. Additionally, as discussed 
on page 3.4-3 of the DEIR, the project site was subject to a field survey by Principal 
Biologist Steve McMurtry on April 16, 2022. The site reconnaissance survey served several 
purposes. First, it served as reconnaissance of the site to establish the existing conditions 
of the site and to verify information gathered in the pre-field investigation. This included 
identification of the habitat types, hydrologic features, topography, soil characteristics, 
and vegetation. The field investigations followed the Protocols for Surveying and 
Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities 
(CDFW 2009). Habitat was recorded. Visibility during each survey was excellent.  

 Additionally, as noted on pages 3.4-31 and 3.4-32 of the DEIR, powerlines located in the 
vicinity and trees on-site represent potentially suitable nesting habitat for a variety of 
special-status birds. Powerlines exist throughout the region and mature trees are located 
on the Project site. Least Bell's vireos, a riparian species, depends on dense, low-growing 
thickets of willows, mulefat, mugwort, and California wild rose. Vireos inhabit areas 
where an overstory of taller willows, cottonwoods, and sycamores is also present. During 
the winter, they are known to occur in mesquite scrub vegetation. Foraging sometimes 
takes place in adjacent chaparral and coastal sage scrub. Nesting or foraging habitat for 
least Bell’s vireo is not found on-site; as such, this species has no potential to be present.  

The agricultural land represents potentially suitable nesting habitat for the ground-
nesting birds. The CNDDB currently contains nesting records for Swainson's hawk and 
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burrowing owl in the vicinity of the Project site. In addition to the species described 
above, common raptors and migratory birds may nest in or adjacent to the Project site. 

 These two bird species are both covered species under the San Joaquin County Multi-
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (SJMSCP). Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 requires the 
applicant to seek coverage under the SJMSCP, which would involve compensation for 
habitat impacts on covered species through implementation of incidental take and 
minimization measures (ITMMs) and payment of fees for conversion of lands that may 
provide habitat for covered special status species. These fees are used to preserve and/or 
create habitat in preserves to be managed in perpetuity. Additionally, as part of the 
SJMSCP, SJCOG requires preconstruction surveys for projects that initiate grading 
activities during the avian breeding season (March 1 – August 31). When active nests are 
identified, the biologists develop buffer zones around the active nests as deemed 
appropriate until the young have fledged. 

There is no reason to believe that the Project would not be covered under the SJMSCP. 
Further, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife submitted a DEIR comment letter 
(Letter A in this chapter); their letter did not indicate that additional mitigation for this 
species should be provided.  

Response H-8: For detailed responses to the commenter’s concerns provided in this comment, please 
see Responses H-2 through H-7. 

Response H-9: This comment does not warrant a response as it includes information regarding a 
settlement agreement that is not related to this Project and does not address or pertain 
to the proposed Project or EIR.  

Response H-10: This comment does not warrant a response as it includes information regarding the 
Attorney General “Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to 
Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act” and does not address or pertain 
to the proposed Project or EIR. It should be noted that the DEIR was revised and 
recirculated, and the RDEIR includes a new table (Table 3.3-8) that specifically analyzes 
the proposed Project’s consistency with the State of California Department of Justice Best 
Practices When Studying Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

Response H-11: This comment does not warrant a response as it includes a news article about Gavin 
Newsom signing a controversial bill regulating California warehouse development and 
does not address or pertain to the proposed Project or EIR. 
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Response to Letter I:  California Department of Conservation  

Response I-1:  This comment is noted. This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter. 
No further response is necessary. 

Response I-2: Impacts associated with hazardous materials, including the possible contamination 
associated with wells or the release of hazardous materials, are discussed in Section 3.8, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the DEIR. As discussed in Impact 3.8-1 of Section 3.8 
of the DEIR, Mitigation Measure 3.8-7 requires proper well abandonment measures to be 
completed under permit and inspection by the San Joaquin County Environmental Health 
Department. Any on-site well or septic system would be required to be properly 
destroyed or removed in accordance with State, County, and City standards and 
regulations. Pursuant to existing County regulations, the Project applicant would be 
required to obtain a well destruction permit from the County Environmental Health 
Department.  

Response I-3: This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Response to Letter J:  Chevron 

Response J-1: The commenter states that they have no objections and to forward construction plans 
when available. This comment is noted. The City will forward the final construction plans 
to the commenter. 
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Response to Letter K:  Pacific Gas and Electric 

Response K-1: This comment is noted. The applicant will request delineation maps for PG&E’s facilities 
if any electric distribution facilities require modification or relocation. Similarly, should 
any digging or excavation occur, the Underground Service Alert (USA) will be contacted a 
minimum of 2 working days prior to commencing any work. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Response to Letter L:  San Joaquin Environmental Health Department 

Response L-1: See response to comment D-1. 

Response L-2: See response to comment D-2. 

Response L-3: See response to comment D-3. 

Response L-4: See response to comment D-4. 

Response L-5: See response to comment D-5. 

Response L-6: See response to comment D-6. 
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Response to Letter M:  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

Response M-1: This comment is noted. This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter. 
No further response is necessary. 

Response M-2: The commentor states that the operational emissions may have been underestimated, 
since the modeling conducted for the Project uses the CalEEMod default HHD truck trip 
length of approximately 14 miles. However, the usage of the CalEEMod default HHD truck 
trip length of approximately 14 miles is appropriate, since more precise information is not 
available.8  

CalEEMod User’s Guide9, page 1, states: “CalEEMod utilizes widely accepted 
methodologies for estimating emissions combined with default data that can be used 
when site-specific information is not available. Sources of these methodologies and 
default data include the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) AP-42 
emission factors, California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) vehicle emission models, and 
studies commissioned by California agencies such as the California Energy Commission 
(CEC) and California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). In 
addition, some local air districts provided customized values to support defaults and 
calculations for projects located in their jurisdictions.” 

Additionally, page 10 of the CalEEMod User’s Guide states that “CalEEMod was designed 
with default assumptions supported by substantial evidence to the extent available at the 
time of programming. The functionality and content of CalEEMod is based on fully 
adopted methods and data. However, CalEEMod was also designed to allow the user to 
change the defaults to reflect site- or project-specific information, when available, 
provided that the information is supported by substantial evidence.” 

The CalEEMod User Guide states that default CalEEMod parameters shall be utilized, 
when more specific factors are not available. Since specific average heavy-duty truck 
travel trip lengths were not available, the default CalEEMod parameter was utilized, 
consistent with CalEEMod methodology. Therefore, the usage of the CalEEMod default 
trip length of 14 miles is appropriate for modeling for the proposed Project. 

Separately, the commentor recommends that a Voluntary Emissions Reduction 
Agreement (VERA) should be included for the Project. The commentor provides details 
for what a VERA is and what it may include. 

This comment is noted. Given that a VERA is a “Voluntary Agreement,” the feasibility of 
entering into such an agreement cannot be measured because the terms of the 
agreement and the party’s willingness to “agree” to such terms is not known and can not 
be guaranteed. A “voluntary agreement” cannot be mandated through CEQA because it 

 
8 The CalEEMod User’s Guide states that CalEEMod defaults should be used when more project-specific 
information is not available. See: https://www.caleemod.com/user-guide 

9 See: https://www.caleemod.com/documents/user-guide/01_User%20Guide.pdf 
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cannot be guaranteed that the terms of the agreement would be agreeable to both 
parties. Nevertheless, the City recognizes that a VERA is one method that can be used to 
try to reduce emissions through implementing a variety of programs for onsite and offsite 
mitigation. The City can educate applicants on the benefits of a VERA, and recommend 
consulting with the Air District during the Indirect Source Review to see if such “voluntary 
agreement” can be reached. The SJVAPCD has established “thresholds” that are not net 
zero, but they do encourage VERAs to reduce air emissions beyond their thresholds.  

It is noted that Rule 9510 is a regulation that is imposed by the SJVAPCD to collect fees 
for emissions that exceed the threshold of significance established by the SJVAPCD after 
all calculated onsite and offsite mitigation, from construction and operation of the 
building/end user, can be calculated and is applied. The proposed Project is subject to the 
SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review [ISR] rule), which could result in substantial 
mitigation of emissions beyond what is reflected in the modeling outputs provided in the 
EIR. The reductions are accomplished by the incorporation of measures into individual 
projects and/or by the payment of an Indirect Source Rule fee for any required reductions 
that have not been accomplished through Project mitigation commitments. The actual 
calculations will be accomplished by the SJVAPCD and project applicants through the 
regulatory permitting process as the Project (i.e., or portions of the Project) are brought 
forward for approval under Rule 9510. The Project applicant would be required to pay the 
ISR fee to the SJVAPCD at that time. Ultimately, the SJVAPCD utilizes the fees to fund 
offsite projects that reduce emissions to at, or below, the thresholds of significance 
established by the SJVAPCD. The performance-based metric for each individual case, is 
actual emissions compared to the threshold. No further response to this comment is 
warranted. 

Response M-3: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
RDEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measures are 
not warranted. Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of the 
emissions reduction strategies that are listed by the commentor. 

Response M-4: This comment is noted. It should also be noted that the Project site is located close to 
major freeways and there are no neighborhoods between the closest freeway exits and 
the project site. Moreover, HHD truck routes for the Project are relatively straightforward. 
Therefore, further analysis of HHD truck routes beyond what has already been conducted 
by Kimley Horn is not warranted. No further response to this comment is warranted. 

Response M-5: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
RDEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measure(s) are 
not warranted. Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of this 
measure. 
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Response M-6: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
RDEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measure(s) are 
not warranted. Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of this 
measure. 

Response M-7: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
RDEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measure(s) are 
not warranted. Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of this 
measure. 

Response M-8: This comment is noted. The proposed Project does not require mitigation measures for 
air quality or greenhouse gas emissions impacts, since all such impacts were found in the 
RDEIR to be less than significant. Therefore, the recommended mitigation measure(s) are 
not warranted. Nevertheless, the Project applicant will consider the feasibility of this 
measure. 

Response M-9:  The commentor identifies various Air District rules and regulations  that may be applicable 
to the proposed Project. No further response to this comment is warranted. 

Response M-10: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 2010 and 2201 may be applicable to the 
proposed Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules 
and regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further 
response to this comment is warranted. 

Response M-11: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 9510 may be applicable to the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules and 
regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further response 
to this comment is warranted. 

Response M-12: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 9410 may be applicable to the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules and 
regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further 
response to this comment is warranted. 

Response M-13: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 4002 may be applicable to the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules and 
regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further 
response to this comment is warranted. 

Response M-14: The commentor identifies that Air District Rule 4601 may be applicable to the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules and 
regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further 
response to this comment is warranted. 
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Response M-15: The commentor identifies that Air District Regulation VIII may be applicable to the 
proposed Project. The proposed Project will comply with all applicable Air District rules 
and regulations, including those cited by the commentor (as applicable). No further 
response to this comment is warranted. 

Response M-16: This comment request that a copy of the District’s comments be provided to the Project 
proponent. This has been done. No further response is necessary. 

Response M-17: This comment serves as a conclusion to the comment letter. No further response is 
necessary. 
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This section includes minor edits and changes to the Draft EIR and RDEIR.  These modifications 
resulted from responses to comments received during the public review period for the Draft EIR, 
as well as City staff-initiated edits to clarify the details of the project.  

Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute 
significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis that 
would warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.   

Other minor changes to various sections of the Draft EIR and RDEIR are also shown below.  These 
changes are provided in revision marks with underline for new text and strike out for deleted text.   

3.1 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 
0.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The conclusion for Impact 3.2-1 was erroneously labeled as significant and unavoidable. As 
discussed in Chapter 3.2 of the Draft EIR, impacts related to the conversion of Important Farmland 
were determined to be less than significant. This chapter corrects the error in the Executive 
Summary table.  

The following changes were made to page ES-5 of Chapter ES of the Recirculated Draft EIR: 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

LEVEL OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

WITHOUT 
MITIGATION 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
RESULTING 
LEVEL OF 

SIGNIFICANCE 

Impact 3.2-1: The proposed Project 
would not result in the conversion of 
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 
uses. 

PSLTS  SU-- 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

No changes were made to Chapter 1.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

No changes were made to Chapter 2.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

3.1 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

No changes were made to Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. 
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3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

The following changes were made to page 3.2-7 the Draft EIR: 

A Custom Soil Survey was completed for the Project site using the NRCS Web Soil Survey program. 
The NRCS Soils Map is provided on Figure 3.6-1 in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils. As shown in Figure 
3.6-1, capay clay, zero to one percent slopes, is the only soil type within the Project site. The Capay 
series consists of very deep, moderately well and somewhat poorly drained soils that formed in fine 
textured alluvium derived from mostly sandstone and shale. Capay soils are on flood basins, alluvial 
fans, interfan basins and basin rims. They formed in fine textured alluvium derived from sandstone 
and shale or other mixed rock sources. They have a moderately well and somewhat poor drainage 
and a slow to very slow permeability. Common uses for this series include: growing irrigated crops 
such as tomatoes, sugar beets, beans or grain sorghum, dry farmed to small grains, and irrigated 
and dryland pasture. Native vegetation is a dense stand of annual grasses and forbs.  

As noted in the Regulatory Setting, Government Codes defines “Prime agricultural land” as follows:  

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:  

• Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class I or class II in the USDA Natural 
Resources Conservation Service land use capability classification, whether or not land 
is actually irrigated, provided that irrigation is feasible.  

• Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 Storie Index Rating.  
• 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 in the National Range and Pasture 
Handbook, Revision 1, December 2003.  

• Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have a 
nonbearing period of less than five years and that will return during the commercial 
bearing period on an annual basis from the production of unprocessed agricultural 
plant production not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre.  

• Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant products 
an annual gross value of not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre for three of 
the previous five calendar years.  

The Project site does not contain land that: has supported livestock used for the production of food 
or fiber; is planted with nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have a nonbearing period of 
less than five years; or has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant products 
an annual gross value of not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre for three of the previous 
five calendar years. Additionally, the site is not irrigated currently. 

As shown in Figure 3.6-1 in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR, the entire site is made up of Capay clay, 0 to 
1% slopes. The California Revised Storie Index for this soil type is Grade 4 – Poor. As such, the 
Project does not meet the “Prime agricultural land” definition. 
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 

No changes were made to Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. 

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

No changes were made to Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR. 

3.5 CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES 

No changes were made to Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. 

3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

No changes were made to Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR. 

3.7 GREENHOUSE GASES, CLIMATE CHANGE, AND ENERGY 

No changes were made to Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR. 

3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

No changes were made to Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR. 

3.9 NOISE 

No changes were made to Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. 

3.10 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

No changes were made to Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR. 

3.11 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

No changes were made to Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR. 

4.0 OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED TOPICS 

No changes were made to Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR.  

5.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

No changes were made to Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR.   

6.0 REPORT PREPARERS 

No changes were made to Chapter 6.0 of the Draft EIR.   
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7.0 REFERENCES 

No changes were made to Chapter 7.0 of the Draft EIR.  
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This document is the Final Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (FMMRP) for the Schulte 
Road Warehouse Project (Project). This FMMRP has been prepared pursuant to Section 21081.6 of 
the California Public Resources Code, which requires public agencies to “adopt a reporting and 
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, 
adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.”  A FMMRP is 
required for the proposed Project because the EIR has identified significant adverse impacts, and 
measures have been identified to mitigate those impacts.  

The numbering of the individual mitigation measures follows the numbering sequence as found in 
the Draft EIR.  

4.1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
The FMMRP, as outlined in the following table, describes mitigation timing, monitoring 
responsibilities, and compliance verification responsibility for all mitigation measures identified in 
this Final EIR. 

The City of Tracy will be the primary agency responsible for implementing the mitigation measures 
and will continue to monitor mitigation measures that are required to be implemented during the 
operation of the Project. 

The FMMRP is presented in tabular form on the following pages. The components of the FMMRP 
are described briefly below: 

• Mitigation Measures:  The mitigation measures are taken from the Draft EIR in the same 
order that they appear in that document.   

• Mitigation Timing:  Identifies at which stage of the project mitigation must be completed. 

• Monitoring Responsibility:  Identifies the agency that is responsible for mitigation 
monitoring. 

• Compliance Verification:  This is a space that is available for the monitor to date and initial 
when the monitoring or mitigation implementation took place.  
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TABLE 4.0-1:  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE MONITORING 
RESPONSIBILITY TIMING VERIFICATION 

(DATE/INITIALS) 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact 3.4-1: The proposed 
Project has the potential to have 
a direct or indirect effect on 
special-status invertebrate 
species. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Prior to commencement of any grading 
activities, the Project proponent shall obtain coverage under the SJMSCP to 
mitigate for habitat impacts to covered special status species. Coverage 
involves compensation for habitat impacts on covered species through 
implementation of incidental take and minimization Measures (ITMMs) and 
payment of fees for conversion of lands that may provide habitat for covered 
special status species. These fees are used to preserve and/or create habitat 
in preserves to be managed in perpetuity. Obtaining coverage for a Project 
includes incidental take authorization (permits) under the Endangered 
Species Act Section 10(a), California Fish and Game Code Section 2081, and 
the MBTA. Coverage under the SJMSCP would fully mitigate all habitat 
impacts on covered special-status species. 

City of Tracy 
Planning 
Department 
 
San Joaquin 
Council of 
Governments 

Prior to 
commencement 
of any grading 
activities 

 

Impact 3.4-2: The proposed 
Project has the potential to have 
direct or indirect effects on 
special-status reptile and 
amphibian species. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. See Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 

See Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 

 

Impact 3.4-3: The proposed 
Project has the potential to have 
direct or indirect effects on 
special-status bird species. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. See Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 

See Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 

 

Impact 3.4-4: The proposed 
Project has the potential to result 
in direct or indirect effects on 
special-status mammal species. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. See Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 

See Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 

 

Impact 3.4-9: The proposed 
Project has the potential to 
conflict with an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. See Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 

See Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 

 

CULTURAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES 

Impact 3.5-1: Project 
implementation has the potential 
to cause a substantial adverse 
change to a significant historical 
resource, as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines §15064.5. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Prior to the demolition of the existing residential 
structures, a comprehensive evaluation of the structures shall be conducted 
to identify and document any aspects of historical significance. This 
evaluation shall be carried out by qualified professionals in cultural 
resources management or historic preservation, in accordance with the 
standards of the California Office of Historic Preservation. The assessment 

City of Tracy 
Community 
Development 
Department, 
qualified 
professional in 

Prior to the 
demolition of the 
existing 
residential 
structures 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE MONITORING 
RESPONSIBILITY TIMING VERIFICATION 

(DATE/INITIALS) 
shall include, but not be limited to, an examination of architectural features, 
historical records, oral histories, and any other relevant sources of 
information to determine the historical significance of the residential 
structures. The findings from the assessment shall be recorded and 
documented in accordance with the standards set forth by the California 
Office of Historic Preservation. This documentation shall be submitted to the 
City of Tracy Community Development Department for review and approval 
prior to the issuance of any permits for demolition.  
 
In the event that significant historical or cultural resources are identified, 
appropriate measures shall be implemented in consultation with the project 
applicant to mitigate any adverse impacts to these resources to the extent 
feasible. The applicant shall submit a final report summarizing the 
implementation of this mitigation measure, including any findings, 
documentation, and compliance verification activities, to the City of Tracy 
Community Development Department for cultural resources management. 
 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-2: If any historical resources, cultural resources, 
including prehistoric or historic artifacts, or other indications of 
archaeological resources, are found during grading and construction 
activities during any phase of the Project, all work shall be halted 
immediately within a 200-foot radius of the discovery until an archaeologist 
meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards 
in prehistoric or historical archaeology, as appropriate, has evaluated the 
find(s).  
 
Work shall not continue at the discovery site until the archaeologist conducts 
sufficient research and data collection to make a determination that the 
resource is either 1) not cultural in origin; or 2) not potentially significant or 
eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR; or 3) not a significant Public Trust 
Resource. 
 
In addition, if the resource(s) identified is cultural or tribal in nature, the 
Confederated Villages of Lisjan shall be contacted to review and identify the 
resource, prior to work continuing at the discovery site.  
 

o If Native American resources are identified, a Native American 
monitor, following the Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of Native 
American Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites established by the 
Native American Heritage Commission, would also be required and, 
if Native American resources are identified, shall be retained at the 

cultural 
resources 
management or 
historic 
preservation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Tracy 
Community 
Development 
Department, 
qualified 
archaeologist, 
Native 
American 
monitor 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
In the event that 
significant 
historical or 
cultural 
resources are 
identified 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If any historical 
resources, 
cultural 
resources, 
including 
prehistoric or 
historic artifacts, 
or other 
indications of 
archaeological 
resources, are 
found during 
grading and 
construction 
activities during 
any phase of the 
Project 
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Project applicant’s expense. 

Impact 3.5-2: Project 
implementation has the potential 
to cause a substantial adverse 
change to a significant 
archaeological resource, as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.5, or a significant tribal 
cultural resource, as defined in 
Public Resources Code §21074. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-2. 
 
 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-3: If human remains are discovered during the 
course of construction during any phase of the Project, work shall be halted 
at the site and at any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 
human remains until the San Joaquin County Coroner has been informed and 
has determined that no investigation of the cause of death is required. If the 
remains are of Native American origin, either of the following steps will be 
taken: 
 

• The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage 
Commission and the Confederated Villages of Lisjan in order to 
ascertain the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) from the deceased 
individual. If a MLD is identified, the MLD, with the permission of 
the owner of the land, or his or her authorized representative, in 
accordance with the law, may inspect the site discovery site and 
recommend to the landowner, or his or her representative, means 
for the treatment or disposition, with appropriate dignity' of the 
human remains and any associated grave goods. The landowner 
has no legal obligation to allow the MLD accesses to the property 
for the purpose of making a recommendation. The MLD must 
complete their inspection and make their recommendation within 
48 hours of their notification by the NAHC. The recommendation 
may include the scientific removal and analysis of human remains 
and items associated with Native American burials. The coroner 
shall make a recommendation to the landowner or the person 
responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or 
disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any 
associated grave goods, which may include obtaining a qualified 
archaeologist or team of archaeologists to properly excavate the 
human remains. 

• The landowner shall retain a Native American monitor, and an 
archaeologist, if recommended by the Native American monitor, 
and rebury the Native American human remains and any 
associated grave goods, with appropriate dignity, on the property 
and in a location that is not subject to further subsurface 
disturbance when any of the following conditions occurs: 

o The Native American Heritage Commission and 
Confederated Villages of Lisjan is unable to identify a 

See Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-2 
 
City of Tracy 
Community 
Development 
Department, 
San Joaquin 
County 
Coroner, Native 
American 
Heritage 
Commission, 
Confederated 
Villages of 
Lisjan 

See Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-2 
 
If human remains 
are discovered 
during the course 
of construction 
during any phase 
of the Project 
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(DATE/INITIALS) 
descendent. 

o The descendant identified fails to make a 
recommendation. 

 
The City of Tracy or its authorized representative rejects the 
recommendation of the descendant, and the mediation by the Native 
American Heritage Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to the 
landowner. 

Impact 3.5-3: Project 
implementation has the potential 
to disturb human remains, 
including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-3. See Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-3 

See Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-3 

 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Impact 3.6-3: The proposed 
Project has the potential to be 
located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of 
Project implementation, and 
potentially result in landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse. 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: All site preparation, grading operations, and 
construction design shall be conducted in conformance with the 
recommendations included in the Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering 
Study – Proposed New One- Story Warehouse Building, 16286 W. Schulte 
Road [APN: 209-280-250], Tracy, California (Condor Earth Technologies, Inc., 
2020). Specific recommendations in the Geotechnical Engineering Report 
generally address the following: 
 

1. General grading and site preparation; 
2. Overexcavation; 
3. Subgrade Preparation; 
4. Fill materials; 
5. Engineered fill placement; 
6. Lime treatment; 
7. Excavations; 
8. Earthwork shrinkage; 
9. Underground utility trenches; 
10. Surface drainage control; 
11. General foundation; 
12. Shallow foundation design 
13. Lateral resistance; 
14. Construction considerations; 
15. Interior concrete slabs; 
16. Exterior concrete slabs; 
17. Retaining walls; 

City of Tracy 
Building Safety 
and Fire 
Prevention 
Division 

Prior to the 
approval of 
Project 
improvement 
plans 
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(DATE/INITIALS) 
18. Pavements; 
19. Corrosion potential. 

 
Additional site testing and final design evaluation shall be conducted by the 
Project Geotechnical Consultant to refine and enhance these requirements as 
part of a final Geotechnical Evaluation. The Project Applicant/Developer 
shall require the Project Geotechnical Consultant to assess whether the 
requirements in that report need to be modified or refined to address any 
changes in the Project features that occur prior to the start of grading. If the 
Project Geotechnical Consultant identifies modifications or refinements to the 
requirements, the Project Applicant/Developer shall require appropriate 
changes to the final Project design and specifications. These requirements 
shall be incorporated into the final Geotechnical Evaluation. 

Impact 3.6-4: The proposed 
Project has the potential for 
expansive soils to create 
substantial risks to life or 
property. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-1. See Mitigation 
Measure 3.6-1 

See Mitigation 
Measure 3.6-1 

 

Impact 3.6-5 The proposed 
Project has the potential to 
directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic 
feature. 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: If any paleontological resources are found 
during grading and construction activities of the Project, all work shall be 
halted immediately within a 200-foot radius of the discovery until a qualified 
paleontologist has evaluated the find. A paleontologist is a scientist with an 
advanced degree (Master’s or Doctorate) who studies the history of life on 
Earth through the fossil record. 
 
Work shall not continue at the discovery site until the paleontologist 
evaluates the find and makes a determination regarding the significance of 
the resource and identifies recommendations for conservation of the 
resource, including preserving in place or relocating on the Project site, if 
feasible, or collecting the resource to the extent feasible and documenting the 
find with the University of California Museum of Paleontology. The 
paleontologist recommendations shall be implemented. 

City of Tracy 
Community 
Development 
Department, 
qualified 
paleontologist  

If any 
paleontological 
resources are 
found during 
grading and 
construction 
activities of the 
Project 

 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Impact 3.8-1: Potential to create 
a significant hazard through the 
routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials 
or through the reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-1: In the event that hazardous materials are 
encountered during construction, a Soils Management Plan (SMP) shall be 
submitted and approved by the San Joaquin County Department of 
Environmental Health. The SMP shall establish management practices for 
handling hazardous materials, including fuels, paints, cleaners, solvents, etc., 
during construction. The approved SMP shall be posted and maintained 
onsite during construction activities and all construction personnel shall 

San Joaquin 
County 
Department of 
Environmental 
Health 
 
 

In the event that 
hazardous 
materials are 
encountered 
during 
construction 
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(DATE/INITIALS) 
of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 

acknowledge that they have reviewed and understand the plan. 
 
Mitigation Measure 3.8-2: Prior to bringing hazardous materials onsite, the 
applicant shall submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) to San 
Joaquin County Environmental Health Department (CUPA) for review and 
approval. If during the construction process the applicant or its 
subcontractors generates hazardous waste, the applicant must register with 
the CUPA as a generator of hazardous waste, obtain an EPA ID# and 
accumulate, ship and dispose of the hazardous waste per Health and Safety 
Code Ch. 6.5. (California Hazardous Waste Control Law). 
 
Mitigation Measure 3.8-3: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the 
applicant shall hire a qualified consultant to perform site-specific soil 
sampling to determine if chemicals of potential concern associated with the 
historical agricultural uses at the Project site are present in shallow soil at 
concentrations that would pose a threat to human health. In order to achieve 
this, a soil sampling and analysis workplan shall be submitted for approval 
by the San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Health prior to the 
work. The sampling and analysis plan shall meet the requirements of the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control Interim Guidance for Sampling 
Agricultural Properties (2008).  
 
If the sampling results indicate the presence of agrichemicals that exceed 
commercial screening levels, a removal action workplan shall be prepared in 
coordination with San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Health. 
The removal action workplan shall include a detailed engineering plan for 
conducting the removal action, a description of the onsite contamination, the 
goals to be achieved by the removal action, and any alternative removal 
options that were considered and rejected and the basis for that rejection. A 
no further action letter shall be issued by San Joaquin County Department of 
Environmental Health upon completion of the removal action. The removal 
action shall be deemed complete when the confirmation samples exhibit 
concentrations below the commercial screening levels, which will be 
established by the agencies. 
 
Mitigation Measure 3.8-4: Prior to the issuance of grading permits or 
demolition permits, the septic tank shall be abandoned and removed under 
permit from the San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Health. 
 
 
 

 
 
San Joaquin 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
 
 
 
San Joaquin 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
San Joaquin 
County 
Environmental 
Health 
Department 
 

 
 
Prior to bringing 
hazardous 
materials onsite 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
grading permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to the 
issuance of 
grading permits 
or demolition 
permits 
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Mitigation Measure 3.8-5: Prior to ground disturbing activities, the 
applicant shall ensure that all debris/miscellaneous nonhazardous solid 
waste observed at the site during the Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment 
be collected and disposed at an appropriate Solid Waste/Landfill facility.  
 
Mitigation Measure 3.8-6: Prior to any renovations or demolition of the 
existing structures within the Project site, surveys shall be conducted for the 
presence of lead-based paints or products, radon, mold, asbestos containing 
materials, as recommended by the Phase I ESA (dated November 4, 2020) 
prepared by ATC for the West Schulte Road property. The intent of the 
additional testing is to investigate whether any buildings, facilities, or soils 
contain hazardous materials, including petroleum products, agrichemical 
(including pesticides, herbicides, diesel, petrochemicals, etc.), asbestos, etc. 
If asbestos-containing materials and/or lead are found in buildings, an 
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Program shall be implemented in order 
to safely manage the suspect ACMs and LBP located at the subject property, 
and a California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) 
certified asbestos containing building materials (ACBM) and lead based paint 
contractor shall be retained to remove the asbestos-containing materials and 
lead in accordance with EPA and Cal/OSHA standards. In addition, all 
activities (construction or demolition) in the vicinity of these materials shall 
comply with Cal/OSHA asbestos and lead worker construction standards. The 
ACBM and lead shall be disposed of properly at an appropriate offsite 
disposal facility.  
 
Mitigation Measure 3.8-7: Prior to any ground disturbance activities within 
50 feet of a well on the Project site, the applicant shall hire a licensed well 
contractor to obtain a well destruction permit for any wells to be abandoned 
from the San Joaquin County Environmental Health Department, and 
properly abandon the on-site well(s) Any related subsurface piping, pursuant 
to review and approval by the City Engineer and the San Joaquin County 
Environmental Health Department. 

City of Tracy 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
City of Tracy 
Planning 
Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City of Tracy 
Planning 
Department 
 

Prior to ground 
disturbing 
activities 
 
 
Prior to any 
renovations or 
demolition of the 
existing 
structures within 
the Project site 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to any 
ground 
disturbance 
activities within 
50 feet of a well 
on the Project 
site 

NOISE 

Impact 3.9-1: The proposed 
Project has the potential to 
generate a substantial temporary 
or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the Project in excess of 
standards established in the local 

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: To reduce potential construction noise impacts 
during Project construction, the following multi-part mitigation measure 
shall be implemented for the Project: 
 

• All construction equipment powered by internal combustion 
engines shall be properly muffled and maintained. 

• Quiet construction equipment, particularly air compressors, shall 

City of Tracy 
Building Safety 
and Fire 
Prevention 
Division 
 
 

Prior to the 
approval of 
Project 
improvement 
plans 
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general plan or noise ordinance, 
or applicable standards of other 
agencies. 

be selected whenever possible. 
• All stationary noise-generating construction equipment such as 

generators or air compressors shall be located as far as is practical 
from existing residences. In addition, the Project contractor shall 
place such stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise 
is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the Project site. 

• Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines shall be 
prohibited. 

• The construction contractor shall, to the maximum extent practical, 
locate on-site equipment staging areas so as to maximize the 
distance between construction-related noise sources and noise-
sensitive receptors nearest the Project site during all Project 
construction. 

• Construction shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
• Staging areas on the Project site shall be located in areas that 

maximize, to the extent feasible, the distance between staging 
activity and sensitive receptors. 

 
These requirements shall be noted on the Project improvement plans. 

 
 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Impact 3.10-1: Project 
implementation would conflict 
with or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3, subdivision (b). 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Prior to commencement of any operational 
activities, the project proponent shall implement either “Option 1” or “Option 
2”, as provided in the CEQA Transportation Analysis prepared by Kimley 
Horn on July 22, 2022. “Option 1” includes a combination of TDM measures 
plus a VMT Mitigation Banking Fee for the Project to achieve 15% VMT 
reductions (assuming the VMT Mitigation Banking Fee Program is adopted 
by the time the proposed project is ready to apply for permits). Alternatively, 
as described under “Option 2”, if the VMT Mitigation Banking Fee Program is 
not adopted at the time the proposed project is ready to apply for permits), 
the proposed project would be required to provide TDM measures that fully 
reduce the VMT by 15%. See Table 2 of the CEQA Transportation Analysis 
prepared by Kimley Horn for the proposed list of TDM measures under this 
option. 
 
The TDM Plan shall be submitted to the City for review prior to approval of 
improvement plans, and the effectiveness of the TDM Plan shall be evaluated, 
monitored, and revised, if determined necessary by the City. The TDM Plan 
shall include the TDM strategies that will be implemented during the lifetime 
of the proposed Project and shall outline the anticipated effectiveness of the 
strategies. The anticipated effectiveness of the TDM Plan may be monitored 

City of Tracy 
Planning 
Department 
 

Prior to 
commencement 
of any 
operational 
activities 
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through annual surveys to determine employee travel mode split and travel 
distance for home-based work trips, and/or the implementation of technology 
to determine the amount of traffic generated by and home-based work miles 
traveled by employees, which shall be determined in coordination with the 
City. The frequency and duration of the anticipated effectiveness would 
depend on the ultimate strategy determined in coordination with the City. 
Additionally, the Project applicant shall pay any VMT banking fee in effect at 
the time of building permit issuance to secure VMT credits of a total of 15 
percent for the subject building, taking into account the stated percent 
efficacy for the TDM measures above. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Impact 3.11-5: The proposed 
Project has the potential to 
require or result in the 
construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could 
cause significant environmental 
effects. 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Prior to the issuance of a building or grading 
permit, the Project applicant shall submit a drainage plan to the City of Tracy 
for review and approval. The plan shall include an engineered storm drainage 
plan that demonstrates attainment of pre-Project runoff requirements prior 
to release at the outlet canal and describes the volume reduction measures 
and treatment controls used to reach attainment consistent with the Citywide 
Storm Drainage Master Plan.    

City of Tracy 
Planning 
Department 
 

Prior to the 
issuance of a 
building or 
grading permit 

 



APPENDIX A 
City of Tracy Pipeline Reports 



Name Application # Type Zoning Bldg. S.F. Lot Acreage Location / Parcel Approved Owner/Applicant Planner

Marriott Hotel
(108 Rooms) D16-0022 Comm. I-205 SP 58,800 2.69 3550 N. MacArthur Dr. 2/21/2017 Reza Kabul/

Arvind Iyer
Staff
(209)831-6400

GH Logistics 
Truck Repair D17-0004 Industrial M-1 6,000 1.40 1428 Mariani Ct. 7/6/2017

Kulwant S & 
Sarbjit Mander/
Wayne Bogart

Staff
(209)831-6400

Starbucks, Popeyes, 
Gasoline Station & Store, 
Car Wash

D19-0012
D23-0011 Comm. GHC 5,584 0.94 630 E. 11th St. 1/13/2020 Mila S Padilla 

TR/Sunny Ghai
Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

Central Green 
(Cordes Ranch) D20-0015 Private 

Park CRSP 1,350,360 31.00 Cordes Ranch 1/20/2022 Prologis/
David Babcock

Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Triad One Story Medical 
Office Building D20-0016 Comm. GHC 10,000 1.00 Orchard Pkwy. And 

Grant Line Road 4/6/2021
Richard
 Needham/
Triad Tracy II LP

Staff
(209)831-6400

Renewable Energy Power 
Plant D21-0032 Industrial M-1 1.71 9251 W Arbor Ave 4/12/2022 City of Tracy/

Frank Schubert
Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Carbon Dioxide 
Removal Facility D22-0039 Industrial M-1 14,252 2.20 4750 Holly Dr 12/14/22

Heirloom Carbon 
Technoligies & TRE, 
LLC.

Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Tracy Lakes Amenity 
Center D23-0001 Amenity 

Center TVSP 14,185 5.00 1958 Valpico Rd 6/20/2023 DRP CA 6 LLC/ 
Alex Raymond

Victoria Lombardo
(209)831-6428

Tracy Honda Remodel D24-0007 Comm. I-205 SP 25,707.00 4.09 3450 Auto Plaza Way 7/25/2024 Ken Harvey / Carl 
Chrisman

Martin E. Vargas 
(209)831-6438

La Quinta Hotel 
(87 Rooms)

PUD18-0004
D18-0033 Comm. PUD 48,845 1.91 565 Clover Rd. 7/7/2020 Skyline Hospitatlity, 

Inc./Ajaypal Sidhu
Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

IPC 20 (Cordes Ranch 
Building 20) - 1,300,256 
sqft bldg.

D24-0018 Industrial CRSP 1,300,256 66.06 Hopkins Road & Bud 
Lyons Way N/A Prologis, LP / HPA, Inc. Craig Hoffman

(209)831-6426

CITY OF TRACY NEW CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
PIPELINE REPORT

Status as of May 2025

APPROVED AND UNDER CONSTRUCTION
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CITY OF TRACY NEW CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
PIPELINE REPORT

Status as of May 2025

   Gas Station, Car Wash, 
Retail and QSRs (Triangle 
Plaza)

D21-0006 Comm. HS 18,035 1.91 3788 N. Tracy Blvd. 06/28/23 3788 Tracy LLC/Tecta 
Associates

Staff
(209)831-6400

Total 2,852,024 119.91
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CITY OF TRACY NEW CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
PIPELINE REPORT

Status as of May 2025

   

Name Application # Type Zoning Bldg. S.F. Lot Acreage Location / Parcel Approved Owner/Applicant Planner

Marriott Courtyard (Cordes 
Ranch - West Parkway 
Village) 
(101 Rooms)

D20-0024 Comm. CRSP 60,074 3.37 International Pkwy./I-
205 9/1/2021 Robert F. Tuttle 

Architects
Staff
(209)831-6400

Single-Story Car Wash 
Building and Vacuum 
Stalls

D21-0009 Comm. GHC 3,343 0.73 150 W. Grant Line 
Rd. 4/13/22 Jatinder Randhawa/API 

Architecture Plus
Staff
(209)831-6400

RNG Fueling Station and 
Parking Lot

CUP21-0007
D21-0023 Industrial NEI N/A 5.00 2200 N. Chrisman Rd. 5/25/22 L&C Eagle Properties, 

LLC/Don Wood
Staff
(209)831-6400

Retail Building CUP21-0009
D21-0034 Comm. GHC 3,180 0.32 316 Eleventh St. 10/12/22

Saad Pattah & Eric 
Boehm / Community 
Veterans of Tracy LLC 

Staff
(209)831-6400

Commercial Building 
Shell

D19-0021
CUP21-0003 Comm. I-205 SP 27,336 1.87 Auto Plaza Dr. west of 

Naglee Rd. 10/26/22
Tracy Auto Plaza 
Investors PTP/Masood 
Feroz

Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

3-Story Retail and Office 
Building

D22-0024
D23-0012 Comm. CBD 12,512 0.15 28 W 8th Street 4/25/24

Indus Capital 
Management Group LLC 
/ Schack & Company, 
Inc.

Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

3-Story Multi Use Building D22-0048 Comm. CBD 14,641 0.11 1000 N Central Ave 4/10/23
1000 N Central Ave LLC 
/ Schack & Company, 
Inc.

Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

4-Story Hotel (Extended 
Stay America Premier 
Suites) 
(124 Rooms)

D22-0020 Comm. GHC 54,902 3.91
N Side of Joe Pombo 
Pkwy, N of Grant Line 
Rd

04/26/23 Tracy Orchard Plaza LP 
/ Stacie Quoi

Staff
(209)831-6400

Retail Building
D22-0030

CUP22-0013 Comm. CBD 4,000 0.36 60 E 10th Street 05/24/23
Moe, Richard D Susan E 
TR / Manzanita of Tracy 
LLC

Staff
(209)831-6400

Golden State Fire - Fire 
Apparatus D22-0033 Industrial M-1 55,226 4.73 3501, 3601, 3701 

Mars Way 07/25/23
Wright Family Holdings, 
LLC. / Shack & 
Company, Inc.

Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

4-Story Hotel (Tru by 
Hilton)
(78 Rooms)

D22-0018
GPA22-0004 Comm. PUD 40,190 1.96 2605 N. Corral Hollow 

Rd. 09/19/23 Hemkunt Group LLC / 
Anand Kotecha

Staff
(209)831-6400

APPROVED AND NOT YET UNDER CONSTRUCTION
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mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Marriott%20Courtyard%20-%20Cordes%20Ranch%20West%20Parkway%20Village%20(D20-0024)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Marriott%20Courtyard%20-%20Cordes%20Ranch%20West%20Parkway%20Village%20(D20-0024)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Single-Story%20Car%20Wash%20Building%20and%20Vacuum%20Stalls%20(D21-0009)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Single-Story%20Car%20Wash%20Building%20and%20Vacuum%20Stalls%20(D21-0009)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=RNG%20Fueling%20Station%20and%20Parking%20Lot%20(CUP21-0007,%20D21-00023)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=RNG%20Fueling%20Station%20and%20Parking%20Lot%20(CUP21-0007,%20D21-00023)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Retail%20Building%20(CUP21-0009,%20D21-0034)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Retail%20Building%20(CUP21-0009,%20D21-0034)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Commercial%20Building%20Shell%20(D19-0021,%20CUP21-0003)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Commercial%20Building%20Shell%20(D19-0021,%20CUP21-0003)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=3-Story%20Retain%20and%20Office%20Building%20(D22-0024,%20D23-0012)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=3-Story%20Retain%20and%20Office%20Building%20(D22-0024,%20D23-0012)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=3-Story%20Multi%20Use%20Building%20(D22-0048)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=3-Story%20Multi%20Use%20Building%20(D22-0048)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=4-Story%20Extended%20Stay%20America%20Premier%20Suites%20Hotel%20(D22-0020)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=4-Story%20Extended%20Stay%20America%20Premier%20Suites%20Hotel%20(D22-0020)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Retail%20Building%20(D22-0030,%20CUP22-0013,%20D23-0023)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Retail%20Building%20(D22-0030,%20CUP22-0013,%20D23-0023)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Golden%20State%20Fire%20-%20Fire%20Apparatus%20(D22-0033)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Golden%20State%20Fire%20-%20Fire%20Apparatus%20(D22-0033)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=4-Story%20Tru%20by%20Hilton%20Hotel%20(D22-0018,%20GPA22-0004)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=4-Story%20Tru%20by%20Hilton%20Hotel%20(D22-0018,%20GPA22-0004)


CITY OF TRACY NEW CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
PIPELINE REPORT

Status as of May 2025

   
Seefried LI Building (NEI) D22-0045 Industrial NEI 335,157 19.30 1651 E Grant Line Rd 3/5/2024

Linda Massone, Trustee 
/ Seefried Industrial 
Properties

Victoria Lombardo
(209)831-6428

Cordes Ranch Building 28 D22-0002 Industrial CRSP 524,081 26.50 5390 Promontory 
Pkwy 3/5/2024 Prologis, LP Staff

(209)831-6400

IPC 16 Guard Shack 
Addition D23-0008 Industrial BPI 48 66.70 5051 Promontory 

Pkwy 3/5/2024 Prologis LP/HPA Inc. Staff
(209)831-6400

Tracy Toyota Service 
Center Expansion D23-0018 Comm. I-205 SP 35,562 6.23 2895 Naglee Rd. 5/8/2024

Tracy Autoland 
LLC/Devcon Contructin 
Inc.

Martin E. Vargas 
(209)831-6438

Chevron CNG D24-0012 Comm. PUD 3,952 3.95 3940 N. Tracy Blvd 
and W. Larch 9/24/2024

H&S Energy LLC / 
Robert Picard C/O 
Stantec Architecture Inc.

Martin E. Vargas 
(209)831-6438

Island Gourmet Market 
and Deli D24-0016 Comm. GHC 4,868 0.50 1450 W. 11th Street 9/24/2024

Virgilio Escobar, Jr. & 
Eleanor Escobar / 
Schack & Company

Craig Hoffman
(209)831-6426

Eastgate Business Park 
Phase 2 D24-0001 Industrial M-1 26,019 1.35 1398 Mariani Court 10/16/2024 Horizon Tracy, LLC Genevieve Federighi 

(209)831-6435
St Paul Lutheran Church 
Two Modular Building 
Additions

D24-0006
CUP24-0002 Comm. LDR 2,880.00 5.34 1635 Chester Drive N/A

St. Paul's Evangelical 
Lutheran Church / Rod 
Thompson

Martin E. Vargas 
(209)831-6438

Montessori Building 
Addition

D24-0011
CUP24-0005 Comm. ISP 4,753 0.70 120 Murrieta Way N/A

TR 120 LLC / Grow 
Builders Inc. C/O Jeff 
Antrim

Martin E. Vargas 
(209)831-6438

Parkway Plaza Starbucks D24-0014 Comm. CRSP 2,250 0.64 1102 North 
International Pkwy N/A R&B Delta II, LLC / Ryan 

Abraham Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

Birla Mixed-Use Center D24-0002 Comm. CBD 46,554.00 1.07 160 & 306 W Sixth 
Street N/A

Sai Properties Tracy 
306, LLC / Schack & 
Company, Inc.

Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

NEI Building 21 D24-0009 Industrial NEI 246,470 12.60 Paradise Rd. & Grant 
Line Rd. N/A Prologis, LP / HPA, Inc. Martin E. Vargas 

(209)831-6438

Corral Hollow Car Wash D22-0044
CUP24-0006 Comm. NS 4,455 1.29 4600 S Corral Hollow 

Rd N/A
Harpreet Singh & 
Varinder Pal Singh / API 
Architecture Plus

Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435
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mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Seefried%20LI%20Building%20(D22-0045)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Seefried%20LI%20Building%20(D22-0045)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Cordes%20Ranch%20Building%2028%20(D22-0002)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Cordes%20Ranch%20Building%2028%20(D22-0002)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=IPC%2016%20Guard%20Shack%20Addition%20(D23-0008)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=IPC%2016%20Guard%20Shack%20Addition%20(D23-0008)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Toyota%20Service%20Center%20Expansion%20(D23-0018)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Toyota%20Service%20Center%20Expansion%20(D23-0018)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Chevron%20CNG%20(D24-0012)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Chevron%20CNG%20(D24-0012)
mailto:Craig.Hoffman@cityoftracy.org?subject=Island%20Gourmet%20Market%20and%20Deli%20(D24-0016)
mailto:Craig.Hoffman@cityoftracy.org?subject=Island%20Gourmet%20Market%20and%20Deli%20(D24-0016)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=St%20Paul%20Lutheran%20Church%20Two%20Modular%20Classroom%20Addition%20(D24-0006%20CUP24-0002)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=St%20Paul%20Lutheran%20Church%20Two%20Modular%20Classroom%20Addition%20(D24-0006%20CUP24-0002)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Montessori%20Building%20Addition%20(D24-0011,%20CUP24-0005)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Montessori%20Building%20Addition%20(D24-0011,%20CUP24-0005)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Parkway%20Plaza%20Starbucks%20(D24-0014)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Parkway%20Plaza%20Starbucks%20(D24-0014)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Birla%20Mixed-Use%20Center%20(D24-0002)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Birla%20Mixed-Use%20Center%20(D24-0002)
mailto:Martin.E.Vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=NEI%20Building%2021%20(D24-0009)
mailto:Martin.E.Vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=NEI%20Building%2021%20(D24-0009)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Corral%20Hollow%20Car%20Wash%20(D22-0044)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Corral%20Hollow%20Car%20Wash%20(D22-0044)


CITY OF TRACY NEW CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
PIPELINE REPORT

Status as of May 2025

   2 Industrial Buildings 
(Costco Annexation)

A/P19-0001
D19-0014 Industrial Not yet 1,812,279 103.00 16000 W. Schulte 

Rd. N/A Costco Wholesale 
Corporation

Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

IPC Building 5 D24-0028 Industrial CRSP 176,082 158.00 5731 Promontory N/A Prologis, LP / HPA, Inc. Kellie Jones
(209)831-6432

New Creation Bible 
Fellowship Modular 
Addition

D24-0027
CUP24-0013 Comm. LDR 960 1.61 500 N Corral Hollow 

Rd N/A New Creation Bible 
Church

Christina Delgadillo
(209)831-6433

Verizon Monopole D24-0023
CUP24-0007 Industrial M-2 0.04 724 E. Grant Line Rd N/A Anderson Enterprises 

LLC/The Derna Group
Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

Total 3,501,774 431.33
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mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=2%20Industrial%20Buildings%20Costco%20Annexation%20(A/P19-0001,%20CUP19-0002,%20D19-0014)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=2%20Industrial%20Buildings%20Costco%20Annexation%20(A/P19-0001,%20CUP19-0002,%20D19-0014)
mailto:kenny.lipich@ciyoftracy.org?subject=D24-0023,%20CUP24-0007%20Verizon%20Monopole
mailto:kenny.lipich@ciyoftracy.org?subject=D24-0023,%20CUP24-0007%20Verizon%20Monopole


CITY OF TRACY NEW CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
PIPELINE REPORT

Status as of May 2025

   

Name Application # Type Zoning Bldg. S.F. Lot Acreage Location / Parcel Approved Owner/Applicant

Tracy Hills Commerce 
Center

SPA21-0004
D21-0012 Industrial THSP 1,690,000 97.53 29592 S. Corral 

Hollow Rd. N/A

Amanjit Sandu and 
Gurcharan Takar/ 
Ridgeline Property 
Group

Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Westside Specific Plan SPN19-0001 Comm. Not yet 24,821 535.00 SWC Lammers Rd. 
and Eleventh St. N/A

Nachhatar Singh Chandi 
& Susan Chandi/Chandi 
Enterprises LLC

Craig Hoffman
(209)831-6426

Schulte 
Warehouse/Annexation

A/P21-0001
D21-0020 Industrial Not yet 217,466 20.92 16286 W. Schulte Rd. N/A D & D Pombo LLC/PDC 

Sacramento LPIV, LLC
Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Cordes Ranch Building 18 D21-0037 Industrial CRSP 1,319,092 63.90 5070 Promontory 
Pkwy N/A Prologis, LP Genevieve Federighi 

(209)831-6435

Hollingsworth Trailer Lot 
and Guardhouse D22-0014 Industrial NEI 260 11.30 2259 E. Grant Line Rd N/A Matt Sims / Jun Lee Martin E. Vargas 

(209)831-6438

Dual Hotels (Avid Hotel & 
Candlewood Suites Hilton 
Garden Inn)
(107 Rooms Avid & 
Candlewood)
(70 Rooms Hilton Garden 
Inn)

D22-0021
SPA23-0001 Comm. PUD 110,512 3.17 3095 N Corral Hollow 

Rd N/A Manteca Hospitality Inc / 
Arvind S Iyer

Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

San Joaquin County Car 
Wash D22-0022 Comm. GHC 4,500 0.85 430 W 11th Street N/A Big Bear Acquisitions Inc 

/ Alan Mok
Martin E. Vargas 
(209)831-6438

Paradise Pointe Business 
Park D22-0038 Industrial NEI 718,165 52.01 3601 Pescadero N/A Ridge Tracy Land 

Partners No. 2, LLC. / 
Victoria Lombardo
(209)831-6428

Martin's Paving Inc. New 
Building D23-0002 Comm. M-1 6,438 1.34 3880 Holly Dr N/A

Martin's Paving Inc- 
Maritin Soto / Artifex 
West Studio - Nader 
Rahmanian

Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

Cambria Hotel and Event 
Center
(90 Rooms)

D23-0010 Comm. HS 18,062 1.77 747 W Larch Rd. N/A Navdeep Grewal Martin E. Vargas 
(209)831-6438

UNDER CITY REVIEW (NOT YET APPROVED)
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mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Commerce%20Center%20(SPA21-0004,%20D21-0012)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Commerce%20Center%20(SPA21-0004,%20D21-0012)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Schulte%20Warehouse/Annexation%20(A/P21-0001,%20D21-0020)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Schulte%20Warehouse/Annexation%20(A/P21-0001,%20D21-0020)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Cordes%20Ranch%20Building%2018%20(D21-0037)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Cordes%20Ranch%20Building%2018%20(D21-0037)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Hollingsworth%20Trailer%20Lot%20and%20Guardhouse%20(D22-0014)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Hollingsworth%20Trailer%20Lot%20and%20Guardhouse%20(D22-0014)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Dual%20Hotels:%20Avid%20Hotel%20&%20Candlewood%20Suites%20Hilton%20Garden%20Inn%20(D22-0021,%20SPA23-0001)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Dual%20Hotels:%20Avid%20Hotel%20&%20Candlewood%20Suites%20Hilton%20Garden%20Inn%20(D22-0021,%20SPA23-0001)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=San%20Joaquin%20County%20Car%20Wash%20(D22-0022)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=San%20Joaquin%20County%20Car%20Wash%20(D22-0022)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Paradide%20Pointe%20Business%20Park%20(D22-0038)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Paradide%20Pointe%20Business%20Park%20(D22-0038)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Martin's%20Paving%20Inc.%20New%20Building%20(D23-0002)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Martin's%20Paving%20Inc.%20New%20Building%20(D23-0002)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Cambria%20Hotel%20and%20Event%20Center%20(D23-0010)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=Cambria%20Hotel%20and%20Event%20Center%20(D23-0010)


CITY OF TRACY NEW CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
PIPELINE REPORT

Status as of May 2025

   
Larch Road 5 Parcel TSM TSM23-0004 Comm. CRS 0.00 8.41 10722 & 10792 W. 

Larch Rd. N/A

Byron Alvarez & 
Christine Vezies & 
Brian Alvarez/Schack & 
Company Inc

Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

T-Mobile Cell Site - Tracy 
Sports Complex

D24-0004
CUP24-0001 Comm. PUD 255.00 27.020 955 Crossroads Drive N/A City of Tracy / T-Mobile Martin E. Vargas 

(209)831-6438
Costco Cold Distribution 
Center

AP24-0001
D24-0005 Industrial AG-40 557,488.00 12.79 26301 S. Hansen 

Road N/A Costco Wholesale 
Corporation

Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

ZEV (Truck) Hub D24-0008
CUP24-0003 Industrial CRSP 1,440 4.36 9752 Hopkins Road N/A Prologis LP/HPA Inc. Genevieve Federighi 

(209)831-6435

Tracy Northeast Business 
Park

D24-0013
AP24-0002

SPA24-0001
Industrial Not yet 1,811,259 93.10 6103, 3281, 6301 & 

6599 Grant Line Rd. N/A

Tracy Land Partners 
Holdco LLC & Suvik 
Farms LLC / Dermody 
Properties

Victoria Lombardo
(209)831-6428

Morgan Auto Repair CUP22-0005
D22-0011 Comm. M-1 4,940 1.50 115 W Larch Rd N/A Mike West Kenny Lipich

(209)831-6443

NEW 10,000 SQ FT 
WAREHOUSE

D25-0001
SPA25-0001 Industrial NEI 10,000 0.52 1485 E Grant Line Rd N/A

Chansareena Grewal 
ETAL / Shack & 
Company

Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

Tracy Community Church 
Modular Additions

D24-0025
CUP24-0011 Comm. LDR 4,016 8.13   1790 Sequoia Blvd N/A Tracy Community 

Chruch
Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

Parkway Plaza Panda 
Express D25-0002 Comm. CRSP 2,700 1.13 1296 International 

Pkwy N/A R & B Delta II LLC / 
Ruben Rodela

Christina Delgadillo
(209)831-6433

Dutch Bros. Coffee 
w/Drive Thru D25-0003 Comm. CS 1,265 19,432 2695 N Tracy Blvd McCorduck Prop LLC / 

Brianna Uy-BCE
Kellie Jones
(209)831-6432

Total 6,502,679 20376.75
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mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Larch%20Road%205%20Parcel%20TSM%20(TSM23-0004)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Larch%20Road%205%20Parcel%20TSM%20(TSM23-0004)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=T-Mobile%20Cell%20Site%20-%20Tracy%20Sports%20Complex%20(D24-0004.%20CUP24-0001)
mailto:martin.e.vargas@cityoftracy.org?subject=T-Mobile%20Cell%20Site%20-%20Tracy%20Sports%20Complex%20(D24-0004.%20CUP24-0001)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Costco%20Cold%20Distribution%20Center%20(AP24-0001,%20D24-0005)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Costco%20Cold%20Distribution%20Center%20(AP24-0001,%20D24-0005)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=ZEV%20(Truck)%20Hub%20(D24-0008,%20CUP24-0003)
mailto:genevieve.federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=ZEV%20(Truck)%20Hub%20(D24-0008,%20CUP24-0003)
mailto:victoria.lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Northeast%20Business%20Park%20(D24-0013,%20AP24-0002,%20SPA24-0001)
mailto:victoria.lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Northeast%20Business%20Park%20(D24-0013,%20AP24-0002,%20SPA24-0001)
mailto:kenny.lipich@ciyoftracy.org?subject=D24-0023,%20CUP24-0007%20Verizon%20Monopole
mailto:kenny.lipich@ciyoftracy.org?subject=D24-0023,%20CUP24-0007%20Verizon%20Monopole
mailto:kenny.lipich@ciyoftracy.org?subject=D24-0023,%20CUP24-0007%20Verizon%20Monopole
mailto:kenny.lipich@ciyoftracy.org?subject=D24-0023,%20CUP24-0007%20Verizon%20Monopole
mailto:kenny.lipich@ciyoftracy.org?subject=D24-0023,%20CUP24-0007%20Verizon%20Monopole
mailto:kenny.lipich@ciyoftracy.org?subject=D24-0023,%20CUP24-0007%20Verizon%20Monopole


Name Application # Zoning Lot Acreage # of Units Location Developer/Builder Planner

Diaz Duplexes D19-0028 MDR 0.3 4 4th and C St. Javier Diaz Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

Tracy Hills Phase 1B

TSM18-0006 
TSM18-0007  
SPA19-0002  
GPA19-0001

THSP 161 434 Tracy Hills Drive 
west of Phase 1A Lennar Scott Claar

(209)381-6429

Tracy Hills KT Project (Hillview)

GPA19-0003
SPA19-0004
SPA20-0008  
TSM20-0002

THSP 36 214 Tracy Hills Drive 
east of Corral Hollow Rd. Lennar Scott Claar

(209)381-6429

Valpico Glenbriar Apartments D19-0018 HDR 11.62 264 351 E. Valpico Road Gaurdian Capital Staff
(209)831-6400

Collin Avenue Duplexes D18-0015 HDR 0.4 10 178 Collin Avenue Abdul Chashmawala Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

Tracy Village

TSM17-0003
A/P13-0002
GPA13-0005
SPA18-0001

TVSP 135 594 SEC Valpico Rd. & 
Corral Hollow Rd. Toll Brothers Victoria Lombardo

(209)831-6428

Tracy Hills Phase 2
GPA21-0001
SPA21-0003
TSM20-0003

THSP 493 1,517 Tracy Hills south of I-580 Integral Communities Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Byron Road Duplexes D21-0035 MDR 0.89 6 3030 Byron Rd Schack & Company, Inc. Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Total 838.21 3,043

CITY OF TRACY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PIPELINE REPORT
Status as of May 2025

APPROVED AND UNDER CONSTRUCTION
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mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Diaz%20Duplexes%20(D19-0028)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Diaz%20Duplexes%20(D19-0028)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%201B%20(GPA19-0001,%20SPA19-0002,%20TSM18-0006,%20TSM18-0007)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%201B%20(GPA19-0001,%20SPA19-0002,%20TSM18-0006,%20TSM18-0007)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20KT%20Project%20(GPA19-0003,%20SPA19-0004,%20SPA20-0008,%20TSM20-0002)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20KT%20Project%20(GPA19-0003,%20SPA19-0004,%20SPA20-0008,%20TSM20-0002)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Valpico%20Glenbriar%20Apartments%20(D19-0018)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Valpico%20Glenbriar%20Apartments%20(D19-0018)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Collin%20Avenue%20Duplexes%20(D18-0015)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Collin%20Avenue%20Duplexes%20(D18-0015)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Village%20(TSM17-0003,%20A/P13-0002,%20GPA13-0005,%20SPA18-0001)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Village%20(TSM17-0003,%20A/P13-0002,%20GPA13-0005,%20SPA18-0001)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%202%20(GPA21-0001,%20SPA21-0003,%20TSM20-0003)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%202%20(GPA21-0001,%20SPA21-0003,%20TSM20-0003)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Byron%20Road%20Duplexes%20(D21-0035)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Byron%20Road%20Duplexes%20(D21-0035)


Name Application # Zoning Lot Acreage # of Units Location Developer/Builder Planner

East 8th Street Apartments
ZA17-0003
D16-0036 CBD 0.23 5 21, 25, & 29 E. 8th Street Frank Aufdermaur, Jr. Scott Claar

(209)381-6429

Ellis RE Lots/Limited Use Area TSM21-0002 ESP 41.87 9 SE area of Ellis SP Surland Staff
(209)831-6400

SANSUB Apartments D20-0021 MDR 0.76 9 2480 W. Byron Rd. Panchaksha Patel Staff
(209)831-6400

4-Story Commercial & Affordable 
Apartments (The Junction) D22-0027 CBD 0.47 46 601 N. Central Ave CRP Affordable Housing Scott Claar

(209)381-6429

West Street Senior Housing
D22-0043

GPA22-0008
R22-0005

MDR 1.94 110 301 West St Artifex West, Inc. Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

Byron Road TSM R22-0004
TSM22-0003 MDR 5 38 2660 W Byron Rd Schack & Company, Inc. Kenny Lipich

(209)831-6443
Tracy Hills Phase 2A HOA 
Facility D23-0009 THSP 3 2 Corner of Emery Street 

and White Hart Ave Lennar Homes Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Mount Oso Townhomes 
(Formerly known as 15 
Duplexes, 2 Triplexes and 1 
SFD)

D22-0029 
CUP23-0003
TSM23-0003

MDR 3.38 37 SWC W. Mt Diablo Ave & 
S. C St Byrum Investment, LLC. Kenny Lipich

(209)831-6443

Tracy Hills Phase 2B(1) - 
Villages 11-14 D24-0019 THSP N/A 326 Stanek & Sierra View Dr. Lennar Homes of California, 

LLC
Christina Delgadillo
(209)831-6433

Avenues TSM21-0001
EXT24-0001 ESP 95.83 480 12650 W. Valpico Rd. Surland Kenny Lipich

(209)831-6443

Total 152.28 1,062

APPROVED AND NOT YET UNDER CONSTRUCTION
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mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=East%208th%20Street%20Apartments%20(ZA17-0003,%20D16-0036)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=East%208th%20Street%20Apartments%20(ZA17-0003,%20D16-0036)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Ellis%20RE%20Lots/Limited%20Use%20Area%20(TSM21-0002)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=Ellis%20RE%20Lots/Limited%20Use%20Area%20(TSM21-0002)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=SANSUB%20Apartments%20(D20-0021)
mailto:PlanningAdmin@cityoftracy.org?subject=SANSUB%20Apartments%20(D20-0021)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=4-Story%20Commercial%20&%20Affordable%20Apartments%20(D22-0027)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=4-Story%20Commercial%20&%20Affordable%20Apartments%20(D22-0027)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=West%20Street%20Senior%20Housing%20(D22-0043,%20GPA22-0008,%20R22-0005)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=West%20Street%20Senior%20Housing%20(D22-0043,%20GPA22-0008,%20R22-0005)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Byron%20Road%20TSM%20(R22-0004,%20TSM22-0003)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Byron%20Road%20TSM%20(R22-0004,%20TSM22-0003)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%202A%20HOA%20Facility%20(D23-0009)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%202A%20HOA%20Facility%20(D23-0009)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Mount%20Oso%20Townhomes%20(D22-0029,%20CUP23-0003,%20TSM23-0003)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Mount%20Oso%20Townhomes%20(D22-0029,%20CUP23-0003,%20TSM23-0003)
mailto:Christina.Delgadillo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%202B%20(1)%20-%20Villages%2011-14%20(D24-0019)
mailto:Christina.Delgadillo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%202B%20(1)%20-%20Villages%2011-14%20(D24-0019)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Avenues%20(TSM21-0001)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Avenues%20(TSM21-0001)


Name Application # Zoning Lot Acreage # of Units Location Developer/Builder Planner

Tracy Hills Phase 5
SPA21-0007 
GPA21-0005
TSM22-0002

THSP 284 1390

Lammers Rd 
between the Delta 
Mendota Canal & 
California Aqueduct

Integral Communities Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Tracy Hills Phase 1C TSM22-0001 THSP 121 293 Lammers Rd. SE of 
California Aqueduct Lennar Scott Claar

(209)381-6429

Tracy Apartments D22-0023 MDR 0.81 11 2450 & 2460 Byron Rd. Tenacious AAK, Inc. Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

Westside Ranch TSM22-0005 PUD 71.6 415 SEC 11th Street and Lamm  South Parcel Investors, LLC Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

Tracy Hills Apartments D23-0004
CUP23-0001

TH-Mixed
Use 

Business 
Park

14.6 375
Tracy Hills Specific Plan, 
Phase 1A
 253-380-050

Tracy BPS, LLC/ 
MCE Partners

Scott Claar
(209)381-6429

Tracy Pavilion D22-0028 - 129.7 751 Lammers Rd, N of Grant LinMLC Holdings, Inc. Victoria Lombardo
(209)831-6428

The Triway Project
D24-0003
R24-0001

TSM24-0001
M-1 29 275

Valpico Rd 
APNs 246-130-030, 040, 

060 & 270

Brookfield Bay Area Holdings, 
LLC

Genevieve Federighi 
(209)831-6435

The Grant Line Condos
D24-0010

CUP24-0004
TSM24-0002

GHC 0.68 20 508 & 522 W Grant Line 
Rd. Schack & Company, Inc. Genevieve Federighi 

(209)831-6435

Sierra Gardens Condominiums D24-0017
TSM24-0003 MDR 0.55 8 310 W. Mt Diablo Ave Sierra Investment LLC Christina Delgadillo

(209)831-6433

Legacy Estates
AP24-0003

GPA24-0003
TSM24-0004

- 58.4 326 12100 West Valpico Rd. CB Empire Properties Kenny Lipich
(209)831-6443

Tracy Hills Phase 3 & 4 TSM25-0001 THSP 653 1551 East of Lammers Rd, 
South of I-580 Various Owners Craig Hoffman

(209) 831-6426

Total 1,363.17 5,415

UNDER CITY REVIEW (NOT YET APPROVED)
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mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%205%20(SPA21-0007,%20GPA21-0005,%20TSM22-0002)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%205%20(SPA21-0007,%20GPA21-0005,%20TSM22-0002)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%201C%20(TSM22-0001)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%201C%20(TSM22-0001)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Apartments%20(D22-0023)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Apartments%20(D22-0023)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Westside%20Ranch%20(TSM22-0005)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Westside%20Ranch%20(TSM22-0005)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Apartments%20(D23-0004,%20CUP23-0001)
mailto:Scott.Claar@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Apartments%20(D23-0004,%20CUP23-0001)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Pavilion%20(D22-0028)
mailto:Victoria.Lombardo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Pavilion%20(D22-0028)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=The%20Triway%20Project%20(D24-0003,%20R24-0001,%20TSM24-0001)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=The%20Triway%20Project%20(D24-0003,%20R24-0001,%20TSM24-0001)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Grant%20Line%20Condiminiums%20(D24-0010,%20CUP24-0004,%20TSM24-0002)
mailto:Genevieve.Federighi@cityoftracy.org?subject=Grant%20Line%20Condiminiums%20(D24-0010,%20CUP24-0004,%20TSM24-0002)
mailto:Christina.Delgadillo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%202B%20(1)%20-%20Villages%2011-14%20(D24-0019)
mailto:Christina.Delgadillo@cityoftracy.org?subject=Tracy%20Hills%20Phase%202B%20(1)%20-%20Villages%2011-14%20(D24-0019)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Legacy%20Estates%20(GPA24-0003,%20TSM24-0004,%20AP24-0003)
mailto:Kenneth.Lipich@cityoftracy.org?subject=Legacy%20Estates%20(GPA24-0003,%20TSM24-0004,%20AP24-0003)


Name Application #

Zoning/G
P 

Designatio
n

Lot Acreage # of Units Location

Bright UR 5 170 886 11th Street & 
Lammers Road

Bright/Castro PUD/UR 7 107 606 Josephine Drive & 
Tennis Lane 

UR1 UR 1 780 2929 MacArthur Drive & 
Schulte Road 

Tracy Hills (other future phases) THSP 647 2162 Corral Hollow Road & 
580

Gateway/Westside 
Specific Plan PUD 535 857 Lammers Road & 

11th Street

I-205 Expansion Commerci
al/Res Low 172 1748 Naglee and Larch Roads

Larch Clover Commercial 442 1197 Larch/Clover

Rocha Res Low/ 
Medium 91 727 MacArthur Drive 

and Eastlake
Berg/Byron remainder MDR/GHC 56 411 Berg/Byron Roads
Total 3,000 11,523

ADDITIONAL CITY & SOI (SPHERE OF INFLUENCE) PROPERTIES

Developer/Builder

Bright 

Bright 

Various Owners

Integral Communities / Others

Various Owners

Various Owners

Various Owners

Rocha

Various Owners
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